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Japanese Advantages
***RELATION UNIQUENESS
high now

Relations are high, Kan has deflated the Futenma situation, and Japan will never abandon the alliance 

Xinhua News 7/10/10 [http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/indepth/2010-07/10/c_13393108.htm, U.S. military presence to remain thorn in relations with Japan: experts]
. For now, both Richard Bush, senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, said Japan's leadership deemed the former prime minister's approach a political loser. "They needed to cut their losses, they did so and that brought about an immediate improvement in U.S.-Japan relations," he said. While the party will continue to deal with expectations raised by former Prime Minister Hatoyama, Kan is deflating those expectations, he said. While Kan will feel Washington's pull on one side and Okinawa's tug on the other, he will respond more to the former, Bush saidWashington and Tokyo are downplaying the military issue and Japan's leadership is focusing on the economy in the face of an ongoing global recession. Baker said Japan understands its inability to provide fully for its defense, and a number of what Washington perceives as regional security concerns will cause the United States to keep a sharp eye on the region, he said.
Relations are high, the Japanese won’t let Okinawa destroy relations 

AP 6/22/10 [http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5islkPj_84APsquFWNdqr2kuTwDQwD9GG68080, U.S.- Japan Security Pact turns 50, faces new strains, by Eric Talmadge, he is an AP writer]

TOKYO — Uncertainty over a Marine base and plans to move thousands of U.S. troops to Guam are straining a post-World War II security alliance Japan and the United States set 50 years ago, but Tokyo's new leader said Tuesday he stands behind the pact. Prime Minister Naoto Kan said he sees the arrangement as a crucial means of maintaining the balance of power in Asia, where the economic and military rise of China is looming large, and vowed to stand behind it despite recent disputes with Washington. "Keeping our alliance with the United States contributes to peace in the region," Kan said in a televised question-and-answer session with other party leaders. "Stability helps the U.S.-Japan relationship, and that between China and Japan and, in turn, China and the United States." The U.S.-Japan alliance, formalized over violent protests in 1960, provides for the defense of Japan while assuring the U.S. has regional bases that serve as a significant deterrent to hostilities over the Korean Peninsula or Taiwan. Under the pact, promulgated 50 years ago Wednesday, nearly 50,000 American troops are deployed throughout Japan. The U.S. forces include a key naval base south of Tokyo where the only permanently forward-deployed aircraft carrier has its home port; Kadena Air Base, which is one of the largest in Asia; and more than 10,000 U.S. Marines on the southern island of Okinawa. The large U.S. presence over the past five decades has allowed Japan to keep its own defense spending low, to about 1 percent of its GDP, and focus its spending elsewhere — a factor that helped it rebuild after World War II to become the world's second-largest economy. "Even though there are some small problems here and there, in the bigger sense the relationship remains strong," said Jun Iio, a professor at the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies in Tokyo. "Very few people think that it is actually necessary to make major changes in the alliance."

Relations are high 

Foreign Policy 6/16/10 [http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/16/will_obama_hit_the_reset_button_on_us_japan_relations, Will Obama hit the ‘reset’ button on U.S.-Japan relations?, by Josh Rogin]
"The new prime minister has done everything possible to underscore the importance of the U.S.-Japan alliance," an administration official close to the issue told The Cable. "This is a very complex set of interactions but we're reassured by what we've heard so far from Prime Minister Kan." Japan hands in Washington note that Kan, in his swearing-in remarks, affirmed the U.S.-Japan alliance as "the cornerstone" of his country's diplomacy and pledged to honor the 2006 agreement. But Kan also said he would place equal emphasis on improving ties with China. That struck many in Washington as a sign that the Democratic Party of Japan, which took power last year for the first time, is still hedging against what party leaders see as an Obama administration that just isn't giving Japan the respect and attention it feels it deserves. As for the recent cooling in relations, "I don't think it's over, but a change in leadership is a chance to reset," said Randall Schriver, former deputy assistant secretary of state for East Asia. The U.S. problem with Hatoyama was personal, based on his style and inability to meet his own deadlines, resulting in a lack of trust, Schriver said. 
U.S- Japanese relations remain high- too important for Japan

AP 6/22 (ERIC TALMADGE, 6/22/10, "US-Japan security pact turns 50, faces new strains", http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5islkPj_84APsquFWNdqr2kuTwDQwD9GG68080//ts)
Still, the Okinawa problem underscores an increasingly skeptical stance among some Japanese leaders toward the role of the security alliance. Though the pact was strongly supported by the staunchly pro-U.S. conservative party that ruled Japan for most of the past 60 years, the newly empowered Democratic Party of Japan, which swept to office last year, have taken a more nuanced approach, saying that while close security ties with Washington remain crucial Japan needs to improve its relations with its Asian neighbors, particularly China. On Monday, Kan said he will reassure Obama when they meet at a summit this weekend that Japan-U.S. ties continue to be "the cornerstone" of Japan's diplomacy. But he added that "I want to view this relationship from a broader point of view," and stressed Japan must not forget the importance of developing its Asian relationships. 
Even with sudden decreases, U.S- Japanese relations remain high

AP 6/22 (The, Jun 22, “Okinawa basing stresses U.S.-Japan relations - MarineCorpsTimes.com”, http://www.marinecorpstimes.com/news/2010/06/ap_us_japan_062210//ts)
TOKYO — Uncertainty over a Marine base and plans to move thousands of U.S. troops to Guam are straining a post-World War II security alliance Japan and the United States set 50 years ago, but Tokyo's new leader said Tuesday he stands behind the pact. Prime Minister Naoto Kan said he sees the arrangement as a crucial means of maintaining the balance of power in Asia, where the economic and military rise of China is looming large, and vowed to stand behind it despite recent disputes with Washington. "Keeping our alliance with the United States contributes to peace in the region," Kan said in a televised question-and-answer session with other party leaders. "Stability helps the U.S.-Japan relationship, and that between China and Japan and, in turn, China and the United States." The U.S.-Japan alliance, formalized over violent protests in 1960, provides for the defense of Japan while assuring the U.S. has regional bases that serve as a significant deterrent to hostilities over the Korean Peninsula or Taiwan. 

U.S- Japanese relations will remain strong- assumes china

Hiatt 10 – editor of The Washington Post (Fred, April 2, "Where does Japan stand on relations with the U.S.?" the editorial page . He also writes editorials for the page http://voices.washingtonpost.com/postpartisan/2010/04/where_does_japan_stand_on_rela.html//ts) 
Okada stopped in Washington earlier this week and reiterated his belief that the U.S.-Japan security alliance is crucial, for Japan and Asia more generally. He also doesn’t hesitate to say that China is the reason the alliance is so important. “Of course China is very necessary for Japan and very important economically,” he said during a visit with Post editors and reporters. “However, its political system is very different. So we believe that a strong alliance between Japan and the United States, which share a political philosophy, is important for the stability of Asia, and other Asian countries also feel that way.” Okada stressed that the goal is “to engage China in the international community,” adding, “Its military capability is increasing, its military budget is increasing, and transparency is not sufficient.” All of that may seem self-evident. But statements from other actors within Japan’s government have bred uncertainty in Washington about how committed Japan will remain to the U.S. alliance, as opposed to favoring better ties with Beijing or broader East Asian groupings. My sense is that Okada is a good barometer of where Japan will end up, not only because he is right about the affinity between democracies but also because most Japanese people agree with him: They want friendly relations with China, but they also want the reassurance of a U.S. alliance as China’s power grows. 

low now
Relations are low, Okinawa will remain a thorn in relations 

Xinhua News 7/10/10 [http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/indepth/2010-07/10/c_13393108.htm, U.S. military presence to remain thorn in relations with Japan: experts]
The U.S. military presence in Japan will remain a long term source of consternation between the two allies, in spite of a recent easing of tensions, some experts said. "All you need is another rape case and it comes up as a high profile issue," said Rodger Baker, director of East Asia analysis at global intelligence company Stratfor. Residents of Okinawa, a Japanese island that hosts about two-thirds of Japan's 40,000 U.S. troops, still recall the 1995 case in which three U.S. servicemen kidnapped and raped a 12-year-old Japanese girl. They continue to complain about noise from overhead U.S. aircraft and the island has seen mass demonstrations calling for U.S. forces to leave. Last year, then Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama sparked a row when he called for a "partnership of equals" in a relationship dominated by Washington since the end of World War II. When the dust cleared, Hatoyama resigned because of a broken campaign promise to shutter Futenma, a U.S. air base located in Okinawa. The relationship underwent a public reset at the recent G20 summit in Toronto. Japan's new Prime Minister Naoto Kan pledged he will stick to a previous agreement with Washington to move Futenma to the north of the island, even though Okinawans want the base gone altogether. U.S. President Barack Obama responded that he understands the delicacy of the matter and that he would strive to make the U.S. military presence more palatable to Tokyo. Still, analysts said the problem is not going away.
Relations are low, the futenma base is putting an enormous strain on U.S. Japanese ties

AP 6/22/10 [http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5islkPj_84APsquFWNdqr2kuTwDQwD9GG68080, U.S.- Japan Security Pact turns 50, faces new strains, by Eric Talmadge, he is an AP writer]
But while the alliance is one of the strongest Washington has anywhere in the world, it has come under intense pressure lately over a plan to make sweeping reforms that would pull back roughly 8,600 Marines from Okinawa to the U.S. Pacific territory of Guam. The move was conceived in response to opposition on Okinawa to the large U.S. military presence there — more than half of the U.S. troops in Japan are on Okinawa, which was one of the bloodiest battlefields of World War II. Though welcomed by many at first, the relocation plan has led to renewed Okinawan protests over the U.S. insistence it cannot be carried out unless a new base is built on Okinawa to replace one that has been set for closing for more than a decade. A widening rift between Washington and Tokyo over the future of the Futenma Marine Corps Air Station was a major factor in the resignation of Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama earlier this month. It could well plague Kan as well.
Relations are low- Kan is sticking to his guns, and isn’t on the same page as the U.S. 

Foreign Policy 6/16/10 [http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/16/will_obama_hit_the_reset_button_on_us_japan_relations, Will Obama hit the ‘reset’ button on U.S.-Japan relations?, by Josh Rogin]
"Japan's a democracy and Hatoyama brought himself down," said Devin Stewart, senior fellow at the Carnegie Council for Ethics in International Affairs. So is everything OK now that Kan is in charge? Not exactly. The new prime minister's comments on China suggest that Washington and Tokyo aren't yet on the same page regarding larger issues of security, economics, and diplomacy. "The relationship is bigger than Futenma, but that's all we talked about," Schriver said. "So somebody has to raise this to the next level and start to talk about the broader regional issues and that's got to be us." Kan's not likely to take the lead on trying to revamp the alliance, mainly because he has to focus on Japan's economy and keeping his party's control of the parliament. "Prime Minister Kan is treading on the eggshells left behind by Hatoyama," said Patrick Cronin, director of the Asia security program at the Center for a New American Security, the think tank founded by Assistant Secretary of State Kurt Campbell. "He has to carry his party into uncertain July elections whose outcome may determine the next ruling coalition, the next cabinet, and possibly even the next steps on military basing." And Kan has every reason not to want to reopen the Futenma issue, which Hatoyama seemed to resolve just before he resigned. 
U.S- Japanese relations low and decreasing- more intolerance towards American Presence

Timm 10 – Writer for the investor 500 (Jordan, Investor 500: Black swan hunting"http://list.canadianbusiness.com/rankings/investor500/2010/article/article.aspx?id=20100524_10012_10012//ts)

A resurgent Japan Busch can imagine disagreement among Asia-Pacific countries over sourcing energy that could lead to trade disruptions, resulting in a more assertive Japan. "I would expect increasing Japanese intolerance of U.S. hegemony in the region, and stronger pushback for Japanese interests instead of just following along with the U.S." He also expects more discussion about American military bases in Japan, and anticipates that Japan won't hesitate to use its military strength to project power, not least navally. 

Relations low and declining- Japan turning away from the U.S and towards China

Fackler 10 – Writer for NY Times (Martin, January 24, “In Japan, U.S. Losing Diplomatic Ground to China”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/01/24/world/asia/24japan.html?_r=1&pagewanted=print//ts)
The trip, organized by the powerful secretary general of Japan’s governing Democratic Party, Ichiro Ozawa, was just one sign of a noticeable warming of Japan’s once icy ties with China. It was also an indication that the United States, Japan’s closest ally, may be losing at least some ground in a diplomatic tug-of-war with Beijing. Political experts say Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama’s greater willingness to engage Beijing and the rest of Asia reflects a broad rethinking of Japan’s role in the region at a time when the United States is showing unmistakable signs of decline. It also reflects a growing awareness here that Japan’s economic future is increasingly tied to China, which has already surpassed the United States as its largest trading partner. “Hatoyama wants to use Asia to offset what he sees as the declining influence of the United States,” said Yoshihide Soeya, director of the Institute of East Asia Studies at Keio University in Tokyo. “He thinks he can play China off the United States.” Mr. Soeya and other analysts say warmer ties with China are not necessarily a bad thing for Washington, which has long worried about Japan’s isolation in the region. But some are concerned that the new openness toward China may also be driven by a simmering resentment within Mr. Hatoyama’s left-leaning government of what some here call the United States’ “occupation mentality.” Those feelings have been stoked by what many Japanese see as the Obama administration’s high-handed treatment in the dispute over the air base on Okinawa. 
U.S- Japanese relations low now- failure to move troops at predestined date
UPI 10 (April 26, "U.S. base strains Japanese-U.S. relations - UPI.com", http://www.upi.com/Top_News/Special/2010/04/26/US-base-strains-Japanese-US-relations/UPI-43251272295556//ts), 
TOKYO, April 26 (UPI) -- Nearly 100,000 people took the streets Sunday Japan demanding that a U.S. military base be moved. They attended a rally in Japan's southern island of Okinawa to protest the American presence there, BBC News reports. Under a 2006 agreement, the Marine Corps Air Station Futenma was to be relocated from the center to the coast but demonstrators want Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama to honor his election pledge to move it off the island. The row has strained relations between Japan and the United States. "Mr. Hatoyama has failed completely as a Japanese politician, as a leader of this country to take control of that issue," Keith Henry, principal officer at Asia Strategy in Tokyo, told CNN. "What should have been a regional issue within Okinawa has become a national referendum on Hatoyama himself, and unfortunately, on the state of U.S.-Japan relations." 
Relations low and are continuing to be strained- elections prove
Inhofe 4/19 (Jim, 19 10, "US-Japan relations strained (Sen. )"

http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/foreign-policy/92971-us-japan-relations-strained-sen-jim-inhofe//ts)

Recently, however, I have become increasingly concerned that Japan may ignore its more recent agreements with regard to our U.S. military installation realignment plans on the island of Okinawa, and Japan’s continuing disregard of American law when American children are abducted by a Japanese parent and successfully taken to Japan. As a result, relations between our two great nations have become strained. Recent Japanese elections may have something to do with this unexpected turn of events which is affecting nearly every aspect of Japanese policymaking. Relocation to Camp Schwab After 13 years of negotiations, and an agreement signed in 2006 by both the U.S. and Japanese governments, the present Japanese government has stated that it may not honor the agreement that allows the U.S. to relocate the U.S. Marine’s Futenma Air Station from the crowded city of Ginowan to Camp Schwab in the less populated part of northern Okinawa. This agreement also includes the redeployment of 8,000 Marines and other personnel to new facilities in Guam, and thus leads to the return of thousands of acres of land to the Japanese. A delay in deciding whether to honor the 2006 agreement threatens the mutual cooperative security of our two countries. Unfortunately, many speculate that the present Japanese government of Prime Minister Hatoyama will continue delaying a final decision until after the July 2010 Japanese Upper House legislative elections. The implication that domestic politics is intruding into the national security decision-making process is very troubling. 
a2: collapse innevitable

Even if its collapse is inevitable, the alliance will still be largely beneficial in the next 15 years

Christensen 03 [Thomas J. Christensen, Prof. PoliSci @ MIT, contributor to International Relations Theory and the Asia-Pacific, New York : Columbia University Press, c 2003 [pgs. 44]
Even if sustainable only for the next ten to fifteen years, the U.S. strategy of carefully calibrating increased Japanese activities in the alliance should have high payoffs. If the United States can avoid an escalation of Sino-Japanese security tensions in this time frame, several objectives could be achieved. First, the very nascent efforts to create regional confidence-building measures and regimes that encourage transparency will have time to bear fruit, as will Tokyo's and Beijing's recent efforts to improve bilateral ties and high-level contacts. Second, more cosmopolitan government officials and advisers should rise through the ranks in China as a generation of Chinese experts with extensive experience abroad comes of age. Third, China more generally will have time to undergo the next political transition as the "fourth generation" leadership replaces Jiang Zemin's generation, perhaps carrying with it significant political reform. Given the strong popular sentiments in China about Japan and Taiwan and the dangers of hypernationalism in the democratization process, it would be best for the region and the world if China transited political reform without the distractions and jingoism that would likely flow from a Sino-Japanese security competition. Fourth, the process of Korean unification would be significantly simplified if it were not accompanied by a Sino-japanese military rivalry. Fifth, the region, including both Japan and China, will have time to recover from the current economic crisis without simultaneously worrying about intensifying security competition. As the interwar period showed, a combination of domestic instability and international tensions can lead to extremely unfortunate political changes within countries and in the relations among them. Moreover, if security relations are less tense, the financial crisis might provide an excellent opportunity to increase overall regional cooperation. Sixth, Tokyo will have more time to reconsider and rectify its treatment of the legacies of World War II. Seventh, it would be best for long-term regional stability if Japan's own strands of hypernationalism were kept in check during Japan's post-cold war political transition following the demise of the Liberal Democratic Party's monopoly on power.
a2: relations innevitable

Even if U.S.-China relations are inevitable, cooperation is key

Wakabayashi, 08. Hideki (Hideki Wakabayashi is a visiting fellow with the Japan Chair at CSIS. His primary research topics are U.S. Japan relations and Global Security.) The U.S.-Japan Alliance: A New Framework for Enhanced Global Security by the Center for Strategic & International Studies, October, 3-4
In Japan, there is concern that the United States will dedicate more time to the relationship with 
China. The growing presence of China as a regional and world power makes the strengthening of the U.S.-China relationship inevitable. However, if the Japanese public sees broadening U.S.- 

China ties and perceives the U.S.-Japan relationship as focused narrowly on defense issues, fears 
of “Japan passing” could resurface and weaken support for the alliance.  In that scenario, the Japanese government would struggle to facilitate defense cooperation, including the agreement to realign U.S. forces in Japan. It also might be more difficult to continue the Host Nation Support program, which is already a controversial issue in Japan. The United States and Japan should therefore seek to cooperate on more nonmilitary and soft power activities to show the Japanese public that alliance cooperation has many dimensions and that they all contribute to mutual security and prosperity. Maintaining a strong and healthy relationship depends not only on the treaty and other official agreements but also on continuous engagement with the peoples of the two nations.
***INTERNAL LINKS

aff
Futenma is key to u.s. japan relations

paul 6-1o
[Joshy, is MacArthur Visiting Associate Fellow at the Multilateralism and Regionalism programme of the S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies (RSIS), Nanyang Technological University. He is also Associate Fellow at the National Maritime Foundation, New Delhi, “Fall of Hatoyama: What Went Wrong?”, http://www.rsis.edu.sg/publications/Perspective/RSIS0612010.pdf]

There were four major reasons why Hatoyama was forced to continue with the 2006 plan. Firstly,  keeping the US-Japan security alliance was of prime importance for any government in Japan.  Okinawa is the focal point of the security pact between the US and Japan which has guaranteed the  security of Northeast Asia since World War II. At the same time it stands at an important location  close to the flashpoints of North Korea and Taiwan. Secondly, the Cheonan incident compelled Japan to comply with the demands of the US. The South  Korean naval ship Cheonan was sunk purportedly by a North Korean torpedo on March 26.  The issue  became more complicated when China was reluctant to accept the findings of the investigation  conducted by a multinational Joint Civilian Military Investigation group. The Cheonan incident has  since created confusion and anxiety in the region. In a way, Japan’s option was limited as it had to fall  back on the Japan-US security system.      Thirdly, the current economic condition of Japan did not allow it to substitute the US security  umbrella system with indigenous capabilities should the security pact be broken. It is reported that  Japan’s actual economic growth for the next five years may barely exceed 1.0 per cent per annum  which leaves little margin for Tokyo to build a defence infrastructure through tax revenues. A political  magazine Se’taku warned in February that if the alliance with the US collapsed, then Japan “would  have to increase its 5 trillion yen defence budget to 10 per cent annually for the next 10 years.”     Fourthly, Japan will have a series of elections in the second half of 2010 -- an Upper House election in  July; the Nago municipal city election in September and the Okinawa Governor’s election in  November. The Upper House election is an important one as DPJ has to prove that the result of the  2009 was not an aberration while it needs to secure a comfortable majority in both houses of  parliament. A prolonged dithering and uncertainty over Futenma would derail DPJ’s chance for  3  victory in the July Upper House elections.      Ever since his election as prime minister over eight months ago, Hatoyama had focused on a difficult,  albeit achievable foreign policy issue of Futenma. Instead, he should have concentrated on domestic  issues like the economy and environment and winning the Upper house elections. Had he pushed the  airbase issue more gradually, he could have saved his premiership.    

Futenma is a major thorn in U.S. Japanese relations 

Eric Talmadge 6/22/10 [http://www.marinecorpstimes.com/news/2010/06/ap_us_japan_062210/?utm_source=twitterfeed&utm_medium=twitter, Eric Talmadge is an associated press writer, “Okinawa Base Stressing U.S. Japan Relations”]
A widening rift between Washington and Tokyo over the future of the Futenma Marine Corps Air Station was a major factor in the resignation of Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama earlier this month. It could well plague Kan as well. Kan has vowed to build a replacement facility on Okinawa, as the U.S. demanded, but details are undecided. Implementing the agreement would need the support of the local governor, who has expressed opposition to it. Kan was scheduled to visit Okinawa on Wednesday for ceremonies marking the end of the 1945 battle there that hastened Japan's surrender. Recent tension on the Korean peninsula and China's growing military assertiveness have undoubtedly driven home the importance of the U.S. security pact with Japanese leaders. 
Okinawa base key to maintaining regional stability and facilitate U.S. Sino relations

Eric Talmadge 6/22/10 [http://www.marinecorpstimes.com/news/2010/06/ap_us_japan_062210/?utm_source=twitterfeed&utm_medium=twitter, Eric Talmadge is an associated press writer, “Okinawa Base Stressing U.S. Japan Relations”]
Uncertainty over a Marine base and plans to move thousands of U.S. troops to Guam are straining a post-World War II security alliance Japan and the United States set 50 years ago, but Tokyo's new leader said Tuesday he stands behind the pact. Prime Minister Naoto Kan said he sees the arrangement as a crucial means of maintaining the balance of power in Asia, where the economic and military rise of China is looming large, and vowed to stand behind it despite recent disputes with Washington. "Keeping our alliance with the United States contributes to peace in the region," Kan said in a televised question-and-answer session with other party leaders. "Stability helps the U.S.-Japan relationship, and that between China and Japan and, in turn, China and the United States." 
The U.S. needs to address Japanese concerns to establish better relations
Green 00 [Michael, The Challenges of Managing U.S.-Japan Security Relations After the Cold War, From New Perspectives on U.S.-Japan Relations, ed. Gerald L. Curtis, 2000, http://www.jcie.or.jp/thinknet/pdfs/new_green.pdf]
This essay began by asking whether the tensions in the alliance represent repetitions of past patterns or a trend that will intensify with time and whether the alliance needs restructuring or just better management to cope with these patterns. Some historical comparison is necessary to answer the first question. It would be difficult to argue, for example, that the bilateral disagreements over Japan’s indigenous satellite program in 1999 are worse than the huge 1989 confrontation over Japan’s plan to develop its own jet fighter, the FSX, or that bilateral dissonance over Korean peninsula policy was any louder in 1998 (when Japan was the hawk) than in 1978 (when Japan was the dove). The source of the dissonance is different, however. The growing realism in Japanese security thinking and fluidity in Japanese politics mean that there are now greater consequences when the United States fails to address Japanese concerns about national security. With time, U.S. inattention could establish a dynamic that does harm to the alliance. On the other hand, the growth of Japanese strategic realism presents an opportunity to strengthen and integrate alliance security cooperation
Japan welcomes the United States with open arms because of the threats to their security.

Dujarric, 04 (Robert Dujarric is a visiting scholar at the Research Institute of Economy, Trade, and Industry. “Why Are ROK-US Relations Bad and Japan-US Ties Good?” August 13, 2004. http://www.rieti.go.jp/en/papers/contribution/dujarric/03.html)

Many Koreans think the US does not respect their country. This is due to the unbalanced relationship between the two countries, the belief that the US was responsible for the military regimes and the Kwnagju massacre, and tensions over American servicemen. Japan being a bigger country, its relationship with America is less unequal. Because the US ended Japan's militaristic dictatorship in 1945, Japanese do not equate America with domestic militarism. Tensions with US servicemen are less acute because most US ground forces are far away in Okinawa, whereas in Korea American soldiers are in the heart of the country. Koreans' justifiable anger at the visa situation does not have a parallel in Japan since Japanese visitors do not need US visas. Moreover, Seoul has a much more benign view of the Pyongyang regime than Americans. As a result, many South Koreans think that America's DPRK policy hinders North-South reconciliation because it is not conciliatory enough. On the contrary, due to the abduction issue and the missile threat, most Japanese have hostile feelings towards the North. Therefore, North Korean policy is not a source of friction between Japan and America (though it could change if normalization occurs and Japan gives a lot of aid to the DPRK). There are also differences in the perception of Asian security. While many Koreans think that Korea has no enemies because they believe that North Korea, China, and Russia are not a threat anymore, but Japanese think that their country faces threats from North Korea and China. Therefore, they consider that a US alliance is essential for Japanese security. American policy makers, concerned about China, see Japan as an indispensable partner. American policy-makers probably doubt that South Korea would be a reliable ally against China, which is seen as having leverage over South Korea due to the North Korean situation. In addition, the US considers that Kim Dae Jung and Roh Moon-Hyun have been too soft with the DPRK, which raises further doubts about Seoul's reliability. On the South Korean side, there seems to be no willingness to support Taiwan, whereas Japan, even though it keeps a very low profile in this situation, shares American concerns about Taiwan. Finally, Korean readers should realize that America is focused on the Middle East, not East Asia. The strategic error of invading error Iraq is leading America to defeat. With the need to cope with the debacle in Iraq and the war against Al-Qaeda, Korea is not a priority, as shown by the removal of USFK units from Korea to fight in Iraq. Ironically, Bush the "hardliner" is implementing President Carter's plan to withdraw from Korea. Thus, due to the Iraq War, the US will follow a de facto conciliatory policy to Korea which is what the current ROK government wants, but Korea will suffer in the long run due to the cutbacks in the USFK.
neg
Turn- Futenma will further destroy relations between the u.s. and japan

AEI 6-16

[Michael Auslin, a resident scholar at AEI, “The Real Futenma Fallout”, http://www.aei.org/article/102196]

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

American Enterprise Institute January 2010 [http://www.aei.org/outlook/100929, Michael Auslin, “The U.S. Japan Alliance”]
As of January 2010, however, the new Japanese and U.S. administrations find themselves in a rare, public dispute over fulfilling the 2006 agreement on realigning U.S. forces in Japan. Of particular controversy is the move of the U.S. Marine Corps Air Station at Futenma, in Okinawa, to a new location on the same island at Camp Schwab. Hatoyama has repeatedly called for a renegotiation of the agreement, which would also affect the timetable for moving eight thousand U.S. Marines from Okinawa to Guam, as well as the consolidation and return of other areas on Okinawa used by U.S. forces to Okinawa's government. Both U.S. and Japanese diplomats have traded sharp words over the fate of the agreement, and a failure to come to an acceptable resolution would certainly cast a pall on U.S.-Japan relations during President Barack Obama's term in office. Already, senior observers on both sides of the Pacific worry that the unresolved disagreement is doing significant damage to long-term political relations. Yet, if the overall goal of the realignment process is to allow U.S. forces to maintain their presence in Northeast Asia while minimizing the burden placed on the Japanese host areas, then the agreement as a whole should be fulfilled as planned.
There’s no chance that futenma will destroy relations, the issue is tabled 

Foreign Policy 6/16/10 [http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/16/will_obama_hit_the_reset_button_on_us_japan_relations, Will Obama hit the ‘reset’ button on U.S.-Japan relations?, by Josh Rogin]
Now that Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama has fallen on his sword, and the United States Japan have an opportunity to "reset" their relationship, which suffered due to the personal discord between Hatoyama and President Obama and the lingering dispute over a base in Okinawa. But will they take it? For now, the battle over the Futenma air station seems to be tabled, with the new prime minister,Naoto Kan, pledging to largely stick to the deal struck in 2006. 

Troop presence not key to US-Japan relations

Bandow, 6/18 - – senior fellow at the Cato Institute and former special assistant to Reagan (6/18/10, Doug, The National Interest, “Get Out of Japan”, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23592 )
None of this means that the Japanese and American peoples should not be linked economically and culturally, or that the two governments should not cooperate on security issues. But there no longer is any reason for America to guarantee Japan’s security or permanently station forces on Japanese soil. The Obama administration’s foreign policy looks an awful lot like the Bush administration’s foreign policy. The U.S. insists on dominating the globe and imposing its will on its allies. This approach is likely to prove self-defeating in the long-term. U.S. arrogance will only advance the point when increasingly wealthy and influential friends insist on taking policy into their own hands. Before that, however, Washington’s insistence on defending prosperous and populous allies risks bankrupting America. Washington must begin scaling back foreign commitments and deployments. Japan would be a good place to start. 
***ADVANTAGES (AFF)
Hegemony module
1. Heg decline due to decrease in diplomacy 

Glaser & Morris 9 Glaser- Senior Fellow in the Freeman Chair for China Studies at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and Morris-research Intern in the Freeman Chair in China Studies at CSIS and is currently pursuing a Masters degree from Columbia University’s School of International and Public Affairs (Bonnie& Lyle, , 7/9/09, “Chinese Perceptions of US Decline and Power”, http://www.jamestown.org/single/?no_cache=1&tx_ttnews%5Btt_news%5D=35241&tx_ttnews%5BbackPid%5D=7&cHash=2d090405f7)

For the past few years, the Western world has been abuzz with talk of China’s rise. Most statesmen, pundits and academics have concluded that China’s rise is inevitable, but as of yet there has been no consensus on the implications of China’s rise for the rest of the world.  While Westerners debate issues like whether and how China can be “molded” into becoming a responsible stakeholder in the international system, the Chinese have been quietly conducting a debate of their own.  After more than a decade of judging the international structure of power as characterized by “yi chao, duo qiang” (one superpower, many great powers) [1]—with a substantial gap between the United States and other major powers—Chinese scholars are debating whether U.S. power is now in decline and if multipolarity (duojihua)  is becoming a reality. A key precipitating factor is the global financial crisis, which has sown doubts in the minds of some Chinese experts about the staying power of U.S. hegemony in the international system.  Chinese perceptions of American power are consequential. China’s assessment of the global structure of power is an important factor in Chinese foreign policy decision-making.  As long as Chinese leaders perceive a long-lasting American preeminence, averting confrontation with the United States is likely seen as the best option. If Beijing were to perceive the U.S. position as weakening, there could be fewer inhibitions for China to avoid challenging the United States where American and Chinese interests diverge.  Since the late-1990s, Beijing has judged the United States as firmly entrenched in the role of sole superpower.  As long as the comprehensive national power of China and the other major powers lagged far behind the United States, and the ability of China to forge coalitions to counterbalance U.S. power remained limited, Beijing concertedly avoided challenging U.S. interests around the world; for example, when the United States invaded Iraq.  Yet, China’s recent evaluation that the United States is overextended with wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, coupled with a perceived U.S. weakness in the wake of the financial crisis, could imbue Chinese policy makers with the confidence to be more assertive on the international stage in ways that may be inconsistent with American interests. The debate in China over a possible U.S. decline is not new, however. After the end of the Cold War, Chinese experts embarked on a rigorous examination of the new global environment that would emerge after the collapse of the Soviet Union and communism in Eastern Europe. At that time other rapidly expanding economies, especially Japan and Germany, were perceived as having become powerful U.S. competitors in high technology.  Some Chinese experts began to predict the emergence of a post-Cold War multipolar world order, a greater balance among major powers, resistance toward “Western values” and an increased emphasis worldwide on economic and diplomatic approaches as opposed to military might [2]. These predictions proved overly optimistic, however, and Beijing subsequently concluded that the United States would maintain its status as “sole superpower” for the next 15 to 20 years, if not longer [3]. Recent events, notably U.S. involvement in Iraq and Afghanistan and the financial crisis, juxtaposed against China’s sustained economic growth, have rekindled the debate in China about the sustainability of a U.S.-dominated international structure and China’s role in that new structure of power. In particular, many Chinese experts are viewing the recent U.S.-led financial crisis as sounding the death knell for unfettered American economic and hard power predominance and the dawn of a more inclusive multipolar system in which the United States can no longer unilaterally dictate world events. Signs that the debate has been rejuvenated surfaced in 2006 with a provocative newspaper article by Wang Yiwei, a young scholar at Shanghai’s Fudan University, who posed the question, “How can we prevent the USA from declining too quickly?”. The article, which suggested that a precipitous decline in U.S. power would harm Chinese investments, predicted the United States would soon fall to the status of a regional power rather than a global power because of its arrogance and imperial overreach and advised Washington to “learn to accept Chinese power on the world stage.” Wang’s article generated a tremendous response from readers and intellectuals, which spurred further debate within China about whether U.S. power was in decline [4]. After the onset of the financial crisis in the United States in 2008, which quickly reverberated globally, more articles appeared in Chinese newspapers positing a radical shift in the global structure of power.  In a May 18, 2009 article in China’s official state-run newspaper China Daily, Fu Mengzi, assistant president of the China Institutes of Contemporary International Relations, maintained that “the global financial crisis offers global leaders a chance to change the decades-old world political and economic orders. But a new order cannot be established until an effective multilateral mechanism to monitor globalization and countries' actions comes into place. And such a mechanism can work successfully only if the old order gets a formal burial after extensive and effective consultations and cooperation among world leaders” [5]. Li Hongmei, editor and columnist for People's Daily online, the official mouthpiece of the Chinese Communist Party, framed the argument more assertively in a February 2009 article by predicting an “unambiguous end to the U.S. unipolar system after the global financial crisis,” saying that in 2008, U.S. hegemony was “pushed to the brink of collapse as a result of its inherent structural contradictions and unbridled capitalist structure.” Li forecast that “in 2009, as a result of this decline, the international order will be reshuffled toward multipolarity with an emphasis on developing economies like China, Russia and Brazil” [6]. Li Hongmei and others highlight what they see as the main source of U.S. power decline: economics; and especially share of global Gross Domestic Product (GDP).  The IMF’s recently published figures on global GDP points out that in 2003, GDP in the United States accounted for 32 percent of the world total, while the total GDP of emerging economies accounted for 25 percent.  In 2008 however, the figures were reversed, with the total GDP of emerging economies at 32 percent and U.S. GDP at 25 percent of the world total respectively [7]. From Li’s perspective, the recent financial crisis portends a continuation of the downward trend for the United States. Scholars such as Wu Xinbo, professor and associate dean of the School of International Relations and Public Affairs at Fudan University, and Zhang Liping, senior fellow and deputy director of Political Studies Section at the Institute of American Studies in the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences (CASS), highlight a major shift in U.S. soft power and legitimacy after the U.S. invasion of Iraq.  According to Wu, the United States “lost its ‘lofty sentiments’ after it invaded Iraq and is feeling more ‘frustrated and lonely’ which will lead it to seek more cooperation with other big powers” [8].  Similarly, Zhang points to a diminution in U.S. soft power, a decrease in its ability to influence its allies, and diminished ability to get countries ‘on board’ with U.S. foreign policy initiatives after the invasion of Iraq—all signs that augur a decline in America’s legitimacy abroad [9].
2. Relations key to global stability and U.S Hegemony

Calder 09 (Kent E., director of the Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies. “Pacific Alliance” Page:4. 8/24/2009//ts)

For the United States, the logic of alliance on geopolitical grounds initially may appear more problematic for Japan. America is a preeminent world power, accounting for almost half of global military spending. It can handle most military contingencies without Japanese cooperation, if it disregards the war cost of prospective conflict and the considerable time saved by transporting troops and military equipment needed in a contingency from stateside rather than from Japanese bases. In some specialized areas, such as minesweeping, the alliance may have significant military utility for Washington, to be sure. Yet these areas are distinctly limited and arguable not intrinsically worth the substantial prospective costs of the ambitious commitment which Pacific alliance implies. The alliance is important for the world as a whole because it represents a critical mass in the global system that, given its sheer scale, becomes a fundamental pillar of world stability. The United States and Japan, after all, are the two largest economies on earth, with nearly 40 percent of global GDP between them. In finance their ability to cooperate is especially important in global terms: they are by far the largest debtors and creditors on earth, with Japan being close to a $2 trillion net creditor and the United States nearly a $2.5 trillion net debtor. Japan contributes directly to U.S military preeminence, both by providing bases for U.S forces and by supplying substantial levels of host-nation support-well over $4 billion annually? Even more important, Tokyo quite consistently supports the role of the U.S dollar as a global reserve currency and generally acts to stabilize its exchange-rate value. This “exorbitant privilege,” as Charles de Gaulle once put it, or providing the global key currency allows the United States an autonomy from fiscal constraints on its military deployments available to no other nation. It allowed the Reagan administration to accelerate military spending in the 1980’s, despite rising fiscal deficits, so as to force the collapse of the Soviet Union. It also afforded George W. Bush the leeway two decades later of flexibly pursuing the Iraq War. 

3. And, U.S leadership solves all other impacts – collapse of primacy results in great power wars  

Thayer 2006 

(Bradley A., Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Minnesota, Duluth, The National Interest, November -December, “In Defense of Primacy”, lexis)

A remarkable fact about international politics today--in a world where American primacy is clearly and unambiguously on display--is that countries want to align themselves with the United States. Of course, this is not out of any sense of altruism, in most cases, but because doing so allows them to use the power of the United States for their own purposes--their own protection, or to gain greater influence. Of 192 countries, 84 are allied with America--their security is tied to the United States through treaties and other informal arrangements--and they include almost all of the major economic and military powers. That is a ratio of almost 17 to one (85 to five), and a big change from the Cold War when the ratio was about 1.8 to one of states aligned with the United States versus the Soviet Union. Never before in its history has this country, or any country, had so many allies. U.S. primacy--and the bandwagoning effect--has also given us extensive influence in international politics, allowing the United States to shape the behavior of states and international institutions. Such influence comes in many forms, one of which is America's ability to create coalitions of like-minded states to free Kosovo, stabilize Afghanistan, invade Iraq or to stop proliferation through the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI). Doing so allows the United States to operate with allies outside of the UN, where it can be stymied by opponents. American-led wars in Kosovo, Afghanistan and Iraq stand in contrast to the UN's inability to save the people of Darfur or even to conduct any military campaign to realize the goals of its charter. The quiet effectiveness of the PSI in dismantling Libya's WMD programs and unraveling the A. Q. Khan proliferation network are in sharp relief to the typically toothless attempts by the UN to halt proliferation. You can count with one hand countries opposed to the United States. They are the "Gang of Five": China, Cuba, Iran, North Korea and Venezuela. Of course, countries like India, for example, do not agree with all policy choices made by the United States, such as toward Iran, but New Delhi is friendly to Washington. Only the "Gang of Five" may be expected to consistently resist the agenda and actions of the United States. China is clearly the most important of these states because it is a rising great power. But even Beijing is intimidated by the United States and refrains from openly challenging U.S. power. China proclaims that it will, if necessary, resort to other mechanisms of challenging the United States, including asymmetric strategies such as targeting communication and intelligence satellites upon which the United States depends. But China may not be confident those strategies would work, and so it is likely to refrain from testing the United States directly for the foreseeable future because China's power benefits, as we shall see, from the international order U.S. primacy creates. The other states are far weaker than China. For three of the "Gang of Five" cases--Venezuela, Iran, Cuba--it is an anti-U.S. regime that is the source of the problem; the country itself is not intrinsically anti-American. Indeed, a change of regime in Caracas, Tehran or Havana could very well reorient relations. THROUGHOUT HISTORY, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power--Rome, Britain or the United States today. Scholars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics. Everything we think of when we consider the current international order--free trade, a robust monetary regime, increasing respect for human rights, growing democratization--is directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages followed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. Without U.S. power, the liberal order created by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Ral Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)." Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washington and the world. The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists, most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated relationships aligned--between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war. Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars. Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread democracy and other elements of its ideology of liberalism. Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.3 So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing interests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. leadership. And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States. Critics have faulted the Bush Administration for attempting to spread democracy in the Middle East, labeling such an effort a modern form of tilting at windmills. It is the obligation of Bush's critics to explain why democracy is good enough for Western states but not for the rest, and, one gathers from the argument, should not even be attempted. Of course, whether democracy in the Middle East will have a peaceful or stabilizing influence on America's interests in the short run is open to question. Perhaps democratic Arab states would be more opposed to Israel, but nonetheless, their people would be better off. The United States has brought democracy to Afghanistan, where 8.5 million Afghans, 40 percent of them women, voted in a critical October 2004 election, even though remnant Taliban forces threatened them. The first free elections were held in Iraq in January 2005. It was the military power of the United States that put Iraq on the path to democracy. Washington fostered democratic governments in Europe, Latin America, Asia and the Caucasus. Now even the Middle East is increasingly democratic. They may not yet look like Western-style democracies, but democratic progress has been made in Algeria, Morocco, Lebanon, Iraq, Kuwait, the Palestinian Authority and Egypt. By all accounts, the march of democracy has been impressive. Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the global economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network characterized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mobility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a global public good from which all states benefit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well-being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable. Economic spin-offs foster the development of military technology, helping to ensure military prowess. Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the economic network comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat and researcher at the World Bank, who started his career confident in the socialist ideology of post-independence India. Abandoning the positions of his youth, Lal now recognizes that the only way to bring relief to desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the adoption of free market economic policies and globalization, which are facilitated through American primacy.4 As a witness to the failed alternative economic systems, Lal is one of the strongest academic proponents of American primacy due to the economic prosperity it provides. Fourth and finally, the United States, in seeking primacy, has been willing to use its power not only to advance its interests but to promote the welfare of people all over the globe. The United States is the earth's leading source of positive externalities for the world. The U.S. military has participated in over fifty operations since the end of the Cold War--and most of those missions have been humanitarian in nature. Indeed, the U.S. military is the earth's "911 force"--it serves, de facto, as the world's police, the global paramedic and the planet's fire department. Whenever there is a natural disaster, earthquake, flood, drought, volcanic eruption, typhoon or tsunami, the United States assists the countries in need. On the day after Christmas in 2004, a tremendous earthquake and tsunami occurred in the Indian Ocean near Sumatra, killing some 300,000 people. The United States was the first to respond with aid. Washington followed up with a large contribution of aid and deployed the U.S. military to South and Southeast Asia for many months to help with the aftermath of the disaster. About 20,000 U.S. soldiers, sailors, airmen and marines responded by providing water, food, medical aid, disease treatment and prevention as well as forensic assistance to help identify the bodies of those killed. Only the U.S. military could have accomplished this Herculean effort. No other force possesses the communications capabilities or global logistical reach of the U.S. military. In fact, UN peacekeeping operations depend on the United States to supply UN forces. American generosity has done more to help the United States fight the War on Terror than almost any other measure. Before the tsunami, 80 percent of Indonesian public opinion was opposed to the United States; after it, 80 percent had a favorable opinion of America. Two years after the disaster, and in poll after poll, Indonesians still have overwhelmingly positive views of the United States. In October 2005, an enormous earthquake struck Kashmir, killing about 74,000 people and leaving three million homeless. The U.S. military responded immediately, diverting helicopters fighting the War on Terror in nearby Afghanistan to bring relief as soon as possible. To help those in need, the United States also provided financial aid to Pakistan; and, as one might expect from those witnessing the munificence of the United States, it left a lasting impression about America. For the first time since 9/11, polls of Pakistani opinion have found that more people are favorable toward the United States than unfavorable, while support for Al-Qaeda dropped to its lowest level. Whether in Indonesia or Kashmir, the money was well-spent because it helped people in the wake of disasters, but it also had a real impact on the War on Terror. When people in the Muslim world witness the U.S. military conducting a humanitarian mission, there is a clearly positive impact on Muslim opinion of the United States. As the War on Terror is a war of ideas and opinion as much as military action, for the United States humanitarian missions are the equivalent of a blitzkrieg. THERE IS no other state, group of states or international organization that can provide these global benefits. None even comes close. The United Nations cannot because it is riven with conflicts and major cleavages that divide the international body time and again on matters great and trivial. Thus it lacks the ability to speak with one voice on salient issues and to act as a unified force once a decision is reached. The EU has similar problems. Does anyone expect Russia or China to take up these responsibilities? They may have the desire, but they do not have the capabilities. Let's face it: for the time being, American primacy remains humanity's only practical hope of solving the world's ills.

4. The decline in U.S hegemony results global nuclear conflicts in every region of the world

Kagan 2007 senior fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Robert, “End of Dreams, Return of History”, 7/19, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_return_of_histor.html)
(Robert, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace) End of Dreams, Return of History, 7/19/07, Real Clear Politics http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_return_of_histor.html 

This is a good thing, and it should continue to be a primary goal of American foreign policy to perpetuate this relatively benign international configuration of power. The unipolar order with the United States as the predominant power is unavoidably riddled with flaws and contradictions. It inspires fears and jealousies. The United States is not immune to error, like all other nations, and because of its size and importance in the international system those errors are magnified and take on greater significance than the errors of less powerful nations. Compared to the ideal Kantian international order, in which all the world 's powers would be peace-loving equals, conducting themselves wisely, prudently, and in strict obeisance to international law, the unipolar system is both dangerous and unjust. Compared to any plausible alternative in the real world, however, it is relatively stable and less likely to produce a major war between great powers. It is also comparatively benevolent, from a liberal perspective, for it is more conducive to the principles of economic and political liberalism that Americans and many others value. American predominance does not stand in the way of progress toward a better world, therefore. It stands in the way of regression toward a more dangerous world. The choice is not between an American-dominated order and a world that looks like the European Union. The future international order will be shaped by those who have the power to shape it. The leaders of a post-American world will not meet in Brussels but in Beijing, Moscow, and Washington. The return of great powers and great games If the world is marked by the persistence of unipolarity, it is nevertheless also being shaped by the reemergence of competitive national ambitions of the kind that have shaped human affairs from time immemorial. During the Cold War, this historical tendency of great powers to jostle with one another for status and influence as well as for wealth and power was largely suppressed by the two superpowers and their rigid bipolar order. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has not been powerful enough, and probably could never be powerful enough, to suppress by itself the normal ambitions of nations. This does not mean the world has returned to multipolarity, since none of the large powers is in range of competing with the superpower for global influence. Nevertheless, several large powers are now competing for regional predominance, both with the United States and with each other. National ambition drives China's foreign policy today, and although it is tempered by prudence and the desire to appear as unthreatening as possible to the rest of the world, the Chinese are powerfully motivated to return their nation to what they regard as its traditional position as the preeminent power in East Asia. They do not share a European, postmodern view that power is passé; hence their now two-decades-long military buildup and modernization. Like the Americans, they believe power, including military power, is a good thing to have and that it is better to have more of it than less. Perhaps more significant is the Chinese perception, also shared by Americans, that status and honor, and not just wealth and security, are important for a nation.  Japan, meanwhile, which in the past could have been counted as an aspiring postmodern power -- with its pacifist constitution and low defense spending -- now appears embarked on a more traditional national course. Partly this is in reaction to the rising power of China and concerns about North Korea 's nuclear weapons. But it is also driven by Japan's own national ambition to be a leader in East Asia or at least not to play second fiddle or "little brother" to China. China and Japan are now in a competitive quest with each trying to augment its own status and power and to prevent the other 's rise to predominance, and this competition has a military and strategic as well as an economic and political component. Their competition is such that a nation like South Korea, with a long unhappy history as a pawn between the two powers, is once again worrying both about a "greater China" and about the return of Japanese nationalism. As Aaron Friedberg commented, the East Asian future looks more like Europe's past than its present. But it also looks like Asia's past. Russian foreign policy, too, looks more like something from the nineteenth century. It is being driven by a typical, and typically Russian, blend of national resentment and ambition. 

A postmodern Russia simply seeking integration into the new European order, the Russia of Andrei Kozyrev, would not be troubled by the eastward enlargement of the EU and NATO, would not insist on predominant influence over its "near abroad," and would not use its natural resources as means of gaining geopolitical leverage and enhancing Russia 's international status in an attempt to regain the lost glories of the Soviet empire and Peter the Great. But Russia, like China and Japan, is moved by more traditional great-power considerations, including the pursuit of those valuable if intangible national interests: honor and respect. Although Russian leaders complain about threats to their security from NATO and the United States, the Russian sense of insecurity has more to do with resentment and national identity than with plausible external military threats. 16 Russia's complaint today is not with this or that weapons system. It is the entire post-Cold War settlement of the 1990s that Russia resents and wants to revise. But that does not make insecurity less a factor in Russia 's relations with the world; indeed, it makes finding compromise with the Russians all the more difficult. One could add others to this list of great powers with traditional rather than postmodern aspirations. India 's regional ambitions are more muted, or are focused most intently on Pakistan, but it is clearly engaged in competition with China for dominance in the Indian Ocean and sees itself, correctly, as an emerging great power on the world scene.In the Middle East there is Iran, which mingles religious fervor with a historical sense of superiority and leadership in its region. 17 Its nuclear program is as much about the desire for regional hegemony as about defending Iranian territory from attack by the United States. Even the European Union, in its way, expresses a pan-European national ambition to play a significant role in the world, and it has become the vehicle for channeling German, French, and British ambitions in what Europeans regard as a safe supranational direction. Europeans seek honor and respect, too, but of a postmodern variety. 
The honor they seek is to occupy the moral high ground in the world, to exercise moral authority, to wield political and economic influence as an antidote to militarism, to be the keeper of the global conscience, and to be recognized and admired by others for playing this role. Islam is not a nation, but many Muslims express a kind of religious nationalism, and the leaders of radical Islam, including al Qaeda, do seek to establish a theocratic nation or confederation of nations that would encompass a wide swath of the Middle East and beyond. Like national movements elsewhere, Islamists have a yearning for respect, including self-respect, and a desire for honor. Their national identity has been molded in defiance against stronger and often oppressive outside powers, and also by memories of ancient superiority over those same powers. China had its "century of humiliation." Islamists have more than a century of humiliation to look back on, a humiliation of which Israel has become the living symbol, which is partly why even Muslims who are neither radical nor fundamentalist proffer their sympathy and even their support to violent extremists who can turn the tables on the dominant liberal West, and particularly on a dominant America which implanted and still feeds the Israeli cancer in their midst.  Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as "No. 1" and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying -- its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic.  
It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible.  Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe 's stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that 's not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world 's great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China 's neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan.  In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene -- even if it remained the world's most powerful nation -- could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more 
CONTINUED FROM ABOVE (NO DELETIONS)
overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe -- if it adopted what some call a strategy of "offshore balancing" -- this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive , "offshore" role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more "even-handed" policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel 's aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn 't change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn 't changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to "normal" or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.
hege exts- soft power internal link
Japan is reliant on the U.S. for their security, but their ability to protect themselves is growing. U.S.-Japan cooperation key to hard power, which is key to soft power.

Wakabayashi, 08. Hideki (Hideki Wakabayashi is a visiting fellow with the Japan Chair at CSIS. His primary research topics are U.S. Japan relations and Global Security.) The U.S.-Japan Alliance: A New Framework for Enhanced Global Security by the Center for Strategic & International Studies, October, 5
Although the main focus of this paper is the importance of bilateral cooperation on soft power, this does not mean to suggest that such cooperation should come at the expense of hard power, such as military capability and U.S.-Japan security arrangements. Security is strengthened through the greater integration of soft power and hard power. The U.S.-Japan security arrangement, based on the above-mentioned Security Treaty, is the most important pillar for Japan’s defense. Japan has been able to enjoy rapid economic growth since World War II with a relatively small defense capability because the U.S.-Japan security arrangement has achieved a balance of military power in the region. The international security situation has remained unpredictable since the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001. As a result of various initiatives, including refueling missions in the Indian Ocean in support of Operation Enduring Freedom, reconstruction activities in Iraq, and disaster relief operations in Southeast Asia, Japan’s Self-Defense Forces (SDF) are now expected to play a more active role in regional and global security. Japan needs to maintain and modernize SDF capabilities to strengthen U.S.-Japan cooperation in many areas, especially those (such as humanitarian relief and UN peacekeeping operations) where hard power can be used to support soft power objectives.
hege exts
Strong U.S- Japanese relations key to global stability and prevent global disaster

Calder 09 (Kent E., director of the Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies. “Pacific Alliance” Page 6 8/24/2009//ts)

The U.S.-Japan bilateral alliance also makes considerable sense to the world as a whole. First of all, this solemn agreement between the United States and Japan, the two largest economies, not to confront one another militarily obviates the prospect of one major potential global disaster. Many other countries, including the European nations, have, like Japan, also embedded their interests in a U.S.-led global order, to varying degrees. Thus, erosion of the global order would seriously damage those countries as well, so the commitment of the two largest economic powers to cooperate and coordinate the alliance is vital.
The U.S.-Japan relationship will result in new and improved weapons, and a more interoperable military.

Rapp and Scobell, 04
[William, and Dr. Andrew, Lieutenant Colonel of the U.S. Army, associate research professor at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, and adjunct professor of political science at Dickinson College. Born and raised in Hong Kong, he joined the Strategic Studies Institute in 1999 and is the institute's specialist on Asia-Pacific security, “PAST ITS PRIME?  THE FUTURE OF THE U.S.-JAPAN ALLIANCE” USAWC STRATEGY RESEARCH PROJECT, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA424287]
The decisions by the Japanese over the past seven years and into the next decade to obtain new military capabilities will also likely improve the depth and reliability of the alliance.  Direct procurement and joint production on critical systems like ballistic missile defense, the Joint Strike Fighter, and Joint Direct Attack Munitions (JDAM) will make the two militaries more interoperable and interdependent.  Changes by Japan in technology export policies to facilitate actual production of these systems will be a near-term signal of this growing interdependence. 
Japan is increasing their ability to help the U.S. in the international fights.

Rapp and Scobell, 04
[William, and Dr. Andrew, Lieutenant Colonel of the U.S. Army, associate research professor at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, and adjunct professor of political science at Dickinson College. Born and raised in Hong Kong, he joined the Strategic Studies Institute in 1999 and is the institute's specialist on Asia-Pacific security, “PAST ITS PRIME?  THE FUTURE OF THE U.S.-JAPAN ALLIANCE” USAWC STRATEGY RESEARCH PROJECT, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA424287]
In conjunction with new policies allowing for a more aggressive use of military assets abroad, the Japanese are developing military capabilities clearly designed to project force away from the home islands.  Japan’s modifications to the American F-16 aircraft, renamed the Japanese F-2 fighter, resulted in 25% greater fuel capacity and two additional hard points for ordnance.  Combined with the air refueling training, decision to buy B-767 refuelers and the August 2003 decision to buy JDAM kits, the Japanese will soon have limited precision strike capability.  The commissioning of the large Osumi class of flat deck, helicopter and landing craft capable transports allowed for the deployment of Japanese troops to East Timor and Thai troops to Afghanistan.  Finally, the recent design unveiling of the new 16DDH class of small aircraft carriers- capable of handling VSTOL aircraft- clearly indicates a desire to be able to project force internationally.14 For the most part, the Americans welcome these developments because they give Japan the ability to share the burden of stability operations in greater East Asia.
US Economy module
First- Without strong U.S and Japanese relations, econ collapse is inevitable
Calder 09 (Kent E., director of the Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies. “Pacific Alliance” Page 7. 8/24/2009//ts)

Transcending the functional utility of the U.S.-Japan alliance, in any particular policy area, there is a simple but important structural argument in its favor: it exists. Both the military alliance and political-economic expressions like the massive flow of Japanese capital into American financial markets have a quite stabilizing role. That role is embedded and would be sorely missed in the event of disruption by both the transpacific partners and the broader world. If American forces left Japan, for example, balance of power rivalries among Japan, China, and Korea would likely intensify. And if Japanese capital flows to America were diverted elsewhere, U.S. market interest rates would likely rise and financial markets could be sharply depressed. The global financial crisis provided a graphic illustration of the potential dangers to come. There are thus numerous enduring arguments for both U.S.-Japan military alliance and corresponding bilateral political-economic coordination. Since the San Francisco Treaty of 1951, and even before, these elements have been intimately linked. Growing global economic interdependence makes them ever more closely intertwined. For Japan, the compelling part of the alliance was once the economic dimension, with the military aspect being more important to America; since the 1980s, with the rise of Japanese capital outflows and the parallel expansion of deficit-enabled U.S. military power, the incentive structure re has arguably been reversed. Yet the interrelationship of the military and the economic dimensions continues. The U.S.-Japan alliance is decidedly a hybrid political-economic creature, and those who ignore that fundamental reality do so, as we shall see, at their peril.
U.S and Japanese technological trade key to stimulating U.S economy

Calder 09 (Kent E., director of the Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies. “Pacific Alliance” Page: 110-111 8/24/2009//ts)

Finally, technology flows have been an economic variable influencing both the profile and the importance of the broader U.S.-Japan relationship. Japan, in particular, has traditionally viewed technology exchanges in national security terms, making positive flows from the United States a persuasive rationale in Tokyo for the Pacific alliance. When Japan entered the modern industrial world during the I850S, after 250 years of isolation, the technological gap with the West was enormous and threatened Japan's very independence as a nation. It lacked not only telephones, telegraphs, and railways, but also, even more consequentially for an island country, long-range artillery, not to mention oceangoing ships. Following World War II, after a harrowing two decades during which Japan was almost totally divorced from the advanced industrial world by war and strategic embargo, transpacific technological gaps had once again grown substantial. As Tokyo attempted to redress this gap, Japan's technology imports rose nearly five-hundred-fold, from $2.6 million to $1.26 billion between 1960 and 1979, helping to stimulate the explosive economic growth of the 19505, 1960s, and I970s.66 The introductions of the transistor from the United States into the Japanese electronics industry as well as the oxygen furnace from Austria into steel making are just two cases in point.

The collapse of U.S economy causes internal and external state violence which culminates in extiction

Auslin & Lachman, 3-6-09 (Michael, resident scholar at AEI, & Desmond, resident fellow at AEI, “The Global Economy Unravels”, http://www.google.com/#hl=en&q=%22Desmond+Lachman+is%22&aq=f&oq=&aqi=&fp=Xmf0jJ9P_V0)
The threat of instability is a pressing concern. China, until last year the world's fastest growing economy, just reported that 20 million migrant laborers lost their jobs. Even in the flush times of recent years, China faced upward of 70,000 labor uprisings a year. A sustained downturn poses grave and possibly immediate threats to Chinese internal stability. The regime in Beijing may be faced with a choice of repressing its own people or diverting their energies outward, leading to conflict with China's neighbors.  Russia, an oil state completely dependent on energy sales, has had to put down riots in its Far East as well as in downtown Moscow. Vladimir Putin's rule has been predicated on squeezing civil liberties while providing economic largesse. If that devil's bargain falls apart, then wide-scale repression inside Russia, along with a continuing threatening posture toward Russia's neighbors, is likely.  Even apparently stable societies face increasing risk and the threat of internal or possibly external conflict. As Japan's exports have plummeted by nearly 50%, one-third of the country's prefectures have passed emergency economic stabilization plans. Hundreds of thousands of temporary employees hired during the first part of this decade are being laid off.  Spain's unemployment rate is expected to climb to nearly 20% by the end of 2010; Spanish unions are already protesting the lack of jobs, and the specter of violence, as occurred in the 1980s, is haunting the country. Meanwhile, in Greece, workers have already taken to the streets.  Europe as a whole will face dangerously increasing tensions between native citizens and immigrants, largely from poorer Muslim nations, who have increased the labor pool in the past several decades. Spain has absorbed five million immigrants since 1999, while nearly 9% of Germany's residents have foreign citizenship, including almost 2 million Turks. The xenophobic labor strikes in the U.K. do not bode well for the rest of Europe.  A prolonged global downturn, let alone a collapse, would dramatically raise tensions inside these countries. Couple that with possible protectionist legislation in the United States, unresolved ethnic and territorial disputes in all regions of the globe and a loss of confidence that world leaders actually know what they are doing. The result may be a series of small explosions that coalesce into a big bang.  One has to hope that ahead of the next G-20 summit in London this April, global policymakers will get real about the gravity of the present global economic and political situation. For only with a coordinated and forceful economic policy response is there any hope of extricating ourselves from what is turning out to be the most serious global economic slump since the Great Depression.

Japanese Economy

U.S- Japanese realtions key to Japanese economic and military stability

Calder 09 (Kent E., director of the Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies. “Pacific Alliance” Page:5-6 8/24/2009)

American global capabilities are also distinctly useful to Japan in two other key areas-intelligence and finance. Japan, as noted previously, still lacks a global intelligence network, despite its increasingly global political-economic interests, as the world's second largest economic power. The enormous sweep of American capabilities in that area is an attractive complement for Tokyo, although coordination problems remain, particularly given Japan's lack of effective espionage legislation and bureaucratic stovepiping within the Japanese government. In finance, the stability of the dollar remains fundamental to Japanese interests, given Tokyo's massive foreign-exchange reserves and the dollar’s role as a global kay currency. The U.S-Japan alliance is thus highly important for Japan, as NATO is for Europe, in reinforcing the stability and credibility of delicate, often asymmetrical economic relationship. Over the past half century, Japan has, to a remarkable degree, embedded its vital interests with those of the United States, under the assumption of indefinite American hegemony. This structural embeddedness gives Japan powerful reasons to cooperate with the United States in maintaining strong bilateral alliance ties. The Pacific alliance is thus highly important for Japan, as for Europe, in providing not only conventional military security, but also greater stability and credibility to delicate and often asymmetrical economic relationships, such as those in trade and finance, than would otherwise be true.

Japanese economic collapse risks global economic collapse—need strong leadership for reform

The Economist, 6/5 (6/5/10, “Leaderless Japan; Yukio Hatoyama Resigns”, http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9621498533&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9621498537&cisb=22_T9621498536&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=7955&docNo=3)

It used to be the envy of the world; now the hope is that things have got so bad that reform is finally possible SINCE 2006 Japan has had no fewer than five prime ministers. Three of them lasted just a year. The feckless Yukio Hatoyama,  who stepped down on June 2nd, managed a grand total of 259 days. Particularly dispiriting about Mr Hatoyama's sudden departure is that his election last August looked as if it marked the start of something new in Japanese politics after decades of rule by the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP). His government has turned out to be as incompetent, aimless and tainted by scandal as its predecessors. Much of the responsibility for the mess belongs with Mr Hatoyama. The man known as "the alien", who says the sight of a little bird last weekend gave him the idea to resign, has shown breathtaking lack of leadership. Although support for his Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) has slumped in opinion polls and the government relied on minor parties, the most glaring liabilities have been over Mr Hatoyama's own murky financial affairs and his dithering about where to put an American military base. The question for the next prime minister, to be picked in a DPJ vote on June 4th, is whether Mr Hatoyama's failure means that Japan's nine-month experiment with two-party democracy has been a misconceived disaster. The answer is of interest not just within Japan. Such is the recent merry-go-round of prime ministers that it is easy to assume that whoever runs the show makes no difference to the performance of the world's second-largest economy. Now Japan's prominence in Asia has so clearly been eclipsed by China, its flimsy politicians are all the easier to dismiss. But that dangerously underestimates Japan's importance to the world and the troubles it faces. With the largest amount of debt relative to the size of its economy among the rich countries, and a stubborn deflation problem to boot, Japan has an economic time-bomb ticking beneath it. It may be able to service its debt comfortably for the time being, but the euro zone serves as a reminder that Japan needs strong leadership to stop the bomb from exploding.
And Continued global economic decline will result in global war. 

Mead, 9 - senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations (Walter Russell, 2/4/09, The New Republic, “Only Makes You Stronger,” http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2 AD 6/30/09)  
Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.
economy exts

Maintaining U.S troops kills economy
Cato Policy Report 95 (Foreign and Domestic Policy Advisors, “Cato Policy Report: January/February 1995, http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/pr-jf-cs.html )

The U.S. military alliance with Japan not only provides a lucrative defense subsidy to the Japanese at the expense of American taxpayers; it also enables Tokyo to evade important security responsibilities in East Asia, according to "Paternalism and Dependence: The U.S.-Japanese Security Relationship" (Policy Analysis no. 244) by Ted Galen Carpenter. The study contends that the alliance is designed for a bygone era in which Japan was economically weak and the two countries faced a powerful global military threat--the Soviet Union. Today Japan is an economic great power and should play the lead role in promoting security and stability in East Asia instead of relying on the United States to do so.

Carpenter points out that the defense subsidy to Japan has amounted to more than $900 billion (1995 dollars) since the early 1950s, that being East Asia's policeman costs America approximately $40 billion a year, and that the United States spends nearly six times as much on the military as does Japan. Carpenter warns that an alliance in which one party must assume most of the risks and costs while the other party reaps the benefits is unstable as well as unjust. U.S. policymakers who foolishly try to preserve an inequitable status quo risk an abrupt, acrimonious rupture in the U.S.- Japanese relationship. He calls for the withdrawal of all U.S. forces from Japanese territory within five years and the termination of the alliance two years later.
U.S.-Japan cooperation is key to the world economy.

Chanlett-Avery Et Al, 06. (Emma Chanlett-Avery is an analyst in Asian and foreign affairs. Mark E. Manyin is a specialist in Asian affairs. William H. Cooper is a specialist in international trade and finance.) Japan-U.S. relations: issues for Congress by the Congressional Research Service, October, 5. Pg. 18
Despite Japan’s long economic slump, trade and other economic ties with Japan remain highly important to U.S. national interests and, therefore, to the U.S. Congress.5 By the most conventional method of measurement, the United States and Japan are the world’s two largest economies,6 accounting for around 40% of world gross domestic product (GDP), and their mutual relationship not only has an impact on each other but on the world as a whole. Furthermore, their economies are intertwined by merchandise trade, trade in services, and foreign investments. Although Japan remains important economically to the United States, its importance has slid as it has been edged out by other trade partners. Japan is the United States’s third-largest merchandise export market (behind Canada and Mexico) and the fourth-largest source for U.S. merchandise imports (behind Canada, Mexico, and China) as of the first five months of 2006.  At one time Japan was the largest source of foreign direct investment in the United States, but, as of the end of 2004, it was the second largest source (behind the United Kingdom). It was the fifth-largest target for U.S. foreign direct investment abroad as of the end of 2004.  The United States remains Japan’s largest export market and second-largest source of imports as of the end of 2005.
Strong U.S – Japan relations key to preserving U.S economy

Calder 09 (Kent E., director of the Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies. “Pacific Alliance” Page: 217-218. 8/24/2009//ts)

Since the early 1980s, Japan has also grown steadily more important to the United States in political-economic terms, as we have seen. As the largest creditor in the world, it has neutralized the short-term financial and macroeconomic implications of America's massive current-account deficit-perhaps the only nation willing and able to do so. Without capital flows from Japan, American interest rates would undoubtedly be much higher, and American fiscal flexibility to pursue an active global foreign policy much more constrained than has historically been the case.
U.S – Japan alliance key to maintaining deterrence capabilities along with preserving Japan’s economy

Tanaka 10 (Hitoshi, 16 February, senior fellow at the Japan Center for International Exchange, "The US-Japan alliance: beyond Futenma" http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2010/02/16/the-us-japan-alliance-beyond-futenma/print/)
The benefits for Japan are clear. The alliance was conceived during the Cold War as a mechanism to protect Japan from a single looming threat—the Soviet Union—that has since disappeared. However, the end of the Cold War has not eliminated Japan’s need for some sort of deterrence capacity. Nearby countries such as China and Russia have nuclear capabilities and North Korea is developing its capability. Japan cannot ignore this. But even putting aside the critical issue of the US nuclear umbrella, it is clear that the alliance helps Japan immensely, given the uncertainties in the region. For example, Japan benefits on purely economic grounds. It has maintained its defense budget at less than one percent of GDP for historical reasons, but it is difficult to imagine how Japan’s low levels of defense spending could be sustained without US protection.

Capital Flows form U.S-Japan relations boost economies- key to national security

Calder 09 (Kent E., director of the Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies. “Pacific Alliance” Page:101. 8/24/2009)

Capital flows are a third key aspect of the U.S.-Japan economics and security relationship, significantly linked to Pacific alliance for more than a century. Until the 1930S Japan was not an especially high-savings nation and borrowed extensively from abroad for its modernization. Foreign loans were directly critical to national security at some critical junctures also, especially during the Russo-Japanese War in 1904-05, when the investment firm Kuhn headed by Jacob Schiff, provided invaluable financial support to the struggle against czarist Russia. Financial linkages to modernization and to national security broadly conceived were also present during the 1950S, and the Japanese business world expected they would continue to be so in the 1960s as well. Indeed, business expectations of financial flows from the United States were a key reason why the 1960 Security Treaty crisis and the related cancellation of President Dwight D. Eisenhower's Tokyo visit were so traumatic to the Japanese zaikai.37 Confidence in the stability of Japan’s political system was important to the continuation of those flows, particularly given the heavy debt loads that Japanese firms typically assumed. And the 1960 crisis temporarily called that stability into question. 

Terrorism module
First Terrorists will attack within the next 6 months- Recent debates prove 100% probability

Strata 10 (Feb 04 , AJ- Creator and runner of the political debate website Strata-sphere "The Probability Of Attack On America Is Now Certain, Would It Have Been Without Miranda?", http://strata-sphere.com/blog/index.php/archives/12651//ts)

We now know something truly horrifying – Americans could very well die in massive numbers in the coming 6 months: There is no doubt of a coming attack from in the responses of these national intelligence leaders. There is not a 50% chance or a 75% chance or a 95% chance. 100%. If this was a diagnosis on the odds of surviving a disease it is like being told the disease will be 100% fatal. For some of us at least that is now apparently the case. The weapons have been launched and are on their way – but they are invisible to us. They are slow moving (being human after all) and will be weaving their way towards us for some time. They could strike tomorrow or 6 months from now. They may not all strike at once. But they are coming. While the first weapon failed on Christmas Day, our enemies have had time to correct the fault, change their deployment plans and up their odds of success. It was a stroke of wild luck that allowed the Christmas Day Bombing over the skies of Detroit to fail. It was a rare opportunity to avoid massive disaster on the flimsiest of conditions. This is the message conveyed on Capitol Hill the other day. 
Even if they win low probability terrorism needs to be evaluated first- high consequences give priority

heroux 10 – writer and author for The Sun Chronicle and candidate at Harvard University's JFK School of Government for a master's of public administration (paul, June 15, “Columns YOUR TURN: When probability low, but consequences high”, http://www.thesunchronicle.com/articles/2010/06/15/columns/7534599.txt)
America spends billions on securing our Homeland - some would even argue we don't spend enough or spend appropriately enough. While the probability of a terrorist attack is low, the consequences are high. The chances of a WMD being used against the homeland is even lower than a terrorist incident without a WMD. However, former Vice President Cheney has said that if there is even a 1 percent chance of a terrorist we must treat it no less seriously than if it were a certainty. Perhaps he has a point. It is time that we reflect on low probability, high consequence events with regards to offshore drilling and environment. There is a low probability that a problem will occur with offshore drilling, but as we have seen with BP's Deep Horizon oil disaster, the consequences are perhaps as hard if not harder to reverse than the consequences of terrorism. Consider for a moment the following news clips: "On 7 June 2010 a ... exploded near Dallas in Hood County, Texas, injuring at least six people." "On 23 March 2005, an... explosion occurred in Texas City, Texas, killing 15 and injuring more than 170 others." "On 5 April 2010, 29 were killed in a devastating ... explosion." These clips could be explained due to a terrorist incident, but in fact, the first two were the result of oil explosions and the last as a result of a coal mine explosion at the Upper Big Branch mine in Virginia. In these tragedies, Americans have died in an effort to simply put food on the table for their families; these are three tragedies I and every American wish we could roll the clock back on. But while we can't, we must learn from mistakes that we have made. It is time to treat low probability, high consequence events in a more even fashion.
And Japan-U.S. alliance key to stop terrorism
Nye and Armitage. February 2007. CSIS. The U.S.- Japan Alliance Getting Asia Right Through 2020. Richard L. Armitage, President, Armitage International.Joseph S. Nye, Sultan of Oman Professor of International Relations at the John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University.

http://www.armitageinternational.com/news/file-2007-02-16-122048US-Japan%20Alliance-Getting%20Asia%20Right%20Through%202020.pdf

In the report issued six years ago, we reflected on the history of U.S.-Japan relations, noting that for over 150 years, “U.S.-Japan relations have shaped the history of Japan and Asia—for better or for worse.” Looking ahead to the challenges of the new century, it concluded with the observation that the ways in which “the two countries respond individually and as alliance partners will define significantly the security and stability of the Asia-Pacific as well as the possibilities of the new century…. That judgment still stands. Indeed, the challenges of the new century—radical Islamic fundamentalism’s attack on Western values, international extremism including terrorism, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their delivery systems, the rise of crossroads states—will require even greater efforts on the part of the United States and Japan, individually and as alliance partners. Our interest is in stability, to which the United States, Japan, China, and all countries in East Asia can play a supportive role. In particular, stability in East Asia will rest on a triangle of U.S.- Japan-China relations, which should be fostered in addition to our strong alliancewith Japan. The cooperative efforts that marked Japan’s support for the United States in Afghanistan, its contribution to postwar reconstruction in Iraq, and its early participation in the Proliferation Security Initiative have set a firm foundation for closer future cooperation. We would conclude this report with the observation that to those to whom much has been given, much will be expected.
And continued terrorism leads to extinction

Sid-Ahmed, 4 (Mohamed, Managing Editor for Al-Ahali, “Extinction!” August 26-September 1, Issue no. 705, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)

A nuclear attack by terrorists will be much more critical than Hiroshima and Nagazaki, even if -- and this is far from certain -- the weapons used are less harmful than those used then, Japan, at the time, with no knowledge of nuclear technology, had no choice but to capitulate. Today, the technology is a secret for nobody. So far, except for the two bombs dropped on Japan, nuclear weapons have been used only to threaten. Now we are at a stage where they can be detonated. This completely changes the rules of the game. We have reached a point where anticipatory measures can determine the course of events. Allegations of a terrorist connection can be used to justify anticipatory measures, including the invasion of a sovereign state like Iraq. As it turned out, these allegations, as well as the allegation that Saddam was harbouring WMD, proved to be unfounded. What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.
Causes U.S retaliation that leads to global nuclear war
Corsi, 5 – PhD in political science from Harvard. (Jerome, excerpt from Atomic Iran, http://911review.org/Wget/worldnetdaily.com/NYC_hit_by_terrorist_nuke.html)

The combination of horror and outrage that will surge upon the nation will demand that the president retaliate for the incomprehensible damage done by the attack. The problem will be that the president will not immediately know how to respond or against whom. The perpetrators will have been incinerated by the explosion that destroyed New York City. Unlike 9-11, there will have been no interval during the attack when those hijacked could make phone calls to loved ones telling them before they died that the hijackers were radical Islamic extremists. There will be no such phone calls when the attack will not have been anticipated until the instant the terrorists detonate their improvised nuclear device inside the truck parked on a curb at the Empire State Building. Nor will there be any possibility of finding any clues, which either were vaporized instantly or are now lying physically inaccessible under tons of radioactive rubble. Still, the president, members of Congress, the military, and the public at large will suspect another attack by our known enemy – Islamic terrorists. The first impulse will be to launch a nuclear strike on Mecca, to destroy the whole religion of Islam. Medina could possibly be added to the target list just to make the point with crystal clarity. Yet what would we gain? The moment Mecca and Medina were wiped off the map, the Islamic world – more than 1 billion human beings in countless different nations – would feel attacked. Nothing would emerge intact after a war between the United States and Islam. The apocalypse would be upon us. Then, too, we would face an immediate threat from our long-term enemy, the former Soviet Union. Many in the Kremlin would see this as an opportunity to grasp the victory that had been snatched from them by Ronald Reagan when the Berlin Wall came down. A missile strike by the Russians on a score of American cities could possibly be pre-emptive. Would the U.S. strategic defense system be so in shock that immediate retaliation would not be possible? Hardliners in Moscow might argue that there was never a better opportunity to destroy America. In China, our newer Communist enemies might not care if we could retaliate. With a population already over 1.3 billion people and with their population not concentrated in a few major cities, the Chinese might calculate to initiate a nuclear blow on the United States. What if the United States retaliated with a nuclear counterattack upon China? The Chinese might be able to absorb the blow and recover. The North Koreans might calculate even more recklessly. Why not launch upon America the few missiles they have that could reach our soil? More confusion and chaos might only advance their position. If Russia, China, and the United States could be drawn into attacking one another, North Korea might emerge stronger just because it was overlooked while the great nations focus on attacking one another.
terrorism exts
Japanese ground forces key to fighting war and aiding in terrorism prevention

Calder 09 (Kent E., director of the Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies. “Pacific Alliance” Page:____. 8/24/2009)

Litter more than a year later, in mid-January 2004, there was GSDF boots on the ground in Iraq. This was only at first a thirty-member advance team, but the main six-hundred-member contingent was deployed overland via Kuwait between late February and late March 2004. The GSDF constructed a fortified camp at Samawah, 175 miles southwest of Baghdad, and from March 2003 until July 2006 provided medical care, purified and distributed water, repaired water treatment facilities, and rebuilt public facilities such as schools and hospitals. During its mission in Iraq, the SOF hired more than a thousand local people a day, totaling nearly half a million, mainly in Samawah. It thereby made another major contribution to a local community suffering from high unemployment. The GSOF even offered on-the-job training in the operation of construction machines. This economic-oriented approach helped elicit local information on potential terrorists' attacks, as those hired were sometimes friends and relatives of terrorists themselves, with incentives influenced by ongoing benefits to their local communities. In addition to the carrot, there was also a bit of a stick, albeit one uniquely postwar Japanese in its hybrid adaptation to both Iraqi wartime conditions and Japanese domestic concerns. In addition to the GSDF’s normal armament for overseas deployment of pistols, rifles, and machine guns, it was permitted to arm itself with recoilless rifles. GSDF troops likewise carried light antitank munitions and moved in wheeled armored personnel carriers and light armored vehicles, in order to counter the threat of suicide attacks by local insurgents. As a result of these precautions, combined with subtle Dutch, British, and Australian protection, the GSDF was able to accomplish its mission without any loss of life attributable to terrorist attacks.
Relations solve Terrorism.

Rapp and Scobell, 04
[William, and Dr. Andrew, Lieutenant Colonel of the U.S. Army, associate research professor at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, and adjunct professor of political science at Dickinson College. Born and raised in Hong Kong, he joined the Strategic Studies Institute in 1999 and is the institute's specialist on Asia-Pacific security, “PAST ITS PRIME?  THE FUTURE OF THE U.S.-JAPAN ALLIANCE” USAWC STRATEGY RESEARCH PROJECT, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA424287]
Mutual interests in the war on terror have brought heightened optimism to alliance managers on both sides.  The Aum Shinryko sarin gas attack on the Ginza Subway line in Tokyo in 1995 brought home to the Japanese a sense of immediate vulnerability.  This sense of societal exposure created the conditions that made the rapid passage of the Anti-Terrorism Special Measures legislation of November 2001 possible.  This new law allowed the SDF for the first time to deploy warships to the western Indian Ocean and pushed the far boundaries of the long-held prohibition against collective defense. Both terrorism and the threat of ballistic missiles have become focal points for Japanese rejuvenation of its military force posture.  The 2003 Defense of Japan White Paper clearly outlines the need for greater military capability to confront these threats.11 Attaining these capabilities, in areas such as ballistic missile defense, precision strike, and maritime interdiction will require enhanced cooperation with the United States. 
Japan is a key supporter of the U.S. anti-terrorism missions

Chanlett-Avery Et Al, 06. (Emma Chanlett-Avery is an analyst in Asian and foreign affairs. Mark E. Manyin is a specialist in Asian affairs. William H. Cooper is a specialist in international trade and finance.) Japan-U.S. relations: issues for Congress by the Congressional Research Service, October, 5. Pg. 8
Following the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, the Koizumi government initiated a series of unprecedented measures to protect American facilities in Japan and provide non-lethal, “rear area” logistical support to U.S. military operations against Al Qaeda and the Taliban in Afghanistan. The latter mainly took the form of at-sea replenishment of fuel oil and water to U.S., British, French, and other allied warships operating in the Indian Ocean.  The dispatch of Japan’s Maritime Self-Defense Forces (MSDF) was the first such deployment since World War II.  A small flotilla of Japanese transport ships, oilers, and destroyers has provided about 30% of the fuel used by U.S. and allied warships, and Japan’s Air Self- Defense Force (ASDF) conducted hundreds of airlift support missions for U.S. forces. On June 10, 2005, the Japanese government decided to extend its anti-terrorism law. Although set to expire in November 2006, Abe has expressed his support for extending the law for another year. Japan also has been the third-largest donor country for Afghan relief and reconstruction
The Japan-US alliance is vital for global security and the war on terror.

Arpita Mathur 2004 (“Japan’s Changing Role in the US-Japan Security Alliance”Dr. Arpita Mathur is Associate Fellow at the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses)
An assessment of the US-Japan Security Alliance exhibits an incremental transformation in its role, purpose and scope. It is more importantly a saga of the noticeable growth in the Japanese profile within the overarching paradigm of the partnership. The alliance, which was initially meant to perform the function of being the proverbial ‘cork in the bottle’ in the rise of Japanese militarism as well as containment of communism, has grown both in purpose and scope, even as it has proved to be a boon for Japan in the long run. It is now not limited to being a mechanism instituted for the defence of Japan and the Far East, but has become a partnership that looks beyond borders into the region, and has even been termed a ‘global alliance’ –the keyword at the Koizumi-Bush Summit of 2003. The two leaders declared that their countries are intertwined in a ‘global alliance’ and are “addressing threats to our common security and meeting our common responsibilities” around the globe.55 The US war on terror and the Japanese assistance to its ally is a significant case in point. The dispatch of SDF to Iraq was of symbolic importance, being the first troop dispatch of its kind by Japan. There are new expectations from Japan both as an ally of the US as well as a member of the international community – both of which has spurred Tokyo to recast its defined role. However, what is essentially intrinsic to all these developments relating to the changing Japanese security role is the fact that they have dovetailed well with the development of the partnership and have been in consonance with needs of the alliance. Prominent changes in its security policy, including the augmented role and overseas dispatch of the SDFs, passage of new domestic laws to support the US war on terror have all added value to the substance of the bilateral partnership. 

Continued terrorism leads to global escalation, retaliation, and extinction

Morgan, 09 (Dennis Ray Hankuk University of Foreign Studies, Yongin Campus - South Korea Futures, Volume 41, Issue 10,  December 2009, Pages 683-693, World on fire: two scenarios of the destruction of human civilization and possible extinction of the human race)

In a remarkable website on nuclear war, Carol Moore asks the question “Is Nuclear War Inevitable??” In Section , Moore points out what most terrorists obviously already know about the nuclear tensions between powerful countries. No doubt, they’ve figured out that the best way to escalate these tensions into nuclear war is to set off a nuclear exchange. As Moore points out, all that militant terrorists would have to do is get their hands on one small nuclear bomb and explode it on either Moscow or Israel. Because of the Russian “dead hand” system, “where regional nuclear commanders would be given full powers should Moscow be destroyed,” it is likely that any attack would be blamed on the United States” Israeli leaders and Zionist supporters have, likewise, stated for years that if Israel were to suffer a nuclear attack, whether from terrorists or a nation state, it would retaliate with the suicidal “Samson option” against all major Muslim cities in the Middle East. Furthermore, the Israeli Samson option would also include attacks on Russia and even “anti-Semitic” European cities In that case, of course, Russia would retaliate, and the U.S. would then retaliate against Russia. China would probably be involved as well, as thousands, if not tens of thousands, of nuclear warheads, many of them much more powerful than those used at Hiroshima and Nagasaki, would rain upon most of the major cities in the Northern Hemisphere. Afterwards, for years to come, massive radioactive clouds would drift throughout the Earth in the nuclear fallout, bringing death or else radiation disease that would be genetically transmitted to future generations in a nuclear winter that could last as long as a 100 years, taking a savage toll upon the environment and fragile ecosphere as well. And what many people fail to realize is what a precarious, hair-trigger basis the nuclear web rests on. Any accident, mistaken communication, false signal or “lone wolf’ act of sabotage or treason could, in a matter of a few minutes, unleash the use of nuclear weapons, and once a weapon is used, then the likelihood of a rapid escalation of nuclear attacks is quite high while the likelihood of a limited nuclear war is actually less probable since each country would act under the “use them or lose them” strategy and psychology; restraint by one power would be interpreted as a weakness by the other, which could be exploited as a window of opportunity to “win” the war. In other words, once Pandora's Box is opened, it will spread quickly, as it will be the signal for permission for anyone to use them. Moore compares swift nuclear escalation to a room full of people embarrassed to cough. Once one does, however, “everyone else feels free to do so. The bottom line is that as long as large nation states use internal and external war to keep their disparate factions glued together and to satisfy elites’ needs for power and plunder, these nations will attempt to obtain, keep, and inevitably use nuclear weapons. And as long as large nations oppress groups who seek self-determination, some of those groups will look for any means to fight their oppressors” In other words, as long as war and aggression are backed up by the implicit threat of nuclear arms, it is only a matter of time before the escalation of violent conflict leads to the actual use of nuclear weapons, and once even just one is used, it is very likely that many, if not all, will be used, leading to horrific scenarios of global death and the destruction of much of human civilization while condemning a mutant human remnant, if there is such a remnant, to a life of unimaginable misery and suffering in a nuclear winter.
terrorism exts- probability
Even low probability impacts need to be evaluated first- high consequences of terrorism give priority

heroux 10 – writer and author for The Sun Chronicle and candidate at Harvard University's JFK School of Government for a master's of public administration (paul, June 15, “Columns YOUR TURN: When probability low, but consequences high”, http://www.thesunchronicle.com/articles/2010/06/15/columns/7534599.txt)
America spends billions on securing our Homeland - some would even argue we don't spend enough or spend appropriately enough. While the probability of a terrorist attack is low, the consequences are high. The chances of a WMD being used against the homeland is even lower than a terrorist incident without a WMD. However, former Vice President Cheney has said that if there is even a 1 percent chance of a terrorist we must treat it no less seriously than if it were a certainty. Perhaps he has a point. It is time that we reflect on low probability, high consequence events with regards to offshore drilling and environment. There is a low probability that a problem will occur with offshore drilling, but as we have seen with BP's Deep Horizon oil disaster, the consequences are perhaps as hard if not harder to reverse than the consequences of terrorism. Consider for a moment the following news clips: "On 7 June 2010 a ... exploded near Dallas in Hood County, Texas, injuring at least six people." "On 23 March 2005, an... explosion occurred in Texas City, Texas, killing 15 and injuring more than 170 others." "On 5 April 2010, 29 were killed in a devastating ... explosion." These clips could be explained due to a terrorist incident, but in fact, the first two were the result of oil explosions and the last as a result of a coal mine explosion at the Upper Big Branch mine in Virginia. In these tragedies, Americans have died in an effort to simply put food on the table for their families; these are three tragedies I and every American wish we could roll the clock back on. But while we can't, we must learn from mistakes that we have made. It is time to treat low probability, high consequence events in a more even fashion.
And their Probability arguments are flawed- based upon past assumptions, not future predictions

Hoven 9 – contributor to The American Thinker f-requent . He has also been published in The New York Post, the American Conservative Union (Randall, October 15, “Terrorism and Bathtubs”, http://www.americanthinker.com/2009/10/terrorism_and_bathtubs.html)

These simple examples reveal that certain assumptions must be made about a physical process before it can be modeled by the mathematics of probability. Have you ever heard of the assumption of ergodicity, for example? What about statistical independence and time invariance? Those must be the characteristics of a stochastic process in order to make estimates using simple calculations like frequency of occurrence over time. Try proving that terrorism, as a stochastic process, is ergodic, for example. If you can't prove it, or at least make a reasonable case to assume it, then your calculations are for naught. If you have no idea what terms such as "stochastic", "time invariant" and "ergodic" mean, I suggest you be more bashful in your public claims about "chances." These assumptions undergirding probability theory have to do with the natural world. But terrorism and nuclear war are acts of man -- thinking, motivated and zealous men. (One might even call them "man-caused disasters".) Believe it or not, men occasionally do what has never been done before. Have you heard of copyrights and patents? Before the US dropped atomic bombs on Japan, the "chance" of dying from an atom bomb was absolutely zero in Michael Moore Calculus. Tell that to those going about their daily routines in Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945. In fact, the "probabilities" go the wrong way. If history tells us anything, it is that humans will kill each other, in small numbers and large, by ever more ingenious methods. Catapults in one era, iron maidens, Zyclon B, nuclear bombs and box-cutters on airplanes in others. 

balance of power/ chinese arms race module
Asian economic growth makes arms race and conflict with China inevitable

Bandow, 09 – Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance and Cato Institute and former Special Assistant to Reagan (1/12/09, Doug, 

“First Among Equals,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20570, JMP)
It’s the job of military planners to plot future contingencies, which is why the U.S. Joint Forces Command looked ahead in its newly published Joint Operating Environment 2008. Despite obvious foreign threats, America’s destiny continues to remain largely in its own hands. No other country could draft such a report with such a perspective.

The Europeans, constrained by the European Union and their memories of World War II, must cast a wary eye towards Russia and have little military means to influence events much beyond Africa. For all of its pretensions of power, Moscow is economically dependent on Europe and fearful of an expanding China; Russia’s military revival consists of the ability to beat up small neighbors on its border.

Countries like Australia, South Korea and Japan are not without resources, but they are able to influence their regions, no more. Brazil is likely to become the dominant player in South America, but global clout is far away. India and China are emerging powers, but remain well behind Russia and especially the United States. Every other nation would have to start its operational analysis with America, which alone possesses the ability to intervene decisively in every region.
The main challenge facing the United States will be becoming more like other nations. That is, over time other states will grow economically relative to America. That will allow them to improve and expand their militaries. Washington will long remain first among equals, the most powerful single global player. But eventually it will no longer be able to impose its will on any nation in any circumstance.
That doesn’t mean the United States will be threatened. Other countries won’t be able to defeat America or force it to terms. But the outcomes of ever more international controversies will become less certain. Other governments will be more willing in more instances to say no to Washington. Especially China.
Much will change in the coming years, but as the JOE 2008 observes,

    The Sino-American relationship represents one of the great strategic question marks of the next twenty-five years. Regardless of the outcome—cooperative or coercive, or both—China will become increasingly important in the considerations and strategic perceptions of joint force commanders.

What kind of a power is Beijing likely to become? Chinese policymakers emphasize that they plan a “peaceful rise,” but their ambitions loom large. Argues JOE 2008, while the People’s Republic of China doesn’t “emphasize the future strictly in military terms,” the Chinese do calculate “that eventually their growing strength will allow them to dominate Asia and the Western Pacific.” More ominously, argues the Joint Forces Command, “The Chinese are working hard to ensure that if there is a military confrontation with the United States sometime in the future, they will be ready.”
Yet this assessment is far less threatening than it sounds. The PRC is not capable (nor close to being capable) of threatening vital U.S. interests—conquering American territory, threatening our liberties and constitutional system, cutting off U.S. trade with the rest of the world, dominating Eurasia and turning that rich resource base against America. After all, the United States has the world’s most sophisticated and powerful nuclear arsenal; China’s intercontinental delivery capabilities are quite limited. America has eleven carrier groups while Beijing has none. Washington is allied with most every other industrialized state and a gaggle of the PRC’s neighbors. China is surrounded by nations with which it has been at war in recent decades: Russia, Japan, South Korea, Vietnam and India.

Indeed, today Beijing must concentrate on defending itself. In pointing to the PRC’s investment in submarines, the JOE 2008 acknowledges: “The emphasis on nuclear submarines and an increasingly global Navy in particular, underlines worries that the U.S. Navy possesses the ability to shut down China’s energy imports of oil—80% of which go through the straits of Malacca.” The Chinese government is focused on preventing American intervention against it in its own neighborhood, not on contesting U.S. dominance elsewhere in the world, let alone in North America.

Washington almost certainly will be unable to thwart Beijing, at least at acceptable cost. China needs spend only a fraction of America’s military outlays to develop a deterrent capability—nuclear sufficiency to forestall nuclear coercion, submarine and missile forces to sink U.S. carriers, and anti-satellite and cyber-warfare weapons to blind and disrupt American forces. Washington could ill afford to intervene in East Asia against the PRC so equipped.

Such a military is well within China’s reach. Notes JOE 2008: “by conservative calculations it is easily possible that by the 2030s China could modernize its military to reach a level of approximately one quarter of current U.S. capabilities without any significant impact on its economy.” Thus, absent the unlikely economic and social collapse of China, in not too many years Beijing will able to enforce its “no” to America.
Washington must reconsider its response. U.S. taxpayers already spend as much as everyone else on earth on the military. It’s a needless burden, since promiscuous intervention overseas does not make Americans safer. To maintain today’s overwhelming edge over progressively more powerful militaries in China, Russia, India and other states would require disproportionately larger military outlays in the United States. It’s a game Washington cannot win.
A better alternative would be to more carefully delineate vital interests, while treating lesser issues as matters for diplomacy rather than military action. Equally important, the American government should inform its allies that their security is in the first instance their responsibility. Washington should act as an offshore balancer to prevent domination of Eurasia by a hostile hegemon. But the United States should not attempt to coercively micro-manage regional relations.

Stepping back today would reduce pressure on Beijing to engage in a sustained arms buildup to limit U.S. intervention in the future. If the PRC nevertheless moved forward, its neighbors could take note and respond accordingly. Encouraging China to keep its rise peaceful is in everyone’s interest.
Despite the many challenges facing U.S. policy, America retains an extraordinarily advantageous position in today’s global order. Eventually, the United States is likely to fall to merely first among many—the globe’s leading state, but no longer the hyper- or unipower, as America has been called. The sooner Washington begins preparing for this new role, the smoother will be the transition.
And U.S – Japan relations prevent Asian arms race- preserve balance of power and deter China
Calder 09 (Kent E., director of the Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies. “Pacific Alliance” Page:217. 8/24/2009)

As we have noted previously, the alliance continues to play some enduring roles in both countries: (I) inhibiting serious conflict between the United States and Japan; (2) arresting the emergence of an unstable balance of power world in Asia; (3) providing a nuclear guarantee to Japan; and (4) preventing an antagonist to American and Japanese interests from dominating the western Pacific. As World War II recedes ever further into history and as Pacific regional institutions and networks grow stronger, American consciousness of the first two points, and even arguably the third, erodes, and a defensive "stop China" rationale grows more salient. Yet the fundamental logic of all four classic systemic arguments for the U.S.-Japan alliance remains, for both partners. The Chinese challenge is compounded, in Japan's case, by deepening political-economic interrelationships across the Taiwan Strait and by parallel ties between Pyongyang and Seoul, even as North Korea increases its chemical, biological, and nuclear capabilities in the wake of actual nuclear tests, and enhances its military delivery systems. Alliances matter for Japan, in particular, because of its relatively modest scale in geostrategic terms; the dangers of an arms race with a nearby rising China; North Korea's emerging WMO capabilities; the need for defense of energy sea-lanes to the Middle East; and the imperative of assuring stable relations with the United States. Alliance with America, in particular, is attractive owing to Washington's geopolitical preeminence, its global intelligence-gathering capabilities, and its importance in helping stabilize global finance and trade systems crucial to Japanese well-being.
Asian conflicts and Chinese territorial disputes cause World War 3

Waldron, 97 – professor of strategy and policy at the U.S. Naval War College and an associate of the Fairbank Center for East Asian Research at Harvard (March 1997, Arthur, Commentary, “How Not to Deal with China,” EBSCO)

MAKING THESE flash-points all the more volatile has been a dramatic increase in the quantity and quality of China's weapons acquisitions. An Asian arms race of sorts was already gathering steam in the post-cold-war era, driven by national rivalries and the understandable desire of newly rich nation-states to upgrade their capacities; but the Chinese build-up has intensified it. In part a payoff to the military for its role at Tiananmen Square in 1989, China's current build-up is part and parcel of the regime's major shift since that time away from domestic liberalization and international openness toward repression and irredentism. 

Today China buys weapons from European states and Israel, but most importantly from Russia. The latest multibillion-dollar deal includes two Sovremenny-class destroyers equipped with the much-feared SS-N-22 cruise missile, capable of defeating the Aegis anti-missile defenses of the U.S. Navy and thus sinking American aircraft carriers. This is in addition to the Su-27 fighter aircraft, quiet Kilo-class submarines, and other force-projection and deterrent technologies. In turn, the Asian states are buying or developing their own advanced aircraft, missiles, and submarines--and considering nuclear options. 

The sort of unintended escalation which started two world wars could arise from any of the conflicts around China's periphery. It nearly did so in March 1996, when China, in a blatant act of intimidation, fired ballistic missiles in the Taiwan Straits. It could arise from a Chinese-Vietnamese confrontation, particularly if the Vietnamese should score some unexpected military successes against the Chinese, as they did in 1979, and if the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), of which they are now a member, should tip in the direction of Hanoi. It could flare up from the smoldering insurgencies among Tibetans, Muslims, or Mongolians living inside China. Chains of alliance or interest, perhaps not clearly understood until the moment of crisis itself, could easily draw in neighboring states--Russia, or India, or Japan--or the United States. 
AND US relations with Japan are key to ease Japan-China tensions

Pei and Swaine 05

[Minxin and Michael, Senior Associates at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “Simmering Fire in Asia: Averting Sino-Japanese Strategic Conflict,” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, pg online @ www.carnegieendowment.org/files/PB44.pei.FINAL3.pdf //ag]
Although the United States has so far carefully stayed out of the fray, Washington’s policy toward Japan and China is one of the principal factors influencing the strategic calculus of Chinese and Japanese leaders. Indeed, U.S. behavior has contributed to Sino-Japanese tensions in some respects. At this delicate—and historic—moment, the United States must act more decisively to reverse the destructive geopolitical dynamics between China and Japan. Strong, evenhanded U.S. support for a cooling-off period, followed by several concrete initiatives designed to address some of the key sources of the dispute, can significantly reduce the chances of a full-blown strategic conflict emerging in the near future.  

Sino-Japan war would cause regional growth and stability, limit US flexibility, and drag the US into conflict

Pei and Swaine 05

[Minxin and Michael, Senior Associates at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “Simmering Fire in Asia: Averting Sino-Japanese Strategic Conflict,” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, pg online @ www.carnegieendowment.org/files/PB44.pei.FINAL3.pdf //ag]
The stakes for the United States in the renewed Sino-Japanese rivalry in East Asia are huge. It is not in Washington’s interest for Asia’s two most powerful and influential states to be locked in an emotionally charged, deteriorating relationship that could disrupt regional growth and stability and even increase the chances that a new cold war would develop in the region. A deepening Sino- Japanese rivalry would severely limit U.S. flexibility and might eventually drag the United States into a confrontation, or even a conflict, with China, especially if Tokyo became even more closely tied to Washington. More broadly, an intensified rivalry could divide Asia by driving a wedge between the United States and Japan on one side, and China and  much of the rest of Asia on the other.  Yet to some extent, the United States’ relatively unsophisticated effort to encourage Japan  to take a more activist regional and global security role, combined with its poorly handled  response to China’s growing regional presence  and military capabilities, has contributed to the  worsening Sino-Japanese dispute. Washington  must give far more thought to how its effort to   position Japan as a full-blown security partner  in Asia influences China’s (and other countries’)  security concerns. It must also pay closer attention to how the Pentagon’s sometimes alarmist  message regarding China’s growing military  capabilities affects Japanese politics and policy  making. If the United States does not take  pains to moderate the dispute between Beijing  and Tokyo, many in Asia will conclude that  Washington welcomes Sino-Japanese tension as  a way to draw Tokyo into a U.S. strategy of  containing China. Such a stance by the United  States would be widely seen as dangerous, and  for good reason.
Causes nuclear attack on the U.S.
Layne, 06 – professor of government at Texas A & M University (Christopher, The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present, p. 169)

Rather than being instruments of regional pacification, today America's alliances are transmission belts for war that ensure that the U.S. would be embroiled in Eurasian wars. In deciding whether to go war in Eurasia, the United States should not allow its hands to be tied in advance. For example, a non‑great power war on the Korean Peninsula‑even if nuclear weapons were not involved‑would be very costly. The dangers of being entangled in a great power war in Eurasia, of course, are even greater, and could expose the American homeland to nuclear attack. An offshore balancing grand strat​egy would extricate the United States from the danger of being entrapped in Eurasian conflicts by its alliance commitments.

And it turns regional conflicts into global ones

Bandow, 05 – Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute and former Special Assistant to Reagan (Fall 2005, Doug, National Interest, “Seoul Searching,” vol. 81, EBSCO, JMP)

Alliance advocates are searching for a new raison d'être for a Cold War relic. As much as the United States might prefer to maintain its current dominance of every continent on earth, it cannot realistically expect its influence to persist forever. There no longer is a global hegemonic struggle turning local disputes into a cause for global war. So the United States should be able to devolve upon its populous and prosperous allies the responsibility of developing adequate deterrent forces necessary to guarantee their own security.

balance of power exts
U.S- Japanese relations key to keeping Asian balance of Power and maintaining world peace

Calder 09 (Kent E., director of the Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies. “Pacific Alliance” Page:3-4 8/24/2009)

 Despite changing times, first of all, many of the underlying insights of Dulles and his Japanese colleagues about mutual benefit continue to be valid. For both countries, the alliance continues to play some enduring roles: (I) inhibiting serious conflict between the United States and Japan; (2) arresting the emergence of an unstable balance of power in Asia; (3) ensuring the one nation to have tragically experienced nuclear war at first hand against a repetition; and (4) preventing an antagonist to American and Japanese interests from dominating the western Pacific. As World War II recedes ever further into history and Pacific regional institutions and networks grow stronger, American consciousness of the first two points, and even the third, erodes, while a defensive "stop China" rationale grows more salient. Yet the fundamental logic of all four classic systemic arguments for the U.S.-Japan alliance remains, on both sides of the broad Pacific Cultural partnership is one final element of the classic San Francisco bargain that remains, in my view, a continuing argument for alliance-however frustrating the idealistic efforts to achieve it may have been in the past. The lingering shadow of Hiroshima and Pearl Harbor makes this doubly so. Both Rockefeller and Reischauer argued persistently, in the shadow of war, Occupation, and beyond, for such cultural collaboration. They saw U.S- Japan understanding not only in geopolitical terms, but also as a humanistic means for the people of both nations to broaden and deepen themselves, so as to transcend the rivalry and racism that had so tragically brought on the Pacific War. That dialog is an unfinished work, vitally essential to world peace, which their generations has bequeathed to its succession. 

Japan’s empirical conflict with China and South Korea affect the denuclearization of the DPRK and energy cooperations.

Chanlett-Avery Et Al, 06. (Emma Chanlett-Avery is an analyst in Asian and foreign affairs. Mark E. Manyin is a specialist in Asian affairs. William H. Cooper is a specialist in international trade and finance.) Japan-U.S. relations: issues for Congress by the Congressional Research Service, October, 5. Pg. 11
In another indication of heightened regional tension, South Korea and China have challenged Japan on a series of territorial disputes. Beijing and Tokyo have confronted each other over the territorial rights of areas in the East China Sea, which is potentially rich in oil and gas reserves. Japan considers the area surrounding the Senkaku/Diaoyu islands to be part of its Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ). The Japanese Self Defense Force has detected periodic Chinese military activities in the area, including a submarine incursion in 2004 close to Okinawa and a fleet of warships near a disputed gas field. Talks to resolve the issue have been held, but no resolution appears to be imminent.  A long-standing dispute over ownership of two islets in the sea between Japan and South Korea reignited in 2005 after a local government celebrated “Takeshima Day,” referring to the Japanese name for the islands (known as “Dokdo” in Korean). Tension flared again in 2006 when South Korea dispatched two armed vessels to respond to a Japanese team surveying the islands.  President Roh announced in a televised address that “Japan’s present claim to Dokdo is an act of negating the complete liberation and independence of Korea...No compromise or surrender is possible, whatever the costs and sacrifices may be.”  A diplomatic compromise defused the standoff, but the fundamental question of ownership has not been resolved. The question of Japan’s historical legacy has affected Korean and Chinese views of the United States. Both countries have criticized the Bush Administration for its silence regarding the controversy over the Yasukuni shrine  and Japan’s record in accounting for its past history of aggression.  In November 2005, President Bush discussed rising regionaltensions during his bilateral summits with Koizumi and the leaders of China and South Korea.  During a trip to Japan and China in January 2006, former Deputy Secretary of State Robert Zoellick suggested that Chinese, Japan, and U.S. historians engage in “track two” efforts to examine the history of World War II.  Some officials have voiced concern that friction between Japan and its neighbors is hurting U.S. interests in the region.  Multilateral efforts such as the Six-Party Talks depend on the ability of all regional players to cooperate in dealing with North Korea’s nuclear weapons programs. Other potential regional initiatives, such as a mechanism to improve energy cooperation in a region that is deeply dependent on imported resources, may be damaged by the lack of trust between Tokyo, Beijing, and Seoul.
Relations key to deter China

Asia Times, 10 (Peter J. Brown is a freelance writer for the Asia Times. “Greater China” July 9 2010. http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China/LG09Ad03.html)
"Chinese naval activities and maritime claims in the Western Pacific have become more assertive," said Tetsuo Kotani, a research fellow at the Tokyo-based Ocean Policy Research Foundation. "The PLA naval exercise was an attempt to check the expected US-ROK exercise in the Yellow Sea, especially the participation of the USS George Washington. In other words, that shows how much China is concerned about the US carrier based in Japan." Kotani sees no reason why the US should refrain from sending its carrier to the exercise. "It is totally legitimate under international law. Otherwise, the freedom of action and strategic mobility of the US military would be severely undermined,' said Kotani. "The US should be more assertive, hopefully with the Self-Defense Force. The US and Japan should consider trilateral exercise with ROK, too." As much as the increasing size and power of the PLAN is a concern for the US-Japan alliance, the PLA's asymmetric warfare capabilities - such as anti-ship ballistic missiles, anti-satellite attack capabilities, quieter submarines, sophisticated mines, cyber and info attack capabilities - constitute a much more serious concern. "The introduction of those asymmetric warfare capabilities can destabilize the balance of power in the region. So Japan needs to join the development of the 'AirSea Battle' concept to further support US forward presence," said Kotani. The Japanese media's analysis of the situation, at the same time, is reflecting the unease and growing anxiety of the Japanese people over China's "saber-rattling" and attempts to fend off the US. The Chinese government seems to take these attitudes in stride. "Naval tensions in the region have been high since the March 26 sinking of the South Korean corvette Cheonan , which has been blamed on a North Korean torpedo attack," the Japanese newspaper Asahi Shimbun declared this month. "China has long considered the Yellow Sea to be its 'backyard' and the dispatch of the aircraft carrier is being characterized as an 'attempt to invade the Yellow Sea using the sinking as a pretext'," according to the Chinese global affairs journal Huanqiu Shibao (Global Times). [3] According to Yukie Yoshikawa, senior research fellow at the Edwin O Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies in Washington, DC, the fact that the Japanese government is remaining rather quiet about the PLAN exercise in the East China Sea is a bit deceiving because both the Japanese government and Japanese people are quite concerned about it. "The Japanese view it in extension of a series of incidents involving Chinese ships which invaded the Japanese EEZ in April and May," said Yoshikawa. "Since then, the Japanese understand that China is willing to expand its control so as to be able to access the Pacific. Japan happens to be in between which will be a growing concern." By the way, when Qin made his remarks about the need for restraint, he said nothing about the fact that two PLAN warships from the North China Sea Fleet had once again passed close to Okinawa on their way to the Pacific in early July. While the PLAN drill is a regularly scheduled event, this year it has happened at the exact time when the US and Japan may be close to resolving the bitter and lengthy argument over the future of the Futenma military base on Okinawa. China may be exploiting the instability of US-Japan relations, and even experimenting to see how far it can go before US and Japan will respond. "The US and Japan should show China that it has gone far enough and needs to back off. In that sense, terminating the current stalemate was one good sign, and announcing a joint exercise with Korea, though postponed, was another," said Yoshikawa. "But the US should do more, and anything that demonstrates that the US is still committed to the security of Northeast Asia is necessary, including proceeding with the deployment of a US carrier in the joint exercise with Korea." Yoshikawa also recommends that military-to-military exchanges between the US and China "should be resumed, more seriously, in order to not escalate the situation any further". In terms of the US military posture in the western Pacific, Yoshikawa supports the status quo. "The US should be in the picture, since all the neighboring countries have designed and planned their defense structures under the assumption that the US would be stationed in Japan, the ROK," said Yoshikawa. "In order for the US military presence to fade, Japan needs to enhance its military capabilities that are now designed to rely on the US, while discussing arms reduction with China, the ROK, and ASEAN [the Association of Southeast Asian Nations], and making collective agreements on sea-lane defense between Japan and the Middle East. As far as none of this is happening, the US needs to stay."
US-Japan Alliance solves US China War

Bush ‘9 Director for Center for Northeast Asian Policy Studies  [June 06, Richard C. III,  China and the U.S.-Japan Alliance Asia, China, Japan, International Relations Brookings Institute http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/0606_china_japan_bush.aspx; WBTR]
What can the United States and Japan do to avoid vicious circles and create a positive environment? Seven things come to mind. Washington and Tokyo need a clear, shared understanding of the nature of China’s rise, an assessment that is neither naïve nor alarmist, and a shared vision of a positive Chinese role in the international system. They should challenge Chinese negative interpretations of their intentions, because it is Beijing’s perceptions that create the basis for its actions. They should find and exploit opportunities for positive engagement: bilaterally, regionally, and globally. Where possible, they should try hard to solve the specific problems that lead each side to draw negative conclusions about the other. If the issues can’t be solved, the three countries need to manage the issues well and develop mechanisms to regulate their interaction. Japanese and American leaders need to educate their publics on what China is and is not. They should ensure that the United States and Japan individually and together have the capacity to carry out this strategic task. The U.S. and Japan should join Beijing to create a trilateral Track 1 dialogue mechanism, and create better dialogue channels with the Chinese military, because that part of the Chinese system that is most suspicious about American and Japanese intentions. Obviously, Washington and Tokyo cannot be the only ones that act to ensure that a good outcome accompanies. China must do its part: in having accurate perceptions of U.S. and Japanese actions; in crafting responses; and in fostering favorable public opinion. Yet for the United States and Japan, addressing the rise of China is today’s strategic challenge, because it will define tomorrow’s strategic landscape. Doing it well is the strategic task of their alliance, and they must have the capacity, the will, and the skill to get it right.

Japan Prolif module
US Japan relations key to prevent Japanese prolif

Rapp 04

(William, soldier who has served in Council on Foreign Relations - Hitachi International Affairs Fellow at the Institute for International Policy Studies in Tokyo, “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance,” pg online @ questia //ag)

Next, an enhanced relationship within the alliance may allay some of the Japanese fears of insecurity that may lead to a decision to “go nuclear.” Although the vast majority of Japanese citizens oppose the introduction of nuclear weapons to Japan, the topic is increasingly broached in the press and academic circles due to nuclear uncertainties in North Korea. The past 4 years have seen considerable change in the ability to discuss nuclear weapons. In October 1999, then Vice Minister of State for Defense Shingo Nishimura was forced to resign after suggesting in an interview that Japan should scrap its ban on nuclear weapons. Contrast this with the relatively benign February 2003 publishing by Asahi Shimbun of a previously classified 1995 Defense Agency study on nuclear feasibility. 167 This highlights the increasing demise of the taboo on debates on nuclear weapons and the dependence on the American nuclear umbrella. The best way for the United States to maintain Japan as a non-nuclear power is to remain firmly engaged with Japan in the region and jointly enforce nonproliferation regimes so that Japan is not faced with a security dilemma seemingly solved only by a resort to nuclear weapons.  Finally, an enhanced partnership with Japan provides the United States with the most effective means to simultaneously balance and engage China. Although great care and transparency during the transformation of the alliance would be required to prevent an overtly hostile posture toward China, such a partnership would provide the deterrent and incentives necessary to shape Chinese entrance into the superpower ranks in the most favorable and responsible manner.
Japan prolif causes a chain reaction in Asia and collapses the NPT. 

Halloran, 2009

[Richard, Military correspondent for The New York Times for ten years, 5-24, “The Dangers of a Nuclear Japan,” Real Clear Politics, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/05/24/nuclear_japan_96638.html]

That anxiety has reinvigorated a debate about whether Japan should acquire a nuclear deterrent of its own and reduce its reliance on the US. Japan has the technology, finances, industrial capacity, and skilled personnel to build a nuclear force, although it would be costly and take many years. The consequences of that decision would be earthshaking. It would likely cause opponents to riot in the streets and could bring down a government. South Korea, having sought at least once to acquire nuclear weapons, would almost certainly do so. Any hope of dissuading North Korea from building a nuclear force would disappear. China would redouble its nuclear programs. And for the only nation ever to experience atomic bombing to acquire nuclear arms would surely shatter the already fragile international nuclear non-proliferation regime. The main reason Japan has not acquired nuclear arms so far has been a lack of political will. After the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945, the Japanese experienced a deep-seated nuclear allergy. That and the threat from the Soviet Union during the Cold War kept Japan huddled under the US nuclear umbrella. 

Nuclear war
Cimbala, 2008  

[Stephen, Distinguished Prof. Pol. Sci. – Penn. State Brandywine, Comparative Strategy, “Anticipatory Attacks: Nuclear Crisis Stability in Future Asia”, 27, InformaWorld]

If the possibility existed of a mistaken preemption during and immediately after the Cold War, between the experienced nuclear forces and command systems of America and Russia, then it may be a matter of even more concern with regard to states with newer and more opaque forces and command systems. In addition, the Americans and Soviets (and then Russians) had a great deal of experience getting to know one another’s military operational proclivities and doctrinal idiosyncrasies, including those that might influence the decision for or against war. Another consideration, relative to nuclear stability in the present century, is that the Americans and their NATO allies shared with the Soviets and Russians a commonality of culture and historical experience. Future threats to American or Russian security from weapons of mass destruction may be presented by states or nonstate actors motivated by cultural and social predispositions not easily understood by those in the West nor subject to favorable manipulation during a crisis. The spread of nuclear weapons in Asia presents a complicated mosaic of possibilities in this regard. States with nuclear forces of variable force structure, operational experience, and command-control systems will be thrown into a matrix of complex political, social, and cultural crosscurrents contributory to the possibility of war. In addition to the existing nuclear powers in Asia, others may seek nuclear weapons if they feel threatened by regional rivals or hostile alliances. Containment of nuclear proliferation in Asia is a desirable political objective for all of the obvious reasons. Nevertheless, the present century is unlikely to see the nuclear hesitancy or risk aversion that marked the Cold War, in part, because the military and political discipline imposed by the Cold War superpowers no longer exists, but also because states in Asia have new aspirations for regional or global respect.12 The spread of ballistic missiles and other nuclear-capable delivery systems in Asia, or in the Middle East with reach into Asia, is especially dangerous because plausible adversaries live close together and are already engaged in ongoing disputes about territory or other issues.13 The Cold War Americans and Soviets required missiles and airborne delivery systems of intercontinental range to strike at one another’s vitals. But short-range ballistic missiles or fighter-bombers suffice for India and Pakistan to launch attacks at one another with potentially “strategic” effects. China shares borders with Russia, North Korea, India, and Pakistan; Russia, with China and NorthKorea; India, with Pakistan and China; Pakistan, with India and China; and so on. The short flight times of ballistic missiles between the cities or military forces of contiguous states means that very little time will be available for warning and attack assessment by the defender. Conventionally armed missiles could easily be mistaken for a tactical nuclear first use. Fighter-bombers appearing over the horizon could just as easily be carrying nuclear weapons as conventional ordnance. In addition to the challenges posed by shorter flight times and uncertain weapons loads, potential victims of nuclear attack in Asia may also have first strike–vulnerable forces and command-control systems that increase decision pressures for rapid, and possibly mistaken, retaliation. This potpourri of possibilities challenges conventional wisdom about nuclear deterrence and proliferation on the part of policymakers and academic theorists. For policymakers in the United States and NATO, spreading nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction in Asia could profoundly shift the geopolitics of mass destruction from a European center of gravity (in the twentieth century) to an Asian and/or Middle Eastern center of gravity (in the present century).14 This would profoundly shake up prognostications to the effect that wars of mass destruction are now passe, on account of the emergence of the “Revolution in Military Affairs” and its encouragement of information-based warfare.15 Together with this, there has emerged the argument that large-scale war between states or coalitions of states, as opposed to varieties of unconventional warfare and failed states, are exceptional and potentially obsolete.16 The spread of WMD and ballistic missiles in Asia could overturn these expectations for the obsolescence or marginalization of major interstate warfare
Democracy module
Japan is struggling to promote democracy now- Only with strong U.S- Japanese relations will they be able to succeed. This spills over to the rest of Asia and plays a critical role in Asia wide peace and economic stability for both nations 

Auslin 10 (Michael, Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Subcommittee on East Asia

April 15, “U.S.-Japan Relations”, http://www.aei.org/speech/100137//ts)

Despite this litany of problems both real and perceived, the U.S.-Japan alliance, and the broader relationship it embodies, remains the keystone of U.S. policy in the Asia-Pacific region. There is little doubt that America and Japan share certain core values that tie us together, including a belief in democracy, the rule of law, and civil and individual rights, among others, which should properly inform and inspire our policies abroad. Our commitment to these values has translated into policies to support other nations in Asia and around the world that are trying to democratize and liberalize their societies. Today, Asia remains in the midst of a struggle over liberalization, as witnessed by the current tragic unrest in Thailand, and the willingness of both Tokyo and Washington to support democratic movements will remain important in the coming decades. Indeed, I believe a political goal of our alliance with Japan must be a further promotion of "fundamental values such as basic human rights, democracy, and the rule of law in the international community," as expressed in the 2005 U.S.-Japan Security Consultative Committee Joint Statement. To that end, Japan and the United States should take the lead in hosting democracy summits in Asia, designed to bring together liberal politicians, grass roots activists, and other civil society leaders, to discuss the democratic experiment and provide support for those nations bravely moving along the path of greater freedom and openness. Political development in Asia has benefited not only from U.S.-Japan diplomatic engagement, but also from the security burdens both countries have shouldered to maintain stability in the western Pacific, throughout the Cold War and after. There are over 35,000 U.S. military personnel stationed in Japan, and another 11,000 are afloat as part of the 7th Fleet; three-quarters of our military facilities are in Okinawa. Without the continued Japanese hosting of U.S. forces, this forward-based posture is untenable, particularly in a period of growing Chinese naval and air power in which the acquisition of advanced weapons systems indicates increased vulnerability of U.S. forces over time. Similarly, options for dealing with any number of North Korean contingencies would be significantly limited without access to bases in Japan. The role of the U.S. Navy in maintaining freedom of the seas, and the U.S. Air Force in ensuring quick and credible U.S. reach anywhere in the region will become even more important as other nations in the Asia-Pacific continue to build up their national military capabilities. Beyond such traditional security concerns, Japan and the United States continue to be among the handful of countries that can act as significant first responders to humanitarian disasters. We did so jointly during the Boxing Day tsunami of 2004 and earlier this year in Haiti, and will remain the leading providers of such public goods well into the future. For any such actions in the Asia-Pacific region, our bases in Japan are indispensable to timely, effective intervention. Maintaining this presence is a full-time job for officials on both sides of the Pacific. Both Washington and Tokyo have revised the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) governing the U.S. military in Japan to respond to local concerns over judicial access to U.S. service members, and domestic pressures to reduce Japan's $4 billion annual Host Nation Support (HNS) are a continuing feature of bilateral discussions. The new Japanese government has indicated its desire to consider further revision of SOFA and HNS, which portends continued, sometimes difficult negotiations between both sides, though I would be surprised by any significant changes in either. It is clear, however, that the presence of U.S. military forces is welcomed by nearly all nations in the Asia-Pacific and sends a signal of American commitment to the region. From a historical standpoint, the post-war American presence in the Asia-Pacific has been one of the key enablers of growth and development in that maritime realm. And today, for all its dynamism, the Asia-Pacific remains peppered with territorial disputes and long-standing grievances, with few effective multilateral mechanisms such as exist in Europe for solving interstate conflicts. Our friends and allies in the area are keenly attuned to our continued forward-based posture, and any indications that the United States was reducing its presence might be interpreted by both friends and competitors as a weakening of our long-standing commitment to maintain stability in the Pacific. The shape of Asian regional politics will continue to evolve, and while I am skeptical of what can realistically be achieved by proposed U.S.-Japan-China trilateral talks, it seems evident that we must approach our alliance with Japan from a more regionally oriented perspective, taking into account how our alliance affects the plans and perceptions of other nations in the region. Yet when our alliance was signed in 1960, it was titled the "Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security." Cooperation took precedence in the eyes of American and Japanese, and that should serve as our guidepost for the future as we contemplate how Japan and America can work together in economic and social spheres. Our common activities are undertaken to promote not just stability, but also well-being, as delineated in Article II of the Treaty. Economically, of course, we are increasingly intertwined. Our bilateral trade last year was worth over $132 billion, making Japan our fourth largest trading partner even despite a fall of nearly $80 billion in trade from 2008. Japanese companies in 49 states employ approximately 600,000 Americans in high-paying, skilled jobs. Japan is also the world's largest purchaser of U.S. Treasuries, currently holding over $768 billion worth, more than China's official portfolio of $755 billion in American securities. America's continuing economic recovery is dependent in part on Japan's willingness to continue to employ Americans and buy our debt, and as both countries seek to balance their export and import sectors, openness to trade is of vital importance, as are trade policies designed to reduce barriers. Here, both countries need to focus more attention on job growth and trade opportunities, helping with retraining programs and promoting entrepreneurship by reducing bureaucratic impediments. Both our countries are leaders in scientific research and development, and bred multinational corporations that continue to change the nature of global commerce. Current Ambassador to Japan John Roos has made expanding U.S.-Japan economic cooperation, particularly in the high-tech areas he is so familiar with, a priority of his tenure. Joint research and development in energy efficient and clean energy technologies, such as smart grids and nuclear power, will benefit not merely our two economies, but can bolster our export industries and promote better practices and higher growth in developing nations. This, too, will help promote stability in Asia and around the globe, thus feeding directly into the security responsibilities of the U.S.-Japan alliance. With all of these suggestions, however, we must maintain our realism. The heady days of the 1980s are long over for Japan, when pundits breathlessly proclaimed it the next superpower. And today, while the Hatoyama Administration is long on ideas, it is short on specific policies. Officials on both sides of the Pacific must seek to avoid mismatched expectations that will only lead to disappointment and more hand-wringing over the future of our relationship. For the foreseeable future, American policymakers must accept that Japan will be most focused on its internal politics and problems, even as we attempt to create new initiatives to leverage Japan's strengths and interests. Japan will continue to play a major role in Asia over the next decades, as that region continues to be the engine of global economic growth. As it does so, the role of a democratic Japan should become increasingly important in Asia as democracies young and old continue to evolve, and as authoritarian and totalitarian regimes oppress their own people and threaten others. Japan cannot, of course, play this role by itself, and the United States must fully embrace its role as a Pacific nation, one inextricably tied to Asia, but most importantly, one with a vision for an Asia that is increasingly freer, more stable, and more prosperous. That means a renewed commitment to expending the human and materiel capital required to maintain our position in the Asia-Pacific region. As we look to the kind of Asia that we hope develops in the future, there is much that continues to commend Japan to the region's planners and peoples. Much in the same way, 
CONTINUED FROM ABOVE (NO DELETIONS)
the U.S.-Japan relationship, plays a currently indispensable role in ensuring our country's commitment to the Asia-Pacific and in providing a necessary stabilizing force to powerful tides of nationalism, competition, and distrust in that region. Our relationship with Japan is indeed a cornerstone of the liberal international order that has marked the six decades since the end of the Second World War as among the most prosperous and generally peaceful in world history. For that reason, among others, we should look forward to maintaining it for years to come.
And we isolate three impacts:
First- Democracy solves extinction
Diamond 95 (Larry Diamond, Senior Researcher @ Hoover Insitute, Promoting Democracy in the 1990s, pp 6-7)
This hardly exhausts the list of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with is provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness.
Second is economic collapse:

A democratic Asia is key to growth and stability- the continuations of Authoritarian regimes and other non-democratic governments will lead to economic collapse

Jones 98 – Editor of International Security; Series , Belfer Center Studies in International Security (Sean, March, “Why the United States should spread democracy”, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/2830/why_the_united_states_should_spread_democracy.html//ts)
 A third reason for promoting democracy is that democracies tend to enjoy greater prosperity over long periods of time. As democracy spreads, more individuals are likely to enjoy greater economic benefits. Democracy does not necessarily usher in prosperity, although some observers claim that "a close correlation with prosperity" is one of the "overwhelming advantages" of democracy.32 Some democracies, including India and the Philippines, have languished economically, at least until the last few years. Others are among the most prosperous societies on earth. Nevertheless, over the long haul democracies generally prosper. As Mancur Olson points out: "It is no accident that the countries that have reached the highest level of economic performance across generations are all stable democracies."33 Authoritarian regimes often compile impressive short-run economic records. For several decades, the Soviet Union''s annual growth in gross national product (GNP) exceeded that of the United States, leading Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev to pronounce "we will bury you." China has posted double-digit annual GNP increases in recent years. But autocratic countries rarely can sustain these rates of growth for long. As Mancur Olson notes, "experience shows that relatively poor countries can grow extraordinarily rapidly when they have a strong dictator who happens to have unusually good economic policies, such growth lasts only for the ruling span of one or two dictators."34 The Soviet Union was unable to sustain its rapid growth; its economic failings ultimately caused the country to disintegrate in the throes of political and economic turmoil. Most experts doubt that China will continue its rapid economic expansion. Economist Jagdish Bhagwati argues that "no one can maintain these growth rates in the long term. Sooner or later China will have to rejoin the human race."35 Some observers predict that the stresses of high rates of economic growth will cause political fragmentation in China.36 Why do democracies perform better than autocracies over the long run? Two reasons are particularly persuasive explanations. First, democracies-especially liberal democracies-are more likely to have market economies, and market economies tend to produce economic growth over the long run. Most of the world''s leading economies thus tend to be market economies, including the United States, Japan, the "tiger" economies of Southeast Asia, and the members of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development. Two recent studies suggest that there is a direct connection between economic liberalization and economic performance. Freedom House conducted a World Survey of Economic Freedom for 1995-96, which evaluated 80 countries that account for 90% of the world''s population and 99% of the world''s wealth on the basis of criteria such as the right to own property, operate a business, or belong to a trade union. It found that the countries rated "free" generated 81% of the world''s output even though they had only 17% of the world''s population.37 A second recent study confirms the connection between economic freedom and economic growth. The Heritage Foundation has constructed an Index of Economic Freedom that looks at 10 key areas: trade policy, taxation, government intervention, monetary policy, capital flows and foreign investment, banking policy, wage and price controls, property rights, regulation, and black market activity. It has found that countries classified as "free" had annual 1980-1993 real per capita Gross Domestic Product (GDP) (expressed in terms of purchasing power parities) growth rates of 2.88%. In "mostly free" countries the rate was 0.97%, in "mostly not free" ones -0.32%, and in "repressed" countries -1.44%.38 Of course, some democracies do not adopt market economies and some autocracies do, but liberal democracies generally are more likely to pursue liberal economic policies. Second, democracies that embrace liberal principles of government are likely to create a stable foundation for long-term economic growth. Individuals will only make long-term investments when they are confident that their investments will not be expropriated. These and other economic decisions require assurances that private property will be respected and that contracts will be enforced. These conditions are likely to be met when an impartial court system exists and can require individuals to enforce contracts. Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan has argued that: "The guiding mechanism of a free market economy ... is a bill of rights, enforced by an impartial judiciary."39 These conditions also happen to be those that are necessary to maintain a stable system of free and fair elections and to uphold liberal principles of individual rights. Mancur Olson thus points out that "the conditions that are needed to have the individual rights needed for maximum economic development are exactly the same conditions that are needed to have a lasting democracy. ... the same court system, independent judiciary, and respect for law and individual rights that are needed for a lasting democracy are also required for security of property and contract rights."40 Thus liberal democracy is the basis for long-term economic growth.
Global Nuclear war
Mead, 9 - senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations (Walter Russell, 2/4/09, The New Republic, “Only Makes You Stronger,” http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2 AD 6/30/09)  
Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.
Third- Continued democratic growth will prevent any chance of war- empirical evidence proves
Jones 98 – Editor of International Security; Series , Belfer Center Studies in International Security (Sean, March, “Why the United States should spread democracy”, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/2830/why_the_united_states_should_spread_democracy.html//ts)
B. Democracy is Good for the International System In addition to improving the lives of individual citizens in new democracies, the spread of democracy will benefit the international system by reducing the likelihood of war. Democracies do not wage war on other democracies. This absence-or near absence, depending on the definitions of "war" and "democracy" used-has been called "one of the strongest nontrivial and nontautological generalizations that can be made about international relations."51 One scholar argues that "the absence of war between democracies comes as close as anything we have to an empirical law in international relations."52 If the number of democracies in the international system continues to grow, the number of potential conflicts that might escalate to war will diminish. Although wars between democracies and nondemocracies would persist in the short run, in the long run an international system composed of democracies would be a peaceful world. At the very least, adding to the number of democracies would gradually enlarge the democratic "zone of peace." 1. The Evidence for the Democratic Peace Many studies have found that there are virtually no historical cases of democracies going to war with one another. In an important two-part article published in 1983, Michael Doyle compares all international wars between 1816 and 1980 and a list of liberal states.53 Doyle concludes that "constitutionally secure liberal states have yet to engage in war with one another."54 Subsequent statistical studies have found that this absence of war between democracies is statistically significant and is not the result of random chance.55 Other analyses have concluded that the influence of other variables, including geographical proximity and wealth, do not detract from the significance of the finding that democracies rarely, if ever, go to war with one another.56 Most studies of the democratic-peace proposition have argued that democracies only enjoy a state of peace with other democracies; they are just as likely as other states to go to war with nondemocracies.57 There are, however, several scholars who argue that democracies are inherently less likely to go to war than other types of states.58 The evidence for this claim remains in dispute, however, so it would be premature to claim that spreading democracy will do more than to enlarge the democratic zone of peace. 

democracy exts

Strong relations with Japan are key to spreading and maintaining democracy

Fujisaki, 2/12/10

(Ichiro, Ambassador of Japan to the United States, “What Is Next for the Japan-U.S. Alliance?” Foreign Affairs, pg online @ http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/65969/ichiro-fujisaki/what-is-next-for-the-japanese-us-alliance?page=2 //ag)
There is an old saying in Japan: "After the rain, the ground becomes more solid." I am convinced that this will be the case when it comes to the relationship between Japan and the United States. This is because there is no alternative for either country. Japan and the United States need each other. They have common security interests in maintaining regional stability, and they are leading developed economies that abide by international rules and norms. They share common values, such as freedom of speech, human rights, and multiparty politics--in short, real democracy. Last but not least, Japanese and Americans respect, trust, and like each other. About 80 percent of Japanese and 80 percent of Americans say they like the other, according to recent opinion polls conducted by Japan's Cabinet Office and Gallup. It is very rare for relations between any two countries to have all these features. And so it is incumbent on leaders in Tokyo and Washington to see to it that these be reflected in reality.
Critics of democratic peace are factually wrong- even if they win a no chance of increased peace, there will still be a spread of democracy which will deter conflict
Jones 98 – Editor of International Security; Series , Belfer Center Studies in International Security (Sean, March, “Why the United States should spread democracy”, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/2830/why_the_united_states_should_spread_democracy.html//ts)
The critics of the democratic peace have presented vigorous arguments that have forced the proposition''s proponents to refine and qualify the case for the democratic peace. These criticisms do not, however, refute the principal arguments for the democratic peace. As I argue below, there is still a compelling deductive and empirical case that democracies are extremely unlikely to fight one another. Moreover, the case for spreading democracy does not rest entirely on the democratic-peace proposition. Although those who favor promoting democracy often invoke the democratic peace, the debate over whether the United States should spread democracy is not the same as the debate over the democratic peace. Even if the critics were able to undermine the democratic-peace proposition, their arguments would not negate the case for spreading democracy, because there are other reasons for promoting democracy. More important, the case for promoting democracy as a means of building peace remains sound if the spread of democracy merely reduces the probability of war between democracies, whereas "proving" the democratic peace proposition requires showing that the probability of such wars is at or close to zero.
democracy exts- a2: empirics
And their empirics arguments are factually wrong- specific wars

Jones 98 – Editor of International Security; Series , Belfer Center Studies in International Security (Sean, March, “Why the United States should spread democracy”, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/2830/why_the_united_states_should_spread_democracy.html//ts)
a. Democracies Sometimes Fight The Argument: Critics of the democratic peace point to apparent wars between democracies as evidence that there is no democratic peace. They frequently cite the War of 1812, the Spanish-American War, Finland''s decision to align with Germany against the Western powers and the Soviet Union during World War Two, the American Civil War, World War One, and the wars that followed the disintegration of Yugoslavia in the 1990s. At least 17 conflicts have been cited as potential wars between democracies.93 Responses: There are three reasons to reject the claim that the democratic peace proposition is invalid because democracies may have fought some wars. First, the democratic peace proposition Ccorrectly formulated-holds that democracies rarely fight, not that they never fight. In social science it is probably impossible to generate laws with 100% accuracy. Thus the correct formulation of the democratic peace proposition is the statement that democracies almost never go to war with one another.94 Second, many of the cases cited do not qualify as "wars" between "democracies." A closer examination of the conflicts in question reveals that the apparent exceptions do not refute the democratic peace proposition. In some cases, one of the participants was not a democracy. In 1812, Britain was not a democracy. Spain''s democratic credentials in 1898 were dubious. Germany in 1914 was not governed by liberal principles and its foreign policy was directed by the Kaiser, not the elected Reichstag.95 In other cases, no international war took place. The American Civil War was not an international war. Finland engaged in virtually no direct hostilities with the Western allies during World War Two; it fought almost entirely against communist Russia.96 Third, the criticism that democracies have fought one another is irrelevant to deciding whether the United States should export democracy. The spread of democracy makes sense as long as democracies are significantly less likely to go to war with one another. A policy of spreading democracy would be justified if democracies have, for example, avoided war 99.9% of the time; we can decide to spread democracy without debating whether the figure is 99.9% or 100%. 

democracy exts- 2a: transition leads to war

And transition to democracies don’t increase war- all of their indicts are based off of 
Jones 98 – Editor of International Security; Series , Belfer Center Studies in International Security (Sean, March, “Why the United States should spread democracy”, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/2830/why_the_united_states_should_spread_democracy.html//ts)
Responses: Mansfield and Snyder have advanced an important new argument, but even if partially true, it does not refute the case for spreading democracy internationally. Taken to extremes, the Mansfield/Snyder argument would amount to a case for opposing all political change on the grounds that it might cause instability. Promoting democracy makes more sense than this course, because the risks of democratization are not so high and uncontrollable that we should give up on attempts to spread democracy. First, there are reasons to doubt the strength of the relationship between democratization and war. Other quantitative studies challenge the statistical significance of Mansfield and Snyder''s results, suggest that there is an even stronger connection between movements toward autocracy and the onset of war, find that it is actually unstable transitions and reversals of democratization that increase the probability of war, and argue that democratization diminishes the likelihood of militarized international disputes.115 In particular, autocracies are likely to exploit nationalism and manipulate public opinion to launch diversionary wars-the same causal mechanisms that Mansfield and Snyder claim are at work in democratizing states. Mansfield and Snyder themselves point out that "reversals of democratization are nearly as risky as democratization itself," thereby bolstering the case for assisting the consolidation of new democracies.116 In addition, very few of the most recent additions to the ranks of democracies have engaged in wars. In Central and Eastern Europe, for example, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia have avoided major internal and external conflicts. Of these countries, only Slovenia was involved in brief series of military skirmishes with Serbia.117 Russia has been involved in a number of small wars on or near its borders, but so far it has undergone a dramatic transition toward democracy without becoming very warlike.118 There is little evidence of international war in Latin America, which also has witnessed a large-scale transition to democracy in recent years. Countries such as Mongolia and South Africa appear to have made the transition to democracy without going to war. The new democracies plagued by the most violence, including some former Soviet republics and the republics of the former Yugoslavia, are those that are the least democratic and may not qualify as democracies at all. All of this evidence suggests that whatever may have increased the war-proneness of democratizing states in the past may not be present in the contemporary international system. It may be that states making the transition from feudalism to democracy became more war-prone or that the emerging democracies of the 19th century were European great powers that embarked on imperial wars of conquest. These factors will not lead today''s new democracies into war. Finally, if the democratic peace proposition is correct, the higher proportion of democracies in the current international system may further reduce the risk that new democracies will not engage in war, because they will find themselves in a world of many democracies instead of one of many potentially hostile nondemocracies. Second, it is possible to control any risks of war posed by democratization. Mansfield and Snyder identify several useful policies to mitigate any potential risks of democratization. Old elites that are threatened by democratization can be given "golden parachutes" that enable them to at least retain some of their wealth and to stay out of jail.119 New democracies also need external assistance to build up the journalistic infrastructure that will support a "marketplace of ideas" that can prevent manipulation of public opinion and nationalistic mythmaking.120 Finally, an international environment conducive to free trade can help to move new democracies in a benign direction.121 

North Korean Attack module
North Korean attack coming- developed technology 

Deutsche Welle 7/6 –  "proliferation report raises international, regional stakes". (North, 06 7, http://www.dw-world.de/dw/article/0,5657859,00.html//ts).
As tensions over North Korea's sinking of the South Korean Navy warship Cheonan continue to rise, the leaking of the UN report claiming Pyongyang was exporting nuclear and missile technology to Iran, Syria and Burma was expected to further undermine the precarious peace on the Korean Peninsula and add to international concern over proliferation. The 47-page document accused the communist regime in North Korea of circumventing United Nations sanctions by using a complicated network of front companies, middlemen and overseas criminal groups to export nuclear and missile technology. The UN report comes just over a week after the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty review conference in New York adopted a declaration upholding principles of nuclear disarmament which also included a specific call on North Korea to return to negotiations to settle the dispute over its nuclear activities. According to US experts, North Korea has enough plutonium for six to eight nuclear weapons and is suspected of seeking to enrich uranium as an alternative ingredient for its bombs. Test blasts in North Korea were detected in 2006 and 2009, confirming Western fears that the communist regime had achieved a nuclear capability. Although security analysts believe North Korea still lacks the technology to place a nuclear weapon on a missile, Pyongyang conducted a series of cruise and Scud-type ballistic missile tests in the Sea of Japan last year which experts believe were part of its pursuit of a warhead delivery system. "The likelihood that North Korea is exporting missile and nuclear technology simply shows that North Korea is more advanced than other aspirants and as a result is trying to develop niche markets," Scott Snyder, a senior fellow for Korea Studies at the Council for Foreign Relations in Washington, told Deutsche Welle. "In the missile area, North Korea has utilized this advantage for over two decades, based on technology from Russia incorporated into its systems through reverse engineering. North Korea's missiles capabilities have reportedly been of use in the development of both Pakistani and Iranian mid- to long-range missiles."
And a strong alliance allows Japan to make the US look credible and control Korea

Osius 02 [Ted, U.S Foreign Service officer, The U.S- Japan Security Alliance: Why it Matters and How to Strengthen It, 2002, p. 18]

A North Korean defector said it would be a mistake to conclude that the DPRK will buckle if America takes a hard line approach. Instead, he maintained, the United States has sufficient power and leverage to adopt a flexible approach and change North Korean society. “The lion can control the fox,” he concluded. Through its alliance with the United States, Japan can help guide the lion and perhaps persuade it to be appropriately flexible. Too slow a  pace will strengthen the South Korean opponents of reconciliation and provide ammunition to those who claim that the United States, through its military presence, seeks to keep the peninsula divided.

And, North Korean aggression and nuclearization will cause intentional, miscalculated, or accidental nuclear conflict – even a limited nuclear war causes rapid cooling and ozone disruption, collapses the economy, and spills over to other hot spots

Hayes & Hamel-Green, 10 – *Executive Director of the Nautilus Institute for Security and Sustainable Development, AND ** Executive Dean of the Faculty of Arts, Education and Human Development act Victoria University (1/5/10, Executive Dean at Victoria, “The Path Not Taken, the Way Still Open: Denuclearizing the Korean Peninsula and Northeast Asia,” http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/10001HayesHamalGreen.pdf)

The international community is increasingly aware that cooperative diplomacy is the most productive way to tackle the multiple, interconnected global challenges facing humanity, not least of which is the increasing proliferation of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction. Korea and Northeast Asia are instances where risks of nuclear proliferation and actual nuclear use arguably have increased in recent years. This negative trend is a product of continued US nuclear threat projection against the DPRK as part of a general program of coercive diplomacy in this region, North Korea’s nuclear weapons programme, the breakdown in the Chinese-hosted Six Party Talks towards the end of the Bush Administration, regional concerns over China’s increasing military power, and concerns within some quarters in regional states (Japan, South Korea, Taiwan) about whether US extended deterrence (“nuclear umbrella”) afforded under bilateral security treaties can be relied upon for protection.

The consequences of failing to address the proliferation threat posed by the North Korea developments, and related political and economic issues, are serious, not only for the Northeast Asian region but for the whole international community.
At worst, there is the possibility of nuclear attack1, whether by intention, miscalculation, or merely accident, leading to the resumption of Korean War hostilities. On the Korean Peninsula itself, key population centres are well within short or medium range missiles. The whole of Japan is likely to come within North Korean missile range. Pyongyang has a population of over 2 million, Seoul (close to the North Korean border) 11 million, and Tokyo over 20 million. Even a limited nuclear exchange would result in a holocaust of unprecedented proportions.
But the catastrophe within the region would not be the only outcome. New research indicates that even a limited nuclear war in the region would rearrange our global climate far more quickly than global warming. Westberg draws attention to new studies modelling the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange involving approximately 100 Hiroshima-sized 15 kt 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. 
north korean attack exts
Relations solve North Korean Prolif.

Rapp and Scobell, 04
[William, and Dr. Andrew, Lieutenant Colonel of the U.S. Army, associate research professor at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, and adjunct professor of political science at Dickinson College. Born and raised in Hong Kong, he joined the Strategic Studies Institute in 1999 and is the institute's specialist on Asia-Pacific security, “PAST ITS PRIME?  THE FUTURE OF THE U.S.-JAPAN ALLIANCE” USAWC STRATEGY RESEARCH PROJECT, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA424287]
Kim Jong Il and the erratic policies of the Democratic Peoples Republic of Korea (DPRK) have been the driving force in the awakening of Japanese security concerns and military posture in the 1990s and serve to heighten cooperation within the alliance.  The Taepodong missile overflight of the Japanese islands in 1998 did more to encourage a Japanese commitment to increased military capability than did decades of American gaiatsu (foreign pressure.)  Both the United States and Japan are deeply worried about the future trajectory of a nuclear-equipped North Korean state, and in the long run by a unified Korean strategically tied more to its historical suzerain China than to the West.  This convergence of threat perceptions about Korea continues to fuel vast improvements in military cooperation between the U.S. and Japan.10
US-Japan Alliance deters North Korea from Proliferating

Osius 02 [Ted, U.S Foreign Service officer, The U.S- Japan Security Alliance: Why it Matters and How to Strengthen It, 2002, p. 16]
The United States and its allies would like North Korea to take early steps toward compliance with International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) inspection obligations. The IAEA must analyze spent nuclear fuel rods and plutonium waste to determine how much plutonium North Korea produced waste to determine how much plutonium North Korea produced before 1944—a process likely to take two to three years. The Unites States will strongly support IAEA efforts to negotiate the details of a special inspection as early as possible—and Pyongyang will probably resist the efforts.

Japan can help the US prevent North Korea from exporting weapons

Osius 02 [Ted, U.S Foreign Service officer, The U.S- Japan Security Alliance: Why it Matters and How to Strengthen It, 2002, p. 17]
The DPRK wanted an agreement with the United States. But any deal that requires North Korea to give up weapons exports—its only source of hard currency—will require a compensation package beyond the means of the United States alone to deliver. Japan has reported begun studying the creations of an international framework to buy up North Korea’s export missiles.

Warming module
First global warming is escalating now- studies prove that temperature is rising
Scientists Convene to Explain Case for Climate Change As many of you know, climate science has gotten something of a bad rap in recent days--the percentage of Americans who even believe that it's caused by man seems to be in a downward plunge. Perhaps it's related to the PR crises that have wracked some of the more venerable climate institutions as of late: the hacked emails at the East University of Anglia, the IPCC's errors in predicting Himalayan glacier melt, and the feeble non-scandal AmazonGate. Perhaps it's related to Americans being more concerned with the economy, or because they've wearied on all the apocalyptic messaging. One thing is certain, however--the chasm between overwhelming scientific evidence and public understanding is greater than perhaps ever before. And it's time to close the gap. With this mission in mind, the Center for American Progress hosted a conference with two of the world's top climate scientists to issue a a debriefing on the current state of climate science. I attended--and here's what was revealed . . . Global climate change is still happening. That was pretty much the big story--and despite the intelligent, rational, thorough presentations on the unbelievably strong (and only growing stronger) case for climate change given by the climate scientists Christopher Field and Michael MacCracken (both who've worked closely with the Intergovernmental Panel for Climate Change), I left with a knot in my stomach. You see, the scientists started from the beginning--noting that ever since the work of Arrhenius over a century ago, the physics behind the greenhouse effect have been unchallenged. Accepted. And it's accepted that CO2 is one such greenhouse gas. They explained how carefully kept records of rising carbon concentration in the atmosphere ever since the industrial revolution has correlated remarkably with rising temperatures. They presented immaculate charts and graphs, citing the sources, and discussed the dangers of feedback loops like melting permafrost and vanishing tropical forests. They explained the IPCC methodology, and noted how its more radical projections for sea level rise from 1990 have proven accurate. They noted how ice in the Arctic is retreating, and decreasing not only in size, but in quality. They noted how under business as usual scenarios, global temperature is likely to rise at least 3.5 C. In other words, they explained, step by step, the incredible, overwhelming evidence that human activity is causing global temperatures to rise. 
And Relations key to prevent global warming- Japanese technology advances

Calder 09 (Kent E., director of the Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies. “Pacific Alliance” Page:168. 8/24/2009)

Given the present and prospective future turbulence of the Middle East, under virtually any scenario, as well as that volatile region's linkages to a troubled but energy-rich and increasingly assertive Russia, the availability of alternatives to Middle Eastern and Russian energy is patently a deepening global-security imperative. As Thomas Friedman points out, the United States, through its extravagant energy consumption, is placing itself in the thrall of a host of unsavory dictators, while also laying waste to the global environment. Accelerated conservation and alternative energy programs-areas in which Japan is a global leader-are definitely needed. Promoting clean coal technology (CCT) is one such initiative. During the decade 1996-2005, Japan conducted nearly six hundred CCT transfer projects in developing countries, which was an important step forward. There is a growing international consensus that global warming is inexorable, threatens to precipitate major natural disasters, and needs to be a central human security priority. The United Nations Environment Program (UNEP) report (2007) indicates that 40 percent of the world's population could be adversely affected by a loss of snow and glaciers on the mountains of Asia. Even a 20 percent melting of the Greenland ice cap and a 5 percent reduction of its Antarctic counterpart would provoke a four-to five-meter rise in sea levels around the world. A mere one-meter rise in sea level would, unless preventive steps are taken, expose more than 145 million people to flooding, Asia being the continent most disastrously affected.

Extinction. 

Tickell, 2008

[Oliver, Climate Researcher, The Guardian, 8-11, “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange]

We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the 
beginning of our extinction. The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises of 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die. Watson's call was supported by the government's former chief scientific adviser, Sir David King, who warned that "if we get to a four-degree rise it is quite possible that we would begin to see a runaway increase". This is a remarkable understatement. The climate system is already experiencing significant feedbacks, notably the summer melting of the Arctic sea ice. The more the ice melts, the more sunshine is absorbed by the sea, and the more the Arctic warms. And as the Arctic warms, the release of billions of tonnes of methane – a greenhouse gas 70 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 20 years – captured under melting permafrost is already under way. To see how far this process could go, look 55.5m years to the Palaeocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum, when a global temperature increase of 6C coincided with the release of about 5,000 gigatonnes of carbon into the atmosphere, both as CO2 and as methane from bogs and seabed sediments. Lush subtropical forests grew in polar regions, and sea levels rose to 100m higher than today. It appears that an initial warming pulse triggered other warming processes. Many scientists warn that this historical event may be analogous to the present: the warming caused by human emissions could propel us towards a similar hothouse Earth.
Value to Life module
The U.S.-Japan relationship is key to human and international security and improves value to life regardless of your ​______________ impact.

Wakabayashi, 08. Hideki (Hideki Wakabayashi is a visiting fellow with the Japan Chair at CSIS. His primary research topics are U.S. Japan relations and Global Security.) The U.S.-Japan Alliance: A New Framework for Enhanced Global Security by the Center for Strategic & International Studies, October, 1
As the two largest economies in the world, the United States and Japan are becoming increasingly dependent on one another both economically and politically. Together, both countries account for approximately 33.5 percent of the world economy1 and about 28 percent of total official development assistance (ODA).2 The bilateral relationship has been and continues to be extremely important for both countries—countries that share common values such as liberty, democracy, and an enormous responsibility for securing world peace and prosperity. In the post–Cold War era, the world is facing new global challenges such as food and energy crises, terrorism, ethnic and religious conflicts, nuclear proliferation, a growing gap between the rich and poor, infectious diseases such as HIV/AIDS, and an increasing environmental crisis that includes concerns about global warming and clean water resources. Safeguarding international security has become more and more complex and can only be achieved by improving the lives of people and prevailing over the global challenges mentioned above. Therefore, strengthening cooperation between the world’s two largest economies is important for achieving human security in the twenty-first century.
U.S. and Japan have an obligation to promote peace and value to life.
Wakabayashi, 08. Hideki (Hideki Wakabayashi is a visiting fellow with the Japan Chair at CSIS. His primary research topics are U.S. Japan relations and Global Security.) The U.S.-Japan Alliance: A New Framework for Enhanced Global Security by the Center for Strategic & International Studies, October, 3-4
The purpose of diplomacy is to protect the lives of a nation’s citizens, property, and territory. As the world responds to the challenges posed by globalization, it is increasingly more difficult for any one nation to solve complex transnational problems alone. Today, it is both desirable and efficient for countries to cooperate with other countries that share similar values and interests, and the U.S.-Japan relationship serves as a good example. What are the current threats to global security? The definition of security has changed over time. Today, a traditional army crossing a national border to invade a neighboring country is a rare occurrence. On the other hand, people are increasingly feeling threatened by new global challenges such as food shortages, energy shortages, terrorism, local conflicts, and infectious diseases such as HIV/AIDS. Equally important is what some describe as a looming environmental crisis, which includes concerns about global warming. In recent years, there have been an increasing number of large hurricanes and severe storms (such as Hurricane Katrina in 2005) that have taken hundreds of lives and caused extensive damage to infrastructure. Other issues such as environmental protection, product safety, and health pandemics also command our attention. For example, toxic chemicals in some toys from China have caused children to become ill and even comatose,1 and acid rain and yellow sand carried by prevailing westerly winds across the Japan Sea have caused significant agricultural damage and resulted in serious threats to human health. Avian influenza has resulted in poultry mortality rates reaching 90 to 100 percent in some countries and also threatens human health. These threats can emerge at any time and are not contained within national borders. Moreover, there have been an increasing number of failed or fragile states where overall governance and the provision of health, education, and security services have been weak or nonexistent. Governments in countries such as Somalia, Sudan, and Afghanistan, for example, can no longer protect human life and provide government services without significant outside assistance. Although the international community has launched efforts to address some of these challenges, such as the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs), we must find even more effective and efficient ways to combat these new threats. The United States and Japan share an enormous responsibility to lead the global response to these new challenges in addition to continuing to cooperate on conventional national security issues. 
relation solvency- laundry list

Alliance key to regional stability and prosperity, the environment, proliferation, terror and drug trafficing

Rap 04 [William, a Council on Foreign Relations- Hitachi International Affairs Fellow at the Institute for International Policy Studies in Tokyo, PATHS DIVERGING? THE NEXT DECADE IN THE U.S.-JAPAN SECURITY ALLIANCE, January 2004, https://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/ pdffiles/PUB367.pdf]
Because neither country has a viable alternative to the alliance for the promotion of security and national interests in the region, especially given the uncertainties of the future trends in China and the Korean Peninsula, for the next couple of decades the alliance will remain central to achieving the interests of both Japan and the United States. A more symmetrical alliance can be a positive force for regional stability and prosperity in areas of engagement of China, proactive shaping of the security environment, the protection of maritime commerce routes, and the countering of weapons proliferation, terrorism, and drug trafficking. Without substantive change, though, the centrality of the alliance will diminish as strategic alternatives develop for either the United States or Japan.
U.S-Japanese relations solve Ballistic Missile Defense.

Rapp and Scobell, 04
[William, and Dr. Andrew, Lieutenant Colonel of the U.S. Army, associate research professor at the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, and adjunct professor of political science at Dickinson College. Born and raised in Hong Kong, he joined the Strategic Studies Institute in 1999 and is the institute's specialist on Asia-Pacific security, “PAST ITS PRIME?  THE FUTURE OF THE U.S.-JAPAN ALLIANCE” USAWC STRATEGY RESEARCH PROJECT, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA424287]
Combined BMD infrastructure and mutual dependencies that will arise from this cooperation will tend to bring the two allies closer together in the near future.  Because the Japanese do not have the technical capability to detect missile launches and coordinate the defense against a saturation attack from North Korea, for the next decade plus they will be forced to rely on a missile defense system integrated with American space- and sea-based assets.  Since the Japanese depend on American intelligence and because the time span between hostile launch and necessary intercept launch precludes traditional mobilization authority rules, significant changes in Japanese military policy will likely emerge in the next decade as BMD cooperation continues.12 The removal of the ban on collective self-defense offers the possibility of a truly integrated and risk-sharing military alliance.
relation solvency- multilateralism/ security
Multilateralism measured by the US strengthen US-Japanese relations
Rapp 4 [William E. Rapp, career soldier who has served in Council on Foreign Relations - Hitachi International Affairs Fellow at the Institute for International Policy Studies in Tokyo, Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance 2004. www.questia.com]
Finally, as the United States undertakes these alliance measures, it also must look to widening and deepening the multilateral institutions necessary to mitigate the resultant fears of China and Korea. Current forums such as ARF and APEC may be insufficient to secure the peace but provide a baseline to advance cooperative security. Although the U.S.-Japan Alliance will be the true shield and sword of deterrence to maintain the peace in the region, these other international forums will be necessary to build confidence, appeal to the popular affinity for multilateral endeavors, continue the process of deepening interdependencies, and prevent an escalation of tensions and security fears. They also will help to show China a way forward into superpower status in the next several decades that encourages peaceful integration and accommodation rather than paranoia and revisionism. A superb recent example is the Proliferation Security Initiative recently exercised in the Coral Sea by the Australians, Japanese, and American naval and special forces. Paradoxically, perhaps, the U.S.-Japan alliance is served well by encouraging multinational regimes and institutions in the region. 
Any U.S.-Japan cooperation improves relations, American security in Asia & Japan’s world perception.
Wakabayashi, 08. Hideki (Hideki Wakabayashi is a visiting fellow with the Japan Chair at CSIS. His primary research topics are U.S. Japan relations and Global Security.) The U.S.-Japan Alliance: A New Framework for Enhanced Global Security by the Center for Strategic & International Studies, October, 1
The impact of emerging economies on the international system cannot be overstated. In the case of China, the fastest-growing economy of the last decade, and India to a lesser degree, one would expect over the next 10 years to see a strong impact on the global economy, environment, energy and food supply, and global security. The same could also apply to other developing nations such as Russia and Brazil. In response to these phenomena, it is incumbent on Japan to recommit itself to carrying out an extensive and responsible foreign policy and to working with the United States on a new cooperative framework. This framework would serve as a strong foundation for the U.S.-Japan bilateral relationship and would also bolster American security interests in Asia. It would underpin and strengthen the U.S. relationship with the Asia-Pacific region and would also help solidify Japan’s role in the world. Furthermore, this important collaborative effort would help keep the U.S.-Japan relationship alive and foremost in the minds of policymakers and publics in both countries. 
U.S-Japan cooperation key to avoiding nuclear prolif and nuclear war.

Wakabayashi, 08. Hideki (Hideki Wakabayashi is a visiting fellow with the Japan Chair at CSIS. His primary research topics are U.S. Japan relations and Global Security.) The U.S.-Japan Alliance: A New Framework for Enhanced Global Security by the Center for Strategic & International Studies, October, 18-19
Nuclear weapons are the most dangerous threat to human security. Japan is the only country to have suffered from the devastation of the atomic bombs, and the United States is the only country to have actually used them. Both countries know the impact of nuclear weapons, and both countries now cooperate to use their power to avoid war; to try to eliminate the capability of nations to produce nuclear weapons; and to prevent proliferation under the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), and many other international agreements, practices, and institutions. The world is currently encountering serious challenges in the areas of nuclear disarmament and nonproliferation centered on states such as North Korea and Iran. The United States and Japan have played active roles in the Six-Party Talks on the denuclearization of the Korean peninsula. Iran must comply with UN Security Council resolutions to suspend enrichment-related and reprocessing activities. All countries should comply with the rules and the guidelines of International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and other international agreements, regardless of their NPT membership status. Complicating this challenge is the fact that more than 40 countries are interested in having their own nuclear power plants under the so-called nuclear renaissance.3 The risk of nuclear proliferation will be greater because of the transfer of nuclear technology and nuclear-related materials and because of the production of nuclear fuel and reprocessing of used fuel. Therefore, this nuclear renaissance must be managed under a responsible and efficient international framework. Japan has been making proactive efforts in maintaining and strengthening the nonproliferation regime. The nuclear disarmament resolution that Japan submitted along with other nations has been passed with the overwhelming support of member states. At the same time, Japan is one of few countries that have been active in manufacturing nuclear fuel and reprocessing used fuel for peaceful purposes. 
relation solvency- peace

U.S.-Japan cooperation key to improving the lives of people in sub-Saharan Africa

Wakabayashi, 08. Hideki (Hideki Wakabayashi is a visiting fellow with the Japan Chair at CSIS. His primary research topics are U.S. Japan relations and Global Security.) The U.S.-Japan Alliance: A New Framework for Enhanced Global Security by the Center for Strategic & International Studies, October, 17-18
International security cannot be achieved without improving the lives of people living in developing countries. At the midpoint of the Millennium Developments Goals (MDGs), there are still challenges to be met. At the Toyako Summit and the fourth Tokyo International Conference on African Development (TICAD) in 2008, all countries reaffirmed commitments to address these goals as a way to enhance human security, promote good governance, induce private- sector–led growth, and achieve a participatory approach that involves various stakeholders. At the opening remarks of TICAD, then–Prime Minister Fukuda promised that Japan will double its ODA over five years (by 2012), including up to $4 billion of “soft” loans for Africa, and said that Japan had already decided to contribute $560 million to the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria starting in 2009. The United States has drastically increased its ODA budget, including in July 2008 a reauthorization of $48 billion for the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR) for 2009 to 2013. Most of the U.S. funding will be channeled to sub-Saharan Africa. In development, corporations and civil society organizations are major players that provide assistance to developing countries. The U.S. Agency of International Development (USAID) changed its development assistance programming in the 1970s to an all-grant approach utilizing nonprofit nongovernmental agencies and in the 1980s began to form partnerships with the private sector as a way to assure sustainable development. These pioneering efforts among donor nations showed the way to implement development assistance by mobilizing the ideas, efforts, and resources of civil society and business. Public-private alliances were forged to stimulate economic growth and to address health and environmental issues, as well as to expand access to education and technology. In Japan, this kind of PPP approach is also considered to be very effective as it maximizes the benefit of the aid provided to developing countries. 
U.S.-Japan will secure world peace and prosperity, but it must be tended to

Wakabayashi, 08. Hideki (Hideki Wakabayashi is a visiting fellow with the Japan Chair at CSIS. His primary research topics are U.S. Japan relations and Global Security.) The U.S.-Japan Alliance: A New Framework for Enhanced Global Security by the Center for Strategic & International Studies, October, 22
The United States and Japan are the two largest economies in the world. As such, they have an enormous responsibility for securing world peace and prosperity and for responding to global challenges, threats, and concerns around the globe. Cooperation under the proposed new framework will significantly impact the lives of vulnerable people in developing countries and will serve to lead the international community to achieve enhanced development and security. Ryozo Kato, a former Japanese ambassador to the United States, often compared the management of U.S.-Japan relations to gardening. In November 2007, he stated the following: “Gardens must be tended and watered. The Japan-U.S. relationship is like a green and lush garden, but I see evidence of a few plants curling up and browning around the edges. I ask myself, ‘Will this spread? Can it be contained? What must be done to make the individual plant robust again?’” In this spirit, every four or eight years, when a new U.S. administration takes office or when Japan enters a period of political transition, the old soil should be replaced by new soil. In this case, the newly fertilized soil is the new cooperation framework, which serves to reaffirm the importance of the bilateral relationship by identifying a broad set of common interests.
***ADVANTAGE ANSWERS (NEG)
Squo Solves
The Security Treaty is set to expire in 2010, and if signed it will strengthen the U.S.-Japan alliance – plan not necessary.
Wakabayashi, 08. Hideki (Hideki Wakabayashi is a visiting fellow with the Japan Chair at CSIS. His primary research topics are U.S. Japan relations and Global Security.) The U.S.-Japan Alliance: A New Framework for Enhanced Global Security by the Center for Strategic & International Studies, October, 3-4
The year 2010 will mark the 50th anniversary of the Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security between the United States of America and Japan. It is not an exaggeration to say that this treaty is the most important official agreement between the two countries, and now is a good time for both countries to redefine what the treaty means to their mutual security in the face of new global challenges and threats. This treaty, better known as the “Security Treaty” in Japan, essentially authorizes the United States to have military bases in Japan to protect Japan when either Japan or the United States is attacked by a third country on Japanese territory. This understanding remains true, but another important aspect of the treaty, its focus on “mutual cooperation,” has been overlooked for nearly 50 years. This phrase suggests that the United States and Japan should cooperate not just for the security of the two countries but also for international peace and prosperity in economic and other fields. Mutual cooperation certainly applies to today’s global challenges and should therefore assume a more prominent role in the bilateral policy agenda. The preamble of the treaty includes the following two phrases: (1) “Desiring further to encourage closer economic cooperation between them and to promote conditions of economic stability and well-being in their countries…”; and (2) “Considering that they have a common concern in the maintenance of international peace and security in the Far East…” Further, article II states, “The Parties (The United States and Japan) will contribute toward the further development of peaceful and friendly international relations by strengthening their free institutions. They will seek to eliminate conflict in their international economic policies and will encourage economic collaboration between them.” Because the treaty applies a broader concept of security, the two countries should continue to focus not only on defense cooperation (hard power) but also on cooperation in other fields (soft power), such as the environment, social and economic development, international trade, nuclear nonproliferation, and other areas. Furthermore, the two countries could integrate military and nonmilitary cooperation into a larger framework, building on the smart power concept that the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) has proposed (see box). These “new” dimensions of the treaty would place bilateral cooperation under a new cooperation framework that would further strengthen the relationship and at the same time facilitate a more coordinated and concerted effort to address pressing global challenges.
alt cause to relations
Ongoing discussions between US and Japan are the only way to secure relations and maintain Japanese security

The Daily Yomiuri, 6/20/10

(Japan's largest English-language newspaper, “Talks needed to boost Japan-U.S. alliance,” pg online @ lexis //ag)

Making ties even stronger  Japan and the United States should continually hold strategic dialogues.  How can the two nations realize stability on the Korean Peninsula and persuade China to act responsibly as a major power politically and economically? How should Japan and the United States cooperate with each other and other nations to tackle such issues as global warming, the war on terrorism and disarmament?  By deepening discussions on such issues and by Japan playing more active roles in the international community, the nation could build an even stronger alliance with the United States.  Security is the core of the bilateral alliance. North Korea has been developing nuclear missiles and sank a South Korean patrol vessel in March. China has rapidly been building up and modernizing its military. The Chinese Navy is expanding its operations to wider areas, causing friction with neighboring nations. Japan cannot be so optimistic about its security environment.  Fully preparing for emergencies through close cooperation between the Self-Defense Forces and U.S. forces in peacetime will ultimately serve as a deterrence against such emergencies.  The alliance sometimes is compared to riding a bicycle: The inertia of a bicycle will carry it forward, but unless we pedal, the bike will eventually slow down and fall.  To maintain the alliance, it is vital for the two nations to set common goals and work hard together to achieve them. It is also indispensable to make ceaseless efforts to settle pending issues one by one.  It is not enough to merely chant, "The Japan-U.S. alliance is the foundation of Japan's diplomacy."

nuclear weapons defense
Nuclear weapons de-escalate conflicts—deter full war

Gartzke, Professor of political science, Columbia, and Kroenig, asst. Professor, Georgetown, 08 

[Erik and Matthew, A strategic approach to nuclear proliferation, http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&cd=1&ved=0CBoQFjAA&url=http%3A%2F%2Fbelfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu%2Ffiles%2Fuploads%2FEditors_A_Strategic_Approach_to_Nuclear_Proliferation.pdf&ei=7gwpTPO-PMPvnQf1huCoAQ&usg=AFQjCNHwvajw7wcs4YacWUeJDEWVe2VeTw&sig2=fNjVvwNZYdk_ImJpKaC_jQ, 11/09/08, RSW]

 <Robert Rauchhaus employs generalized estimating equation (GEE) models to examine the intensity of conflict involving nuclear powers by studying various levels of 13 conflict from disputes to full-scale war. He finds that the presence of nuclear weapons tends to shift the intensity of disputes toward the lower end of the conflict scale. Symmetric nuclear dyads are less likely to become involved in a full-scale war, though nuclear status increases other types of dispute behavior. Taken together, Rauchhaus’s findings provide strong support for the stability-instability paradox. Nuclear weapons induce lower levels of violence, but deter full-scale war. Consistent with the themes of this issue, nuclear powers can expect to enjoy an improved strategic environment in the form of lower incidences of large-scale international violence. > 

Nuclear Weapons provide deterrence 

Cooke, 2007 [Robert, AAAS, December 19, “Top Weapons Experts Explore Ways to Reduce the Global Risk of Nuclear Weapons,” Accessed: June 26, 2010, DMC]

Brooks countered that the value of deterrence should not be ignored. Wars that might have been fought were not, including a war with the Soviet Union in Europe, probably in part because there was fear of igniting nuclear conflict. Having nuclear weapons "does make the possessors more cautious," he said. On the international scene, despite fears of North Korea and Iran working on nuclear weapons, "Pakistan is the real problem," Brooks added. Although news reports indicate efforts are being made to safeguard Pakistan's bombs, "that doesn't get to the entire problem. If a Taliban-style government takes over in Pakistan—which is not likely—then we will be in much more danger. It will make a real difference who is running things there two years from now."

New nuclear states does not mean destabilization or miscalsulation 

Wesley, Executive Director of the Lowy Institute for International Policy, 2005 (Michael, Australian Journal of International Affairs, September, “It’s Time To Scrap the NPT,” EBSCO, Date Accessed: June 26, 2010, p. 292 DMC)
Another concern is that by making it easier for some states to acquire nuclear weapons, scrapping the NPT will result in several states being willing to take greater risks in advancing their strategic interests. This would work either by emboldening aggressive states by reassuring them that they are able to deter retaliatory action or through a version of extended deterrence, in keeping outside powers out of regional conflicts (Dunn 1991: 26). Such misgivings, however, ignore past evidence of the effect of nuclear weapons on their possessors’ behaviour, and misunderstand the nature of nuclear weapons. In effect, they assume that nuclear weapons imbue their holders with ‘superstrategic’ properties. It has long been widely acknowledged that nuclear weapons have no rational offensive value; by threatening a prospective opponent with catastrophic destruction, their only logical use is to deter others’ attacks (Schelling 1963). In using nuclear threats offensively or as an explicit adjunct to a conventional attack, a state would incur unacceptable risks ‘because no state can expect to execute the threat without danger to [itself]’ (Waltz 1981: 13). As Saunders observes, ‘There is little empirical evidence to support claims that developing countries that acquire WMD and delivery systems will behave less cautiously than other nuclear weapons states’ (2001: 133).  

terrorism frontline
1. No terrorism now- Islamic government is stopping

Strategy Page 10 (Strategy, Online reports of terrorist activity within the middle east

February 2nd, “Terrorism Is Good For Business”, http://www.strategypage.com/qnd/thai/articles/20100208.aspx#//ts)
February 8, 2010: The government believes it will crush the Islamic terrorist movement in the south this year. This will be done using a combination of economic investment (to create jobs) and better policing (to detect and arrest the terrorists). The main thing the government has going for it down there is the Moslem population tiring of the violence, and the disruption to their lives. More tips from the Moslem civilians has made it more difficult for the Islamic radicals to operate. The criminal gangs are getting tired of the increased police and army presence, which is bad for business (smuggling, drugs and prostitution). The gangsters have aided the Islamic radicals, but that seems to be changing.
2. Low probability of terrorist attack- even if one occurs we will prevent mass casualties

Hasan 7 – senior Pakistani journalist and writer (Khalid, April 14, “Nuclear terrorism chance in Pakistan low: expert”, http://www.dailytimes.com.pk/default.asp?page=2007\04\14\story_14-4-2007_pg7_7//ts)
WASHINGTON: Although an act of nuclear terrorism is of very remote probability in Pakistan, controls around various nuclear installations and radiation facilities are enough to deter and delay a terrorist attack. Any modified diversion would be detected early, while a terrorist group will not favour the fabrication of a radiological dispersion, according to a Pakistani expert.

3. Terrorist wont use nuclear terrorism- Low chance of success, other alternatives, and preventative measures

Levi 7 –  By David M (Michael, April 20, “How Likely is a Nuclear Terrorist Attack on the United States?”, http://www.cfr.org/publication/13097/how_likely_is_a_nuclear_terrorist_attack_on_the_united_states.html//ts). 

Rubenstein Senior Fellow for Energy and the Environment and Director of the Program on Energy Security and Climate Change

Yet from a terrorist perspective the prospect of a fizzle or a dud might change things. Let me start by revisiting the question of terrorist aversion to failure—terrorist motivations are central to the likelihood of nuclear terrorism, and we seem to disagree on what they are. I have never asserted that terrorists will not attempt anything but “foolproof” plots. But there is a lot of territory in between foolproof and a 90 percent (or even 50 percent or 30 percent) chance of failure. Why might a group decide against a course of action with a 10 percent chance of killing tens or hundreds of thousands? A group might have better alternatives. An attack on public transportation that has a ninety-five percent chance of killing forty people is a straw man alternative to nuclear terrorism—certainly terrorist groups have intermediate and perhaps, from their perspectives, more compelling options, like suicide aircraft attacks, Madrid and London style bombings, and plots like the one using liquid explosives that failed last summer. Here is another possibility: In the wake of a full-blown nuclear plot, the international campaign against terrorism would likely step into a much higher gear. Would al-Qaeda accept a ninety percent chance of failing to kill more than a massive conventional bomb would while incurring a large risk of provoking a response that might cripple its ability to initiate other plots, nuclear or non-nuclear, in the future? We can’t know the answer, but there is no reason to assume that al-Qaeda would choose such a course. If we ignore the possibility that terrorists will be dissuaded by relatively small risks of failure, we are likely to dismiss a host of limited defensive options that might otherwise substantially lower the likelihood of nuclear terrorism. Rather than demanding a perfect defense—something that is unachievable—we should leverage what we know about terrorist psychology to minimize the odds of catastrophe. 
4. Terrorists wont use nuclear weapons- long build time and low probability of success
Levi 7 –  By David M (Michael, April 20, “How Likely is a Nuclear Terrorist Attack on the United States?”, http://www.cfr.org/publication/13097/how_likely_is_a_nuclear_terrorist_attack_on_the_united_states.html//ts). 

Rubenstein Senior Fellow for Energy and the Environment and Director of the Program on Energy Security and Climate Change

The case for the ease of building a gun-type weapon provides a good example of how we often overestimate how easy a terrorist task may be. I certainly won’t debate the fact that Manhattan Project scientists “were so confident about this design that they persuaded military authorities to drop the bomb, untested, on Hiroshima.” But we should parse the word “untested” carefully. During the Manhattan Project, scientists and engineers spent years testing the gun itself; testing their casting and machining of the uranium metal to avoid fires and criticality accidents during production, and impurities in the product; testing the initiator that would trigger the chain reaction; and testing how different configurations of materials would behave, a project that led to the death of one physicist. No one conducted a full-scale test explosion, but that hardly means that building the weapon was trivial. A terrorist group would have to do many of the same things (though technological progress would make some steps easier) all while attempting to hide from law enforcement and intelligence. This doesn’t mean that terrorists couldn’t build a gun-type bomb, but it suggests that their chances of failure aren’t negligible. This takes on special importance in the context of a broader defense. Imagine a terrorist group faces only a twenty percent chance of failure while building a bomb. But imagine it also faces a similarly small chance of failure while attempting to purchase nuclear materials, while attempting to recruit scientists and engineers, while raising money for its plot, while smuggling materials into the United States, while purchasing non-nuclear components for its weapon, while assembling the bomb in a safehouse, and in other elements of its plot. If we combine, for example, ten such hurdles, we get a ninety percent chance of failure. We can debate the numbers, but this suggests that we shouldn’t be too quick to ignore small chances of terrorist failure. A final note on the question of failure-aversion, a quality most terrorism analysts still, even after 9/11, attribute to most terrorist groups. I agree that al-Qaeda is patient and plans carefully. But that does not mean that after careful and methodical consideration, and facing a properly designed defense, al-Qaeda might not decide that a nuclear plot is too much of a stretch to seriously try. 

economy frontline

1. The U.S economy is resilient- recovery already happening

Reuters 10 (., Apr 9, “U.S. economic growth gauge shows "resilient" recovery: ECRI”, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE63836220100409)
Ueconomy resilient- recent drops don’t apply//ts)
(Reuters) - A measure of future U.S. economic growth fell in the latest week along with its yearly growth rate, but still upholds forecasts of a steady recovery, a research group said on Friday. The Economic Cycle Research Institute, a New York-based independent forecasting group, said its Weekly Leading Index slipped to 131.9 for the week ended April 2, down from a revised 132.0 the prior week, which was originally reported as 131.9. The index's annualized growth rate fell to 13.6 percent, down from 13.9 percent one week earlier. "After a 20 week decline, WLI growth has been holding pretty steady for the last six weeks, suggesting that, while U.S. economic growth will ease in coming months, the recovery remains resilient," said Lakshman Achuthan, managing director of ECRI, reaffirming the group's recent forecasts. 

2. New benefit reports prove U.S economy is resilient 

Reuters 10 (Jul 8, “New jobless claims offer hope for recovery”, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE65M2WK20100708//ts)
(Reuters) - New U.S. claims for jobless benefits fell more than expected last week to their lowest level in two months, offering cautious hope for an economic recovery that had shown signs of fatigue. In addition, sales at retailers in June were up 3.1 percent, largely in line with expectations and helped by promotions. The data on Thursday was a relief after a slew of weak reports had left investors fearing a double-dip recession. "I think we are too quick in dismissing the potential for growth in the second half of the year, I don't think it is going to be as weak as earlier thoughts had it," said Chris Rupkey, chief financial economist at the Bank of Tokyo-Mitsubishi in New York. Initial claims for state unemployment benefits dropped 21,000 to 454,000 in the week ended July 3, the Labor Department said. Markets had expected a decline to just 460,000. The department also said the number of people continuing to receive unemployment benefits in the final week of June was the lowest in seven months. The report and June sales from several top domestic retailers gave investors some assurance the recovery from the longest and deepest recession since the 1930s remained on track. Stocks on Wall Street rose slightly, while prices for safe-haven government debt fell. 

3. Alt cause to econ collapse- dollar hegemony

Lien 9 – Director of Currency Research (Kathy, 10 3, “Strong Dollar: Good or Bad?”, http://www.fx360.com/commentary/kathy/803/strong-dollar-good-or-bad.aspx//ts)
The U.S. Dollar has weakened against all of the major currencies this morning following the stronger profit forecast from Citigroup. However the correction will most likely be just a hiccup in the dollar’s overall uptrend as the uncertainty about the financial sector has yet to be resolved. Over the past 6 months, the dollar has soared against all of the G10 currencies with the exception of the Japanese Yen. The primary reason for the strong demand is flight to safety into U.S. Dollars and U.S. Treasuries. Although the dollar’s strength has its advantages, the consequences are more worrisome. On Monday, McDonald’s warned that the strength of the dollar and respective weakness in other currencies could decrease first quarter revenue by at least $600 million and earnings by 7 to 9 cents a share. The dollar can continue to rally, but further strength will seriously inhibit a recovery in the U.S. economy. 
japan prolif frontline
1. Japan wont prolif- Just signed new nuclear disarmament legislation

Department on Foreign affairs and Trade 10 (Japan, [media release] Joint "Australia-Package on Nuclear Disarmament"24 March, , http://www.foreignminister.gov.au/releases/2010/fa-s100324.html//ts)
Australia and Japan have submitted to the United Nations a Joint Package of Practical Nuclear Disarmament and Non-Proliferation Measures for the Review Conference of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) to be held in early May 2010. The Joint Package reaffirms Japan and Australia's shared commitment to the goal of a world free of nuclear weapons and a successful outcome at the NPT Review Conference. The Package was foreshadowed by Australia and Japan during Foreign Minister Okada's visit to Perth last month. The Joint Package, together with the independent report of the International Commission on Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament, represents a major contribution by Australia and Japan to global disarmament and non-proliferation efforts. The practical measures in the package represent our shared Review Conference priorities, including a strong reaffirmation of the NPT's core principles and the need for balanced outcomes across all three of the Treaty's 'pillars': nuclear disarmament; nuclear non-proliferation; and the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Australia and Japan will now work together to secure support for the package in the lead up to and at the Review Conference. 
2. And turn- U.S nuclear weapons deter conflict and increase peace
McNamara 10, Senior Policy Analyst, Sally McNamara, Senior Policy Analyst and  European Affairs, President Obama Must Not Remove Nuclear Weapons from Europe, March 4, 2010, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/03/president-obama-must-not-remove-nuclear-weapons-from-europe, AP.
From a strategic standpoint, a proactive national defense relies on the ability to defend physical territory, as well as the ability to deter an enemy attack in the first place. In a highly dangerous world where hostile states—such as Iran and North Korea—possess both nuclear and conventional forces capable of striking the U.S. and its allies, a credible nuclear deterrence, not unilateral disarmament, is the best chance for peace. Therefore, the U.S., in consultation with its allies, should use nuclear weapons in Europe and in the U.S. to protect and defend the U.S. and its allies against strategic attack.  This position is consistent with a more defensive, broader strategic posture that would require the deployment of robust defensive systems, including ballistic missile defenses. This posture would also require modernizing the nuclear weapons in the U.S. arsenal, including their delivery systems, to make them better suited to destroying targets that are likely to be used to launch strategic attacks against the U.S. and its allies, as well as targets whose destruction requires the more powerful force of nuclear weapons. These targets could include missiles in hardened silos, deeply buried command and control facilities, and heavily protected nuclear weapons depots.

3. Relations won’t trigger prolif- only withdrawal from Japan will

Rublee 09, Maria Rost Ph.D. Center for Contemporary Conflict, “The Future of Japanese Nuclear Policy.” April 2009. http://www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/si/2009/Apr/rubleeApr09.asp
Accurately predicting whether Japan will remain non-nuclear in the next decades requires a crystal ball. Nonetheless, examining the factors that push Tokyo away from and toward a nuclear option help us to understand both why the country may reverse its policy of nuclear forbearance and the likelihood of such a situation occurring. Currently, most domestic factors pressure Japan into maintaining its non-nuclear stance. However, severe exogenous shocks—from U.S. withdrawal to a North Korean nuclear attack—can override the influence of these domestic determinants, both by weakening them directly and by creating new security concerns that a nuclear option could potentially address. The fact that the most critical external factor in the Japanese nuclear equation—U.S. extended deterrence—lies within the control of U.S. policymakers should reassure Washington, as well as challenge it to address the other potential scenarios that could undermine Japanese nuclear forbearance.
4. Turn: Japanese Prolif would act as a counterweight to China- No threat to U.S
Carpenter 97 (Ted, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, Cato Handbook For Congress: Toward a New Relationship With Japan, http://www.cato.org/pubs/handbook/hb105-47.html )
U.S. officials who favor keeping Japan militarily dependent rarely admit publicly that the United States simply does not trust Japan--although a number of indiscreet comments in recent years confirm that such distrust exists. Instead, they contend that any significant Japanese rearmament or a more assertive policy by Tokyo would alarm Japan's East Asian neighbors, thereby producing a regional arms race and dangerous instability.  The other East Asian nations do fear a resurgent Japan and want the United States to maintain a large military presence to contain potential Japanese power. Although it would be unwise to discount the apprehension with which Japan is still regarded throughout East Asia, the specter of a larger Japanese military role may be less traumatic than it might at first appear. With the collapse of the Soviet Union, Japan could probably protect its security interests with a modest increase in defense spending, say to the level of 1.5 percent of gross domestic product. Only the most paranoid would be alarmed by a buildup of that magnitude. Moreover, the East Asian countries have some cause to worry about China's ambitions in the coming years and might not be all that averse to a stronger Japan that could help constrain those ambitions. Even if regional leaders do not prove to be that farsighted, both East Asian and U.S. officials need to outgrow the simplistic assumption that Japan's military role must inevitably be one of extremes--either the rampant expansionism of six decades ago or the self-effacing dependency of the post-World War II era. It is probable that modern, democratic Japan would play a prudent role somewhere between those two extremes. In other words, Japan would act as a typical prosperous, conservative great power in the international system.  Moreover, the pertinent question from the standpoint of U.S. foreign policy should not be whether the status quo is more comfortable for the regional states but whether it is in the best interests of the American people. It is difficult to justify preserving expensive and dangerous military commitments indefinitely merely to spare Japan and its neighbors the difficulties of confronting and overcoming old animosities. Washington cannot permit its policy in East Asia to be held hostage by the ghosts of World War II. Washington needs to encourage Japan to assume a more responsible security role. America's overall objective should be a reasonably stable balance of power among the principal East Asian nations. An activist Japan is an essential part, indeed the single most important component, of that balance-of-power system. In particular, Japan is the only country--other than the United States--that will be capable of being a strategic counterweight to China in the coming decades.
5. Japan wont proliferate – hierarchal model proves 
Kang 03, (David Associate Prof of Gov’t @ Dartmouth, contributor to International Relations Theory and the Asia-Pacific, New York : Columbia University Press, c 2003 [pgs. 183])
At the same time, the importance of the U.S. as the lid on the boiling mess of Asian arms-racing and competition may be overstated. If the U.S. pulls out, a hierarchic view would predict that China would take a greater role in organizing the system, and Vietnam, Japan, and Korea adjust, with order preserved. U.S. withdrawal is not nearly so destabilizing for Japan in a hierarchic system as in a realist world. Under this scenario the US might withdraw and Japan will not rearm, because it feels no threat from China. In this case China and Japan know each other's place in the system and respect it. Japanese restraint does not imply that Japan does not fear China. Although there is plenty of concern about China in Japan, hierarchy does not imply warm friendly relations between the powers.68 Japan can be wary of China and still conduct its foreign policy in a manner that implicitly recognizes China's central position in Asia. Historically, Chinese weakness has led to chaos in Asia. When China is strong and stable, order has been preserved. The picture of Asia that emerges is one in which China, by virtue of geography and power, is the central player in Asia. And as China's economy continues to develop, it is increasingly a major economic and financial power, as well. In response, Asian nations will adjust to China.
japan prolif exts
Japan will not re-arm – current conditions are in its favor

Kang 03, (David Associate Prof of Gov’t @ Dartmouth, contributor to International Relations Theory and the Asia-Pacific, New York : Columbia University Press, c 2003 [pgs. 177])
The alternative to the umbrella hypothesis is fairly simple: Japan has not rearmed to the level it could because it has no need to, and it has nointention of challenging China for the central position in Asian politics. Japan can survive right now- it has no need to arm any more. It also has a view that accepts China as big and central. The historic animosities and the lingering mistrust over Japan for its transgressions in the first half of the twentieth century are reasons sometimes cited for a fear of Japanese rearmament. However, the situation has changed dramatically after nearly sixty years. In the late nineteenth century Japan faced decaying and despotic Chinese and Korean monarchies, a significant power vacuum, and extra-regional pressures from the western nations. Today Japan faces the opposite: well-equipped Korean and Chinese militaries with significant economic growth and robust economies, and no significant European or Russian intrusions to its region. It is unlikely that Japan need or will seek to expand its diplomatic and military influence on the Asian landmass.
The proliferation of Nuclear Weapons lower incentives for war, modify state behavior, and conventional war 

Wesley 2005 [Michael, Australian Journal of International Affairs, September, “It’s Time To Scrap the NPT,” EBSCO, Date Accessed: June 26, 2010, p. 293-294 DMC, , Executive Director of the Lowy Institute for International Policy,]

A fifth concern is that conflicts between regional powers will become more likely as the demise of the NPT results in more states with nuclear weapons. An increase in regional conflict in Asia may well be coming, mainly as a result of the newly intense patterns of competition among that continent’s new great powers. But possession of nuclear weapons will more likely have a positive (containing, de-escalating) effect on such conflicts, rather than a negative (escalating, broadening) effect. The most dangerous strategy one can choose in a war is to make a nuclear-armed state feel desperate; as a result, conflicts involving nuclear-armed states are more likely to be carefully limited and confined to stakes that are calculated to be well below the nuclear threshold of It’s time to scrap the NPT 293 all parties (Waltz 1981: 20). Moreover, history shows that nuclear weapons have only been used or threatened to de-escalate or bring an end to conventional conflicts: the experience or prospect of catastrophic damage has tended to be a powerful motive forcing belligerents to modify their objectives. Further, the costs of nuclear war would be proportionately greater for new as opposed to the older nuclear states: the smallness of the territory and high rates of urbanisation of most aspiring nuclear states would ensure that a nuclear exchange would devastate a greater percentage of their populations and industry than projected exchanges between the superpowers were estimated to imperil during the height of the Cold War. The case of India and Pakistan offers some cautious hope that in some cases, after an unstable and dangerous period, acquisition of nuclear weapons will cause opponents to begin to address the root causes of their antagonism and delimit spheres of interest.

Prolif deters conflict—Empirics on our side

Waltz 07

[Ken, “A nuclear Iran”, Journal of international affairs, Spring/summer 2007, Vol. 60 Issue 2, RSW, , Professor of political science, UC Berkley,]

Kenneth Waltz: In a world in which countries had only conventional weapons, that slippery slope would indeed lead to a conventional war. A number of Indians and Pakistanis think that what prevented the Kargil conflict from becoming the fourth war between the two countries was that each had nuclear weapons and knew the other had them as well. They each knew there was a limit to how far they could go. As one Indian military officer said, "We found, as we expected, that the trigger for war does not lie on the Kashmir frontier." It lies where there are vital interests at stake. Of course skirmishes take place, and of course conflicts can and will occur. But they will be contained as they always were. Nuclear optimists, like me, deal with the world as it has been for more than fifty years. Pessimists deal with hypothetical disasters that have never occurred. It seems to me that the optimists are the realists and the pessimists are the ones who are off in some ill-defined hypothesized world.

Prolif good—Allows for conflict deterrence, not use

Waltz 07

[Ken, ”A nuclear Iran”, Journal of international affairs, Spring/summer 2007, Vol. 60 Issue 2, RSW , Professor of political science, UC Berkley]

<Richard Betts: Ken, would Iranian nuclear weapons have any potential function other than as a pure deterrent? Could they function for coercive purposes in the region, especially given that other countries in the region do not yet have nuclear weapons? Do you think that the solution is to spread nuclear weapons to other regimes in the region, or to involve the United States in extended deterrence to deal with that prospect? And, if so, is that in the interests of the United States? Kenneth Waltz: No one has discovered how to use nuclear weapons other than for deterrence. Let me amend that. There is a form of blackmail that might work, and that is blackmail for money North Korea might have had that in mind. But when most people say "nuclear blackmail," they think of one country saying, "We have nuclear weapons, and unless you do this--whatever this is--we'll drop one on you." That's simply not plausible. Nobody has tried it, and, if anyone does, it won't work. There are many countries with nuclear weapons, the United States among them, and we haven't figured out how to do anything with these things, except to use them for deterrence. How is a relatively backward, dinky nuclear country going to manage to use its nuclear weapons for purposes other than deterrence? I don't see any possibility of that. It may be, as Scott says, that possessing nuclear weapons gives a country a little more freedom of action. But it certainly does not gain much ability to act in a conventional way because it has nuclear weapons. Again, nuclear weapons have one purpose and only one purpose, and that's deterrence.>

warming frontline
1. Oceans will check any warming 

Junk Science, 2008
[“The curious incident of the added heat at the surface.” http://junkscience.com/Greenhouse/forcing.html]

Additionally, this form introduces another layer of complexity, that of oceanic absorption. Bear in mind that every 10 meters of water column is equivalent to one entire atmosphere (10 cubic meters of water has a mass of 10,000 Kg), meaning that the oceans are an enormous heat sink. There is a theory that we can not find atmospheric warming because the oceans are absorbing it and 300 atmosphere's worth of oceans make the temperature change far too small to measure. Now, we have no specific problem with the possibility that Earth's warmth is distributed through the oceans as well as the atmosphere. Our response, however, remains the same. If additional or "excess" warmth is being spread over so many more atmospheres, at least atmosphere's worth of oceans, then we are looking at as little as one-third of one percent of estimated warming to achieve equilibrium temperature with enhanced greenhouse forcing. This would make the IPCC's touted 1.5-6 °C atmospheric warming an immeasurably small 0.005-0.02 °C for a doubling of pre-Industrial atmospheric carbon dioxide -- not a particularly worrisome prospect. So, recent data acquisition fails to show warming in the top 750 meters of the oceans (equivalent to 75 atmospheres) but there is a suggestion of warming in the deep ocean (below 1,000 meters, although historic data is sparse, to say the least -- the warming of so much of the ocean would be so small from enhanced greenhouse that the figures are of little relevance here). We are providing a field for you to select ocean depth to disperse additional forcing so you can see the effect ocean absorption has. As an exercise try maxing out the atmospheric carbon dioxide at 1200 ppmv (four times pre-IR levels) and share the additional Joules through the full allowable 3,000 meters of ocean depth and see that it would take more than 100 years to raise the temperature of the system just 1 °C. If the assertions that heat is being added to the system at the claimed rate but we can not detect it because it is being "hidden" by dispersal in the oceans then again we are unconcerned -- distributing the additional heat through so many more atmospheres' worth of heat sink makes mean warming trivial.

2. Their internal link to warming is horrible- it doesn’t even mention relations- make them read an internal link proving that they can solve. 

3.  Warming isn’t anthropogenic it’s a result of cosmic rays- best studies prove

Jaworowski 2008 [Professor, Zbigniew Marc http://www.ourcivilisation.com/aginatur/cycles/chap7.htm, chairman of the Scientific Council of the Central Laboratory for Radiological Protection in Warsaw. In the winter of 1957-1958, he measured the concentration of CO2 in the atmospheric air at Spitsbergen. During 1972 to 1991, he investigated the history of the pollution of the global atmosphere, measuring the dust preserved in 17 glaciers—in the Tatra Mountains in Poland, in the Arctic, Antarctic, Alaska, Norway, the Alps, the Himalayas, the Ruwenzori Mountains in Uganda, and the Peruvian Andes. He has published about 20 papers on climate, most of them concerning the CO2 measurements in ice cores. M.D., Ph.D., D.Sc.  “The Cosmic Ray Connection”]
The atmospheric temperature variations do not follow the changes in the concentrations of CO2 and other trace greenhouse gases. However, they are consistent with the changes in Sun's activity, which run in cycles of 11-year and 90-years' duration. This has been known since 1982, when it was noted that in the period 1000 to 1950, the air temperature closely followed the cyclic activity of our diurnal star. (49) Data from 1865 to 1985, published in 1991, exhibited an astonishing correspondence between the temperature of the Northern Hemisphere and the 11-year cycles of the sunspot appearances, which are a measure of Sun's activity. ( 50,51) The variations in solar radiation observed between 1880 and 1993 could account for 71 percent of the global mean temperature variance (compared to 51 percent for the greenhouse gases' part alone), and correspond to a global temperature variance of about 0.4°C. (34) However, in 1997, it suddenly became apparent that the decisive impact on climate change fluctuations comes not from the Sun, but rather from cosmic radiation. This came as a great surprise, because the energy brought to the Earth by cosmic radiation is many times smaller than that from solar radiation. The secret lies in the clouds: The impact of clouds on climate and temperature is more than a hundred times stronger than that of carbon dioxide. Even if the CO2 concentration in the air were doubled, its greenhouse effect would be cancelled by a mere 1 percent rise in cloudiness: The reason is simply that greater cloudiness means a larger deflection of the solar radiation reaching the surface of our planet. (See Figure 9.)  In 1997, Danish scientists H. Svensmark and E. Friis-Christensen noted that the changes in cloudiness measured by geostationary satellites perfectly coincide with the changes in the intensity of cosmic rays reaching the troposphere: The more intense the radiation, the more clouds. (52) Cosmic rays ionize air molecules, transforming them into condensation nuclei for water vapour, where the ice crystals— from which the clouds are created—are formed. The quantity of cosmic radiation coming to the Earth from our galaxy and from deep space is controlled by changes in the so-called solar wind. It is created by hot plasma ejected from the solar corona to the distance of many solar diameters, carrying ionized particles and magnetic field lines. Solar wind, rushing toward the limits of the Solar System, drives galactic rays away from the Earth and makes them weaker. When the solar wind gets stronger, less cosmic radiation reaches us from space, not so many clouds are formed, and it gets warmer. When the solar wind abates, the Earth becomes cooler. Thus, the Sun opens and closes a climate-controlling umbrella of clouds over our heads. Only in recent years have astrophysicists and physicists specializing in atmosphere research studied these phenomena and their mechanisms, in the attempt to understand them better. Perhaps, some day, we will learn to govern the clouds.  The climate is constantly changing. Alternate cycles of long cold periods and much shorter interglacial warm periods occur with some regularity. The typical length of climatic cycles in the last 2 million years was about 100,000 years, divided into 90,000 years for Ice Age periods and 10,000 years for the warm, interglacial ones. Within a given cycle, the difference in temperature between the cold and warm phases equals 3°C to 7°C. The present warm phase is probably drawing to an end—the average duration of such a phase has already been exceeded by 500 years. Transition periods between cold and warm climate phases are dramatically short: They last for only 50, 20, or even 1 to 2 years, and they appear with virtually no warning.
4. The energy crisis is inevitable and there are many alt causes – Relations don’t solve.

Riley, 2000 (Dohn Riley has written numerous articles on energy conservation. “The Coming Energy Crisis” November-December 2000. http://www.infinite-energy.com/iemagazine/issue34/comingenergycrisis.html)
Two hundred years ago, the world experienced an energy revolution that launched the Industrial Age. The catalyst to this epochal shift was ordinary black coal, an energy-rich hydrocarbon that supplanted wood as the primary fuel. The energy stored in coal gave inventors and industrialists the power they needed to process steel, propel steamships, and energize machines. A century later, the industrialized world's thirst for energy had increased tremendously. Petroleum and natural gas were exploited as versatile and high quality energy products, and soon joined coal as principal fuels. Fifty years later, scientists tapped uranium to fuel nuclear reactors and provide atomic energy. Today, cheap energy is the lifeblood of American society. But there is a dangerous dark side to relying on non-renewable resources like coal, oil, natural gas, or uranium to supply our growing energy demands. The supply of these fuels is physically limited, and their use threatens our health and environment. Fears of global warming aside, burning fossil fuel releases chemicals and particulates that can cause cancer, brain and nerve damage, birth defects, lung injury, and breathing problems. The toxic stew released by combusting hydrocarbons pollutes the air and water, and causes acid rain and smog. Nuclear energy, once touted as "too cheap to meter," has never been economically successful when all costs are factored in, and fear of disasters like the Chernobyl reactor melt-down have virtually shut the industry down in the U.S. and Europe. Inexpensive and seemingly abundant nonrenewable energy fueled the twentieth century economy, but geologists, climatologists, environmentalists, and many others are warning that the honeymoon may soon be over.
balance of power/ china frontline
1. No reason for containment strategies- will just divert U.S focus from larger threats

Kissinger 5 (Henry, American political scientist, diplomat, and recipient of the Nobel Peace Prize.

June 13, "China: Containment Won't Work", http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2005/06/12/AR2005061201533.html)

1.  China's emerging role is often compared to that of imperial Germany at the beginning of the 20th century, the implication being that a strategic confrontation is inevitable and that the United States had best prepare for it. That assumption is as dangerous as it is wrong. The European system of the 19th century assumed that its major powers would, in the end, vindicate their interests by force. Each nation thought that a war would be short and that, at its end, its strategic position would have improved. Only the reckless could make such calculations in a globalized world of nuclear weapons. War between major powers would be a catastrophe for all participants; there would be no winners; the task of reconstruction would dwarf the causes of the conflict. Which leader who entered World War I so insouciantly in 1914 would not have recoiled had he been able to imagine the world at its end in 1918? Another special factor that a century ago drove the international system to confrontation was the provocative style of German diplomacy. In 1900 a combination of Russia, France and Britain would have seemed inconceivable given the conflicts among them. Fourteen years later, a bullying German diplomacy had brought it about, challenging Britain with a naval buildup and seeking to humiliate Russia over Bosnia in 1908 and France in two crises over Morocco in 1905 and 1911. Military imperialism is not the Chinese style. Clausewitz, the leading Western strategic theoretician, addresses the preparation and conduct of a central battle. Sun Tzu, his Chinese counterpart, focuses on the psychological weakening of the adversary. China seeks its objectives by careful study, patience and the accumulation of nuances -- only rarely does China risk a winner-take-all showdown. It is unwise to substitute China for the Soviet Union in our thinking and to apply to it the policy of military containment of the Cold War. The Soviet Union was heir to an imperialist tradition, which, between Peter the Great and the end of World War II, projected Russia from the region around Moscow to the center of Europe. The Chinese state in its present dimensions has existed substantially for 2,000 years. The Russian empire was governed by force; the Chinese empire by cultural conformity with substantial force in the background. At the end of World War II, Russia found itself face to face with weak countries along all its borders and unwisely relied on a policy of occupation and intimidation beyond the long-term capacity of the Russian state. The strategic equation in Asia is altogether different. U.S. policy in Asia must not mesmerize itself with the Chinese military buildup. There is no doubt that China is increasing its military forces, which were neglected during the first phase of its economic reform. But even at its highest estimate, the Chinese military budget is less than 20 percent of America's; it is barely, if at all, ahead of that of Japan and, of course, much less than the combined military budgets of Japan, India and Russia, all bordering China -- not to speak of Taiwan's military modernization supported by American decisions made in 2001. Russia and India possess nuclear weapons. In a crisis threatening its survival, Japan could quickly acquire them and might do so formally if the North Korean nuclear problem is not solved. When China affirms its cooperative intentions and denies a military challenge, it expresses less a preference than the strategic realities. The challenge China poses for the medium-term future will, in all likelihood, be political and economic, not military. 
2. Turn- Perceptions of containment and violations of sovereignty will provoke nationalist reactions.
Johnson 2009
(KENNETH D. JOHNSON is a Colonel colonel in the United States Army, Colonel Johnson is a member of the U.S. Army War College Class of 2009. “CHINA’S STRATEGIC CULTURE: A PERSPECTIVE FOR THE UNITED STATES, Strategic Studies Institute Carlisle Papers Series, June 17, 2009, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/display.cfm?pubID=924//ts)

The crucial national narrative of the “Century of Humiliation” at the hands of imperialist and hegemonic powers is central to Chinese nationalism today.39 The weight of the past, it seems, is particularly heavy in China—it is evident that these historical events drastically shaped the strategic culture of the Chinese people. As General Li Jijun of the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) said in an address at the U.S Army War College in 1997: Before 1949, when the People’s Republic of China was established, more than 1000 treaties and agreements, most of which were unequal in their terms, were forced upon China by the Western powers. As many as 1.8 million square kilometers were also taken away from Chinese territory. This was a period of humiliation that the Chinese can never forget. This is why the people of China show such strong emotions in matters concerning our national independence, unity, integrity of territory and sovereignty. This is also why the Chinese are so determined to safeguard them under any circumstances and at all costs.40 Chinese suspicion of foreign intentions becomes easy to understand and to place in context. Even after its immediate establishment, the fledging PRC was faced with isolation and containment by the world community, along with uncertain intentions by U.S. military forces along its borders in Korea, and later Vietnam. Ironically, the PRC itself was the product of a movement with strong nationalist credentials; it was hardly distinctively communist in its early years. Today, Chinese nationalism in its basic form encompasses the pride of being Chinese, the collective memory of the humiliations of the past, and the aspiration for a return to greatness. China’s rise as an economic, political, and military power has been accompanied by an outburst of nationalism among its population.
3. Turn- Japanese-American alliance causes China to start new cold war


Rapp 04 (William E. Rapp, career soldier who has served in Council on Foreign Relations - Hitachi International Affairs Fellow at the Institute for International Policy Studies in Tokyo, Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance 2004. www.questia.com)
As is apparent from the above discussion, it is vital to consider the reactions of China (and to a lesser extent that of the Koreas and Russia) to a more balanced Japanese-American alliance. In an outstanding study of the power politics of the last 160 years of Northeast Asian history, Robyn Lim points out the highly interconnected nature of the “great game” in the region. 168 Although Japan has developed extremely wide economic ties within the region, especially in China and South Korea, considerable distrust toward Japanese motives still exists. If the alliance is to strengthen, mitigation of the reactions in these countries to a larger Japanese role must be a primary focus of diplomacy. Actions to broaden and deepen nascent security communities in East Asia must be pursued hand-in-hand with the deepening of the alliance.  In particular, China, for a number of reasons (both historical and political) is deeply wary of an enhanced role of Japan in a military alliance with the United States. 169 Not the least of these reasons concern the potential role of the alliance in the resolution of the Taiwan situation. The geographical ambiguity of the Revised Guidelines (whether or not Taiwan falls within the “Areas Surrounding Japan”) already provokes Chinese ire. A revitalized alliance poses a perceived security threat to China and, unless managed very carefully and openly, might force that nation into a new cold war of confrontation in Asia. 170 Fears about the decreased utility of its strategic missiles, if theater missile defense systems come online, fears about increased support to Taiwan independence, and fears about the strangulation of sea lines of communication at a time when energy needs are multiplying could drive China to actively counter the alliance. The Japanese public is increasingly suspicious of China as well, and this may lead to a more confrontational posture. An August 2002 poll by the Yomiuri Shimbun found that over 55 percent of respondents distrusted China, over twice the number who felt the same in 1988.
china exts

U.S.-Japan alliance angers china

Osius 02 (Ted, U.S Foreign Service officer, The U.S- Japan Security Alliance: Why it Matters and How to Strengthen It, 2002, p. 33)
For its part, China fears encirclement by U.S. alliances, including the strengthening U.S-Japan alliance, and objects to U.S. plans for ballistic missile defense ( see chapter 8). China regularly condemns American interventionism and use of force: it criticized the U.S-led NATO air campaign against Serbia, military actions in Iraq, and the supply of defensive weapons to Taiwan. Travel to the United States by President Chen Shui-bian and the Dalai Lama in 2001 further fueled China’s suspicions about American Motives.
U.S-Japanese TMD would lead to Chinese nuclear war

Christensen, 03 (Thomas J. Prof. PoliSci @ MIT, contributor to International Relations Theory and the Asia-Pacific, New York : Columbia University Press, c 2003 [pgs. 44-45])
We can be fairly certain that new Japanese military roles will exacerbate the atmosphere of distrust between Japan and China. It is more difficult, however, to speculate about what exactly China might do differently if Japan adopts certain new roles. For example, if Japan appears headed toward eventual deployment of ship-based theater missile defenses, China might try to develop ballistic, cruise, and antiship missiles, and perhaps antisatellite weapons faster and more extensively than it otherwise would to acquire the ability to destroy, saturate, or elude the capability of these defensive weapons. More- over, one could speculate that, if China felt it necessary to diversify and improve its nuclear deterrent in the face of proposed U.S.-Japan TMD, Beijing might abandon its commitment to the comprehensive Test Ban Treaty in order to test warheads for new delivery systems. China might also be less cooperative with the United States on weapons technology transfers, with implications for security in South Asia and the Middle East. On the most pessimistic end of the spectrum, China might try to speed reunification with Taiwan or press its case in the Diaoyu/Senkaku Islands dispute with Japan in potentially destabilizing ways, fearing that U.S.-Japan TMD or direct Taiwanese participation in a regional TMD system might make it more difficult to tackle those issues after the systems become deployed.
hegemony frontline

1. U.S.-Japan relations will result in a reduction of hard power

Wakabayashi, 08. Hideki (Hideki Wakabayashi is a visiting fellow with the Japan Chair at CSIS. His primary research topics are U.S. Japan relations and Global Security.) The U.S.-Japan Alliance: A New Framework for Enhanced Global Security by the Center for Strategic & International Studies, October, 22
This paper is mainly focused on soft power, the various forms of nonmilitary and economic cooperation required to address global issues and threats. However, the importance of hard power for global security should not be overlooked. Given all of the resources available to both countries, soft power and hard power should be integrated to reduce the possibility of war and maximize regional and global prosperity. Soft power projects—from climate change to development—are related to human security. Success in these areas could reduce the possibility of domestic conflicts or even terrorism. Therefore, the break-even point for maximizing security is a balancing act to find the best mix of soft and hard power. The resulting balance, or smart power, will result in more peace and prosperity. If the United States and Japan successfully rebuild their cooperative efforts to address global issues, and if they work on preventive diplomacy under the proposed new framework, they will create a more favorable global security environment, reduce the chances of war, and thereby reduce the need to use hard power. As a consequence of such cooperation, the U.S.-Japan relationship will remain strong and will be viewed by the international community as a public good. This vision should be endorsed by the next administrations of both countries.
2. US heg decline won’t lead to war—globalization and institutions check

Ikenberry, 08 ( G. JohnAlbert G. Milbank Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University and published author, Jan/Feb 2008, “The Rise of China and the Future of the West Subtitle: Can the Liberal System Survive?” Foreign Affairs, lexis

OPEN ORDER The postwar Western order is historically unique. Any international order dominated by a powerful state is based on a mix of coercion and consent, but the U.S.-led order is distinctive in that it has been more liberal than imperial -- and so unusually accessible, legitimate, and durable. Its rules and institutions are rooted in, and thus reinforced by, the evolving global forces of democracy and capitalism. It is expansive, with a wide and widening array of participants and stakeholders. It is capable of generating tremendous economic growth and power while also signaling restraint -- all of which make it hard to overturn and easy to join. It was the explicit intention of the Western order's architects in the 1940s to make that order integrative and expansive. Before the Cold War split the world into competing camps, Franklin Roosevelt sought to create a one-world system managed by cooperative great powers that would rebuild war-ravaged Europe, integrate the defeated states, and establish mechanisms for security cooperation and expansive economic growth. In fact, it was Roosevelt who urged -- over the opposition of Winston Churchill -- that China be included as a permanent member of the UN Security Council. The then Australian ambassador to the United States wrote in his diary after his first meeting with Roosevelt during the war, "He said that he had numerous discussions with Winston about China and that he felt that Winston was 40 years behind the times on China and he continually referred to the Chinese as 'Chinks' and 'Chinamen' and he felt that this was very dangerous. He wanted to keep China as a friend because in 40 or 50 years' time China might easily become a very powerful military nation." Over the next half century, the United States used the system of rules and institutions it had built to good effect. West Germany was bound to its democratic Western European neighbors through the European Coal and Steel Community (and, later, the European Community) and to the United States through the Atlantic security pact; Japan was bound to the United States through an alliance partnership and expanding economic ties. The Bretton Woods meeting in 1944 laid down the monetary and trade rules that facilitated the opening and subsequent flourishing of the world economy -- an astonishing achievement given the ravages of war and the competing interests of the great powers. Additional agreements between the United States, Western Europe, and Japan solidified the open and multilateral character of the postwar world economy. After the onset of the Cold War, the Marshall Plan in Europe and the 1951 security pact between the United States and Japan further integrated the defeated Axis powers into the Western order. In the final days of the Cold War, this system once again proved remarkably successful. As the Soviet Union declined, the Western order offered a set of rules and institutions that provided Soviet leaders with both reassurances and points of access -- effectively encouraging them to become a part of the system. Moreover, the shared leadership of the order ensured accommodation of the Soviet Union. As the Reagan administration pursued a hard-line policy toward Moscow, the Europeans pursued détente and engagement. For every hard-line "push," there was a moderating "pull," allowing Mikhail Gorbachev to pursue high-risk reforms. On the eve of German unification, the fact that a united Germany would be embedded in European and Atlantic institutions -- rather than becoming an independent great power -- helped reassure Gorbachev that neither German nor Western intentions were hostile. After the Cold War, the Western order once again managed the integration of a new wave of countries, this time from the formerly communist world. Three particular features of the Western order have been critical to this success and longevity. First, unlike the imperial systems of the past, the Western order is built around rules and norms of nondiscrimination and market openness, creating conditions for rising states to advance their expanding economic and political goals within it. Across history, international orders have varied widely in terms of whether the material benefits that are generated accrue disproportionately to the leading state or are widely shared. In the Western system, the barriers to economic participation are low, and the potential benefits are high. China has already discovered the massive economic returns that are possible by operating within this open-market system. Second is the coalition-based character of its leadership. Past orders have tended to be dominated by one state. The stakeholders of the current Western order include a coalition of powers arrayed around the United States -- an important distinction. These leading states, most of them advanced liberal democracies, do not always agree, but they are engaged in a continuous process of give-and-take over economics, politics, and security. Power transitions are typically seen as being played out between two countries, a rising state and a declining hegemon, and the order falls as soon as the power balance shifts. But in the current order, the larger aggregation of democratic capitalist states -- and the resulting accumulation of geopolitical power -- shifts the balance in the order's favor. Third, the postwar Western order has an unusually dense, encompassing, and broadly endorsed system of rules and institutions. Whatever its shortcomings, it is more open and rule-based than any previous order. State sovereignty and the rule of law are not just norms enshrined in the United Nations Charter. They are part of the deep operating logic of the order. To be sure, these norms are evolving, and the United States itself has historically been ambivalent about binding itself to international law and institutions -- and at no time more so than today. But the overall system is dense with multilateral rules and institutions -- global and regional, economic, political, and security-related. These represent one of the great breakthroughs of the postwar era. They have laid the basis for unprecedented levels of cooperation and shared authority over the global system. The incentives these features create for China to integrate into the liberal international order are reinforced by the changed nature of the international economic environment -- especially the new interdependence driven by technology. The most farsighted Chinese leaders understand that globalization has changed the game and that China accordingly needs strong, prosperous partners around the world. From the United States' perspective, a healthy Chinese economy is vital to the United States and the rest of the world. Technology and the global economic revolution have created a logic of economic relations that is different from the past -- making the political and institutional logic of the current order all the more powerful.

3. Decrease in troops kills US hegemony.

Lind, 07 (Michael Lind is Policy Director of New America’s Economic Growth Program.  He is a co-founder of the New America Foundation, along with Ted Halstead and Sherle Schwenninger, and was the first New America fellow. “Beyond American Hegemony” May/June 2007. http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2007/beyond_american_hegemony_5381)

Finally, the global hegemony strategy insists that America’s safety depends not on the absence of a hostile hegemon in Europe, Asia and the Middle East -- the traditional American approach -- but on the permanent presence of the United States itself as the military hegemon of Europe, the military hegemon of Asia and the military hegemon of the Middle East. In each of these areas, the regional powers would consent to perpetual U.S. domination either voluntarily, because the United States assumed their defense burdens (reassurance), or involuntarily, because the superior U.S. military intimidated them into acquiescence (dissuasion). American military hegemony in Europe, Asia and the Middle East depends on the ability of the U.S. military to threaten and, if necessary, to use military force to defeat any regional challenge-but at a relatively low cost. This is because the American public is not prepared to pay the costs necessary if the United States is to be a "hyperpower." 
hegemony exts
US Hegemony has already collapsed

Bazhanov, 9 (Yevgeny Bazhanov 21 July 2009 Moskow Times http://www.moscowtimes.ru/article/1016/42/379658.htm)
Obama spoke to Russian leaders as equals in a manner befitting the leaders of sovereign states. The U.S. president could not behave otherwise; after all, Bush’s grandiose plan to build a Pax Americana, a global empire led by the United States, came crashing down with a bang. The United States, overburdened by its attempt to shoulder world hegemony, collapsed and fell into the clutches of a severe crisis affecting both domestic and foreign affairs.
US hegemony is unsustainable, multipolar balances of power are the only way to solve

Johnson, 9 (Maura Johnson July 20, 2009 [http://idolator.com/5255352/muse-spans-the-globe-reminds-us-who-weve-always-been-at-war-with)
The former national security advisor is still a believer in geopolitics after all these years. Like most foreign-policy aficionados weaned on the Cold War, Brzezinski (Out of Control, 1993) has been forced by the disintegration of the Soviet Union to broaden his perspective–but not very far. He sees the US as the only global superpower, but inability to maintain its hegemony indefinitely means that “geostrategic skill” is essential. To what end is not specified beyond the vague shaping of “a truly cooperative global community” that is in “the fundamental interests of humankind,” but in this genre, goals are commonly assumed rather than examined. In any case, Brzezinski casts Eurasia as the playing field upon which the world’s fate is determined and analyzes the possibilities in Europe, the former Soviet Union, the Balkans (interpreted broadly), and the Far East. Like a grandmaster in chess, he plots his strategy several moves in advance, envisioning a three-stage development. Geopolitical pluralism must first be promoted to defuse challenges to America, then compatible international partners must be developed to encourage cooperation under American leadership, and finally the actual sharing of international political responsibility can be considered. The twin poles of this strategy are a united Europe in the West and China in the East; the central regions are more problematic and, for Brzezinski, not as critical in constructing a stable balance of power. This updated version of East-West geopolitics is worth taking seriously but it is also an amazing example of how a perspective can be revised without actually being rethought.
democracy frontline
1. Turn- Democracy leads to slavery

Landauer and Rowlands, 01 (Jeff and Joseph, respectively. They are philosophers who run the webesite “Importance of Philosophy” Jeff has run for congress and they have both given multiple speeches on philosophy. “Democracy” http://www.importanceofphilosophy.com/Bloody_Democracy.html)
Democracy is a political system through which the majority of the population rules. It differs from other forms of dictatorship by the size of the ruling class. It is believed that democracy leads to freedom, peace, and prosperity. This is not the case. Democracy is potentially the most dangerous of the political systems. Democracy is rule by the majority. There are no limits to what the majority is allowed to decide. It can decide laws based on whim, with no respect for rights It can pass laws against painting your house white as easy as it can pass laws against murder. There is no guarantee of a just democracy. There is one distinction between a democracy and many other forms of dictatorship. A minority dictatorship must fear the majority. If they oppress the people too much, the people will rebel. No dictatorship can stand against the full will of the people. Those that are ruled think in terms of justice. Those that rule think in terms of power. When the majority rules, they stop thinking in terms of right and wrong. They're claim to power is "the will of the people". Wherever that power leads, they follow obediently. If slavery is the price of power, they take it willingly. Those that suffer the most under a democracy are the minorities. The smaller the group, the less say they have in policy. But majority and minority change with each issue or policy. Everyone finds themselves as part of the minority at some point. But since the majority rule, the government has no fear of rebellion to circumscribe their actions. 
2. Withdrawal and the movement of 8,600 troops to Guam would kill relations

Talmadge 6/22- staff writer for Associated Press (Eric, 6/22/10, “ US-Japan security pact turns 50, faces new strains”, http://news.yahoo.com/s/ap/20100622/ap_on_re_as/as_japan_us_military) 
But while the alliance is one of the strongest Washington has anywhere in the world, it has come under intense pressure lately over a plan to make sweeping reforms that would pull back roughly 8,600 Marines from Okinawa to the U.S. Pacific territory of Guam.  The move was conceived in response to opposition on Okinawa to the large U.S. military presence there — more than half of the U.S. troops in Japan are on Okinawa, which was one of the bloodiest battlefields of World War II.
3. And turn- democracy leads to racism and genocide similar to Hitler’s reign

Vance 6 (David, February 15, “why democracy is bad”, http://atangledweb.typepad.com/weblog/2006/02/why_democracy_i.html//ts)
In a pure democracy, the majority has the power to destroy a minority. That's what happened in Germany in 1933 when Hitler's National Socialist Party was voted in by the majority. Hitler then consolidated his power into the Nazi dictatorship with its deranged racism and plans for world domination. All of this was stated by Hitler in his own book, "Mein Kampf," which any German could have read. At first German Jews assumed that Hitler would not last long. The Nazi movement was so much against basic German traditions of cultural and religious tolerance. But they were wrong.   And now among Palestinians, 60 years after Hitler, we have the same situation. A political party, Hamas, determined to wipe Israel off the map, has acquired political power through the democratic vote. This is pure democracy, unfettered by any constitutional limitations. Democracy unfettered means the minority can become the prey of the majority. In an ideal world, this would not happen. But we don't live in that kind of a world, and that is why democracy is, by itself, a potential danger to civilisation. The Framers knew this, and I believe their wisdom endures. 
4. The spread of democracy is impossible- disagreements within the population

Gilley 09 – Candidate in politics at Princeton University and an Adjunct Professor Journal of Democracy, Volume 20, Number 1, January 2009, pp. 113-127 (Article (Bruce, 20, “Is Democracy Possible muse.jhu.edu/journals/journal_of_democracy/v0/20..gilley.pdf//ts)
More recently, right-wing critics of democracy’s feasibility have returned to an older concern, the quality of citizens themselves. In particular, the hottest claim today is that citizens are too ignorant, irrational, or both to rule themselves. Democracy is impossible because the demos is defective. “Idiocracy” and “dumbocracy” are the favorite terms of abuse. In Thailand, middle-class protestors who backed the 2006 military coup and now agitate for weighted-voting rules that would disenfranchise most of their country’s rural dwellers and hand vast powers to unelected experts are willing to say openly that “it’s too easy to manipulate poor people.”11 The public-ignorance critique, which has been led in the United States by the Texas-based journal Critical Review, says that citizens lack even the minimal information needed to make intelligent choices.12 Commentators in this tradition like to make sport of citizens’ ignorance regarding basic political facts such as the identity of their local legislative representative or where a certain country is located on the map. The argument is not that citizens should be better informed so that democracy will work better, but that any imaginable level of citizen information is still too low for democracy to be possible in our day and age. The U.S. jurist and legal scholar Richard Posner, for example, argues in his 2003 book Law, Pragmatism, and Democracy that since people are and always will be “basically ignorant” about politics, U.S. democracy should never aspire to be anything other than a means of rotating elites.13 Similarly, George 118 Journal of Democracy Mason University law professor Ilya Somin says that ignorance makes claims of democracy untenable because citizens are unable to choose the policies or leaders that best fit their interests.
north korea frontline
1. Anti-proliferation measures are succeeding

Grotto, 09 (Andrew is a senior national security analyst at the Center for American Progress, 4-23-09, “Has nuclear arms control worked?,” http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/opinionla/la-oew-grotto-schoenfeld23-2009apr23,0,6830791.story)
The reality is that Iran would not be spinning centrifuges today if Khan's network hadn't existed and the IAEA had the resources and legal authorities to uncover secret programs. Remarkably, these are the very gaps in the nonproliferation regime that you rightly decry today. By endorsing the goal of a nuclear-weapons-free world, Obama takes us a step closer to plugging these deadly gaps. Lest this be mistaken for a left-wing trope, moderate conservatives such as Henry Kissinger and George Shultz share this view. But that is not the whole story. Obama's Prague speech is just one element in the administration's comprehensive strategy for preventing the spread of nuclear weapons. It is working with China, Japan, Russia and South Korea to bring North Korea back to the negotiating table. It is laying the groundwork for an intensified diplomatic offensive against Iran that combines the threat of sanctions with engagement on issues of mutual concern. And as Clinton's congressional testimony made clear, the United States will use all the tools of statecraft to prevent the disintegration of Pakistan. The administration has also engaged the Russians on an ambitious arms-control agenda and is working to fulfill Obama's campaign promise of locking down vulnerable stockpiles of weapons-usable material.

2. China doesn’t support North Korean nuclearization, and North Korea won’t risk the loss of its main ally.

Lankov, 10 (Andrei Lankov is a Russian scholar who specializes in East Asian studies. “Why does China continue to support North Korea?” May 14, 2010. http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2010/05/14/why-does-china-continue-to-support-north-korea/)
To start with, China ― in spite of all rhetoric of ‘eternal friendship’ ― is no admirer of Kim Jong-il’s regime and is frequently annoyed by the North Korean antics. China does not want Pyongyang to go nuclear, since nuclear proliferation threatens China’s own privileged position of a ‘legitimate’ nuclear power. China also worries that North Korea’s nuclear program might trigger a nuclear arms race in East Asia, producing a nuclear Japan and perhaps, a nuclear Taiwan. Moreover, China rightly sees the North Korean economic system as irrational and wasteful. Nonetheless, China supports North Korea. Throughout the past few years when South Korean and US aid dried up, famine in North Korea was prevented, above all, by free or subsidised shipments of grain from China. China is the largest investor in and trading partner of North Korea. Why do Chinese continue to invest money into supporting the regime which they do not particularly like and do not see as their reliable ally? From time to time some people in Washington and Seoul express their hope that China can be somehow persuaded to stop its support of the North or to use its supposed leverage to influence Pyongyang policy (like, say, pressing North Korea into denuclearisation). After the second North Korean nuclear test in 2009, China chose to support the UN sanctions and there were statements that China finally was ‘in the same boat as the United States.’ Alas, this is wishful thinking. China is not in the same boat, and will never be. There are good reasons why China supports the North, and these reasons are likely to remain valid for the foreseeable future.
value to life
1. The internal link to their value to life claims are based off of multiple impacts that they solve- as long as the neg solves for nuclear war and disease, we can access their value to life claims as well. 

2. nuclear calculations and security rhetoric will always outweigh

2. William Federer is a best-selling author and president of Amerisearch Inc. 10-18-03 http://www.worldnetdaily.com/news/article.asp?ARTICLE_ID=35138
Even before the rise of Adolf Hitler's Third Reich, the way for the gruesome Nazi Holocaust of human extermination and cruel butchery was being prepared in the 1930 German Weimar Republic through the medical establishment and philosophical elite's adoption of the "quality of life" concept in place of the "sanctity of life." The Nuremberg trials, exposing the horrible Nazi war crimes, revealed that Germany's trend toward atrocity began with their progressive embrace of the Hegelian doctrine of "rational utility," where an individual's worth is in relation to their contribution to the state, rather than determined in light of traditional moral, ethical and religious values. This gradual transformation of national public opinion, promulgated through media and education, was described in an article written by the British commentator Malcolm Muggeridge entitled "The Humane Holocaust" and in an article written by former United States Surgeon General, C. Everett Koop, M.D., entitled "The Slide to Auschwitz," both published in The Human Life Review, 1977 and 1980 respectively.  Muggeridge stated: "Near at hand, we have been accorded, for those that have eyes to see, an object lesson in what the quest for 'quality of life' without reference to 'sanctity of life' can involve ... [namely] the great Nazi Holocaust, whose TV presentation has lately been harrowing viewers throughout the Western world. In this televised version, an essential consideration has been left out – namely, that the origins of the Holocaust lay, not in Nazi terrorism and anti-Semitism, but in pre-Nazi Weimar Germany's acceptance of euthanasia and mercy-killing as humane and estimable. ...  "It took no more than three decades to transform a war crime into an act of compassion, thereby enabling the victors in the war against Nazism to adopt the very practices for which the Nazis had been solemnly condemned at Nuremberg."  The transformation followed thus: The concept that the elderly and terminally ill should have the right to die was promoted in books, newspapers, literature and even entertainment films, the most popular of which were entitled "Ich klage an (I accuse)" and "Mentally Ill." 

One euthanasia movie, based on a novel by a National Socialist doctor, actually won a prize at the world-famous Venice Film Festival! Extreme hardship cases were cited, which increasingly convinced the public to morally approve of euthanasia. The medical profession gradually grew accustomed to administering death to patients who, for whatever reasons, felt their low "quality of life" rendered their lives not worth living, or as it was put, lebensunwerten Lebens, (life unworthy of life).  In an Associated Press release published in the New York Times Oct. 10, 1933, entitled "Nazi Plan to Kill Incurables to End Pain; German Religious Groups Oppose Move," it was stated: "The Ministry of Justice, in a detailed memorandum explaining the Nazi aims regarding the German penal code, today announced its intentions to authorize physicians to end the sufferings of the incurable patient. The memorandum ... proposed that it shall be possible for physicians to end the tortures of incurable patients, upon request, in the interest of true humanity.  "This proposed legal recognition of euthanasia – the act of providing a painless and peaceful death – raised a number of fundamental problems of a religious, scientific and legal nature. The Catholic newspaper Germania hastened to observe: 'The Catholic faith binds the conscience of its followers not to accept this method.' ... In Lutheran circles, too, life is regarded as something that God alone can take. ... Euthanasia ... has become a widely discussed word in the Reich. ... No life still valuable to the State will be wantonly destroyed." Nationalized health care and government involvement in medical care promised to improve the public's "quality of life." Unfortunately, the cost of maintaining government medical care was a contributing factor to the growth of the national debt, which reached astronomical proportions. Double and triple digit inflation crippled the economy, resulting in the public demanding that government cut expenses.  This precipitated the 1939 order to cut federal expenses. The national socialist government decided to remove "useless" expenses from the budget, which included the support and medical costs required to maintain the lives of the retarded, insane, senile, epileptic, psychiatric patients, handicapped, deaf, blind, the non-rehabilitatable ill and those who had been diseased or chronically ill for five years or more. It was labeled an "act of mercy" to "liberate them through death," as they were viewed as having an extremely low "quality of life," as well as being a tax burden on the public.  The public psyche was conditioned for this, as even school math problems compared distorted medical costs incurred by the taxpayer of caring for and rehabilitating the chronically sick with the cost of loans to newly married couples for new housing units.  The next whose lives were terminated by the state were the institutionalized elderly who had no relatives and no financial resources. These lonely, forsaken individuals were needed by no one and would be missed by no one. Their "quality of life" was considered low by everyone's standards, and they were a tremendous tax burden on the economically distressed state.  The next to be eliminated were the parasites on the state: the street people, bums, beggars, hopelessly poor, gypsies, prisoners, inmates and convicts. These were socially disturbing individuals incapable of providing for themselves whose "quality of life" was considered by the public as irreversibly below standard, in addition to the fact that they were a nuisance to society and a seed-bed for crime.  The liquidation grew to include those who had been unable to work, the socially unproductive and those living on welfare or government pensions. They drew financial support from the state, but contributed nothing financially back. They were looked upon as "useless eaters," leeches, stealing from those who worked hard to pay the taxes to support them. Their unproductive lives were a burden on the "quality of life" of those who had to pay the taxes. The next to be eradicated were the ideologically unwanted, the political enemies of the state, religious extremists and those "disloyal" individuals considered to be holding the government back from producing a society which functions well and provides everyone a better "quality of life." The moving biography of the imprisoned Dietrich Bonhoffer chronicled the injustices. These individuals also were a source of "human experimental material," allowing military medical research to be carried on with human tissue, thus providing valuable information that promised to improve the nation's health.  Finally, justifying their actions on the purported theory of evolution, the Nazis considered the German, or "Aryan," race as "ubermenschen," supermen, being more advanced in the supposed progress of human evolution. This resulted in the twisted conclusion that all other races, and in particular the Jewish race, were less evolved and needed to be eliminated from the so-called "human gene pool," ensuring that future generations of humans would have a higher "quality of life."  Dr. Koop stated: "The first step is followed by the second step. You can say that if the first step is moral then whatever follows must be moral. The important thing, however, is this: Whether you diagnose the first step as being one worth taking or being one that is precarious rests entirely on what the second step is likely to be. ... I am concerned about this because when the first 273,000 German aged, infirm and retarded were killed in gas chambers there was no outcry from that medical profession either, and it was not far from there to Auschwitz."  Can this holocaust happen in America? Indeed, it has already begun. The idea of killing a person and calling it "death with dignity" is an oxymoron. The "mercy-killing" movement puts us on the same path as pre-Nazi Germany. The "quality of life" concept, which eventually results in the Hegelian utilitarian attitude of a person's worth being based on their contribution toward perpetuating big government, is in stark contrast to America's founding principles.  This philosophy which lowers the value of human life, shocked attendees at the Governor's Commission on Disability, in Concord, N.H., Oct. 5, 2001, as they heard the absurd comments of Princeton University professor Peter Singer.  The Associated Press reported Singer's comments: "I do think that it is sometimes appropriate to kill a human infant," he said, adding that he does not believe a newborn has a right to life until it reaches some minimum level of consciousness. "For me, the relevant question is, what makes it so seriously wrong to take a life?" Singer asked. "Those of you who are not vegetarians are responsible for taking a life every time you eat. Species is no more relevant than race in making these judgments."  Singer's views, if left unchecked, could easily lead to a repeat of the atrocities of Nazi Germany, if not something worse.
3. When trying to preserve ones value to life- they will always destroy someone else’s

Davis 2k (Nancy, “Deontology”, www.wellingtoncollege.org.uk/resource.aspx?id=129531//ts)
However, deontological ethics does have some very serious drawbacks. One of the principal weaknesses, is that of conflicting moral duties. If one finds oneself in a situation where two or more moral duties come into conflict, how does one decide between the two? One solution is the so called ‘ethic of prima facie duties’ devised by Jonathan Dancy, which is very similar to Bernard Hoose’s Proportionalism. He suggests that in situations where two duties come into conflict, we simply decide which duty is the more pressing and follow that one. The other criticism of deontology, is that it reduces morality to the simple avoidance of bad actions, rather than making an effort to develop a moral character like Virtue Ethics. Surely, it is better for somebody to choose to perform a good action, rather than act to avoid certain things they believe to be bad? Nancy Davis writes: ‘…we are members of a moral community, not just discrete rational wills or guardians of our own virtue, and we care about other individuals in that community, as well as about the community itself. And the proper expression of that concern is not just the credo of non-interference that gets reflected in the minimal deontological notion of respect, and the narrow deontological constraints that are taken to express or follow from it (for example, not lying, not cheating, or otherwise impeding people from getting on with their own lives), but one that involves, and requires, people’s active interest in promoting others’ well-being.’
