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Contention 1 is Crisis:

The US just retracted it’s promise to move troops from Okinawa to Guam – Futenema will never get relocated. 

Satoshi Ogawa, Yomiuri Shimbun Newspaper Correspondent “U.S. marines' Guam move seen delayed / Futenma plan also could be jeopardized”. 7-24-10 http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/national/T100723005957.htm

WASHINGTON--The U.S. government has effectively given up on completing the transfer of about 8,000 U.S. marines stationed in Okinawa Prefecture to Guam in 2014, sources have said, a decision that also could scuttle the planned relocation of a U.S. base in the prefecture.  The U.S. Pacific island territory's infrastructure cannot handle such a hasty construction schedule, according to the Joint Guam Program Office (JGPO) of the U.S. Navy.  The United States told the Guam government Thursday of its unofficial decision, according to the sources. It had already informed the Japanese government of the possibility, they said.  Moving about 8,000 III Marine Expeditionary Force personnel and their approximately 9,000 dependents from Okinawa Prefecture to Guam is one pillar of the U.S.-Japan Roadmap for Realignment Implementation, agreed upon between the two countries in May 2006. Another focus is the relocation of Futenma Air Station in the prefecture.  Relocating Futenma and transferring the marines have been considered as a set, according to the U.S. Defense Department.  With the marines' transfer expected to be delayed, some observers believe it highly likely that Futenma Air Station will not be relocated from its current location of Ginowan.  The possible delay in completing the marines' relocation to Guam was revealed in a preliminary meeting held Thursday on the environmental impact assessment by the JGPO.  Although the bilateral agreement governing the transfer of the U.S. Marine Corps personnel from Okinawa Prefecture to Guam calls for a target completion date of 2014, the JGPO's statement says it "recognized that Guam's infrastructure may not be able to handle such a rapid construction pace."  "In response, the DEIS [draft environmental impact statement] will identify a mitigation measure called 'adaptive program management,' in which the pace and sequencing of construction will be adjusted to stay within the limitations of Guam's utilities, port, roadways and other systems. This will result in a more stretched-out, manageable construction timeline," the statement says.  The statement took into consideration the Guam government's assertions that the territory's civil infrastructure, including utilities, must be improved to cope with the rapid population growth that will result from the marines' relocation.  As the U.S. government is prioritizing the improvement of civil infrastructure over construction of the marines' base, it became inevitable that construction would take longer and cost more than originally planned.  This position will be officially announced in the final environmental impact statement to be compiled within the month, the sources said.  Meanwhile, a Japanese government source said this country's officials had been already briefed by the United States on the matter.  "It will take several years to improve the infrastructure," the source said, indicating that, objectively speaking, it would be impossible to complete the base's construction by the end of 2014.  Some observers have said the postponement of the marines' relocation to Guam is partly the result of the lack of progress in Japan on the relocation of Futenma.  "This may suggest that interest within the U.S. government toward promoting the overall realignment of U.S. forces has been diminishing," a Foreign Ministry source said.  The Japanese and U.S. governments have agreed that Japan will shoulder 6.09 billion dollars, or 59 percent, of the total budget of 10.27 billion dollars for moving the marines from Okinawa Prefecture to Guam. The Japanese portion includes fiscal spending of 2.8 billion dollars.  Guam's strong resistance  The de facto postponement of completing the U.S. marines' relocation to Guam was prompted by strong resistance from the Guam government.  Guam Gov. Felix Camacho argued strongly for improvements in civil infrastructure when the Defense Department announced the draft environmental impact statement in November.  As such improvements will require a certain amount of time and a larger budget, many within the U.S. government and Congress are now increasingly uncertain about when the relocation will be finished.  As a result, the budget for fiscal 2011 saw major cuts in funding for the construction of military facilities connected with the relocation to Guam. 
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Japan is in the midst of a transition towards equal relations with the US, but controversy over Okinawa will sink the boat. 

John Feffer, Ph.D. co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, taught an international conflict graduate course at Sungkonghoe University in Seoul, lectured at NYU and Cornell. 5-6-10, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh01.html


You'd think that, with so many Japanese bases, the United States wouldn't make a big fuss about closing one of them. Think again. The current battle over the US Marine Corps air base at Futenma on Okinawa - an island prefecture almost 1,600 kilometers south of Tokyo that hosts about three dozen US bases and 75% of American forces in Japan - is just revving up. In fact, Washington seems ready to stake its reputation and its relationship with a new Japanese government on the fate of that base alone, which reveals much about US anxieties in the age of President Barack Obama. What makes this so strange, on the surface, is that Futenma is an obsolete base. Under an agreement the George W Bush administration reached with the previous Japanese government, the US was already planning to move most of the Marines now at Futenma to the island of Guam. Nonetheless, the Obama administration is insisting, over the protests of Okinawans and the objections of Tokyo, on completing that agreement by building a new partial replacement base in a less heavily populated part of Okinawa. The current row between Tokyo and Washington is no mere "Pacific squall", as Newsweek dismissively described it. After six decades of saying yes to everything the United States has demanded, Japan finally seems on the verge of saying no to something that matters greatly to Washington, and the relationship that Dwight D Eisenhower once called an "indestructible alliance" is displaying ever more hairline fractures. Worse yet, from the Pentagon's perspective, Japan's resistance might prove infectious - one major reason why the United States is putting its alliance on the line over the closing of a single antiquated military base and the building of another of dubious strategic value. During the Cold War, the Pentagon worried that countries would fall like dominoes before a relentless communist advance. Today, the Pentagon worries about a different kind of domino effect. In Europe, North Atlantic Treaty Organization countries are refusing to throw their full support behind the US war in Afghanistan. In Africa, no country has stepped forward to host the headquarters of the Pentagon's new Africa Command. In Latin America, little Ecuador has kicked the US out of its air base in Manta. All of these are undoubtedly symptoms of the decline in respect for American power that the US military is experiencing globally. But the current pushback in Japan is the surest sign yet that the American empire of overseas military bases has reached its high-water mark and will soon recede. Toady no more? Until recently, Japan was virtually a one-party state, and that suited Washington just fine. The long-ruling Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) had the coziest of bipartisan relations with that city's policymakers and its "chrysanthemum club" of Japan-friendly pundits. A recent revelation that, in 1969, Japan buckled to president Richard Nixon's demand that it secretly host US ships carrying nuclear weapons - despite Tokyo's supposedly firm anti-nuclear principles - has pulled back the curtain on only the tip of the toadyism. During and after the Cold War, Japanese governments bent over backwards to give Washington whatever it wanted. When government restrictions on military exports got in the way of the alliance, Tokyo simply made an exception for the United States. When cooperation on missile defense contradicted Japan's ban on militarizing space, Tokyo again waved a magic wand and made the restriction disappear. Although Japan's constitution renounces the "threat or the use of force as a means of settling international disputes", Washington pushed Tokyo to offset the costs of the US military adventure in the first Gulf War against Saddam Hussein in 1990-1991, and Tokyo did so. Then, from November 2001 until just recently, Washington persuaded the Japanese to provide refueling in the Indian Ocean for vessels and aircraft involved in the war in Afghanistan. In 2007, the Pentagon even tried to arm-twist Tokyo into raising its defense spending to pay for more of the costs of the alliance.
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Relations on the brink – domestic turmoil threatens the alliance and precludes cooperation.

Tobias Harris, doctoral student in political science at the MIT, Newsweek.  7-16-10 “Japan-U.S. Relations Could Get Bumpy” http://www.newsweek.com/2010/07/16/a-fragile-alliance.html 
A mere month later, Japan is once again mired in political confusion. In July the DPJ fell well short of a majority in the upper-house elections. It will now have to find either permanent coalition partners or, failing that, parties willing to cooperate on an issue-by-issue basis. Kan has survived his party’s defeat but faces a party leadership election in September that looks certain to be contentious. The result is that the DPJ government will have little choice but to moderate its goals. Accordingly, for U.S. policymakers interested in strengthening the relationship often described as “the cornerstone of peace and security” in East Asia, Japan’s domestic political environment will continue to serve as an obstacle. For the foreseeable future, no government will be in a position to advance major new initiatives, especially those pertaining to Japan’s security policy. And the sad reality is that even if the DPJ had won a convincing victory, Washington’s interest in a more active security partnership—in which Japan would spend more on its armed forces, participate more in overseas operations, and perhaps even revise or reinterpret its Constitution to permit self-defense within the alliance—would continue to face serious obstacles.
Put away the advantage counterplans – Okinawa is key to the alliance.
Congressional Research Service  Emma Chanlett-Avery, an Analyst in Asian Affairs in the Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade division of CRS and Weston S. Konishi Analyst in Asian Affairs, CRS. “The Changing U.S.-Japan Alliance: Implications for U.S. Interests” 7-23-09
Okinawa as Focus of Realignment Efforts The reduction of Marines from about 18,000 to 11,000 on Okinawa seeks to quell the political controversy that has surrounded the presence of U.S. forces in the southernmost part of Japan for years. Public outcry against the bases has continued since the 1995 rape of a Japanese schoolgirl by an American serviceman, and was renewed after a U.S. military helicopter crashed into a crowed university campus in 2004. Though constituting less than 1% of Japan’s land mass, Okinawa currently hosts 65% of the total U.S. forces in Japan. Okinawan politicians, along with the opposition Democratic Party of Japan, have called for a renegotiation of the Japan-U.S. Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) and a reduction in U.S. troop strength. The U.S. and central Japanese governments have opposed revising the SOFA, but Japan has increasingly pushed the U.S. to alleviate the burden of its military presence in Okinawa.9 The DPRI review identified friction between the U.S. forces stationed in Okinawa and the local population as a key obstacle to a durable alliance. In addition to the 1995 rape conviction, complaints about noise pollution from the air bases and concern about safety issues after the crash of a helicopter in August 2004 convinced alliance managers that the burden on Okinawa’s urban areas needed to be reduced in order to make the alliance more politically sustainable. As part of the realignment of U.S. bases, U.S. officials agreed to move most aircraft and crews constituting the Marine Air Station at Futenma (a highly populated area) to expanded facilities at Camp Schwab, located in a less-congested area of Okinawa. The challenge of replacing Futenma had dogged alliance managers for years: since 1996, both sides had worked to implement the Special Action Committee on Okinawa (SACO) Report, which called for the return of 12,000 acres of land to the Japanese, provided that appropriate replacement facilities were arranged. In addition to the Futenma agreement, the United States agreed to relocate the Okinawa-based III Marine Expeditionary Force (III MEF), which includes 8,000 U.S. personnel and their dependents, to new facilities in Guam. In return, Tokyo promised to pay $6.09 billion of the $10.27 billion estimated costs associated with the move. With the DPRI review and the revitalized alliance, new momentum led to a tentative agreement in 2006. However, implementation of the agreement has been slow and reflects the long-standing struggle between the Okinawan and central Tokyo governments. Public opposition and cost overruns threaten to further stall the Futenma relocation plan. Nevertheless, some progress has been made in the Guam relocation initiative. In February 2009, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and Japanese Foreign Minister Hirofumi Nakasone signed a new agreement on implementing the Guam relocation plans by 2014.


Thus the plan: The United States Federal Government should withdraw all of its military presence from the Okinawa Prefecture in Japan.
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Contention 2 is Bilateral Relations
Scenario 1: East Asian Stability

Lack of an alternative means Japan must gain military power within the US security alliance and  domestic opinion ensures it will be slow. Allowing them to assume more power will allow US – Japanese relations to check foreign worries. 

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
It appears clear that Japan will continue slowly and incrementally to loosen the restrictions on the use of military force and the ability to participate in collective and cooperative defense schemes. Due to the changing security environment and the resulting mismatch between the threats of that environment and Japan’s capabilities to respond, the domestic resistance to change in security policy is slowly eroding. Such liberation of policy is in Japan’s long-term self-interest, as it seeks to shape the world around itself in ways that enable peace and prosperity to flourish. Finding that economic and diplomatic tools alone are not sufficient for the task of achieving its national interests, the Japanese are slowly emerging from nearly 60 years of military isolation and are incrementally gaining more of a balance in their foreign policy mechanisms.  It is vital to note that Japan, while increasing its capability to participate in more traditional military exercise of power, is not wholeheartedly transitioning into a realpolitik, balance of power nation. Rather, Japan is choosing to become more assertive as a means to bring about its own conception of “civilian power” (application of predominately nonmilitary national means) and strong desire for harmonious, community-based relations between nations. Interestingly, the Japanese support for the United States in the showdown on Iraq in early 2003 in the UNSC was motivated as much by support to an ally (in return for continued protection from DPRK) as it was by a desire to prevent a fatal rift from destroying that highly valued institution.  In the near future, the Japanese do not have a viable security alternative to the alliance with the United States. With the distinct threat of North Korea and the future uncertainties of China and a potentially unified Korean Peninsula, Japan continues to need the alliance. In general, however, the Japanese people increasingly dislike the unilateralism and penchant for the use of military force that they see in the United States. Therefore, to many, being the junior partner in an alliance with the United States (especially as currently configured) is not part of the ideal, long-term future of Japan. This point is vital―the alliance with the Americans is a means to security for the Japanese, not an end desired in and of itself.  In order to maintain the strength of the alliance, it is exceedingly important that both countries recognize and act on this increased Japanese desire and capacity for bilateral and international voice. The United States eventually will have to share power with the Japanese, who will, in turn, need to embrace a more active, risk taking role or hazard a brittle failure of the increasingly artificial asymmetries of the alliance. However, these changes in capability and structure, both in Japan and within the alliance, will have a secondary impact on the Chinese and Koreans that must be mitigated through forthright, transparent, and confidence-building measures taken by the Japanese and American governments. This important, but secondary, role, multilateral diplomatic, economic, social, and military institutions have their place in both countries’ foreign policies. The primary mechanism for long-term achievement of peace and prosperity in Northeast Asia will be an enhanced and deepened U.S.-Japan security alliance.  
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US – Japan relations aid regional negotiations – Proliferation Security Initiative proves.

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
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.
Japan is comparatively better than US unilateralism at creating Asian stability.

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
Finally, as the partnership deepens, Tokyo’s influence in Asia could further the common interests of the alliance. Japan is in a better position to mitigate the fears of its neighbors―through its leadership in multilateral institutions, continued transparency about its increased military role, and thoughtful recognition of historical emotions. By not intentionally inflaming passions in Korea and China, through acts of nationalist pride aimed at domestic audiences, and by leading East Asia in a number of multilateral forums, Japan could gain influence where the United States might not be so welcomed. 66 Former UN diplomat Yasushi Akashi recently stated that Japan can be an important bridge for the United States into Asia. “There is a gap spreading between the United States and other countries. Japan, as a U.S. ally, can fill that gap. If Japan takes action in areas out of reach for the United States, Washington will count highly on Japan.”204 Having built a reputation for nuance, flexibility, and pragmatism through its ODA program and postwar interaction with Asian countries, Japan may be in a position to soften the more ideological tone of American foreign policy toward the region for the benefit of the two partners.205 For example, Japan could help extend the joint shaping capabilities of the alliance into ASEAN. A potential example is future negotiations over nonproliferation with Iran, with which Japan still maintains diplomatic relations and Washington does not.206 In that manner, Japan and the United States could act as a coordinated team and be successful in molding the future security environment of Asia. 
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A healthy cooperation prevents multiple nuclear wars – Asia is the most likely hotspot.

Richard L. Armitage Kurt M.Campbell, Michael J. Green, Joseph S. Nye et al. 2k, fmr. Dep. Secretary of State, CSIS, CFR, JFK School of Government at Harvard (also contributed to by James A. Kelly, Pacific Forum, Center for Strategic and International Studies; Edward J. Lincoln, Brookings Institution; Robert A. Manning, Council on Foreign Relations; Kevin G. Nealer, Scowcroft Group; James J. Przystup, Institute for National Strategic Studies, National Defense University; “The United States and Japan: Advancing Toward a Mature Partnership”, Institute for National Strategic Studies Special Report, October, http://www.ndu.edu/inss/strforum/SR_01/SR_Japan.htm)

Asia, in the throes of historic change, should carry major weight in the calculus of American political, security, economic, and other interests. Accounting for 53 percent of the world’s population, 25 percent of the global economy, and nearly $600 billion annually in two-way trade with the United States, Asia is vital to American prosperity. Politically, from Japan and Australia, to the Philippines, South Korea, Taiwan, and Indonesia, countries across the region are demonstrating the universal appeal of democratic values. China is facing momentous social and economic changes, the consequences of which are not yet clear. Major war in Europe is inconceivable for at least a generation, but the prospects for conflict in Asia are far from remote. The region features some of the world’s largest and most modern armies, nuclear-armed major powers, and several nuclear-capable states. Hostilities that could directly involve the United States in a major conflict could occur at a moment’s notice on the Korean peninsula and in the Taiwan Strait. The Indian subcontinent is a major flashpoint. In each area, war has the potential of nuclear escalation. In addition, lingering turmoil in Indonesia, the world’s fourth-largest nation, threatens stability in Southeast Asia. The United States is tied to the region by a series of bilateral security alliances that remain the region’s de facto security architecture. In this promising but also potentially dangerous setting, the U.S.-Japan bilateral relationship is more important than ever. With the world’s second-largest economy and a wellequipped and competent military, and as our democratic ally, Japan remains the keystone of the U.S. involvement in Asia. The U.S.-Japan alliance is central to America’s global security strategy. Japan, too, is experiencing an important transition. Driven in large part by the forces of globalization, Japan is in the midst of its greatest social and economic transformation since the end of World War II. Japanese society, economy, national identity, and international role are undergoing change that is potentially as fundamental as that Japan experienced during the Meiji Restoration. The effects of this transformation are yet to be fully understood. Just as Western countries dramatically underestimated the potential of the modern nation that emerged from the Meiji Restoration, many are ignoring a similar transition the effects of which, while not immediately apparent, could be no less profound. For the United States, the key to sustaining and enhancing the alliance in the 21st century lies in reshaping our bilateral relationship in a way that anticipates the consequences of changes now underway in Japan. Since the end of World War II, Japan has played a positive role in Asia. As a mature democracy with an educated and active electorate, Japan has demonstrated that changes in government can occur peacefully. Tokyo has helped to foster regional stability and build confidence through its proactive diplomacy and economic involvement throughout the region. Japan’s participation in the United Nations peacekeeping mission in Cambodia in the early 1990s, its various defense exchanges and security dialogues, and its participation in the Association of Southeast Asian Nations Regional Forum and the new “Plus Three” grouping are further testimony to Tokyo’s increasing activism. Most significantly, Japan’s alliance with the United States has served as the foundation for regional order. We have considered six key elements of the U.S.-Japan relationship and put forth a bipartisan action agenda aimed at creating an enduring alliance foundation for the 21st century. 
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Scenario 2 is Democracy:
We’ll isolate three internal links

1. Legal: Japan currently uses the courts to enforce state policy on the Okinawa issue.
Aurelia Mulgana, PhD in Japanese Politics, Australia National University, 2K “Managing the US Base Issue in Okinawa: A Test for Japanese Democracy”  http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/713683781, WBTA
The way in which the Supreme Court and the Fukuoka High Court handled the Ota case and the method of the courts’ rulings support arguments that the Japanese judiciary is a tool of executive, especially on matters that embody a challenge to state policy and authority.24 Lack of judicial independence stems from political controls over judicial appointments and other aspects of judges’ employment such as promotions and salary.25 The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court is designated by the Cabinet and appointed by the Emperor while the 14 other justices are appointed by the Cabinet. LDP leaders `appoint to the Supreme Court only those judges whose policies are consistent with their own’

Governance over issues of protest are critical to transitional democracies.
Aurelia Mulgana, PhD in Japanese Politics, Australia National University, 2K “Managing the US Base Issue in Okinawa: A Test for Japanese Democracy”  http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/713683781, WBTA
The confidence which has resulted from the economic success of East Asia has been accompanied by an element of anxiety as old institutions and values come into contact with modern forces. One only has to talk with senior members of society to hear complaints of a decline of traditional values and a trend of materialist individualism. And changes in aspirations and perceptions of good governance and feelings of alienation have had implications for politics and social relations. These implications have been quite dramatic in transitional democracies. Democracy groups have been unhappy with the pace of change in some cases and civil activists have been promoting participatory modes of local democracy. The public in Japan is less willing to trust the integrity of the alliance between the bureaucracy, the Liberal Democratic Party and business in working for the interests of Japan behind closed doors; there are significant calls for more transparency and accountability. In Thailand, tourists enjoying a river cruise to the ancient capital of Ayutthaya witness the ramshackle river houses of the poor next to the multimillion dollar hotel and housing developments. The old tour guide script explains that this is not a source of social discontent or instability because generally the mindset of the people is to accept their situation without complaint. Yet at the same time tens of thousands of disadvantaged people, especially from the countryside, conduct demonstrations in the centre of Bangkok against the uneven distribution of income from the booming economy. Thus, feelings of cultural identity - whether declining or in resurgence - coexist with increasing political consciousness in the context of globalizing forces. People are more assertive, overcoming traditional restraint and mobilizing from the bottom up.
2. Politics:  Ignoring Okinawa would squelch democracy – the DPJ only recently brought Japan out of a one party system and big mistakes will set Japan back.
John Feffer, Ph.D. co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, taught an international conflict graduate course at Sungkonghoe University in Seoul, lectured at NYU and Cornell. 5-6-10, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh01.html

Even if the Social Democratic Party is no longer in the government constantly raising the Okinawa base issue, the DPJ still must deal with democracy on the ground. The Okinawans are dead set against a new base. The residents of Nago, where that base would be built, just elected a mayor who campaigned on a no-base platform. It won't look good for the party that has finally brought real democracy to Tokyo to squelch it in Okinawa.
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3. Alliance: US – Japan bilateral alliance provides a model of successful democratic principals that will spread through Asia.

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
Finally, the alliance can provide the continuity of peace and trust necessary for the growth of liberalism throughout the region. Success for the United States and Japan will increasingly be measured in terms of an increased community of vibrant, pacific, free-market democracies in Asia. Making the two publics aware of the idealistic benefits of the alliance will make more headway toward acceptance of a deepening partnership than simply focusing on the alliance’s role in power politics in the region. Creating the conditions for that liberal development and tamping down the anticipated frictions that will arise along the way can best be accomplished in tandem. In the long run, this liberalism backed by the concerted power of the United States and Japan will bring lasting stability to the region. 

That’s key: International multilateral advancement of democracy is critical to the movement – it stops genocide and nuclear war.

Martin Shaw, IR Professor at Sussex, 11-9-99 “The unfinished global revolution: Intellectuals and the new politics of international relations”
From these political fundamentals, strategic propositions can be derived. First, democratic movements cannot regard non-governmental organisations and civil society as ends in themselves. They must aim to civilise local states, rendering them open, accountable and pluralistic, and curtail the arbitrary and violent exercise of power. Second, democratising local states is not a separate task from integrating them into global and often Western-centred networks. Reproducing isolated local centres of power carries with it classic dangers of states as centres of war.84 Embedding global norms and integrating new state centres with global institutional frameworks are essential to the control of violence. (To put this another way: the proliferation of purely national democracies is not a recipe for peace.) Third, while the global revolution cannot do without the West and the UN, neither can it rely on them unconditionally. We need these power networks, but we need to tame them too, to make their messy bureaucracies enormously more accountable and sensitive to the needs of society worldwide. This will involve the kind of ‘cosmopolitan democracy’ argued for by David Held85. It will also require us to advance a global social-democratic agenda, to address the literally catastrophic scale of world social inequalities. This is not a separate problem: social and economic reform is an essential ingredient of alternatives to warlike and genocidal power; these feed off and reinforce corrupt and criminal political economies. Fourth, if we need the global-Western state, if we want to democratise it and make its institutions friendlier to global peace and justice, we cannot be indifferent to its strategic debates. It matters to develop international political interventions, legal institutions and robust peacekeeping as strategic alternatives to bombing our way through zones of crisis. It matters that international intervention supports pluralist structures, rather than ratifying Bosnia-style apartheid.86  As political intellectuals in the West, we need to have our eyes on the ball at our feet, but we also need to raise them to the horizon. We need to grasp the historic drama that is transforming worldwide relationships between people and state, as well as between state and state. We need to think about how the turbulence of the global revolution can be consolidated in democratic, pluralist, international networks of both social relations and state authority. We cannot be simply optimistic about this prospect. Sadly, it will require repeated violent political crises to push Western and other governments towards the required restructuring of world institutions.87 What I have outlined is a huge challenge; but the alternative is to see the global revolution splutter into partial defeat, or degenerate into new genocidal wars - perhaps even nuclear conflicts. The practical challenge for all concerned citizens, and the theoretical and analytical challenges for students of international relations and politics, are intertwined. 
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Scenario 3 is Global Environment:

Current political environments, complementary abilities, and similar goals would allow strong US – Japan cooperation to solve global warming with multilateral  agreements and domestic action. Security issues are linked.
(Kent E. Calder, Director of Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at SAIS/Johns Hopkins University, 02/01/2010 “U.S. CLIMATE POLICY AND PROSPECTS FOR U.S.‐JAPAN COOPERATION”, <http://www.us-jpri.org/en/reports/s1_calder.pdf>. AP)
Active U.S.‐Japan cooperation on energy and environmental issues has a powerful, unprecedented logic today, given prevailing political configurations in Tokyo and Washington, D.C. Both the Obama and Hatoyama Administrations place emphasis on these issue areas, and their general approaches are broadly similar. The Obama energy policy approach, for example, emphasizes downstream energy efficiency rather than upstream energy resource development. and also systematic long‐term reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. The Hatoyama priorities appear to be broadly congruent.  Both  administrations are also interested in broad, systemic approaches to energy and  environmental problems, integrating technological innovation and mass‐transportation policy into solutions for energy and environmental questions. Both administrations also find multilateral cooperation congenial.  U.S. and Japanese capacities in addressing energy and environmental issues are also complementary in many important respects. The U.S. has historically   proven adept at technological innovation, and was a pioneer in nuclear and resource‐exploitation technology, such as off‐shore drilling. Japan is a global leader in promoting energy efficiency through technical innovation, as well as systems and product engineering, and in devising effective industrial standards.  Given the pressing nature of global energy and environmental problems, the general congruence of underlying U.S. and Japanese approaches to these issues, and the strategic importance of strengthening the U.S.‐Japan alliance, the two countries could productively initiate a bilateral energy and environmental dialogue. The US currently engages in such bilateral dialogues with both China and South Korea, and the logic is strong for an analogous dialogue with Japan. The two countries can also, of course, productively cooperate in broader international  fora, as they have in the COP‐15 process.  Among the concrete topics on which the U.S. and Japan can productively consider energy and environmental cooperation are the following: (1) Demonstration projects, such as energy‐efficient buildings, that illustrate novel methods for reducing resource use, and thereby reducing global emissions; (2) Clean coal technology, where their capabilities are well‐matched, in an area of fateful long‐term importance for large‐scale energy consumers such as China and India; (3) carbon capture and storage (CCS) technology; (4) mass‐transit approaches, including high‐speed rail, which reduce use of resources; (5) product standards that promote energy efficiency; (6) civilian nuclear issues, including safety and storage questions, the closed fuel cycle, and the improvement and strengthening of multilateral non‐proliferation regimes; and  (7) water use. Both countries can learn substantially from the other, thereby strengthening and broadening their vital bilateral relationship. Cooperation on energy and environmental matters, however, cannot easily serve as a substitute for cooperation in areas of hard security, such as host‐nation support, however, for both strategic reasons and due to the configuration of embedded political interests in both countries.   
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US – Japan cooperation is successful at creating multilateral solutions to global warming.

Embassy of Japan “Overview of Japan-U.S. Relations” 2-08 http://www.us.emb-japan.go.jp/english/html/japanus/japanusoverview2009.htm

(5) Global Warming On February 14, 2002, the United States announced a climate change policy that targeted an 18% reduction in emissions of greenhouse gasses (GHG) per unit GDP by the year 2012. Japan, while renewing its efforts for delivering its Kyoto Protocol commitments, has talked with the United States on the merits of the Protocol, strengthening domestic environmental policies in the United States, and a constructive role by the United States in developing a set of rules for participation in the Protocol by the United States, China, India and all other major GHG emitters. The cooperation between Japan and the United States includes cabinet level consultations (e.g. the Third High Level Consultation meeting on August 7, 2003 ), working level consultations on the three areas of (i) science and technology, (ii) issues specific to developing countries, and (iii) the market mechanism, and bilateral nuclear energy technology cooperation. On the international front, on July 28, 2005, the United States initiated and Japan joined the “Asia-Pacific Partnership on Clean Development and Climate,” aiming at the sectoral development and deployment of clean, efficient technology to address environmental pollution, energy security , and climate change issues. Japan and the United States are committed to the Bali Action Plan adopted at the COP 15 of December 2007. As reflected in the “Japan-US Joint Statement on Energy Security, Clean Development and Climate Change” (April 27 2007), “Fact Sheet: Japan-US Cooperation on Energy Security, Clean Development and Climate Change” (Nov. 16 2007) and in various policy statements of respective leaders on various occasions since 2007, both countries are committed to the ultimate objective of: (i) stabilizing GHG concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system; (ii) advancing the Major Economies Process for a detailed contribution to global agreement under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) by 2009, pursuing an agreement based on commitments by all major economies to take actions;  (iii) leading and encouraging other major economies in technological research, development and deployment; and (iv) further enhancing cooperation in the field of nuclear energy under the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP) and the US-Japan Joint Nuclear Energy Action Plan

Chaos and Extinction – history proves feedback loops cause disaster quickly.

Oliver Tickell, British journalist, author and campaigner on health and environment issues, and author of the Kyoto2 climate initiative “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction,” The Guardian, 8-11-08  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.
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Contention 3 is Solvency

Sharing power with Japan allows US to keep it’s presence despite overstretch – the seventh fleet and Pacific Air Force are sufficient deterrence and crisis response.

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
Focusing narrowly on East Asia, for a number of reasons it is in the best interests of the United States to share power with Japan in a well-defined security partnership. First, the United States will find a growing objectives–means shortfall in the future pursuit of national security interests. The United States may increasingly find that it does not have the resources to maintain a dominant hegemonic position worldwide and will need to find like-minded partners to maintain its interests in various regions and share the burdens of maintaining peace. Second, sharing power with Japan in exchange for long-term basing guarantees maintains the American presence in Northeast Asia―all the more important since the election of President Roh and the resulting uncertainties about American force structure and bases on the Korean peninsula. Already, concrete plans are being made to move American troops further south in Korea, or even to bring some of them home.164 These bases in Japan (especially ports for the Seventh Fleet and airfields for the Pacific Air Force [PACAF] fighter and transport wings) are critical to the continued forward presence of the U.S. in East Asia. 

And the aff is bilateral through and through: consultation is normal means. Decisions on Okinawa are run through the bilateral [DPRI] Defense Policy Review Initiative and [SEC] Security Consultative Committee.

Congressional Research Service  Emma Chanlett-Avery, an Analyst in Asian Affairs in the Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade division of CRS and Weston S. Konishi Analyst in Asian Affairs, CRS. “The Changing U.S.-Japan Alliance: Implications for U.S. Interests” 7-23-09
Bilateral Reviews of the Alliance Concurrent with Japan’s internal reviews, U.S.-Japan bilateral initiatives reinforced the new and expanded commitment to security cooperation by establishing common strategic objectives, outlining major command changes, explicitly identifying the stability of the Taiwan Strait and the Korean peninsula as common priorities in the Pacific region for the first time, and calling on China to make its military modernization more transparent. These unprecedented agreements and statements emerged first through the working-level Defense Policy Review Initiative (DPRI), launched in 2002, and later at the cabinet level through the Security Consultative Committee (SCC, also known as the “2+2” meeting), composed of the U.S. Secretaries of Defense and State and their Japanese counterparts.7 The October 2005 “2+2” report outlines the major command changes agreed to by Japanese and U.S. officials. One would shift 300 American soldiers from the 1st Army Corps headquarters from Washington State to Camp Zama (25 miles southwest of Tokyo) to establish a forward operational headquarters. (The headquarters were opened in December 2007.) The Ground Self Defense Forces (GSDF) would also base a rapid-response headquarters at Camp Zama. A bilateral and joint operations center will be built at Yokota U.S. Air Base (about 23 miles northwest of Tokyo) to enhance coordination between the Japanese and U.S. air and missile defense command elements. The headquarters of the 3rd Marine Expeditionary Force, meanwhile, would be moved from Okinawa to Guam, reducing the number of Marines by about 8,000. Despite reports of frustration on the part of negotiators because of the slow process,8 the DPRI talks led to more joint contingency planning and provided a mechanism to sort through bilateral issues, particularly those involving the bases in Okinawa (see later section). According to U.S. and Japanese officials at the time, the DPRI also led to increased coordination between the Japan Defense Agency (JDA), the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA), and the Prime Minister’s Cabinet office, which had been problematic in the past. Alliance managers consider cooperation in the inter-agency process crucial to implementing further security cooperation.
RELATIONS UNIQUENESS: IT’S A CRISIS

Relations – Uniqueness

Enormous, broad opposition to US Presence in Japan.

Muto Ichiyo, co-president of the People’s Plan Study Group (Policy advocate group) in Tokyo, last updated 1-2-04, 

<http://www.jca.apc.org/wsf_support/2004doc/WSFJapUSBaseRepoFinalAll.html#U.S_Bases_in_Okinawa> WBTA 
After the Vietnam War ended, anti-base movement has been sustained mainly by local action groups around the base areas, which are loosely networked across the country and working to support Okinawa people’s anti-base struggles. The forms and styles of action are manifold and wide-ranged. Aside from general mobilization and street demonstration on the issues of bases, some of the collective action styles include: - Monitoring the activities of the base such as troops movement on a daily basis and reporting to the community and other anti-base groups (e.g. Yokota airbase, extremely low altitude flights monitored by widespread networks) - Demonstrating, picketing, over particular action of the U.S. military, most typically activists riding rubber boats demonstrate at sea against entry and/or departure of U.S. fleet on combat missions (e.g. Yokosuka, Kure, Sasebo) - Conducting sustained campaigns of local community groups, including litigation, against particular hazards such as noise and pollution (Atsugi base by groups in Yamato city) - Community-wide sustained campaigns opposing new U.S. base-related projects, using local elections (Zushi city community opposing the construction of U.S. military housing estate at the cost of national preserve; local movement elected opposition mayors)

 - Using powers of local autonomy to restrict free use of facilities by U.S. military (most typically the Kobe formula – Kobe municipality bans entry of ships into Kobe port unless they previous present no-nuclear weapon certificates; because of this system, no U.S. warships have been able to enter the port so far). - Filing lawsuits about the unconstitutionality of Japan’s “host nation support” for U.S. military (Tokyo and Osaka); - Ad placing campaigns on issues of bases, military exercises, withdrawal U.S. marines (Yufuin group’s ad in New York Times etc.)

Relations – Uniqueness – Opposition 

Protests are exerting huge pressure and political inaction makes it a crisis. 
Daily Mail Reporter, “Thousands protest in Tokyo against U.S. military presence in Japan” 1-30-10 http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/worldnews/article-1247281/Thousands-protest-Tokyo-U-S-military-presence-Japan.html WBTA
On Saturday, labor unionists, pacifists, environmentalists and students marched through central Tokyo, yelling slogans  and calling for an end to the U.S. troop presence.  They gathered for a rally at a park - under a banner that read 'Change! Japan-U.S. Relations' - for speeches by civil leaders and politicians. Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama has repeatedly postponed his decision on the pact, with members of his own government divided on how to proceed.  Last week he pledged to resolve the conundrum by May, just before national elections. 'The Cabinet is saying that it will announce its conclusion in May.  For this reason, over the next few months we must put all of our energy into achieving victory,' Cabinet minister Mizuho Fukushima said at the rally, to shouts of approval from the crowd. 
Relations – Uniqueness – US gives no concessions
Controversy is high – the US never resolved the crisis of the rape of 95.

Carlton Meyer, a former Marine Corps officer and author, 09 <http://www.g2mil.com/Japan-bases.htm> WBTA
Discontent among the people of Okinawa regarding the foreign military presence has been rising for years. Their chief complaint is that Okinawa hosts over half of U.S. forces in Japan, which hampers economic development. After a series of violent criminal acts by U.S. servicemen, the U.S. military agreed in 1996 to reduce the impact of their presence. A few minor military facilities were consolidated while training and operational procedures were changed to reduce noise. The most significant concession was a promise to close the Marine Corps airbase at Futenma by 2003.

The Japanese government in Tokyo agreed to build a new airbase for the Marines elsewhere in Japan, yet the Marines insisted the airbase must be on Okinawa. The idea building a multi-billion dollar airbase in northern Okinawa was studied for years. While that area is less populated, the noise from an airbase would destroy the peace of tropical beaches enjoyed by tourists. That idea was dropped, so the Okinawans were promised that 8000 Marines would move to Guam. The Japanese government agreed to build new facilities on Guam, until presented with an outrageous price tag. Japanese political opinion hardened and some leaders now assert that Japan had the right close any U.S. military facility without compensation. 
Relations – Brink*

Japan relations on the brink – domestic turmoil threatens the alliance.

Tobias Harris, doctoral student in political science at the MIT, Newsweek.  7-16-10 “Japan-U.S. Relations Could Get Bumpy” http://www.newsweek.com/2010/07/16/a-fragile-alliance.html 
A mere month later, Japan is once again mired in political confusion. In July the DPJ fell well short of a majority in the upper-house elections. It will now have to find either permanent coalition partners or, failing that, parties willing to cooperate on an issue-by-issue basis. Kan has survived his party’s defeat but faces a party leadership election in September that looks certain to be contentious. The result is that the DPJ government will have little choice but to moderate its goals. Accordingly, for U.S. policymakers interested in strengthening the relationship often described as “the cornerstone of peace and security” in East Asia, Japan’s domestic political environment will continue to serve as an obstacle. For the foreseeable future, no government will be in a position to advance major new initiatives, especially those pertaining to Japan’s security policy. And the sad reality is that even if the DPJ had won a convincing victory, Washington’s interest in a more active security partnership—in which Japan would spend more on its armed forces, participate more in overseas operations, and perhaps even revise or reinterpret its Constitution to permit self-defense within the alliance—would continue to face serious obstacles.
Relations - Brink

Ruling party wants to play a bigger part in the alliance, but is hamstrung by domestic politics – relations are on the rocks. 
Tobias Harris, doctoral student in political science at the MIT, Newsweek.  7-16-10 “Japan-U.S. Relations Could Get Bumpy” http://www.newsweek.com/2010/07/16/a-fragile-alliance.html 
The irony, then, is that despite the DPJ’s desire for a more equal relationship with the United States, the political and economic logic of austerity suggests that Japan will likely grow even more dependent on the U.S. for its security, with the difference being that the relationship will be more fragile. For Japan, every U.S. initiative toward China will be scrutinized for signs that the U.S. is abandoning Japan in the region. Similarly, for Washington, every initiative to deepen cooperation within East Asia that excludes the U.S. will be questioned and may prompt grumbling about Japanese free-riding. In other words, these are the makings of a tumultuous decade for the alliance.
Uniqueness – Base unpopular – Japan budget.

Japan wants the US out – budget.

John Feffer, Ph.D. co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, taught an international conflict graduate course at Sungkonghoe University in Seoul, lectured at NYU and Cornell. 5-6-10, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh01.html

Enter the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ). In August 2009, that upstart political party dethroned the LDP, after more than a half-century in power, and swept into office with a broad mandate to shake things up. Given the country's nose-diving economy, the party's focus has been on domestic issues and cost-cutting. Not surprisingly, however, the quest to cut pork from the Japanese budget has led the party to scrutinize the alliance with the US. Unlike most other countries that host US military bases, Japan shoulders most of the cost of maintaining them: more than $4 billion per year in direct or indirect support. 
Delays on Okinawa Decision

Martin Fackler , Tokyo bureau chief for the New York Times , “Japan: Decision on U.S. Base Not Likely Before November” 7-20-10 http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/21/world/asia/21briefs-JAPAN.html 
Japan’s defense minister said Tuesday that a decision on relocating an American air base on Okinawa may not be possible until at least November, further delaying resolution of a dispute that has hurt Tokyo’s relations with Washington. The defense minister, Toshimi Kitazawa, said a decision might have to wait until after a local governor’s election, as his government faces stiff local resistance to keeping the base, the United States Marine Air Station Futenma, on the island. Japan’s former prime minister, Yukio Hatoyama, had announced that Tokyo would move the base to a less populated part of the island. But Okinawans fiercely oppose the base, which has become a symbol of a heavy American military presence.
Inherency

Negotiations have resulted in Japan’s agreement to move the U.S. Okinawa military base to Henoko– locals are demanding its removal.

San Francisco Examiner, 5/27/10, http://www.sfexaminer.com/world/95072834.html#ixzz0uSHICvcZ
Washington and Tokyo agreed Friday to keep a contentious U.S. Marine base in the southern island of Okinawa, reaffirming the importance of their security alliance and the need to maintain American troops in Japan.

In a joint statement, the two allies agreed to move the Marine Corps Air Station Futenma to Henoko, in a less crowded, northern part of the island. The decision is broadly in line with a 2006 deal forged with the previous, conservative Tokyo government, but represents a broken campaign promise on the part of Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama. Hatoyama came to office last September promising to create a "more equal" relationship with Washington and move the Marine base off the island, which hosts more than half the 47,000 U.S. troops stationed in Japan under a 50-year-old joint security pact. But after months of searching and fruitless discussions with Washington and Okinawan officials, the prime minister acknowledged earlier this month that the base needed to stay in Okinawa. His decision, which he had pledged to deliver by the end of May, has angered tens of thousand of island residents who complain about base-related noise, pollution and crime, and want Futenma moved off the island entirely.
Inherency - K

The United States has ignored the norms and international precedent established by the UN Commission on Human Rights in context of rapes by the military in Okinawa. 

Yumiko Mikanagi, senior researcher at Columbia University's Weatherhead East Asian Institute, 2004, Okinawa: Women, Bases, and U.S.-Japan Relations, pg. 6-7

First, on the normative level, the period during which the US and Japanese governments were negotiating over US military bases in Okinawa corresponded to the period when the international community began to formally acknowledge that rape by soldiers is a war crime. For example, the United Nations Commission on Human Rights resolution 1994/77, of 9 March 1994, entitled ‘Rape and abuse of women in the territory of the former Yugoslavia’. and UN General Assembly resolutions 48/143 of 20 December 1993 and 49/205 of 23 December 1994, both entitled Rape and abuse of women in the areas of armed con Ii jet in the former Yugoslavia’, have indicated that organized rape by a military force is a crime that requires a commitment from national governments to its prevention and resolution. While the US government often acted unilaterally at the apex of its power. The willingness of the US government to acquire UN endorsement in its military conduct, as shown in the case of the Gulf War and the more recent war against terrorism, indicates that the US government could have taken the above changes in international norms more seriously. Ii is true that rapes by American soldiers in Okinawa were individual crimes and should not be considered as organized rape, i.e. rape licensed by the military, but changes in international norms could have made the US government sensitive to any sexual violence by soldiers. The Japanese government, too, while it has always been sensitive to the needs of the US government, could have paid more attention to the UN resolutions in part due to its strong desire to gain a permanent seal on the UN Security Council.

RELATIONS LINK: OKINAWA
Relations – Okinawa = tensions

Drawn out domestic political problems related to Okinawa will damage US – Japan relations.

John Feffer, Ph.D. co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, taught an international conflict graduate course at Sungkonghoe University in Seoul, lectured at NYU and Cornell. 5-6-10, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh01.html


The immediate source of tension in the US-Japanese relationship has been Tokyo's desire to renegotiate that 2006 agreement to close Futenma, transfer those 8,000 Marines to Guam, and build a new base in Nago, a less densely populated area of the island. It's a deal that threatens to make an already strapped government pay big. Back in 2006, Tokyo promised to shell out more than $6 billion just to help relocate the Marines to Guam. The political cost to the new government of going along with the LDP's folly may be even higher. After all, the DPJ received a healthy chunk of voter support from Okinawans, dissatisfied with the 2006 agreement and eager to see the American occupation of their island end. Over the last several decades, with US bases built cheek-by-jowl in the most heavily populated parts of the island, Okinawans have endured air, water, and noise pollution, accidents like a 2004 US helicopter crash at Okinawa International University, and crimes that range from trivial speeding violations all the way up to the rape of a 12-year-old girl by three Marines in 1995. According to a June 2009 opinion poll, 68% of Okinawans opposed relocating Futenma within the prefecture, while only 18% favored the plan. Meanwhile, the Social Democratic Party, a junior member of the ruling coalition, has threatened to pull out if Hatoyama backs away from his campaign pledge not to build a new base in Okinawa. Then there's the dugong, a sea mammal similar to the manatee that looks like a cross between a walrus and a dolphin and was the likely inspiration for the mermaid myth. Only 50 specimens of this endangered species are still living in the marine waters threatened by the proposed new base near less populated Nago. In a landmark case, Japanese lawyers and American environmentalists filed suit in US federal court to block the base's construction and save the dugong. Realistically speaking, even if the Pentagon were willing to appeal the case all the way up to the Supreme Court, lawyers and environmentalists could wrap the US military in so much legal and bureaucratic red tape for so long that the new base might never leave the drawing board. 

Relations - Okinawa key
US military in Japan killing relations

NewsyStocks.com 7/9 (7/9/10, " News Analysis: US military presence to remain thorn in relations with Japan ... ", http://newsystocks.com/news/3587183)

WASHINGTON, Jul. 9, 2010 (Xinhua News Agency) -- 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,  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.  "The issue is not dead," Baker said, adding that tensions are high with locals wherever U.S. troops are deployed overseas. In South Korea, for example, dissatisfaction with the U.S. military presence has led to a number of mass demonstrations over the years.  Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato (NYSE:CATO) Institute, said the issue could become messy for Japan's ruling party, as Okinawans are unlikely to compromise over the issue.  The Kan administration may, however, take a cue from the former ruling Liberal Democratic Party, which in 2006 agreed to move Futenma but dithered on the relocation so as not to arouse anger in Okinawa, Bandow said.  "Kan's best hope is to kick the can down the road," he said.  Ichiro Fujisaki, Japanese Ambassador to the United States, said in a speech from Washington on Thursday that "we have to lessen the burden" on the people of Okinawa, but that the U.S.-Japan alliance "will be honored."
Relations – Okinawa postponed
Japan is delaying the decision on Okinawa bases – makes it worse

Martin Fackler , Tokyo bureau chief for the New York Times , “Japan: Decision on U.S. Base Not Likely Before November” 7-20-10 http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/21/world/asia/21briefs-JAPAN.html 
Japan’s defense minister said Tuesday that a decision on relocating an American air base on Okinawa may not be possible until at least November, further delaying resolution of a dispute that has hurt Tokyo’s relations with Washington. The defense minister, Toshimi Kitazawa, said a decision might have to wait until after a local governor’s election, as his government faces stiff local resistance to keeping the base, the United States Marine Air Station Futenma, on the island. Japan’s former prime minister, Yukio Hatoyama, had announced that Tokyo would move the base to a less populated part of the island. But Okinawans fiercely oppose the base, which has become a symbol of a heavy American military presence.
Relations – US Okinawa Pressure bad

Incessant US pressure angers both Japanese politicians and public.
John Feffer, Ph.D. co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, taught an international conflict graduate course at Sungkonghoe University in Seoul, lectured at NYU and Cornell. 5-6-10, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh01.html


And that's one reason the Obama administration has gone to the mat to pressure Tokyo to adhere to the 2006 agreement. It even dispatched Secretary of Defense Robert Gates to the Japanese capital last October in advance of president Obama's own Asian tour. Like an impatient father admonishing an obstreperous teenager, Gates lectured the Japanese "to move on" and abide by the agreement - to the irritation of both the new government and the public. (See Gates gets grumpy in Tokyo, October 28, 2009) The punditocracy has predictably closed ranks behind a bipartisan Washington consensus that the new Japanese government should become as accustomed to its junior status as its predecessor and stop making a fuss. The Obama administration is frustrated with "Hatoyama's amateurish handling of the issue," writes Washington Post editorial page editor Fred Hiatt. "What has resulted from Mr Hatoyama's failure to enunciate a clear strategy or action plan is the biggest political vacuum in over 50 years," adds Victor Cha, former director of Asian affairs at the National Security Council. Neither analyst acknowledges that Tokyo's only "failure" or "amateurish" move was to stand up to Washington. "The dispute could undermine security in East Asia on the 50th anniversary of an alliance that has served the region well," intoned The Economist more bluntly. "Tough as it is for Japan's new government, it needs to do most, though not all, of the caving in." The Hatoyama government is by no means radical, nor is it anti-American. It isn't preparing to demand that all, or even many, US bases close. It isn't even preparing to close any of the other three dozen (or so) bases on Okinawa. Its modest pushback is confined to Futenma, where it finds itself between the rock of Japanese public opinion and the hard place of Pentagon pressure. Those who prefer to achieve Washington's objectives with Japan in a more roundabout fashion counsel patience. "If America undercuts the new Japanese government and creates resentment among the Japanese public, then a victory on Futenma could prove Pyrrhic," writes Joseph Nye, the architect of US Asia policy during the Clinton years. Japan hands are urging the United States to wait until the summer, when the DPJ has a shot at picking up enough additional seats in the next parliamentary elections to jettison its coalition partners, if it deems such a move necessary.

Okinawa controversy ( US withdraw

The Okinawa controversy will create movements to totally push US military out of Japan.

John Feffer, Ph.D. co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, taught an international conflict graduate course at Sungkonghoe University in Seoul, lectured at NYU and Cornell. 5-6-10, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh01.html

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

Relations – Okinawa Key

Military Presence in Japan damages relations – Okinawans will not compromise and Kan’s delays will postpone inevitable political instability. There won’t be peace till it’s gone.
Xinhua News Agency 7-9-10 “U.S. military presence to remain thorn in relations with Japan: experts” http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/indepth/2010-07/10/c_13393108.htm WBTA
WASHINGTON, July 9 (Xinhua) -- 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.  "The issue is not dead," Baker said, adding that tensions are high with locals wherever U.S. troops are deployed overseas. In South Korea, for example, dissatisfaction with the U.S. military presence has led to a number of mass demonstrations over the years.  Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, said the issue could become messy for Japan's ruling party, as Okinawans are unlikely to compromise over the issue.  The Kan administration may, however, take a cue from the former ruling Liberal Democratic Party, which in 2006 agreed to move Futenma but dithered on the relocation so as not to arouse anger in Okinawa, Bandow said.  "Kan's best hope is to kick the can down the road," he said.  Ichiro Fujisaki, Japanese Ambassador to the United States, said in a speech from Washington on Thursday that "we have to lessen the burden" on the people of Okinawa, but that the U.S.-Japan alliance "will be honored."  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 said. 
Relations – US can Withdraw and strengthen relations
Both major Japanese parties want to strengthen ties with the US and reduce presence on Okinawa – campaign promises prove. Other issues will ensure military cooperation and a strong alliance. 
The Yomiuri Shimbun, Japanese Newspaper 7-9-10 “How will parties deepen Japan-U.S. alliance?” http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/editorial/20100710TDY02T02.htm WBTA
In the campaign for Sunday's House of Councillors election, the two major parties--the Democratic Party of Japan and the Liberal Democratic Party--have called for a deeper Japan-U.S. alliance and easing the burden placed on Okinawa Prefecture as a host of U.S. military bases.  However, both parties' arguments are short on specifics and are somewhat lacking. Only two days remain in the campaign period, but we want the parties to explain in detail how they would achieve these goals.  In its manifesto for last year's House of Representatives election, the DPJ pledged it would "move in the direction of reexamining the realignment of the U.S. military forces in Japan." However, the DPJ has dropped this policy from its campaign pledges for the upcoming election.  Instead, the ruling party promises to "make all possible efforts to reduce the burden on Okinawa [Prefecture] in line with the Japan-U.S. agreement" reached in May. The agreement stipulates the U.S. Marine Corps' Futenma Air Station will be relocated to the Henoko district in Nago, Okinawa Prefecture.  Prime Minister Naoto Kan repeatedly and explicitly stated his party would respect the Japan-U.S. agreement. This is to be expected. However, how can Kan make progress on this issue when the Okinawa prefectural and Nago municipal governments oppose the Henoko relocation plan? We cannot see how any headway can be made on this matter.  Mending ties  The Okinawa Prefectural Assembly is expected to unanimously pass a resolution Friday asking the government to review the Japan-U.S. agreement.  This situation has arisen mainly because of the policy missteps of former Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama. But since it was a DPJ-led administration that betrayed the trust of the localities, the Kan administration has a responsibility to repair the damage by rebuilding its relationship with the local governments and resolving the base relocation issue.  The DPJ's manifesto this year also stipulates the party will "deepen the Japan-U.S. alliance by strengthening bilateral ties in the areas of comprehensive national security, economics and culture and the like."  We do not deny the importance of Japan-U.S. cooperation in a wide range of fields. However, the manifesto lacks balance as it does not touch on defense cooperation between the Self-Defense Forces and the U.S. military--two core elements of the alliance.  The LDP campaign pledges include "rebuilding a stalwart Japan-U.S. alliance" and a "reduction of the burdens of residents around U.S. military bases in Okinawa Prefecture and other areas." New Komeito also favors deepening and developing Japan-U.S. relations and reducing the burden borne by localities and residents.  Main parties on same page  Under Kan's leadership, the DPJ-led government has taken a more realistic approach that properly values the Japan-U.S. alliance. All the main political parties--except the Japanese Communist Party and the Social Democratic Party--now want the bilateral alliance to be maintained or solidified. The JCP calls for the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty to be abandoned, and the SDP wants it to be revised.  Differences in the diplomatic and security policies of the two major parties have narrowed. Even if there is a change of government, the nation's basic policies will continue seamlessly. This is a desirable situation.  Unfortunately, each party's arguments are far too general. Voters need to hear more details and specifics.  To deepen the alliance, Japan must be prepared to roll up its sleeves and take on a much larger international role.  Japan could resume the refueling operations conducted by the Maritime Self-Defense Force in the Indian Ocean. It could contribute more to U.N. peacekeeping operations in Sudan and other places. Additionally, it would be worthwhile to expand Japan-U.S. cooperation, including on missile defense, and ramp up strategic dialogues on the environment and arms reduction. 
Relations – Link – Party Cohesion Key

Party cohesion is the most important driver behind security policy. 

Robert Scales Jr. Major General in the US Army, history PhD from Duke and Larry M. Wortzel, US colonel and Asian Security expert,  “The Future U.S. Military Presence in Asia: Landpower and the Geostrategy of American Commitment” 4-99 WBTA
The most important domestic actors affecting security policy during the postwar period have been political parties. Much more so than in the area of economic policy, where bureaucratic agencies and interest groups played important roles, parties have been the dominant actors in the area of security. Since Japan has a parliamentary system where parties usually vote in unison, the main players to focus on are the parties as blocs. However, since parties have frequently split and merged, sometimes over security issues, and since some members of parties voted against their parties on key security policy votes, it is appropriate to break some of them down into groups based on their security policy views. 

Relations – Okinawa Key 

Military Presence in Japan damages relations – Okinawans will not compromise and Kan’s delays will postpone inevitable political instability. There won’t be peace till it’s gone.
Xinhua News Agency 7-9-10 “U.S. military presence to remain thorn in relations with Japan: experts” http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/indepth/2010-07/10/c_13393108.htm 
WASHINGTON, July 9 (Xinhua) -- 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.  "The issue is not dead," Baker said, adding that tensions are high with locals wherever U.S. troops are deployed overseas. In South Korea, for example, dissatisfaction with the U.S. military presence has led to a number of mass demonstrations over the years.  Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, said the issue could become messy for Japan's ruling party, as Okinawans are unlikely to compromise over the issue.  The Kan administration may, however, take a cue from the former ruling Liberal Democratic Party, which in 2006 agreed to move Futenma but dithered on the relocation so as not to arouse anger in Okinawa, Bandow said.  "Kan's best hope is to kick the can down the road," he said.  Ichiro Fujisaki, Japanese Ambassador to the United States, said in a speech from Washington on Thursday that "we have to lessen the burden" on the people of Okinawa, but that the U.S.-Japan alliance "will be honored."  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 said. 
Relations – US can Withdraw and strengthen relations
Both major Japanese parties want to strengthen ties with the US and reduce presence on Okinawa – campaign promises prove. Other issues will ensure military cooperation and a strong alliance. 
The Yomiuri Shimbun, Japanese Newspaper 7-9-10 “How will parties deepen Japan-U.S. alliance?” http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/editorial/20100710TDY02T02.htm 
In the campaign for Sunday's House of Councillors election, the two major parties--the Democratic Party of Japan and the Liberal Democratic Party--have called for a deeper Japan-U.S. alliance and easing the burden placed on Okinawa Prefecture as a host of U.S. military bases.  However, both parties' arguments are short on specifics and are somewhat lacking. Only two days remain in the campaign period, but we want the parties to explain in detail how they would achieve these goals.  In its manifesto for last year's House of Representatives election, the DPJ pledged it would "move in the direction of reexamining the realignment of the U.S. military forces in Japan." However, the DPJ has dropped this policy from its campaign pledges for the upcoming election.  Instead, the ruling party promises to "make all possible efforts to reduce the burden on Okinawa [Prefecture] in line with the Japan-U.S. agreement" reached in May. The agreement stipulates the U.S. Marine Corps' Futenma Air Station will be relocated to the Henoko district in Nago, Okinawa Prefecture.  Prime Minister Naoto Kan repeatedly and explicitly stated his party would respect the Japan-U.S. agreement. This is to be expected. However, how can Kan make progress on this issue when the Okinawa prefectural and Nago municipal governments oppose the Henoko relocation plan? We cannot see how any headway can be made on this matter.  Mending ties  The Okinawa Prefectural Assembly is expected to unanimously pass a resolution Friday asking the government to review the Japan-U.S. agreement.  This situation has arisen mainly because of the policy missteps of former Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama. But since it was a DPJ-led administration that betrayed the trust of the localities, the Kan administration has a responsibility to repair the damage by rebuilding its relationship with the local governments and resolving the base relocation issue.  The DPJ's manifesto this year also stipulates the party will "deepen the Japan-U.S. alliance by strengthening bilateral ties in the areas of comprehensive national security, economics and culture and the like."  We do not deny the importance of Japan-U.S. cooperation in a wide range of fields. However, the manifesto lacks balance as it does not touch on defense cooperation between the Self-Defense Forces and the U.S. military--two core elements of the alliance.  The LDP campaign pledges include "rebuilding a stalwart Japan-U.S. alliance" and a "reduction of the burdens of residents around U.S. military bases in Okinawa Prefecture and other areas." New Komeito also favors deepening and developing Japan-U.S. relations and reducing the burden borne by localities and residents.  Main parties on same page  Under Kan's leadership, the DPJ-led government has taken a more realistic approach that properly values the Japan-U.S. alliance. All the main political parties--except the Japanese Communist Party and the Social Democratic Party--now want the bilateral alliance to be maintained or solidified. The JCP calls for the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty to be abandoned, and the SDP wants it to be revised.  Differences in the diplomatic and security policies of the two major parties have narrowed. Even if there is a change of government, the nation's basic policies will continue seamlessly. This is a desirable situation.  Unfortunately, each party's arguments are far too general. Voters need to hear more details and specifics.  To deepen the alliance, Japan must be prepared to roll up its sleeves and take on a much larger international role.  Japan could resume the refueling operations conducted by the Maritime Self-Defense Force in the Indian Ocean. It could contribute more to U.N. peacekeeping operations in Sudan and other places. Additionally, it would be worthwhile to expand Japan-U.S. cooperation, including on missile defense, and ramp up strategic dialogues on the environment and arms reduction. 
Okinawa Key - Rapp

Okinawa withdrawal is essential – it will damage political work and domestic opinion.

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
Furthermore, the United States, in close consultation with the government of Japan, should take proactive steps to address the primary irritants within the alliance. In this regard, a comprehensive, bilateral study of basing and training area requirements is needed. Okinawa (where 60 percent of the forces and 75 percent of the land leased by the U.S. military in Japan is situated) will continue to be a major distraction to the alliance without some proactive and sincere study and reductions. A review of the need for all of the U.S. Marine Corps (USMC) force structure in Okinawa is important now.189 Reversing the traditional character of the alliance and offering base and force reductions in exchange for increased Japanese roles and missions within the context of the alliance may be fruitful. Likewise, a bilateral study of the Status of Forces Agreement (especially the legal jurisdiction issues) as called for in early 2003 by the governors of 14 prefectures, may not result in changes but could show the Japanese people that the United States respects their culture and laws. Tactical irritants such as these have the capacity to hinder the public appreciation of the alliance, and thus may retard efforts by both governments to deepen the relationship.
Relations - AT Controversy Turn

Resolution of the rape crisis proves nothing – multiple alternate causalities for that success make it irrelevant and the compromises were never even fulfilled.

Robert Scales Jr. Major General in the US Army, history PhD from Duke and Larry M. Wortzel, US colonel and Asian Security expert,  “The Future U.S. Military Presence in Asia: Landpower and the Geostrategy of American Commitment” 4-99 WBTA
If the Okinawa crisis served any useful purpose, it was to focus national leadership on the drift in the alliance relationship. The Japanese reaction to the rape had been front page news in the United States. As a result no one in the White House objected when Defense and State Department officials proposed a U.S.-Japan joint security declaration to the president as a centerpiece for his next summit in Japan. The president was scheduled to hold that summit meeting with Prime Minister Tomiichi Murayama in Osaka on the edge of the annual Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation forum meeting in November 1995. But then fortune struck in the form of another political crisis this time over the U.S. budget, which forced the president to postpone his visit to Japan until April 1996. The gap of four months made all the difference in the world. First, the extra rime allowed U.S. and Japanese negotiators to agree on a dramatic centerpiece to the SACO realignment of bases in Okinawa—the return of the controversial U.S. Marine Corps Air Station at Furenma in return for a comparable facility elsewhere on the island. Second, Beijing provided a convenient reminder of the importance of the alliance and the potential for instability in East Asia by bracketing Taiwan with ballistic missiles in a clumsy attempt at intimidation in March 1996. Third, the pro-defense  hawk Ryütaro Hashimoto replaced the Socialist Murayama shortly after the Osaka APEC summit. Finally, President Clinton himself emerged from the primary season in the United States unchallenged for presidency and in a strong position to project and air of confidence and resolve in foreign policy.
RELATIONS – TOWARDS EQUALITY

(1AC) Slow rise, relations check

Lack of an alternative means Japan must gain military power within the US security alliance and  domestic opinion ensures it will be slow. Allowing them to assume more power will allow US – Japanese relations to check foreign worries. 

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
It appears clear that Japan will continue slowly and incrementally to loosen the restrictions on the use of military force and the ability to participate in collective and cooperative defense schemes. Due to the changing security environment and the resulting mismatch between the threats of that environment and Japan’s capabilities to respond, the domestic resistance to change in security policy is slowly eroding. Such liberation of policy is in Japan’s long-term self-interest, as it seeks to shape the world around itself in ways that enable peace and prosperity to flourish. Finding that economic and diplomatic tools alone are not sufficient for the task of achieving its national interests, the Japanese are slowly emerging from nearly 60 years of military isolation and are incrementally gaining more of a balance in their foreign policy mechanisms.  It is vital to note that Japan, while increasing its capability to participate in more traditional military exercise of power, is not wholeheartedly transitioning into a realpolitik, balance of power nation. Rather, Japan is choosing to become more assertive as a means to bring about its own conception of “civilian power” (application of predominately nonmilitary national means) and strong desire for harmonious, community-based relations between nations. Interestingly, the Japanese support for the United States in the showdown on Iraq in early 2003 in the UNSC was motivated as much by support to an ally (in return for continued protection from DPRK) as it was by a desire to prevent a fatal rift from destroying that highly valued institution.  In the near future, the Japanese do not have a viable security alternative to the alliance with the United States. With the distinct threat of North Korea and the future uncertainties of China and a potentially unified Korean Peninsula, Japan continues to need the alliance. In general, however, the Japanese people increasingly dislike the unilateralism and penchant for the use of military force that they see in the United States. Therefore, to many, being the junior partner in an alliance with the United States (especially as currently configured) is not part of the ideal, long-term future of Japan. This point is vital―the alliance with the Americans is a means to security for the Japanese, not an end desired in and of itself.  In order to maintain the strength of the alliance, it is exceedingly important that both countries recognize and act on this increased Japanese desire and capacity for bilateral and international voice. The United States eventually will have to share power with the Japanese, who will, in turn, need to embrace a more active, risk taking role or hazard a brittle failure of the increasingly artificial asymmetries of the alliance. However, these changes in capability and structure, both in Japan and within the alliance, will have a secondary impact on the Chinese and Koreans that must be mitigated through forthright, transparent, and confidence-building measures taken by the Japanese and American governments. This important, but secondary, role, multilateral diplomatic, economic, social, and military institutions have their place in both countries’ foreign policies. The primary mechanism for long-term achievement of peace and prosperity in Northeast Asia will be an enhanced and deepened U.S.-Japan security alliance.  

AT – “They won’t cooperate/well”

US and Japan have plans for broad cooperation, but it’s impossible until after the basing issue is taken care of.
Congressional Research Service  Emma Chanlett-Avery, an Analyst in Asian Affairs in the Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade division of CRS and Weston S. Konishi Analyst in Asian Affairs, CRS. “The Changing U.S.-Japan Alliance: Implications for U.S. Interests” 7-23-09
Although resolving the base realignment issues is anticipated to consume the bulk of bilateral efforts in the short term, U.S. and Japanese officials envision sweeping changes to the entire defense relationship. The “2+2” reports of recent years outline a new alliance approach to both enhance the defense of Japan and to move beyond traditional realms of cooperation. Areas specifically mentioned for cooperation include air defense, ballistic missile defense, counterproliferation, counter-terrorism, maritime security operations, search and rescue efforts, intelligence and surveillance, humanitarian relief, reconstruction assistance, peace-keeping, protection of critical infrastructure, response to weapons of mass destruction (WMD) attacks, mutual logistics support, provision of facilities for a non-combatant evacuation, and the use of civilian infrastructure for emergency purposes. Joint efforts in several of these areas have existed for decades, whereas other programs are in their infancy. Security and regional analysts have offered a range of opinions on which areas are most appropriate for further development of joint capabilities.10 Below are some of the most notable aspects of bilateral cooperation.

Alliance – Japan should rise

Japan should assume a larger role in the relationship

Richard L. Armitage Kurt M.Campbell, Michael J. Green, Joseph S. Nye et al. 2k, fmr. Dep. Secretary of State, CSIS, CFR, JFK School of Government at Harvard (also contributed to by James A. Kelly, Pacific Forum, Center for Strategic and International Studies; Edward J. Lincoln, Brookings Institution; Robert A. Manning, Council on Foreign Relations; Kevin G. Nealer, Scowcroft Group; James J. Przystup, Institute for National Strategic Studies, National Defense University; “The United States and Japan: Advancing Toward a Mature Partnership”, Institute for National Strategic Studies Special Report, October, http://www.ndu.edu/inss/strforum/SR_01/SR_Japan.htm)

Security Because the stakes are so high in Asia, it is urgent that the United States and Japan develop a common perception 

and approach regarding their relationship in the 21st century. The potential for conflict in Asia is lowered dramatically by a visible and “real” U.S.-Japan defense relationship. The use of bases granted by Japan allows the U.S. to affect the security environment from the Pacific to the Persian Gulf. The revised Guidelines for U.S.-Japan Defense Cooperation, the basis for joint defense planning, should be regarded as the floor—not the ceiling—for an expanded Japanese role in the transpacific alliance, and the uncertainties of the post-Cold War regional setting require a more dynamic approach to bilateral defense planning. Japan’s prohibition against collective self defense is a constraint on alliance cooperation. Lifting this prohibition would allow for closer and more efficient security cooperation. This is a decision that only the Japanese people can make. The United States has respected the domestic decisions that form the character of Japanese security policies and should continue to do so. But Washington must make clear that it welcomes a Japan that is willing to make a greater contribution and to become a more equal alliance partner. We see the special relationship between the United States and Great Britain as a model for the alliance. This arrangement requires the following elements: _ Reaffirming the defense commitment. The United States should reaffirm its commitment to the defense of Japan and those areas under the administrative control of Japan, including the Senkaku Islands. _ Diligent implementation of the revised Guidelines for U.S.-Japan Defense Cooperation, including passage of crisis management legislation. _ Robust cooperation of all three U.S. armed services with their Japanese counterparts. The U.S. and Japan should strive for greater jointness in the use of facilities and for integration of training activities and should review and update the roles and missions of the Armed Forces agreed upon in 1981. Both partners should invest in training that replicates reality, rather than follows old patterns. They also should define how to assist each other with emerging new challenges, such as international terrorism and transnational criminal activity, as well as longstanding potential threats, and how to collaborate in peacekeeping and peacemaking activities. _ Full participation in peacekeeping and humanitarian relief missions. Japan would need to remove its 1992 self-imposed restraints on these activities so as not to burden other peacekeeping nations. _ Development of a force structure that has the characteristics of versatility, mobility, flexibility, diversity, and survivability. Any adjustments should not be based on an artificial number, but should reflect the regional security environment. As this process unfolds, changes to force structure should be made through a process of consultation and dialogue, and be mutually agreeable. The United States should take advantage of technological changes and regional developments to restructure its force presence on the archipelago. We should strive to reduce the American military footprint in Japan as long as our capabilities can be maintained. This includes continued consolidation of U.S. bases and rapid implementation of the terms of the 1996 U.S.-Japan Special Action Committee on Okinawa (SACO) agreement. _ Making priority availability of U.S. defense technology to Japan. Defense technology must be seen as an essential component of the overall alliance. We should encourage the American defense industry to make strategic alliances with Japanese companies to facilitate a greater two-way flow of cutting-edge military and dual-use technologies. _ Broadening the scope of U.S.-Japan missile defense cooperation. There will be a healthy debate in both countries arising from the larger role that we advocate for Japan. And U.S. Government officials and lawmakers will have to recognize that Japanese policy will not be identical to American policy in every instance. It is time for burdensharing to evolve into power-sharing and this means that the next administration will have to devote the considerable time that will be necessary to bring this into being. 

Japan is strong, can rise

Japan is militarily capable – it’s developed despite a pacifist constitution. 

John Feffer, Ph.D. co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, taught an international conflict graduate course at Sungkonghoe University in Seoul, lectured at NYU and Cornell. 5-6-10, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh01.html


Of course, the LDP complied with such demands because they intersected so nicely with its own plans to bend that country's peace constitution and beef up its military. Over the last two decades, in fact, Japan has acquired remarkably sophisticated hardware, including fighter jets, in-air refueling capability, and assault ships that can function like aircraft carriers. It also amended the 1954 Self-Defense Forces Law, which defines what the Japanese military can and cannot do, more than 50 times to give its forces the capacity to act with striking offensive strength. Despite its "peace constitution", Japan now has one of the top militaries in the world.
Modest Increase, no aggression

No risk of your Japanese aggression arguments – limited re-arm solves

Carpenter (Ted Galen Carpenter, director of foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute) 1995 ( November 1“Paternalism And Dependence: The U.S.-Japanese Security Relationship” http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-244.html)

Moreover, with the collapse of the Soviet Union, Japan can probably protect its security interests without a massive rearmament effort. A modest increase in military spending, say to 1.5 percent of GDP, might well be sufficient--and only the most paranoid would be alarmed by a buildup of that magnitude.(39) Such an increase would produce decidedly more potent air and naval capabilities sufficient for a more credible, wide-ranging Japanese security role. But it would hardly be enough for a new wave of imperialism--especially if Japan was careful not to greatly expand its ground forces. Without a potential army of occupation, Tokyo would clearly lack the ability to subjugate its neighbors, and the existing ground Self-Defense Force, some 150,000 active duty personnel, is obviously far from being such a force.
The most worrisome development would be a decision by Tokyo to acquire nuclear weapons. That possibility cannot be ruled out in the long term--especially if North Korea or other aggressive or unstable regimes develop nuclear arsenals--but it is not inevitable. The Japanese public has a pronounced dislike of nuclear weapons, and the memories of Hiroshima and Nagasaki are not likely to fade soon. In addition, given the technological sophistication that Japan can bring to bear on the development of its military forces, Tokyo might conclude that an arsenal of precision-guided weapons, together with appropriate aircraft and missile delivery systems (and comprehensive air and missile defenses), would be sufficient to counter the nuclear arsenals of its neighbors. As the Persian Gulf War demonstrated, precision-guided conventional weapons can be extremely effective.
ADVANTAGES

EAST ASIA

Withdrawal key to Japan – China relations 

Japan – China relations warming, US presence at Okinawa makes it worse.

John Feffer, Ph.D. co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, taught an international conflict graduate course at Sungkonghoe University in Seoul, lectured at NYU and Cornell. 5-6-10, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh01.html


Now, with its arch-conservatives gone from government, Japan is visibly warming to China's charms. In 2007, China had already surpassed the US as the country's leading trade partner. On becoming prime minister, Hatoyama sensibly proposed the future establishment of an East Asian community patterned on the European Union. As he saw it, that would leverage Japan's position between a rising China and a United States in decline. In December, while Washington and Tokyo were haggling bitterly over the Okinawa base issue, DPJ leader Ichiro Ozawa sent a signal to Washington as well as Beijing by shepherding a 143-member delegation of his party's legislators on a four-day trip to China. Not surprisingly, China's bedazzlement policy has set off warning bells in Washington, where the People's Republic is still a focus of primary concern for a cadre of strategic planners inside the Pentagon. The Futenma base - and its potential replacement - would be well situated, should Washington ever decide to send rapid response units to the Taiwan Strait, the South China Sea, or the Korean peninsula. Strategic planners in Washington like to speak of the "tyranny of distance", of the difficulty of getting "boots on the ground" from Guam or Hawaii in case of an East Asian emergency. 

Relations – Solves Chinese relations

Solves China relations
William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
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. 

On balance, US Relations better.

Despite some tensions, US alliance with Japan is on balance better because it checks worries of Japanese expansion.

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
The bottom line is that none of the major players in continental Northeast Asia is eager for an increased Japanese military role in the alliance and all have some amount of leverage over Japanese policy. Much of the distrust is historical and can be eased through openness, American guarantees of continued engagement in East Asia, and substantive interaction in this and other issue areas. The use of multilateral institutions is the ideal vehicle to temper regional fears of a greater Japanese military role. 

Relations – China tensions*

US – Japan cooperation is key to checking china – multilateral engagement and military containment. 

Congressional Research Service  Emma Chanlett-Avery, an Analyst in Asian Affairs in the Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade division of CRS and Weston S. Konishi Analyst in Asian Affairs, CRS. “The Changing U.S.-Japan Alliance: Implications for U.S. Interests” 7-23-09
Although the U.S.-Japan security partnership grew out of a need to contain the Soviet Union and has endured in large part because of North Korea’s threat, many analysts see countering China as the primary driver of the campaign to enhance cooperation today. The U.S. approach to rising China is often characterized by observers as having two prongs that roughly correspond to the “engagement” and “containment” camps. The “engagement” approach includes the “responsible stakeholder” concept outlined most prominently by former Deputy Secretary of State Robert Zoellick, which aims to convince Beijing to contribute peacefully to the international system that has allowed its economic and political rise. The “containment” aspect of U.S. policy seeks to counter a China that could develop in ways inimical to U.S. interests. The U.S.-Japan alliance plays a role in both approaches. In the former, Japan could serve as a model of responsible multilateral engagement as well as a key economic partner for China in the region. In the latter, enhanced joint defense capabilities from neighboring Japan could deter any aggressive behavior by China’s military. U.S. forward deployment in Japan plays a particularly important role in contingency strategies for a conflict with China over Taiwan.29
Relations/consultation check Tensions
Strong cooperative foreign policy through power sharing allows peaceful engagement of a rising china and nuclear North Korea. AND consultation is normal means for better relations.

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
This monograph began by making the assertion that the alliance can and must become more than simply a narrow defense pact if both the United States and Japan want to be successful in shaping the security future of East Asia in ways that support peace, prosperity, and the growth of democratic and human values. In the next several decades, East Asia in particular will need the stability and positive character of Japan and the United States working in close concert. There is a distinct need for positive complementarities in the relationship. This power sharing could result in an alliance well suited to handle, in a positive manner, the most important challenge of the first half of the 21st century―the character of the rise of China to superpower status. Tight coordination of policy and increased military capability will vastly increase the deterrence credibility of the alliance. As Diet Representative Eisei Ito noted, “The best way to deal with China is for Japan and the U.S. to be partners in the truest sense and consult closely and frankly over policy toward that country.”207 Working together with one voice may be the best means of engaging China in the coming decades, preventing the opening of an exploitable rift, precluding the forceful reunification of Taiwan and the mainland, and creating a path that both facilitates Chinese national interests and the peace and prosperity of the entire region. North Korea and its quest for nuclear weapons represent a salient opportunity for the alliance to act in concert for the stability of Northeast Asia. No resolution of the current crisis on the Peninsula will be possible without both Japan and the United States working together within an agreed strategic framework 
Relations – North Korea 

North Korea hates US troops in Japan

 [BBC 9/12 08 “North Korean radio criticizes US, South, Japan "nuclear war alliance”, Central Broadcasting Station, Pyongyang, in Korean 1300 gmt 11 Sep 08, Lexis]

The manoeuvre to fabricate a triangular military alliance among the United States, Japan, and South Korea has become more blatant following the advent of the Lee Myung-bak [ Ri Myo'ng-pak, Ri Myo'ng-bak] puppet regime.  Hard-line conservative forces in the United States and Japan and the South Korean puppet bellicose elements are taking much trouble to form the criminal military alliance, prattling about forward-looking relations time after time. The manoeuvre to fabricate the military alliance among the United States, Japan, and South Korea that has been promoted for decades since the last century has now become more real after Lee Myung-bak came into Ch'o'ngwadae [ROK Office of the President].  From the time of its inauguration, the traitor put forth the restoration of relations with the United States and Japan as a priority task. As soon as he became president, he emphasized the need to further strengthen the ROK-US relations and gibbered that he would seek to strengthen cooperation with Japan as well.  It is due to Lee Myung-bak's behaviour as such that the hard-line conservative forces in the United States are pushing ahead with the manoeuvre to manufacture a triangular military alliance in earnest, prattling that a government they are comfortable with finally came into power in the ROK. As if they have been waiting for it all along, the Japanese reactionaries also openly prattle about close ties with South Korea, saying that the new government in the ROK is similar to Japan in its thinking.  As part of their manoeuvre to fabricate the triangular military alliance, the bellicose forces in the United States, Japan, and South Korea openly agreed and are conducting joint military exercises in South Korea and in the neighbouring areas of the Korean Peninsula for the realization of the Weapons of Mass Destruction Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) and the establishment of a missile defence system.  The manoeuvre to fabricate a triangular military alliance among the United States, Japan, and South Korea began shortly after the World War II was over. Before anything, they buckled down to signing military treaties and agreements to lay the legal basis for the fabrication of alliance. In September 1951, the United States and Japan signed a separate peace treaty and treaty on security guarantee; in October 1953 the United States and South Korea signed a mutual defence treaty; and in June 1965 Japan and South Korea signed a treaty of military nature. Thus, the South Korean puppet armed forces and Japanese Self-Defence Forces [SDF] came under the uniform command of the US Pacific Command.  After laying the legal basis for the fabrication of a triangular military alliance, the United States put strength into integrating the command systems of Japan and the South Korean puppets for military operations.  By having Japan and South Korea conclude a secret agreement on military affairs in the 1960s, the United States laid the foundation of war command system, making itself the leader of it, by unifying military marks [kunsa p'yosik], military terminology, and main road for operations [chakcho'njuro]. In addition, it had the SDF and the South Korean puppet army adopt and unify US-made weapons and equipment as standard ones, and then actively goaded them into purchasing things like Airborne Early Warning and Control [AWAC] system, automated tactical command control system, C4I, and Aegis system - indispensable elements of operational control system suitable to modern warfare.  The United States has perfected the military operations command system among the three parties through the Guidelines for Defence Cooperation with Japan, Wartime Operational Control over the puppet army, US Forces Japan Command, US Forces Korea Command, and US Pacific Command. In the meantime, the United States has ceaselessly enhanced the capability of the triangular military alliance to execute war by way of conducting various kinds of joint military exercises.  Designating the Korean Peninsula as an arena of confrontation during the Cold War period, the United States speeded up the manoeuvre for fabricating the triangular military alliance. Taking advantage of the collapse of socialism in Eastern Europe, it [the United States] reorganized US forces stationed in South Korea and Japan so that they can be quickly committed to a war of northward aggression.  In the 1990s, the US Defence Department publicly declared that it was necessary to strengthen US-Japan-ROK defence cooperation in order to smoothly respond to a contingency on the Korean Peninsula, thereby making it clearer that an aggression against the North is the primary duty of the triangular military alliance.  Accordingly, a joint operations plan between the United States and Japan, which targets us, has become more specific as a more practical and aggressive Joint Operations Plan 5055 and a large number of war plans - such as Operations Plan 5027, Operations Plan 5029, and Operations Plan 5027-04 - have been mapped out and then modified between the United States and South Korea. The United States has strengthened the triangular military alliance among the United States, Japan, and South Korea into a nuclear war alliance in name and reality by mapping out the Operations Plan 8022 aimed at a nuclear preemptive attack, even babbling about the use of nuclear weapons in an emergency on the Korean Peninsula.  As long as the triangular military alliance remains in place, the military master-servant relations imposed by outside forces will never go away from South Korea and peace on and reunification of the Korean Peninsula can never be achieved. 
Relations – Stability 

Strong cooperation prevents multiple nuclear wars – Asia is the most likely hotspot.

Richard L. Armitage Kurt M.Campbell, Michael J. Green, Joseph S. Nye et al. 2k, fmr. Dep. Secretary of State, CSIS, CFR, JFK School of Government at Harvard (also contributed to by James A. Kelly, Pacific Forum, Center for Strategic and International Studies; Edward J. Lincoln, Brookings Institution; Robert A. Manning, Council on Foreign Relations; Kevin G. Nealer, Scowcroft Group; James J. Przystup, Institute for National Strategic Studies, National Defense University; “The United States and Japan: Advancing Toward a Mature Partnership”, Institute for National Strategic Studies Special Report, October, http://www.ndu.edu/inss/strforum/SR_01/SR_Japan.htm)

Asia, in the throes of historic change, should carry major weight in the calculus of American political, security, economic, and other interests. Accounting for 53 percent of the world’s population, 25 percent of the global economy, and nearly $600 billion annually in two-way trade with the United States, Asia is vital to American prosperity. Politically, from Japan and Australia, to the Philippines, South Korea, Taiwan, and Indonesia, countries across the region are demonstrating the universal appeal of democratic values. China is facing momentous social and economic changes, the consequences of which are not yet clear. Major war in Europe is inconceivable for at least a generation, but the prospects for conflict in Asia are far from remote. The region features some of the world’s largest and most modern armies, nuclear-armed major powers, and several nuclear-capable states. Hostilities that could directly involve the United States in a major conflict could occur at a moment’s notice on the Korean peninsula and in the Taiwan Strait. The Indian subcontinent is a major flashpoint. In each area, war has the potential of nuclear escalation. In addition, lingering turmoil in Indonesia, the world’s fourth-largest nation, threatens stability in Southeast Asia. The United States is tied to the region by a series of bilateral security alliances that remain the region’s de facto security architecture. In this promising but also potentially dangerous setting, the U.S.-Japan bilateral relationship is more important than ever. With the world’s second-largest economy and a wellequipped and competent military, and as our democratic ally, Japan remains the keystone of the U.S. involvement in Asia. The U.S.-Japan alliance is central to America’s global security strategy. Japan, too, is experiencing an important transition. Driven in large part by the forces of globalization, Japan is in the midst of its greatest social and economic transformation since the end of World War II. Japanese society, economy, national identity, and international role are undergoing change that is potentially as fundamental as that Japan experienced during the Meiji Restoration. The effects of this transformation are yet to be fully understood. Just as Western countries dramatically underestimated the potential of the modern nation that emerged from the Meiji Restoration, many are ignoring a similar transition the effects of which, while not immediately apparent, could be no less profound. For the United States, the key to sustaining and enhancing the alliance in the 21st century lies in reshaping our bilateral relationship in a way that anticipates the consequences of changes now underway in Japan. Since the end of World War II, Japan has played a positive role in Asia. As a mature democracy with an educated and active electorate, Japan has demonstrated that changes in government can occur peacefully. Tokyo has helped to foster regional stability and build confidence through its proactive diplomacy and economic involvement throughout the region. Japan’s participation in the United Nations peacekeeping mission in Cambodia in the early 1990s, its various defense exchanges and security dialogues, and its participation in the Association of Southeast Asian Nations Regional Forum and the new “Plus Three” grouping are further testimony to Tokyo’s increasing activism. Most significantly, Japan’s alliance with the United States has served as the foundation for regional order. We have considered six key elements of the U.S.-Japan relationship and put forth a bipartisan action agenda aimed at creating an enduring alliance foundation for the 21st century. 

Alliance Impact - Taiwan

US – Japan alliance is key to deter Chinese aggression in Taiwan.

Yukio Okamoto special advisor to the Japanese Prime Minister’s Task Force on Foreign Relations, Special Advisor to the Prime Minister on Okinawa affairs. WASHINGTON QUARTERLY, Spring 2002, p. 59 WBTA
Regardless of whether China’s development takes the bright path or the fearful one, however, reason for concern exists on one issue: the resolution of the status of Taiwan. Chinese citizens from all walks of life have an attachment to the reunification of Taiwan and the mainland that transcends reason. The U.S.-Japan alliance represents a significant hope for a peaceful resolution of the Taiwan problem. Both Japan and the United States have clearly stated that they oppose reunification by force. When China conducted provocative missile tests in the waters around Taiwan in 1996, the United States sent two aircraft carrier groups into nearby waters as a sign of its disapproval of China’s belligerent act. Japan seconded the U.S. action, raising in Chinese minds the possibility that Japan might offer logistical and other support to its ally in the event of hostilities. Even though intervention is only a possibility, a strong and close tie between Japanese and U.S. security interests guarantees that the Chinese leadership cannot afford to miscalculate the consequences of an unprovoked attack on Taiwan. The alliance backs up Japan’s basic stance that the two sides need to come to a negotiated solution.
Relations – Southeast Asian Stability

Japan – US relations are key to Southeast Asian stability – multiple scenarios.

Yukio Okamoto special advisor to the Japanese Prime Minister’s Task Force on Foreign Relations, Special Advisor to the Prime Minister on Okinawa affairs. WASHINGTON QUARTERLY, Spring 2002, p. 59 WBTA
SOUTHEAST ASIA In recent years, Japan has had to begin sharing the foreign affairs spotlight in Southeast Asia with China. Although some claim that Japan’s status in the region is in irreversible decline, Japan’s intentions are probably viewed with far greater warmth than those of its erstwhile regional rival. Some consider China a ferocious competitor, a country that has robbed Southeast Asia of foreign direct investment (FDI) and export markets for its manufactured goods. Conversely, Japan is seen as a complementary power, a country that provides technology, FDI, general finance, and a market for Southeast Asia’s products. In terms of security, the perception of Japan is shifting from that of a former conqueror to a significant member of an evolving security network answering the challenge of rising Chinese military and political might. Japan and the United States must work together to meet other serious, long-term foreign policy challenges in Southeast Asia. Indonesia must be guided back to stability. The political stalemate in Myanmar must be resolved and the state returned to membership in the international community. Vietnam and Cambodia must emerge from the ravages of war and calamitous social policies. 
Relations - No Japan – China War

Balancing will not lead to Sino-Japanese war, Japan will be a strong balancer

Christopher P. Twomey, assistant professor for the Department of National Security Affairs, Naval Postgraduate School, “Japan, a circumscribed balancer: Building on defensive realism to make predictions about east Asian security”, 2000, Lexis

This article develops the new concept of circumscribed balancing. I begin by acknowledging that concerns over Sino-Japanese rivalry exist and should be taken seriously. Turning to the realist theory of balancing, the paper then expands recent work on defensive realism to hypothesize the possibility for circumscribed balancing and to predict the resulting foreign policy implications. I then use this framework to analyze Japanese policy, noting that Japan finds itself in circumstances that ought to lead it to behave as a circumscribed balancer. When specific Japanese policies are examined, they indeed support this characterization. Finally, U.S. policy implications are briefly addressed. Sino-Japanese relations are important because they are at the foundation of U.S. policy toward East Asia. American decisionmakers will decide how to remain involved in the region—and indeed whether or not to remain involved at all—on the basis of their expectations regarding Sino-Japanese relations. Unfortunately, these expectations are often based on misguided analysis. Many analysts predict conflict between the two great powers in the region, whether or not the United States remains involved in the region. Denny Roy articulates this view: "China and Japan are natural rivals...The legacy of the pacific war has reinforced the security dilemma, causing the two states to interpret all military activities by the other as offensive threats." He concludes that Japan is unlikely to make the first overt moves to balance Chinese power but states "serious political tensions between China and Japan are certain, and military conflict is likely, if China's economic power continues to grow rapidly relative to Japan's."2 Other analysts come to similar conclusions.3 Richard Betts argues: The most probable bipolar pair [in the world], and potentially the most antagonistic, is China and Japan. That would be the one with most potential for war among great powers (for example, with Korea as a bone of contention, as it was a century ago), unless the two somehow established a condominium (which I have heard no regional experts argue is likely).4 In a chapter ominously entitled "China's Plan for Japan," two journalists with long tenures in East Asia write: In the post—cold war world it is Japan's weakness that threatens peace and stability by creating a power vacuum that the United States cannot fill, but that China can. A strong Japan in genuine partnership with the United States is vital to a new balance of power in Asia. A weak Japan benefits only China, which, the evidence indicates, aims not at a new balance of power but at Chinese hegemony, under which Japan, if it yields to that fate, would serve as China's richest and most useful tributary state.5 I am not as pessimistic as these analysts. There are reasons for optimism, even if expansionist aims and a willingness to use force characterize Chinese foreign policy in the future (and this is by no means assured). Japan does not need to feel unduly threatened by China, and its own balancing efforts will not likely lead to a spiral of rivalry and security competition with China. The following section develops the theory of balancing to allow us to make these specific prescriptions about the nature of Japanese foreign policy.

Japan will balance China

Japan is a capable balancer

Michael J. Green, a senior adviser and holds the Japan Chair at CSIS, as well as being an associate professor of international relations at Georgetown University. He previously served as special assistant to the president for national security affairs and senior director for Asian affairs at the National Security Council (NSC), from January 2004 to December 2005, after joining the NSC in April 2001 as director of Asian affairs with responsibility for Japan, Korea, and Australia/New Zealand, March 2007, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/62460/michael-j-green/japan-is-back-why-tokyo-s-new-assertiveness-is-good-for-washingto?page=show
As strong as Pyle's overall argument about the elements of continuity in Japan's current strategic posture is, he neglects some important aspects of Japan's new foreign policy style. After decades of pursuing relationships primarily for commercial reasons, Japan is now pursuing many of its international relationships with the geostrategic aim of balancing China's influence. Abe has embraced a new partnership with India and is actively discussing a formal security treaty with Australia. Despite Singaporean elder statesman Lee Kuan Yew's famous warning to Washington that encouraging Japan to play a larger security role is like giving a former alcoholic a rum bonbon, Singapore is now at the forefront of efforts to expand Japan's political and security role in Southeast Asia; Indonesia, Vietnam, and Thailand have followed suit. None of these nations -- including Japan -- is interested in "containing" China's rise, but all are engaged in a curious mix of balancing and bandwagoning, and Tokyo is beginning to take advantage of that game.

Relations – Good for Sino-Japan

China is more eager to balance with Japan

Michael J. Green, a senior adviser and holds the Japan Chair at CSIS, as well as being an associate professor of international relations at Georgetown University. He previously served as special assistant to the president for national security affairs and senior director for Asian affairs at the National Security Council (NSC), from January 2004 to December 2005, after joining the NSC in April 2001 as director of Asian affairs with responsibility for Japan, Korea, and Australia/New Zealand, March 2007, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/62460/michael-j-green/japan-is-back-why-tokyo-s-new-assertiveness-is-good-for-washingto?page=show
The remarkable Chinese debate over the ‘‘new thinking’’ on Japan reveals both Chinese fears of U.S. hegemony and the limits of a Chinese strategy to buffer U.S. power through a new Asian regionalism. The debate was touched off by Ma Licheng’s provocative article, ‘‘New Thinking on Relations with Japan,’’ in the final 2002 issue of the influential Strategy and Management (Beijing).19 Ma, a well-known liberal, expressed shock at the pervasive anti- Japanese sentiment being expressed in Chinese communications on the Internet and argued that it was creating a backlash in Japan that was damaging to China’s national interest. Ma’s solution is simple: ‘‘We need the generosity of a great and victorious nation, and do not need to be excessively harsh with Japan.’’ Arguing that ‘‘the apology question [from World War ii] has been resolved,’’ Ma urges both Chinese and Japanese to ‘‘overcome parochial views’’ and ‘‘look forward’’ in the bilateral relationship.20 Chinese cybernationalists were furious. Internet chatrooms cursed Ma as a ‘‘traitor’’ for  being soft on Japan; he even received death threats.21 He has since taken early retirement from his job in Beijing and moved to Hong Kong. Shi Yinhong, an advocate of Realpolitik at People’s University in Beijing, bravely came to Ma’s defense, arguing in a subsequent Strategy and Management article that rapprochement with Japan was indeed in China’s interest. Unlike Ma, however, Shi views Sino-Japanese relations primarily from the perspective of geopolitics—the broader international balance of power. ‘‘It will be extremely beneficial to China,’’ Shi wrote, ‘‘if, through improving relations with Japan, China can improve its security environment and its diplomatic position.’’ Viewing U.S. power preeminence as ‘‘historically unprecedented,’’ Shi worries that the United States will utilize its hegemonic status to obstruct China’s rise. He therefore advocates a cool, dispassionate realpolitik reminiscent of Henry Kissinger’s. Just as Kissinger proposed that the United States seek rapprochement with China to balance against the Soviets in the early 1970s, Shi proposes that China seek rapprochement with Japan to balance against the United States today. This ‘‘diplomatic revolution,’’ he argues, would greatly benefit China.22 U.S. hegemony is so dangerous, in Shi’s view, that Chinese must put aside their historical grievances and reconcile with Japan

Extensions

Current alliance makes China nervous of Japan

Wu Xinbo, visiting fellow from the Brookings institution, September 2000, “U.S. Security Policy in Asia: Implications for China-U.S. Relations”, http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2000/09northeastasia_xinbo.aspx, 

In Beijing's opinion, the redefined U.S.-Japan alliance presages Washington-Tokyo domination of regional affairs and smacks of an ulterior intention to marginalize China. In the end, China has either to accept a submissive position in a U.S.-Japan dominated regional system or be isolated. Redefinition of the U.S.-Japan alliance also provides Japan with a legitimate cover to play a more active role in regional security and further build up its already impressive military capability. As a matter of fact, it seems just a matter of time before Japan will redefine the constraints of the Peace Constitution and behave as a major military power.4 Beijing is concerned over the extent of Japan's buildup and how it will affect the regional balance of power.

US involvement in East Asia kills Sino-Japanese relations

Banning Garrett and Bonnie Glaser, Banning N. Garrett and Bonnie S. Glaser are Washington-based consultants who have written extensively on the U.S.-Soviet-Chinese strategic triangle, Chinese strategic perceptions, and Asian security, April 1997, “Chinese Apprehensions about Revitalization of the U.S.-Japan Alliance”, Published by the University if California Press, Vol. 37, No.4, pg. 383~402, JSTOR

The interaction between China and Japan as well as their relations with the United States will be critical in determining the future of the Asia-Pacific region in the 21st century. Protracted tensions or conflict between Beijing and Tokyo could destabilize the region and strain U.S. bilat- eral ties with one or both countries. Efforts by the United States to strengthen relations with one power may strain ties with the other or between the two. This triangular dynamic is especially evident in China's reaction to steps taken by Washington to revitalize and reshape the U.S.-Japan alliance for the post-Cold War era and in Japan's uneasiness about improvements in Sino- American relation

A balanced alliance is key to balance other nations

James L. Schoff, is director of Asia-Pacific studies at IFPA. He has spent nearly twenty years working both in the private sector and the foreign policy research community on Asia-related issues, Winter 2007, “Transformation of the U.S.-Japan Alliance”, http://fletcher.tufts.edu/forum/archives/pdfs/31-1pdfs/Schoff.pdf

The United States will benefit most from seeking the middle ground in this evolution. Its alliance with Japan is paramount. America needs Japan as a strong ally in the Long War, and its military presence in Japan is still extremely important for both countries’ security and for regional stability, given the lack of effective security structures in the region. Still, the United States and Japan should also allow China, South Korea, and Russia to have a larger say in how that stability is maintained in the region in the future, as long as it is constructive. They should avoid a U.S.-Japan alliance relationship that seeks only to balance against the other regional powers. Greater Japanese independence within the alliance context can also be useful, as long as coordination remains strong and neither the United States nor Japan loses sight of the value that this bilateral alliance has delivered for 50-plus years and counting. 

Japan is the only circumscribed balancer that can peacefully balance China

Christopher P. Twomey, assistant professor for the Department of National Security Affairs, Naval Postgraduate School, “Japan, a circumscribed balancer: Building on defensive realism to make predictions about east Asian security”, 2000, Lexis

The key issue that Japan will face over the next several decades is how to respond to a rapidly rising China. Traditional thinking about Japan's options suggests that it will assertively balance against China if it can, but bandwagon if its own balancing attempts seem doomed. I argue that Japan—with or without the United States as an ally—will neither assertively balance against nor bandwagon with China. Instead it will engage in what I refer to as "circumscribed balancing." Circumscribed balancing is defined by a propensity to avoid strong countervailing alliances, to ignore an opponent's growth in peripheral geographic and issue areas, and to avoid offensive strategies. If Japan is indeed a circumscribed balancer then we can expect a stable modus vivendi between these two Asian great powers, even if Chinese intentions were to turn malevolent. We can, however, also expect such a Japan to opt out of the traditional power balancing game, with substantial negative effects for peripheral states. Thus, despite the strong prospects for peaceful accommodation between China and Japan, the United States should nevertheless remain firmly involved in East Asia. If it does not, many of its important interests will go undefended by a Japan acting as a circumscribed balancer. 

Balancing will not lead to Sino-Japanese war, Japan will be a strong balancer

Christopher P. Twomey, assistant professor for the Department of National Security Affairs, Naval Postgraduate School, “Japan, a circumscribed balancer: Building on defensive realism to make predictions about east Asian security”, 2000, Lexis

This article develops the new concept of circumscribed balancing. I begin by acknowledging that concerns over Sino-Japanese rivalry exist and should be taken seriously. Turning to the realist theory of balancing, the paper then expands recent work on defensive realism to hypothesize the possibility for circumscribed balancing and to predict the resulting foreign policy implications. I then use this framework to analyze Japanese policy, noting that Japan finds itself in circumstances that ought to lead it to behave as a circumscribed balancer. When specific Japanese policies are examined, they indeed support this characterization. Finally, U.S. policy implications are briefly addressed. Sino-Japanese relations are important because they are at the foundation of U.S. policy toward East Asia. American decisionmakers will decide how to remain involved in the region—and indeed whether or not to remain involved at all—on the basis of their expectations regarding Sino-Japanese relations. Unfortunately, these expectations are often based on misguided analysis. Many analysts predict conflict between the two great powers in the region, whether or not the United States remains involved in the region. Denny Roy articulates this view: "China and Japan are natural rivals...The legacy of the pacific war has reinforced the security dilemma, causing the two states to interpret all military activities by the other as offensive threats." He concludes that Japan is unlikely to make the first overt moves to balance Chinese power but states "serious political tensions between China and Japan are certain, and military conflict is likely, if China's economic power continues to grow rapidly relative to Japan's."2 Other analysts come to similar conclusions.3 Richard Betts argues: The most probable bipolar pair [in the world], and potentially the most antagonistic, is China and Japan. That would be the one with most potential for war among great powers (for example, with Korea as a bone of contention, as it was a century ago), unless the two somehow established a condominium (which I have heard no regional experts argue is likely).4 In a chapter ominously entitled "China's Plan for Japan," two journalists with long tenures in East Asia write: In the post—cold war world it is Japan's weakness that threatens peace and stability by creating a power vacuum that the United States cannot fill, but that China can. A strong Japan in genuine partnership with the United States is vital to a new balance of power in Asia. A weak Japan benefits only China, which, the evidence indicates, aims not at a new balance of power but at Chinese hegemony, under which Japan, if it yields to that fate, would serve as China's richest and most useful tributary state.5 I am not as pessimistic as these analysts. There are reasons for optimism, even if expansionist aims and a willingness to use force characterize Chinese foreign policy in the future (and this is by no means assured). Japan does not need to feel unduly threatened by China, and its own balancing efforts will not likely lead to a spiral of rivalry and security competition with China. The following section develops the theory of balancing to allow us to make these specific prescriptions about the nature of Japanese foreign policy.

Circumscribed balancing avoids any nuclear threat from China

Christopher P. Twomey, assistant professor for the Department of National Security Affairs, Naval Postgraduate School, “Japan, a circumscribed balancer: Building on defensive realism to make predictions about east Asian security”, 2000, Lexis

Although nuclear weapons are the most potent military asset in the Chinese arsenal, there are reasons for the Japanese to avoid undue consternation over them. First, the delivery technologies of the Chinese weapons are relatively inaccurate. This would decrease their utility against point naval targets (that is, a Japanese escort fleet),79 although not against cities (countervalue targets). China will retain the option of destroying Japanese urban areas—and therein lies the power of nuclear blackmail. It is unclear, however, what they would gain from such power. Indeed, it is often said that nuclear weapons are essentially defensive, useful only for preventing another nation from taking certain actions. This sort of nuclear blackmail could certainly be used to deter Japanese involvement in crises in areas such as Taiwan or the South China Sea. If it acts as a circumscribed balancer, however, Japan is unlikely to counter Chinese moves in these areas anyhow. On the other hand, employment of or threat of employment of nuclear weapons could threaten Japanese sovereignty. Even this, however, is unlikely to be viable for three reasons. First, compellence is much more difficult than deterrence.80 Second, nuclear weapons are not particularly useful in paving the way for an invasion, since they irradiate the targeted area. Third, and most important, although Japan does not now possess an actual nuclear deterrent, it could very rapidly cross that threshold.81 Indeed some view japan's decision to pursue plutonium reprocessing, which seems substantially at odds with the economic rationale prevailing under current (or foreseeable) energy market conditions, as evidence that Japan maintains a virtual nuclear deterrent.82 Japan can easily couple its nuclear weapons technology with its advanced rocket program to create a viable missile based nuclear deterrent in short order.81 Analysts in Beijing recognize this: "In general, Japan could within a few months be a nuclear superpower if the Japanese Government made the political decision."84 Although proliferation is rarely viewed as a positive outcome (an issue that is beyond the scope of this paper), the point here is that Japan has means at its disposal to ensure its own security in this issue area even without reliance on the U.S. nuclear umbrella. 

Japan is a capable balancer

Michael J. Green, a senior adviser and holds the Japan Chair at CSIS, as well as being an associate professor of international relations at Georgetown University. He previously served as special assistant to the president for national security affairs and senior director for Asian affairs at the National Security Council (NSC), from January 2004 to December 2005, after joining the NSC in April 2001 as director of Asian affairs with responsibility for Japan, Korea, and Australia/New Zealand, March 2007, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/62460/michael-j-green/japan-is-back-why-tokyo-s-new-assertiveness-is-good-for-washingto?page=show

As strong as Pyle's overall argument about the elements of continuity in Japan's current strategic posture is, he neglects some important aspects of Japan's new foreign policy style. After decades of pursuing relationships primarily for commercial reasons, Japan is now pursuing many of its international relationships with the geostrategic aim of balancing China's influence. Abe has embraced a new partnership with India and is actively discussing a formal security treaty with Australia. Despite Singaporean elder statesman Lee Kuan Yew's famous warning to Washington that encouraging Japan to play a larger security role is like giving a former alcoholic a rum bonbon, Singapore is now at the forefront of efforts to expand Japan's political and security role in Southeast Asia; Indonesia, Vietnam, and Thailand have followed suit. None of these nations -- including Japan -- is interested in "containing" China's rise, but all are engaged in a curious mix of balancing and bandwagoning, and Tokyo is beginning to take advantage of that game.

No risk of Sino-Japanese conflict

Yinan He, assistant professor at the John C. Whitehead School of Diplomacy, Seton Hall University. She holds a Ph.D. in political science from Massachusetts Institute of Technology. Her research areas include politics of memory, post-conflict reconciliation, Chinese and Japanese foreign policy, and East Asian security, 2007, 'History, Chinese Nationalism and the Emerging Sino-Japanese Conflict', Journal of Contemporary China, http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/57055_731567470_772157458.pdf 

However, it is still too early to conclude that the Sino–Japanese power balance has had any significant shift. China’s military remains weaker and far less sophisticated than that of Japan, especially in regard to naval and air force capabilities.76 Their economies continue to be mutually complementary, with Japan enjoying great comparative advantage in component manufacture and China being strong in the assembly of products.77 To apply the realist theory of balance of power, structural factors alone do not preordain the two countries to be adversaries. But the shadow of war history has intensified the Chinese perception of Japan’s negative intention to such an extent that the Chinese public is concerned more about its relative than absolute gains in bilateral relations, lest China fall behind in the power competition with Japan. Regarding the Beijing–Shanghai railroad project, for instance, another reason that opponents to shinkansen cited besides their disgust of Japan’s historical amnesia was that, if the project were granted to such large industrial conglomerates as Mitsubishi that were also big players in the Japanese defense industry, it would greatly boost Japanese military power and eventually threaten Chinese national security.78 

Japan can balance China – economic ties

Shoichi Itoh, Economic Research Institute for Northeast Asia (ERINA), March 2008, “China’s Surging Energy Demand: Trigger for Conflict or Cooperation with Japan?”, volume 25, Number 1, http://www.springerlink.com/content/k25333224p471614/

As regards economic relations, however, the interdependence of the two economies has steadily deepened. While Japan has remained China’s third largest trade partner behind the EU and the United States, since 2004 the total value of Sino-Japanese trade has surpassed that of U.S.-Japanese trade. As of 2006, the total value of Japan’s trade with China (including Hong Kong) was U.S. $249 billion, whereas that of U.S.-Japanese trade was U.S. $214 billion, according to the statistics of the Japanese Ministry of Finance [24]. Will China and Japan continue to slip toward a downward spiral of mutual distrust and regional rivalry, and play a zerosum game as traditionally depicted by realists? Or to the contrary, can they gradually ameliorate mutual antagonism as mutual complementarity of the two economies develops? 

Japan can balance China better – energy policy

Shoichi Itoh, Economic Research Institute for Northeast Asia (ERINA), March 2008, “China’s Surging Energy Demand: Trigger for Conflict or Cooperation with Japan?”, volume 25, Number 1, http://www.springerlink.com/content/k25333224p471614/

It should not be overlooked that we can potentially find a high degree of common strategic interest between Chinese and Japanese national energy policies, even if they do not necessarily share the same ultimate goals. First, energy conservation has become a target of prime importance for both China and Japan. On the one hand, Beijing has no alternative but to alleviate the unstoppable rise in energy demand in the immediate future, especially under conditions of increasing oil imports. Today, energy conservation is regarded as “a resource” in Chinese energy policies [6]. A working group on the revision of the Energy Conservation Law was established in March 2006, the results of which will be submitted to the National People’s Congress for adoption in March 2007 (Ibid.). The “Decision on Strengthening Energy Conservation by the State Council” was issued in August 2006, including in its agenda such items as the speeding up of construction of resource-saving industrial systems, the reinforcing of energy in key fields, the advancement of energy-saving technology, the strengthening of supervision and the monitoring of energy saving, etc. Tokyo would benefit from a further acceleration of energy conservation, considering Japan’s low level of self-sufficiency, and lack of underground hydrocarbon resources, although Japan has achieved an improvement in energy efficiency of about 37% over the past three decades. Maintenance and advancement of Japan’s position as an energy saving country by sustained improvement of energy efficiency, development of innovative energy technology, and encouragement of investment, etc. are targeted in the New National Energy Strategy. East Asia (2008) 25:79–98 83 Second, both governments are starting to accelerate diversification of energy resources with a view to reducing oil dependence, among other things, to the greatest possible degree. Wider use of renewables including solar and wind power, biomass fuels, etc., has been increasingly encouraged. In China, the “Renewable Energy Law” for instance, was adopted and promulgated in February 2005 with a goal of diversifying energy supplies, alleviating air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions (GHG), and so on [47]. The National Development and Reform Commission (NDRC) has launched a program aimed at increasing the share of renewables in China’s primary energy use to more than 18% by 2020 and more than 30% by 2050 through the commercialization of renewable technologies, in part, by 2010, and, almost in full, by 2020, respectively [60, 14 March 2005, http://www. china5e.com/news/huanbao/200503/200503140164.html] (accessed on 21 December 2007). Meanwhile, the Japanese government has hammered out a strategy to reduce the costs of renewable technologies and to raise the level of energy self-sufficiency. The General Resources Energy Investigation Committee, a consultative body, under the Japanese Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry, has announced a plan to increase the share of renewables in power generation by more than three times by fiscal 2014 [56, 30 January 2007]. Development of renewables would create new business opportunities for both sides, considering their asymmetry in technological advancement, rather than bringing them into energy competition. Third, the promotion of the utilizing of environmentally-friendly energy is an indispensable target Beijing and Tokyo share in common. It has increasingly become a matter of serious domestic and global concern that the growth of the Chinese economy is leading to environmental catastrophe there at a rapid pace. The Eleventh Five-Year Plan devoted five chapters to constructing an energy saving and environmentally-friendly society with an aim to provide measures for both the efficient use of energy resources and environmental protection [43]. Besides simply further advancing energy conservation technologies, Japan has been under serious pressure to fulfill its international obligations under the Kyoto Protocol under which it must reduce GHG emissions by 6% on the base year level of 1990 during the first commitment period (2008–2012). As of 2004, however, Japan’s emissions had increased by 7.4% on the 1990 level. It was anticipated, when the Kyoto Protocol Target Achievement Plan was formulated in 2005, that even if Japan implemented the maximum possible domestic measures, there would be a shortfall of 1.6% (For details on Japan’s environmental policy and countermeasures against Global Warming, Itoh, [22]). By way of full-scale implementation of the Kyoto Mechanisms, especially the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM), China provides potentially the biggest market for prospective energy-environmental projects reducing GHG emissions.

DEMOCRACY
Relations – Democracy Promotion 

US – Japan bilateral alliance provides a model of successful democratic principals that will spread through Asia.

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
Finally, the alliance can provide the continuity of peace and trust necessary for the growth of liberalism throughout the region. Success for the United States and Japan will increasingly be measured in terms of an increased community of vibrant, pacific, free-market democracies in Asia. Making the two publics aware of the idealistic benefits of the alliance will make more headway toward acceptance of a deepening partnership than simply focusing on the alliance’s role in power politics in the region. Creating the conditions for that liberal development and tamping down the anticipated frictions that will arise along the way can best be accomplished in tandem. In the long run, this liberalism backed by the concerted power of the United States and Japan will bring lasting stability to the region.

Democracy – Courts are Executive Tool

Japanese judiciary is a political tool of the majority.

Aurelia Mulgana, PhD in Japanese Politics, Australia National University, 2K “Managing the US Base Issue in Okinawa: A Test for Japanese Democracy”  http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/713683781, WBTA
The Japanese government has used the judicial system as an instrument of coercion more successfully than the protesting landowners and their political supporters. The anti-base forces have failed in their bid to use the courts as a means of redress. The Japanese Supreme Court has a consistent record of conservative bias against anti-establishment causes. Supreme Court judgements on issues involving Japanese security policy have unfailingly supported the government’ s position. In some cases the Supreme Court has absolved itself from its constitutional review function in relation to the peace clause (Article 9) in the Japanese Constitution by arguing that the matter constitutes a `political question’ and is, therefore, beyond its jurisdiction. Some of these cases have involved US bases in Japan.19 

Democracy – Courts are Executive Tool

Japan currently uses the courts to enforce state policy on the Okinawa issue.
Aurelia Mulgana, PhD in Japanese Politics, Australia National University, 2K “Managing the US Base Issue in Okinawa: A Test for Japanese Democracy”  http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/713683781, WBTA
The way in which the Supreme Court and the Fukuoka High Court handled the Ota case and the method of the courts’ rulings support arguments that the Japanese judiciary is a tool of executive, especially on matters that embody a challenge to state policy and authority.24 Lack of judicial independence stems from political controls over judicial appointments and other aspects of judges’ employment such as promotions and salary.25 The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court is designated by the Cabinet and appointed by the Emperor while the 14 other justices are appointed by the Cabinet. LDP leaders `appoint to the Supreme Court only those judges whose policies are consistent with their own’ .26
Democracy – Okinawa spills over 

Okinawa compensation politics are fundamental to resolve legal disputes - spills over to other legal issues in Japan.

Aurelia Mulgana, PhD in Japanese Politics, Australia National University, 2K “Managing the US Base Issue in Okinawa: A Test for Japanese Democracy”  http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/713683781, WBTA
Compensation Politics

While lawsuits and special laws have been the `sticks’ in the central government’ s Okinawan base strategy, the `carrots’ have been subsidies and other economic benefits and incentives allocated to Okinawa, not only to compensate it in a generalised way for the over-concentration of American bases in the prefecture, but also to persuade local communities to comply with central government plans for resolving particular base issues and, at the individual level, to encourage landowners to continue leasing their land for US bases. Okinawa provides many such examples of classic `compensation politics’ at work.32 In general terms, compensation politics is a government strategy for inducing special communities, groups and individuals to accept large-scale public works projects with potentially deleterious social and environmental consequences. Compensation involves the distribution of various kinds of material benefits amongst those concerned. Even where the state has eminent-domain powers, it still has to deploy `compensation instruments to negotiate siting deals with local community interests’ .33 The reasons are political. Compensation smoothes the path for the proposed developments amongst local residents. By gaining their acquiescence, it lowers the level of disputation and political costs associated with such projects. When it comes to US military bases, the government is like a developer who is obliged to pay compensation to local communities for the imposition of base spillover effects.34 Private sector companies are also forced to bargain and negotiate with groups of citizens in the course of locating facilities like nuclear power stations in their midst  which have potentially harmful environmental consequences. The Okinawa base issue has many parallels with siting disputes elsewhere in Japan, where serious local objections have been raised and against which local citizens have mobilised. In the literature on the siting of energy facilities in Japan, compensation is a standard mechanism used by private companies for dealing with dispute resolution.35 In compensation politics, the government resorts to subsidies and other kinds of material incentives as a similar facilitation or mediation mechanism. 

Democracy – Minority issues key to democracy

Responsiveness to minority protests is a decider for democracy.
Aurelia Mulgana, PhD in Japanese Politics, Australia National University, 2K “Managing the US Base Issue in Okinawa: A Test for Japanese Democracy”  http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/713683781, WBTA
Government Responsiveness to Anti-Base Protests One measure of the quality of democracy in any country is the government’ s predisposition to respond to popular protest movements and its treatment of minorities. On a nationwide scale, anti-base elements in Okinawa quite clearly represent a minority interest. Within Okinawa itself, the issue is a little more complicated. Because of the trenchant protests in recent years, it is commonly assumed that most of the prefectural inhabitants want the US bases removed, or if not removed then at least drastically reduced. The reality is, however, that the Okinawans are quite sharply divided on what to do about the bases. In the September 1996 referendum on the US bases in Okinawa, only 53% of total eligible voters agreed with the proposition that the US± Japan Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA)61 should be reviewed and American bases reduced, although 89% of those who actually cast their votes supported the proposition.62 The second, non-legally binding referendum was held on the Nago heliport issue in December 1997, in which a small majority of Nago residents voted against the construction of the offshore floating heliport (53.83% ) whilst supporters numbered 46.1%. 

Democracy – Japan pushes democratic values

Japanese international pressure is key to promote sound democratic principals in the region. 

Takashi Inoguchi and Edward Newman “"Asian Values" and Democracy in Asia” 3-28-97 http://www.unu.edu/unupress/asian-values.html
But external pressure has clearly played a part in shaping government policies and the human rights agenda in the region. The Japanese government, for example, clearly found it necessary to adopt a tougher posture towards China after the Tiananmen tragedy in 1989 as a result of Western pressure, despite its intuitive tendency for a friendly political relationship with its giant neighbour. Even hardline states like China find it difficult to ignore human rights issues, making a significant policy shift in encouraging scholarly research on human rights. The state sponsorship of scholarly human rights study in the PRC was largely a direct response to Western condemnation of the human rights conditions in China following the Tiananmen incident in 1989. The diversification of international contacts by human rights activists in the Philippines gradually made a significant impact on international public opinion towards the Marcos regime, which was highly dependent on foreign economic aid.
1AC - Democracy – Minorities are key to new democracies

Issues of protest are critical to transitional democracies.

Aurelia Mulgana, PhD in Japanese Politics, Australia National University, 2K “Managing the US Base Issue in Okinawa: A Test for Japanese Democracy”  http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/713683781, WBTA
The confidence which has resulted from the economic success of East Asia has been accompanied by an element of anxiety as old institutions and values come into contact with modern forces. One only has to talk with senior members of society to hear complaints of a decline of traditional values and a trend of materialist individualism. And changes in aspirations and perceptions of good governance and feelings of alienation have had implications for politics and social relations. These implications have been quite dramatic in transitional democracies. Democracy groups have been unhappy with the pace of change in some cases and civil activists have been promoting participatory modes of local democracy. The public in Japan is less willing to trust the integrity of the alliance between the bureaucracy, the Liberal Democratic Party and business in working for the interests of Japan behind closed doors; there are significant calls for more transparency and accountability. In Thailand, tourists enjoying a river cruise to the ancient capital of Ayutthaya witness the ramshackle river houses of the poor next to the multimillion dollar hotel and housing developments. The old tour guide script explains that this is not a source of social discontent or instability because generally the mindset of the people is to accept their situation without complaint. Yet at the same time tens of thousands of disadvantaged people, especially from the countryside, conduct demonstrations in the centre of Bangkok against the uneven distribution of income from the booming economy. Thus, feelings of cultural identity - whether declining or in resurgence - coexist with increasing political consciousness in the context of globalizing forces. People are more assertive, overcoming traditional restraint and mobilizing from the bottom up.
WARMING

1AC Warming

Current political environments, complementary abilities, and similar goals would allow strong US – Japan cooperation to solve global warming with multilateral  agreements and domestic action. Security issues are linked.
(Kent E. Calder, Director of Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at SAIS/Johns Hopkins University, 02/01/2010 “U.S. CLIMATE POLICY AND PROSPECTS FOR U.S.‐JAPAN COOPERATION”, <http://www.us-jpri.org/en/reports/s1_calder.pdf>. AP)
Active U.S.‐Japan cooperation on energy and environmental issues has a powerful, unprecedented logic today, given prevailing political configurations in Tokyo and Washington, D.C. Both the Obama and Hatoyama Administrations place emphasis on these issue areas, and their general approaches are broadly similar. The Obama energy policy approach, for example, emphasizes downstream energy efficiency rather than upstream energy resource development. and also systematic long‐term reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. The Hatoyama priorities appear to be broadly congruent.  Both  administrations are also interested in broad, systemic approaches to energy and  environmental problems, integrating technological innovation and mass‐transportation policy into solutions for energy and environmental questions. Both administrations also find multilateral cooperation congenial.  U.S. and Japanese capacities in addressing energy and environmental issues are also complementary in many important respects. The U.S. has historically   proven adept at technological innovation, and was a pioneer in nuclear and resource‐exploitation technology, such as off‐shore drilling. Japan is a global leader in promoting energy efficiency through technical innovation, as well as systems and product engineering, and in devising effective industrial standards.  Given the pressing nature of global energy and environmental problems, the general congruence of underlying U.S. and Japanese approaches to these issues, and the strategic importance of strengthening the U.S.‐Japan alliance, the two countries could productively initiate a bilateral energy and environmental dialogue. The US currently engages in such bilateral dialogues with both China and South Korea, and the logic is strong for an analogous dialogue with Japan. The two countries can also, of course, productively cooperate in broader international  fora, as they have in the COP‐15 process.  Among the concrete topics on which the U.S. and Japan can productively consider energy and environmental cooperation are the following: (1) Demonstration projects, such as energy‐efficient buildings, that illustrate novel methods for reducing resource use, and thereby reducing global emissions; (2) Clean coal technology, where their capabilities are well‐matched, in an area of fateful long‐term importance for large‐scale energy consumers such as China and India; (3) carbon capture and storage (CCS) technology; (4) mass‐transit approaches, including high‐speed rail, which reduce use of resources; (5) product standards that promote energy efficiency; (6) civilian nuclear issues, including safety and storage questions, the closed fuel cycle, and the improvement and strengthening of multilateral non‐proliferation regimes; and  (7) water use. Both countries can learn substantially from the other, thereby strengthening and broadening their vital bilateral relationship. Cooperation on energy and environmental matters, however, cannot easily serve as a substitute for cooperation in areas of hard security, such as host‐nation support, however, for both strategic reasons and due to the configuration of embedded political interests in both countries.   
1AC Warming - Impact

Chaos and Extinction – history proves feedback loops cause disaster quickly.

Oliver Tickell, British journalist, author and campaigner on health and environment issues, and author of the Kyoto2 climate initiative “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction,” The Guardian, 8-11-08  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.
 Warming – Multilateral 

US – Japan cooperation is successful at creating multilateral solutions to global warming.

Embassy of Japan “Overview of Japan-U.S. Relations” 2-08 http://www.us.emb-japan.go.jp/english/html/japanus/japanusoverview2009.htm

(5) Global Warming On February 14, 2002, the United States announced a climate change policy that targeted an 18% reduction in emissions of greenhouse gasses (GHG) per unit GDP by the year 2012. Japan, while renewing its efforts for delivering its Kyoto Protocol commitments, has talked with the United States on the merits of the Protocol, strengthening domestic environmental policies in the United States, and a constructive role by the United States in developing a set of rules for participation in the Protocol by the United States, China, India and all other major GHG emitters. The cooperation between Japan and the United States includes cabinet level consultations (e.g. the Third High Level Consultation meeting on August 7, 2003 ), working level consultations on the three areas of (i) science and technology, (ii) issues specific to developing countries, and (iii) the market mechanism, and bilateral nuclear energy technology cooperation. On the international front, on July 28, 2005, the United States initiated and Japan joined the “Asia-Pacific Partnership on Clean Development and Climate,” aiming at the sectoral development and deployment of clean, efficient technology to address environmental pollution, energy security , and climate change issues. Japan and the United States are committed to the Bali Action Plan adopted at the COP 15 of December 2007. As reflected in the “Japan-US Joint Statement on Energy Security, Clean Development and Climate Change” (April 27 2007), “Fact Sheet: Japan-US Cooperation on Energy Security, Clean Development and Climate Change” (Nov. 16 2007) and in various policy statements of respective leaders on various occasions since 2007, both countries are committed to the ultimate objective of: (i) stabilizing GHG concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the climate system; (ii) advancing the Major Economies Process for a detailed contribution to global agreement under the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) by 2009, pursuing an agreement based on commitments by all major economies to take actions;  (iii) leading and encouraging other major economies in technological research, development and deployment; and (iv) further enhancing cooperation in the field of nuclear energy under the Global Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP) and the US-Japan Joint Nuclear Energy Action Plan

Warming – Long Term Solution

US – Japan cooperation provide the framework for long term commitment

Reuters Chisa Fujioka, correspondent. “U.S., Japan to expand cooperation in clean energy” 11-13-09 http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE5AC1OW20091113

(Reuters) - The United States and Japan said they had agreed at a summit on Friday to expand cooperation in clean energy technologies in an effort to tackle climate change.  The two sides would work together in areas such smart grids, carbon capture and storage and nuclear energy, the two governments said in a joint statement after talks between U.S. President Barack Obama and Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama in Tokyo.  Tokyo and Washington will aim to reduce their own greenhouse gas emissions by 80 percent by 2050 and back a global goal to halve emissions by mid-century, they said.  

Warming – Political leadership

Obama and Japan both on board for climate change.

Jonathan Pershing, US deputy climate change envoy “US Wants a 'Legally Binding Climate Agreement'” 06-12-09

SPIEGEL: On Wednesday, Japan has offered to reduce its emissions by 8 percent by 2020 relative to 1990 levels. Environmentalists argue that's far too little and a result of the US offering only a 4 percent reduction.  Pershing: The US has a very aggressive target both near term and long term. President Bush wanted US emissions to peak at some stage in the 2020s. Our target is to peak almost immediately and to reduce our emissions on a scale comparable to what the EU is aiming at. Looking at Japan, it's important to note that an 8 percent reduction is their target for domestic action, while the EU target of minus 20 percent allows for half of the reductions to be achieved through projects in developing nations. So one should not underestimate Japan's efforts. If they put new energy technologies on the table and substantial financial support for climate change measures in developing nations, the whole picture changes.  SPIEGEL: Environmentalists are asking President Obama for a commitment to combating climate change similar to the commitment to US-Muslim reconciliation embodied in his recent Cairo speech. Can something like that be expected?  Pershing: President Obama is convinced that climate change is one of the central issues facing the world. He will continue to be very vocal about this and try to persuade as many heads of state as possible to take serious action. He will have an opportunity to do that in Italy in July, where both the G-8 and all major economies meet.

Warming - Cooperation

Japan & U.S. cooperate on climate change

(Ministry of Foreign Affairs of  Japan, 2003– assumes current projects with US, “The U.S. - Japan Cooperation on Environment,” < http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/n-america/us/agenda/environment.html>. AP)

Japan and the United States have been making cooperative efforts in tackling environmental challenges such as climate change through the Conferences of Parties (COPs) to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, G8 Action Programme on Forests, and WSSD type 2 Partnerships (e.g. Asia Forest Partnership, Congo Basin Forest Partnership). As the chair of the Third Session of the COP 3, held in Kyoto in 1997, Japan has been seeking the early entry into force of the Kyoto Protocol by 2002 participating actively in related international negotiations making efforts to formulate an agreement for the prevention of global warming. To ensure the effectiveness of actions against global warming, it is vital that all countries strive for the reduction of greenhouse gases. The Government of Japan has done its utmost to establish a common rule, in which all countries including the United States and developing countries participate. The Government of Japan has actively continued Japan-US high-level consultations on climate change with the aim of working together toward the common objective of the global environment. The G8 Action Programme on Forests was initiated in 1998 to address five issues of particular importance in addressing the continuing pressure on the world's forests and in achieving sustainable forest management (SFM): 1) monitoring and assessment; 2) national forest programmes; 3) protected areas; 4) private sector; and 5) illegal logging. The final report of the G8 Action Programme on Forests, completed by G8 experts, was welcomed by G8 Foreign Ministers in Whistler in 2002. The Plan of Implementation adopted at the WSSD states that immediate actions at all levels are necessary to achieve SFM. Responding to this call, several initiatives have been taken, including the Asia Forest Partnership, initiated by Japan and Indonesia, and the Congo Basin Forest Partnership, initiated by U.S. Japan and the United States have been promoting those partnerships in order to develop SFM at world-wide level.

Warming - Observation

Japan-US cooperation on ocean observation to battle climate change
(The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan, NO DATE – assumes current projects with US “THE U.S.-JAPAN COMMON AGENDA FOR COOPERATION IN GLOBAL PERSPECTIVE”, <http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/n-america/us/agenda/joint0002_2.html>. AP)

The governments of Japan and the United States have joined forces to enhance global ocean observations in an effort to improve weather and climate predictions in the future. Recently, extreme events like hurricanes, typhoons, record rainfall, floods and droughts, have shown the dramatic impact of short-term climate variability throughout the world. To forecast storms, warm periods, or other daily weather events, meteorologists use observations from an extensive atmospheric observing system. Data collected by land and ocean surface measurements, and balloon-borne sensors that collect daily profiles of temperature and humidity enables accurate three- to five-day weather forecasts. But predicting climate -- the pattern of weather over seasons or years -- requires additional observations, such as temperature, salinity and currents within the upper layer of the oceans.The U.S. and Japan, along with other participating countries, plan to deploy an array of 3000 autonomous ocean instruments globally over the next five years to obtain repeated measurements of ocean temperature and salinity. The data will contribute to better predictions of weather and climate phenomena, both natural variability and human-induced changes, and will be made available in real-time at no charge to all countries. The new global ocean observing initiative known as ARGO (Array for Real-time Geostrophic Oceanography) was endorsed by President Clinton during the National Ocean Conference in June 1998 and by Prime Minister Obuchi in his Millennium Project in December 1999.The U.S. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) will partner with Japan's Science and Technology Agency (STA) and the Ministry of Transport to implement the Pacific portion of this global effort over the next five years. The two countries' governments plan to co-host an ARGO implementation meeting April 13-14 in Japan to discuss, along with other participating countries, an implementation strategy for the floats in the Pacific and adjacent regions.

Warming – Japan/China

Warming – Japan – china relationship key.

Shoichi Itoh, Economic Research Institute for Northeast Asia (ERINA), March 2008, “China’s Surging Energy Demand: Trigger for Conflict or Cooperation with Japan?”, volume 25, Number 1, http://www.springerlink.com/content/k25333224p471614/
It should not be overlooked that we can potentially find a high degree of common strategic interest between Chinese and Japanese national energy policies, even if they do not necessarily share the same ultimate goals. First, energy conservation has become a target of prime importance for both China and Japan. On the one hand, Beijing has no alternative but to alleviate the unstoppable rise in energy demand in the immediate future, especially under conditions of increasing oil imports. Today, energy conservation is regarded as “a resource” in Chinese energy policies [6]. A working group on the revision of the Energy Conservation Law was established in March 2006, the results of which will be submitted to the National People’s Congress for adoption in March 2007 (Ibid.). The “Decision on Strengthening Energy Conservation by the State Council” was issued in August 2006, including in its agenda such items as the speeding up of construction of resource-saving industrial systems, the reinforcing of energy in key fields, the advancement of energy-saving technology, the strengthening of supervision and the monitoring of energy saving, etc. Tokyo would benefit from a further acceleration of energy conservation, considering Japan’s low level of self-sufficiency, and lack of underground hydrocarbon resources, although Japan has achieved an improvement in energy efficiency of about 37% over the past three decades. Maintenance and advancement of Japan’s position as an energy saving country by sustained improvement of energy efficiency, development of innovative energy technology, and encouragement of investment, etc. are targeted in the New National Energy Strategy. East Asia (2008) 25:79–98 83 Second, both governments are starting to accelerate diversification of energy resources with a view to reducing oil dependence, among other things, to the greatest possible degree. Wider use of renewables including solar and wind power, biomass fuels, etc., has been increasingly encouraged. In China, the “Renewable Energy Law” for instance, was adopted and promulgated in February 2005 with a goal of diversifying energy supplies, alleviating air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions (GHG), and so on [47]. The National Development and Reform Commission (NDRC) has launched a program aimed at increasing the share of renewables in China’s primary energy use to more than 18% by 2020 and more than 30% by 2050 through the commercialization of renewable technologies, in part, by 2010, and, almost in full, by 2020, respectively [60, 14 March 2005, http://www. china5e.com/news/huanbao/200503/200503140164.html] (accessed on 21 December 2007). Meanwhile, the Japanese government has hammered out a strategy to reduce the costs of renewable technologies and to raise the level of energy self-sufficiency. The General Resources Energy Investigation Committee, a consultative body, under the Japanese Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry, has announced a plan to increase the share of renewables in power generation by more than three times by fiscal 2014 [56, 30 January 2007]. Development of renewables would create new business opportunities for both sides, considering their asymmetry in technological advancement, rather than bringing them into energy competition. Third, the promotion of the utilizing of environmentally-friendly energy is an indispensable target Beijing and Tokyo share in common. It has increasingly become a matter of serious domestic and global concern that the growth of the Chinese economy is leading to environmental catastrophe there at a rapid pace. The Eleventh Five-Year Plan devoted five chapters to constructing an energy saving and environmentally-friendly society with an aim to provide measures for both the efficient use of energy resources and environmental protection [43]. Besides simply further advancing energy conservation technologies, Japan has been under serious pressure to fulfill its international obligations under the Kyoto Protocol under which it must reduce GHG emissions by 6% on the base year level of 1990 during the first commitment period (2008–2012). As of 2004, however, Japan’s emissions had increased by 7.4% on the 1990 level. It was anticipated, when the Kyoto Protocol Target Achievement Plan was formulated in 2005, that even if Japan implemented the maximum possible domestic measures, there would be a shortfall of 1.6% (For details on Japan’s environmental policy and countermeasures against Global Warming, Itoh, [22]). By way of full-scale implementation of the Kyoto Mechanisms, especially the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM), China provides potentially the biggest market for prospective energy-environmental projects reducing GHG emissions.
PRIMACY
Primacy – Japanese OSB Good

The US needs to adopt off shore balancing in Japan

 [Doug Bandow 10/20 09 “Transforming Japan-US Alliance”, Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10645,]

American influence is facing another challenge in East Asia. The latest loss of U.S. power may occur in Japan.  Last month, the Democratic Party of Japan ousted the Liberal Democratic Party, which had held power for most of the last 54 years. Exactly how policy will change is uncertain: The DPJ is a diverse and fractious coalition.  But Washington is nervous. U.S. policymakers have grown used to Tokyo playing the role of pliant ally, backing American priorities and hosting American bases.  That era may be over. Although Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama insists that he wants to strengthen the alliance, before taking office he wrote in the New York Times: "As a result of the failure of the Iraq war and the financial crisis, the era of U.S.-led globalism is coming to an end."  Of course, there are significant barriers to any dramatic transformation of Japanese policy. Indeed, during the campaign the DPJ platform dropped its earlier pledge to "do away with the dependent relationship in which Japan ultimately has no alternative but to act in accordance with U.S. wishes, replacing it with a mature alliance based on independence and equality."  Nevertheless, the DPJ possesses a strong left wing and vigorously opposed the ousted government's logistical support for U.S. naval operations in the Indian Ocean.  Other potentially contentious issues include reducing the military presence on Okinawa, renegotiating the relocation of the Marines' Futenma Airfield to Guam at the Japanese expense, cutting so-called host nation support, and amending the Status of Forces Agreement.  Some Obama administration officials privately acknowledge that adjustments will be necessary. However, the day after the election State Department spokesman Ian Kelly said that there would be no renegotiation of the Okinawa accord.  This might seem like a good negotiating tactic, but it didn't go over well in Tokyo. Washington's dismissive response gives the Japanese one more reason to want to escape dependence on the U.S.  Actually, Americans should support a transformation of the alliance. The current relationship remains trapped in a world that no longer exists.  Japan has the world's second (or third, based on purchasing power parity) largest economy, yet Tokyo remains dependent on America for its security, a minor military player despite having global economic and political interests.  There are historical reasons for Tokyo's stunted international role, but it is time for East Asian countries to work together to dispel the remaining ghosts of Japan's imperialist past rather than to expect America to continue acting as the defender of the last resort.  Since Japan and Asia have changed, so should America's defense strategy. There should be no more troops based on Japanese soil. No more military units tasked for Japan's defense. No more security guarantee for Japan.  The U.S. should adopt a strategy of offshore balancer, expecting friendly states to defend themselves, while being ready to act if an overwhelming, hegemonic threat eventually arises. China is the most, but still unlikely, plausible candidate for such a role — and even then not for many years.  Washington's job is not to tell Japan — which devotes about one-fourth the U.S level to the military — to do more. Washington's job is to do less.  Tokyo should spend whatever it believes to be necessary on its so-called "Self-Defense Force." Better relations with China and reform in North Korea would lower that number. Japan should assess the risks and act accordingly. 

Primacy – Spillover 

America needs to pull out which leads to a spill over

 [Doug Bandow 6/2 10 “Needed: A New U.S. Defense Policy for Japan”, Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/2010/06/02/needed-a-new-u-s-defense-policy-for-japan/, 

If change is to come to the U.S.-Japan security relationship, it will have to come from America.  And it should start with professed fiscal conservatives asking why the U.S. taxpayers, on the hook for a $1.6 trillion deficit this year alone, must forever subsidize the nation with the world’s second-largest economy?  Cliches about living in a dangerous world and defending freedom are no answer.  America is made not only poorer but less secure when it discourages its friends from defending themselves and when it accepts their geopolitical conflicts as its own.  To coin a phrase, it is time for a change.  And not just with Japan.  There’s also South Korea.  And especially the Europeans.  It’s not clear who they have to be defended from, but whoever their potential adversary or adversaries may be, the Europeans should defend themselves.  The Obama administration is impoverishing Americans to support a growing welfare state at home.  Americans shouldn’t have to help pay for the Europeans’ even bigger welfare state at the same time.  The U.S. should maintain a strong defense.  Of America.  Washington should stop subsidizing the defense of prosperous and populous allies.  When the Constitution speaks of “the common defense,” the Founders meant of Americans, not of the rest of the world.  A good place to start ending foreign military welfare would be Japan. 
Primacy – Okinawa is a cornerstone  

Okinawa is critical to US power projection in the eastern hemisphere – marines, recon, air support. 

Masahiro Shimada (Anti-War Landowners’ Association for the Protection of Rights and Properties) , last updated 1-2-04, <http://www.jca.apc.org/wsf_support/2004doc/WSFJapUSBaseRepoFinalAll.html#U.S_Bases_in_Okinawa> WBTA

The presence of the marines has come as a further burden on Okinawa people. They alternated on shore and on sea duty on the Seventh Fleet every six month. The marines are storm troopers, and they proved a new threat to local people. Militarily, their operation covers a vast area from the Cape of Good Hope in Africa through Australia to the Pacific Ocean. With the joint exercises with Japan’s Self Defense Forces, the marines are equipped to respond to any occurrence from the Korean peninsula to the Middle East. The aircraft in Okinawa was shifted from F4 Phantom to F15 Eagle and E3A planes with emphasis from air-to-ground attacks to control of the air. Also, intensified were reconnaissance flights by SR71 along the continental coasts. The standard uniform was change from the jungle-camouflaged combat fatigue to a brown uniform designed for desert battles. The marines are an armed entity proud to go anywhere on the planet. The US base in Okinawa looms as a patron god to protect the US interests in Asia. At the same time, the US presence in Okinawa has much to do with Japan’s militarization.
Primacy– Okinawa is a cornerstone  

The Okinawa base is key to rapid conflict resolution.

John Pike, Director of GlobalSecurity.org, defense expert, testifies to Congress regularly, “Okinawa, Japan” last updated 11-16-09 http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/facility/okinawa.htm WBTA

The early US explorers labeled Okinawa as the "Keystone of the Pacific" since Taipei, Shanghai, Hong Kong, Seoul, Manila, and Tokyo all lie within a 1,500 km radius of the islands. Okinawa is equidistant from several parts of the Pacific, whether it's Tokyo, Seoul, Taiwan or the Philippines. If there is a trouble spot in the Pacific and [DoD] needs to move forces quickly, Okinawa has the facilities to support that response. The forward deployment on Okinawa significantly shortens transit times, thereby promoting early arrival in potential regional trouble spots such as the Korean peninsula and the Taiwan straits, a significant benefit in the initial stages of a conflict. For example, it takes 2 hours to fly to the Korean peninsula from Okinawa, as compared with about 5 hours from Guam, 11 hours from Hawaii, and 16 hours from the continental United States. Similarly, it takes about 1 1/2 days to make the trip from Okinawa by ship to South Korea, as compared with about 5 days from Guam, 12 days from Hawaii, and 17 days from the continental United States.
Primacy – Japan should Rise

Japan should balance East Asia

 [Doug Bandow 6/23 09 “Time for Japan to Do More”, Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/2009/06/23/time-for-japan-to-do-more/]

It seems that the Japanese government no longer seems entirely comfortable relying on America for it’s defense.  Reports Reuters:      A draft of Japan’s new mid-term defense policy guidelines is calling for the reinforcement of military personnel and equipment in the face of growing regional tensions, Kyodo news agency said.      The draft, obtained by Kyodo, says Japan needs to reverse its policy of reducing its defense budgets in light of North Korea’s missile launches and nuclear tests, as well as China’s rise to a major military power, the news agency said.      The document urges the government to raise the number of Ground Self-Defense Forces troops by 5,000 to 160,000, Kyodo said.      The new National Defense Program Guidelines, covering five years to March 2015, are scheduled to be adopted by the government by the end of the year.      The draft also says there is a need to “secure options responsive to changing situations” of international security, indicating Tokyo’s intention of considering if it should be capable of striking enemy bases, Kyodo said.  This is good news.  Historical concerns remain, of course, but World War II ended more than six decades ago.  The Japan of today is very different than the Imperial Japan of yore — the mere fact that Japanese have been so reluctant to become a normal country again illustrates the change.  There’s still a substantial distance for Japan to go.  But the Japanese government is moving in the right direction.  Obviously, peace in East Asia benefits all concerned.  That peace will be more sure if Tokyo is prepared to defend itself and help meet regional contingencies.  It is time for prosperous and populous allies to stop assuming that Washington’s job is to defend them so they can invest in high-tech industries, fund generous welfare states, and otherwise enjoy life at America’s expense. 

Primacy – Japan is Strong 

Japan can defend itself

 [Doug Bandow 5/12 10 “Japan Can Defend Itself”, Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11804, 5/12/2010]

Whatever the justifications of this arrangement during the Cold War, the necessity of both U.S. ground forces in Japan and the larger mutual defense treaty between the two nations has disappeared. It's time to reconsider both Tokyo's and Washington's regional roles. The United States imposed the so-called "peace constitution" on Japan, Article 9 of which prohibits the use of force and even creation of a military.  However, American officials soon realized that Washington could use military assistance. Today's "Self-Defense Force" is a widely accepted verbal evasion of a clear constitutional provision.  Nevertheless, both domestic pacifism and regional opposition have discouraged reconsideration of Japan's military role. Washington's willingness to continue defending an increasingly wealthy Japan made a rethink unnecessary.  Fears of a more dangerous North Korea and a more assertive People's Republic of China have recently increased support in Japan for a more robust security stance. The threat of piracy has even caused Tokyo to open its first overseas military facility in the African state of Djibouti. Nevertheless, Japan's activities remain minimal compared to its stake in East Asia's stability.  Thus, Tokyo remains heavily dependent on Washington for its security. The then opposition Democratic Party of Japan promised to "do away with the dependent relationship in which Japan ultimately has no alternative but to act in accordance with U.S. wishes." The party later moderated its program, calling for a "close and equal Japan-U.S. alliance."  However, the government promised to reconsider a previous agreement to relocate the Marines Corps Air Station at Futenma elsewhere on Okinawa. The majority of residents want to send the base elsewhere.  The Obama administration responded badly, insisting that Tokyo fulfill its past promises. Only reluctantly did Washington indicate a willingness to consider alternatives — after imposing seemingly impossible conditions.  Still, the primary problem is Japan. So long as Tokyo requests American military protection, it cannot easily reject Washington's request for bases. Thus, Okinawan residents must do more than demand fairness. They must advocate defense independence.  Who should protect Japan? Japan. Tokyo's neighbors remain uneasy in varying degrees about the prospect of a more active Japan, but World War II is over. A revived Japanese empire is about as likely as a revived Mongol empire. Both Japan and India could play a much larger role in preserving regional security.  Many Japanese citizens are equally opposed to a larger Japanese military and more expansive foreign policy. Their feelings are understandable, given the horrors of World War II. However, the most fundamental duty of any national government is defense. If the Japanese people want a minimal (or no) military, that is their right. But they should not expect other nations to fill the defense gap.  Moreover, with an expected $1.6 trillion deficit this year alone, the United States can no longer afford to protect countries which are able to protect themselves. Washington has more than enough on its military plate elsewhere in the world.  Raymond Greene, America's consul general in Okinawa, says: "Asia is going though a period of historic strategic change in the balance of power." True enough, which is why East Asian security and stability require greater national efforts from Japan and its neighbors. Regional defense also warrants improved multilateral cooperation — something which should minimize concerns over an increased Japanese role.  The other important question is, defend Japan from what? Today Tokyo faces few obvious security threats. For this reason, many Japanese see little cause for an enlarged Japanese military.  However, North Korea's uncertain future and China's ongoing growth should give the Japanese people pause for concern. East Asia might not look so friendly in coming decades. Richard Lawless, assistant secretary of defense for Asian and Pacific security affairs in the Bush administration, claimed: "observers perceive a Japan that is seemingly content to marginalize itself, a Japan that appears to almost intentionally ignore the increasingly complex and dangerous neighborhood in which it is located." Nevertheless, only the Japanese can assess the threats which concern them rather than Washington. And only the Japanese can decide how best to respond to any perceived threats.  Moreover, so long as Japan goes hat-in-hand to the United States for protection, Washington is entitled to request — or, more accurately, insist on — bases that serve its interests. And Tokyo cannot easily say no.  Before the demonstration Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama said that "It must never happen that we accept the existing plan." Afterwards he visited Okinawa and indicated that he planned to renege on his government's earlier promises: "we must maintain the Japan-U.S. alliance as a deterrent force, and ... we must ask Okinawa to bear some of that burden." He added that "It has become clear from our negotiations with the Americans that we cannot ask them to relocate the base to too far-flung a location." Apparently his government intends to move some facilities elsewhere on Okinawa as well as to the small island of Tokunoshima.  With Tokyo retreating from its commitment to chart a more independent course, it is up to the United States to reorder the relationship. Washington policy makers long have enjoyed America's quasi-imperial role. But U.S. citizens are paying for and dying in Washington's quasi-imperial wars. An expansive American role made sense during the Cold War in the aftermath of World War II. That world disappeared two decades ago.  Promiscuous intervention in today's world inflates the power of Washington policy makers but harms the interests of U.S. citizens. American forces and personnel are expected to be at perpetual risk guaranteeing the interests of other states, including Japan.  Thus the U.S. reliance on Okinawa. Lieutenant General Keith Stalder, the Marine Corps Pacific commander, said the island deployment is "the perfect model" for the alliance's objectives of "deterring, defending and defeating potential adversaries."  For years the most obvious target of the American forces was North Korea, with the 3rd Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF) expected to reinforce the Republic of Korea in the event of war. Yet the ROK is both financially and manpower rich. More recently some Americans have talked about deploying the MEF to seize Pyongyang's nuclear weapons in the event of a North Korean collapse. Alas, so far the North has proved to be surprisingly resilient, so the Marines might wait a long time to undertake this mission.  Checking China is next on the potential Okinawa mission list. However, no one expects the United States to launch a ground invasion of the People's Republic of China irrespective of the future course of events. Thus, the MEF wouldn't be very useful in any conflict. In any case, a stronger Japanese military — which already possesses potent capabilities — would be a far better mechanism for encouraging responsible Chinese development. 
Primacy – OSB Now

Off shore balancing happening now

John J. Mearsheimer, professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, 12/31/08, Newsweek, http://www.newsweek.com/2008/12/30/pull-those-boots-off-the-ground.html
So what would it look like? As an offshore balancer, the United States would keep its military forces—especially its ground and air forces—outside the Middle East, not smack in the center of it. Hence the term "offshore." As for "balancing," that would mean relying on regional powers like Iran, Iraq and Saudi Arabia to check each other. Washington would remain diplomatically engaged, and when necessary would assist the weaker side in a conflict. It would also use its air and naval power to signal a continued U.S. commitment to the region and would retain the capacity to respond quickly to unexpected threats, like Iraq's invasion of Kuwait in 1990. But—and this is the key point—the United States would put boots on the ground in the Middle East only if the local balance of power seriously broke down and one country threatened to dominate the others. Short of that, America would keep its soldiers and pilots "over the horizon"—namely at sea, in bases outside the region or back home in the United States. This approach might strike some as cynical after Bush's lofty rhetoric. It would do little to foster democracy or promote human rights. But Bush couldn't deliver on those promises anyway, and it is ultimately up to individual countries, not Washington, to determine their political systems. It is hardly cynical to base U.S. strategy on a realistic appraisal of American interests and a clear-eyed sense of what U.S. power cannot accomplish. Offshore balancing, moreover, is nothing new: the United States pursued such a strategy in the Middle East very successfully during much of the cold war. It never tried to garrison the region or transform it along democratic lines. Instead, Washington sought to maintain a regional balance of power by backing various local allies and by developing the capacity—in the form of the Rapid Deployment Force (RDF), which brought together five Army and Marine divisions, seven tactical fighter wings and three aircraft-carrier battle groups—to deter or intervene directly if the Soviet Union, Iraq or Iran threatened to upend the balance. The United States helped Iraq contain revolutionary Iran in the 1980s, but when Iraq's conquest of Kuwait in 1990 threatened to tilt things in Baghdad's favor, the United States assembled a multinational coalition centered on the RDF and smashed Saddam Hussein's military machine. Offshore balancing has three particular virtues that would be especially appealing today. First, it would significantly reduce (though not eliminate) the chances that the United States would get involved in another bloody and costly war like Iraq. America doesn't need to control the Middle East with its own forces; it merely needs to ensure that no other country does. Toward that end, offshore balancing would reject the use of military force to reshape the politics of the region and would rely instead on local allies to contain their dangerous neighbors. As an offshore balancer, the United States would husband its own resources and intervene only as a last resort. And when it did, it would finish quickly and then move back offshore. 

Primacy – OSB cost effective

Off shore balancing saves costs

John J. Mearsheimer, professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, 12/31/08, Newsweek, http://www.newsweek.com/2008/12/30/pull-those-boots-off-the-ground.html
The relative inexpensiveness of this approach is particularly attractive in the current climate. The U.S. financial bailout has been hugely expensive, and it's not clear when the economy will recover. In this environment, America simply cannot afford to be fighting endless wars across the Middle East, or anywhere else. Remember that Washington has already spent $600 billion on the Iraq War, and the tally is likely to hit more than $1 trillion before that conflict is over. Imagine the added economic consequences of a war with Iran. Offshore balancing would not be free—the United States would still have to maintain a sizable expeditionary force and the capacity to move it quickly—but would be a lot cheaper than the alternative.

Primacy – Impact – OSB solves terrorism

Off shore balancing solves terrorism

John J. Mearsheimer, professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, 12/31/08, Newsweek, http://www.newsweek.com/2008/12/30/pull-those-boots-off-the-ground.html
Second, offshore balancing would ameliorate America's terrorism problem. One of the key lessons of the past century is that nationalism and other forms of local identity remain intensely powerful, and foreign occupiers generate fierce local resentment. That resentment often manifests itself in terrorism or even large-scale insurgencies directed at the United States. When the Reagan administration put U.S. troops in Beirut following Israel's invasion of Lebanon in 1982, local terrorists responded by suicide-bombing the U.S. Embassy in April 1983 and the U.S. Marine barracks in October, killing more than 300. Keeping U.S. military forces out of sight until they are needed would minimize the anger created by having them permanently stationed on Arab soil.

Primacy – Solvency – Withdraw key to OSB

Complete withdrawal essential to off shore balancing

Christopher Layne, senior fellow at the CATO institute, Summer 1997, From Preponderance to Offshore Balancing: America's Future Grand Strategy , pg. 28, JSTOR

Offshore balancing is a strategy for the multipolar world that already is emerging. Its underlying premise is that it will become increasingly more difficult, dangerous, and costly for the United States to maintain order in, and control over, the international political system as called for by the strategy of preponderance. Offshore balancing would define U.S. interests narrowly in terms of defending the United States' territorial integrity and preventing the rise of a Eurasian hegemon. As an offshore balancer, the United States would disengage from its military commitments in Europe, Japan, and South Korea. The overriding objectives of an offshore balancing strategy would be to insu- late the United States from future great power wars and maximize its relative power position in the international system. Offshore balancing would reject the strategy of preponderance's commitment to economic interdependence because interdependence has negative strategic consequences. Offshore balanc- ing also would eschew any ambition of perpetuating U.S. hegemony and would abandon the ideological pretensions embedded in the strategy of pre- ponderance. As an offshore balancer, the United States would not assertively export democracy, engage directly in peace enforcement operations, attempt to save "failed states" (like Somalia and Haiti), or use military power for the purpose of humanitarian intervention.
Primacy - Intervention ( dependence 

Continued US intervention causes dependence

Christopher Layne, senior fellow at the CATO institute, Summer 1997, From Preponderance to Offshore Balancing: America's Future Grand Strategy , pg. 28, JSTOR

The strategy of preponderance commits the United States to alliance rela- tionships that run counter to geostrategic logic: it imposes the greatest burden (in terms of danger and cost) on the alliance partner (the United States) whose security is least at risk. An offshore balancing strategy would reverse this pattern of alliance relations. There is no inherent reason that the United States should be compelled to bear the high costs of providing security for other states. Japan and Western Europe, for example, long have possessed the eco- nomic and technological capabilities to defend themselves. The strategy of preponderance, however (notwithstanding U.S. complaints about burden- sharing inequities), has actively discouraged them from doing so because American policymakers fear any diminution of U.S. control over the interna- tional system-including control over U.S. allies-would have adverse geopo- litical consequences. Washington has decided that it is preferable strategically for the United States to defend Germany and Japan rather than for Germany and Japan to defend themselves. In contrast, offshore balancing would rest on the assumption that America's overall strategic position would be enhanced by devolving to others the responsibility for their own defense.
Primacy – OSB checks China and Japan

Offshore balancing checks China and Japan

Christopher Layne, senior fellow at the CATO institute, Summer 1997, From Preponderance to Offshore Balancing: America's Future Grand Strategy , pg. 28, JSTOR

Multipolarity challenges strategists because a state can be threatened by more than a single adversary. It is often unclear which of potential multiple rivals poses the most salient threat, whether measured in terms of capabilities, intentions, or time. In East Asia, where China and Japan are emerging great powers, the United States confronts this dilemma of multiple rivals. Offshore balancing is the classic grand strategic response of an insular great power facing two (or more) potential peer competitors in the same region. As an offshore balancer, the United States would increase its relative power against both China and Japan by letting them compete and balance against, and contain, each other.

MISC ADVANTAGES

Relations – security/prolif/narco/cyber-terror 

US – Japan relations provide regional security stopping prolif, narco trafficking, and cyber terror. 

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
Working in concert, the two alliance partners could expand their tight cooperation into associated security realms within the region. WMD and ballistic missile nonproliferation, cyber-terrorism, and counternarcotics are just three examples of potentially fruitful venues for increased cooperation. Ideally, the alliance would continue to deepen into a multidimensional force for peace and prosperity in East Asia. The Proliferation Security Initiative hopefully is a harbinger of further expansion beyond the original scope of the alliance.
Spending Advantage

US bases on Okinawa costs millions and keep thousands of jobs from the economy.

Carlton Meyer, a former Marine Corps officer and author, 09 <http://www.g2mil.com/Japan-bases.htm> WBTA
The irony is that closing or downsizing some of these bases would save the USA millions of dollars a year and shift thousands of jobs to the U.S. economy. However, many powerful Japanese and American corporations support the status quo from which they profit. They work with American Generals and Admirals to argue that Japan helps defray the cost of U.S. bases in Japan by paying for some utilities and the salaries of some Japanese workers. In reality, Japan never pays one cent to the U.S. military, and most of the claimed contributions are artificial. For example, goods imported for sale at U.S. military stores are not taxed by the Japanese government, so this is counted as a financial contribution. Another major "contribution" is rent paid to Japanese landowners. Cost sharing contributions have been reduced in recent years, and further cuts have been promised to prod the American military to reduce its presence. Maintaining 50,000 U.S. troops in Japan requires millions of dollars each year to rotate GIs for three-year tours, which includes shipping their children, pets, and household goods. In addition, mainland Japan is an unpopular duty station because of cold weather, high costs, and polite yet unfriendly locals. Since housing costs for military families and American civilian employees are twice that of the USA, the U.S. military also spends millions of dollars for additional housing costs and "locality" pay. 
Cost

Pulling out of futenema spills over to other military spending worth billions.

John Feffer, Ph.D. co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, taught an international conflict graduate course at Sungkonghoe University in Seoul, lectured at NYU and Cornell. 5-6-10, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh01.html


Failure to relocate the Futenma base within Okinawa might be the first step down a slippery slope that could potentially put at risk billions of dollars in Cold War weapons still in the production line. It's hard to justify buying all the fancy toys without a place to play with them.
Solves Japanese Prolif

Stops Japanese prolif.
William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
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.
Relations – Random impacts – BMD

Relations allow Japanese ballistic missile defense systems.

Congressional Research Service  Emma Chanlett-Avery, an Analyst in Asian Affairs in the Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade division of CRS and Weston S. Konishi Analyst in Asian Affairs, CRS. “The Changing U.S.-Japan Alliance: Implications for U.S. Interests” 7-23-09
Ballistic Missile Defense11 Many analysts see U.S.-Japan efforts on missile defense as perhaps the most robust form of bilateral cooperation in recent years. In December 2003, Koizumi announced that Japan would jointly develop and deploy missile defense capabilities with the United States. Similar to and interoperable with U.S. missile plans, Japan will acquire upper and lower ballistic missile defense systems, including the sea-based AEGIS combat system and an SM-3 interceptor missile. The decision has led to defense industry cooperation between Japanese and American firms. Developing the system requires that Japan improve its joint operations capability and upgrade its command and control networks to allow timely decisions. Further cooperation will require that Japan lift or relax its ban on exporting arms, as Japanese defense officials have urged in order to further develop U.S.-Japan research and development coordination. The test-launch of several missiles by North Korea in July 2006 accelerated plans to develop missile defense. In December 2007, the missile defense program got a boost when a Japanese destroyer successfully intercepted a missile in a test exercise near Hawaii. Japan mobilized its land- and sea-based missile defense systems for the first time in response to the North Korean missile tests in April 2009.

Relations – Japanese Nationalism

Imbalanced security alliance leads to Japanese nationalism – fears of dependency, inability to check China, and abandonment 

Congressional Research Service  Emma Chanlett-Avery, an Analyst in Asian Affairs in the Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade division of CRS and Weston S. Konishi Analyst in Asian Affairs, CRS. “The Changing U.S.-Japan Alliance: Implications for U.S. Interests” 7-23-09
Japanese Public Opinion and Rising Nationalism Public opinion on defense issues in Japan appears to be shifting somewhat, but the pacifism that characterized post-war Japan remains significant. Whereas in the past, Japanese public opinion strongly supported the limitations placed on the SDF, this opposition has softened considerably since the late 1990s. The Japanese public has expressed ambivalence about the value of Article 9 and the ban on collective self-defense as well. The threat of North Korea, growing trepidation about China’s intentions, the fear of international terrorism, and the personal popularity of Koizumi made the Japanese public more accepting of the SDF dispatches to Iraq and elsewhere. Despite these shifts, however, some regional analysts question whether the Japanese public is ready to accept a magnified role for Japan in international security matters. Many observers have recognized a trend of growing nationalism in Japan, particularly among the younger generation. Some Japanese commentators have suggested that this increasing patriotism could jeopardize closer cooperation with the United States: if Japan feels too reliant on U.S. forces and driven by U.S. priorities, some may assert the need for Japan to develop its own independent capability. A strategist for Japan’s largest opposition party criticized Japan’s China policy as being overly dependent on the U.S. approach to China, leaving Tokyo with “only a hedge policy, and no core policy” on China.24 There also remains a deep fear of abandonment by the United States in the Japanese mentality, a fear exacerbated by the shift in U.S. policy toward North Korea in 2007.
ANSWERS
AT – complete pullout 

There’s no alternative to a US – Japanese alliance.

Yukio Okamoto special advisor to the Japanese Prime Minister’s Task Force on Foreign Relations, Special Advisor to the Prime Minister on Okinawa affairs. WASHINGTON QUARTERLY, Spring 2002, p. 59 WBTA
Fifty years have passed since Japan and the United States signed the original security treaty and more than 40 years have passed since the current 1960 treaty came into force. Neither Japan nor the United States has a desire to alter the treaty obligations, much less abrogate the alliance. Nevertheless, exploring potential alternatives to the alliance is worthwhile, if only to illuluminate why it is likely to survive. For Japan, treaty abrogation would result in a security vacuum that could be filled in only one of three ways. The first is armed neutrality, which would mean the development of a Japan ready to repel any threat, including the region’s existing and incipient nuclear forces. The second is to establish a regional collective security arrangement. This option would require that the major powers in Asia accept a reduction of their troop strengths down to Japanese levels and accept a common political culture—democracy. Neither of these conditions is likely to be met for decades. The third option, the one outlined in the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty, is for Japan’s security to be the responsibility of a permanent UN military force, ready to deploy at a moment’s notice to preserve peace and stability in the region. Such a force, of course, does not yet exist. None of the three possible replacements for the Japan-U.S. alliance is realistic. The alternatives also seem certain to increase the likelihood of war in the region, not decrease it—the only reason that Japan would want to leave the U.S.-Japan alliance. An overview of aftereffects on the United States of an abrogation of the alliance runs along similar lines. In the absence of a robust, UN-based security system, relations between the giant countries of Asia would become uncertain and competitive—too precarious a situation for the United States and the world. The United States would lose access to the facilities on which it relies for power projection in the region. Much more importantly, it would also lose a friend—a wealthy, mature, and loyal friend. Given the magnitude of the danger that an end of the alliance would pose to both Japan and the United States, both sides will likely want to maintain their security relationship for many years to come. A completely new world would have to emerge for Japan and the United States to no longer need each other. Despite frictions over trade, supposed Japanese passivity, purported U.S. arrogance, and the myriad overwrought “threats to the alliance,” the truth is that this military alliance between two democratic states is well-nigh unbreakable— because there are no acceptable alternatives. 
AT Japan Prolif

Japan public and politicians have no interest in nukes – memories of Hiroshima, against their best interests, completely secure by the US nuclear umbrella.

Congressional Research Service  Emma Chanlett-Avery, an Analyst in Asian Affairs in the Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade division of CRS and Weston S. Konishi Analyst in Asian Affairs, CRS. “The Changing U.S.-Japan Alliance: Implications for U.S. Interests” 7-23-09
Japan is not likely to move forward precipitously with nuclear weapons development.30 Japan has abided by the self-imposed “three non-nuclear principles,” which ban the possession, production, or import of nuclear arms. With memories of Hiroshima and Nagasaki still vivid, the Japanese public remains largely resistant to arming themselves with nuclear weapons. Many Tokyo strategists may recognize that “going nuclear” could actually undermine their security by further eroding the global nonproliferation regime and reinforcing mistrust in the region. Under the terms of the U.S.-Japan alliance, Japan remains protected under the “nuclear umbrella.” Following the 2006 North Korea nuclear test, then-Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice reiterated the firm U.S. commitment to defend Japan and South Korea against any threat from North Korea. Former Foreign Minister Taro Aso had called for a discussion on developing nuclear weapons, but he and then-Prime Minister Abe later both reiterated that Japan had no intention of doing so. The May 2009 North Korea nuclear test has similarly failed to change Japan’s three principles on nuclear armaments.
AT Heg DA – Solves Overstretch, No impact

Sharing power with Japan allows US to keep it’s presence despite overstretch – the seventh fleet and Pacific Air Force are sufficient deterrence and crisis response.

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
Focusing narrowly on East Asia, for a number of reasons it is in the best interests of the United States to share power with Japan in a well-defined security partnership. First, the United States will find a growing objectives–means shortfall in the future pursuit of national security interests. The United States may increasingly find that it does not have the resources to maintain a dominant hegemonic position worldwide and will need to find like-minded partners to maintain its interests in various regions and share the burdens of maintaining peace. Second, sharing power with Japan in exchange for long-term basing guarantees maintains the American presence in Northeast Asia―all the more important since the election of President Roh and the resulting uncertainties about American force structure and bases on the Korean peninsula. Already, concrete plans are being made to move American troops further south in Korea, or even to bring some of them home.164 These bases in Japan (especially ports for the Seventh Fleet and airfields for the Pacific Air Force [PACAF] fighter and transport wings) are critical to the continued forward presence of the U.S. in East Asia. 

AT Redeployment

US won’t redeploy – Guam isn’t an option and there’s too much opposition to redeploy back to Japan.

John Feffer, Ph.D. co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, taught an international conflict graduate course at Sungkonghoe University in Seoul, lectured at NYU and Cornell. 5-6-10, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh01.html


For environmental, political, and economic reasons, ditching the 2006 agreement is a no-brainer for Tokyo. Given Washington's insistence on retaining a base of little strategic importance, however, the challenge for the DPJ has been to find a site other than Nago. The Japanese government floated the idea of merging the Futenma facility with existing facilities at Kadena, another US base on the island. But that plan - as well as possible relocation to other parts of Japan - has met with stiff local resistance. A proposal to further expand facilities in Guam was nixed by the governor there. 

No impact to Futenma
Futenma is useless – we’re only deployed because of “China threat” fears.
John Feffer, Ph.D. co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, taught an international conflict graduate course at Sungkonghoe University in Seoul, lectured at NYU and Cornell. 5-6-10, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh01.html


Yet the actual strategic value of Futenma is, at best, questionable. The South Koreans are more than capable of dealing with any contingency on the peninsula. And the United States frankly has plenty of firepower by air (Kadena) and sea (Yokosuka) within hailing distance of China. A couple thousand Marines won't make much of a difference (though the leathernecks strenuously disagree). However, in a political environment in which the Pentagon is finding itself making tough choices between funding counterinsurgency wars and old Cold War weapons systems, the "China threat" lobby doesn't want to give an inch. 
Err aff – opposition to withdrawal is fueled by irrational possessiveness. 

Carlton Meyer, a former Marine Corps officer and author, 09 <http://www.g2mil.com/Japan-bases.htm> WBTA
Unfortunately, Generals and Admirals instinctively dislike change, especially if it will close "their" bases. They will characterize this proposed downsizing as drastic, even though it would remove only around 10,000 of the 50,000 U.S. military personnel from Japan, close only two of six airbases, and leave two major naval bases and a dozen bases for ground forces. They will insist a detailed study is required, followed by years of negotiations. Meanwhile, Japanese and American corporations that benefit from the current arrangement will use their influence to sabotage the effort. This is how they have evaded demands to close Futenma and Atsugi.
Alliance - Troops Unnecessary 

US deployment in Japan is useless – technology make troops obsolete, missiles deter conventional conflict, and the greatest threat is terrorism.

Yukio Okamoto special advisor to the Japanese Prime Minister’s Task Force on Foreign Relations, Special Advisor to the Prime Minister on Okinawa affairs. WASHINGTON QUARTERLY, Spring 2002, p. 59 WBTA
Even though some believe that the drift in the political goals of the two countries could potentially affect the alliance adversely, another important element to watch may be technological change. The basis of the original security treaty was the perpetuation of the physical presence in East Asia of a mass of U.S. forces sufficient to repel a large invading army. Since the Gulf War, however, the United States has participated in a series of military actions in which the importance of U.S. troop strength has diminished. In the campaigns in both Kosovo and Afghanistan, long-range bombers based in the United States or on islands in the middle of the sea dropped laser-guided or Global Positioning System–targeted munitions on their targets from high altitudes. In the Kosovo campaign, technology completely eliminated the need for ground forces while the Afghanistan conflict required only a handful of U.S. Special Forces troops providing intelligence and weapons guidance to the air campaign. The increased use of unmanned reconnaissance vehicles, some with war-fighting capabilities, has given rise to visions of a battlefield where almost no U.S. soldiers are physically present. Given this new, highly mobile, remotely controlled style of warfare, the forward deployment of forces seems less of an imperative.  Missile proliferation also seems to reduce the deterrent effect of large numbers of forward-deployed troops and materiel. The DPRK, which in its present state could not mount a sustained conventional attack of any appreciable length, nevertheless manages to use its stock of missiles to blackmail its neighbors and the United States into providing a continuous supply of fuel and food aid, as well as facilitating the construction of two nuclear power stations. China uses its missiles to intimidate Taiwan and press Japan to think twice about including Taiwan within the areas of “the Far East” to which Article 6 of the security treaty applies. At the darkest edge, the multiplication of means of destruction and points of attack accessible to terrorists may render today’s international security architecture obsolete. Members of secretive religious organizations, not governments, organized and carried out the worst post-1945 attacks on Japanese and U.S. soil—the 1995 sarin gas attack on Tokyo’s subways and the September 11 attacks— using everyday objects in unconventional ways. Wide dissemination of the technical knowledge required for assembling and delivering a nuclear bomb, dispersing biochemical agents, or poisoning water and food supplies gives individuals destructive power that was once reserved for states. In response to this new threat, governments may feel forced to concentrate their security efforts on the domestic front, creating fortress societies where citizens are under constant surveillance and outside connections are limited. 

Alliance – Okinawa troops useless

Okinawa unneeded – we can’t predict a crisis and no one will invade.

David Axe, an independent military correspondent for The Diplomat. 6-28-10 http://the-diplomat.com/2010/06/28/why-allies-need-okinawa-base/2/

Q: In what kind of scenario could the Marines in Okinawa operate effectively?  A: One of the things we're notoriously bad at is predicting where is the next adversary coming from. In early 2001, as the Bush administration came in and as people were being confirmed in front of our Senate, nobody said, "Hey, the next big threat is going to come from violent extremism."  For almost the next 10 years, that's where we've been focused. So, who knows what the next issue is going to be.  I think it's difficult, today, to construct a scenario where there's some land invasion of Japan. Is it possible? Probably. Is it probable? Very low, I think, probability. But that would be a scenario where the Marines would be ideally suited for that.
AT Consult
Consultation is normal means – decisions on Okinawa are run through the bilateral [DPRI] Defense Policy Review Initiative and [SEC] Security Consultative Committee.

Congressional Research Service  Emma Chanlett-Avery, an Analyst in Asian Affairs in the Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade division of CRS and Weston S. Konishi Analyst in Asian Affairs, CRS. “The Changing U.S.-Japan Alliance: Implications for U.S. Interests” 7-23-09
Bilateral Reviews of the Alliance Concurrent with Japan’s internal reviews, U.S.-Japan bilateral initiatives reinforced the new and expanded commitment to security cooperation by establishing common strategic objectives, outlining major command changes, explicitly identifying the stability of the Taiwan Strait and the Korean peninsula as common priorities in the Pacific region for the first time, and calling on China to make its military modernization more transparent. These unprecedented agreements and statements emerged first through the working-level Defense Policy Review Initiative (DPRI), launched in 2002, and later at the cabinet level through the Security Consultative Committee (SCC, also known as the “2+2” meeting), composed of the U.S. Secretaries of Defense and State and their Japanese counterparts.7 The October 2005 “2+2” report outlines the major command changes agreed to by Japanese and U.S. officials. One would shift 300 American soldiers from the 1st Army Corps headquarters from Washington State to Camp Zama (25 miles southwest of Tokyo) to establish a forward operational headquarters. (The headquarters were opened in December 2007.) The Ground Self Defense Forces (GSDF) would also base a rapid-response headquarters at Camp Zama. A bilateral and joint operations center will be built at Yokota U.S. Air Base (about 23 miles northwest of Tokyo) to enhance coordination between the Japanese and U.S. air and missile defense command elements. The headquarters of the 3rd Marine Expeditionary Force, meanwhile, would be moved from Okinawa to Guam, reducing the number of Marines by about 8,000. Despite reports of frustration on the part of negotiators because of the slow process,8 the DPRI talks led to more joint contingency planning and provided a mechanism to sort through bilateral issues, particularly those involving the bases in Okinawa (see later section). According to U.S. and Japanese officials at the time, the DPRI also led to increased coordination between the Japan Defense Agency (JDA), the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA), and the Prime Minister’s Cabinet office, which had been problematic in the past. Alliance managers consider cooperation in the inter-agency process crucial to implementing further security cooperation. 
AT: Sino-Japanese Conflict

No risk of Sino-Japanese conflict

Yinan He, assistant professor at the John C. Whitehead School of Diplomacy, Seton Hall University. She holds a Ph.D. in political science from Massachusetts Institute of Technology. Her research areas include politics of memory, post-conflict reconciliation, Chinese and Japanese foreign policy, and East Asian security, 2007, 'History, Chinese Nationalism and the Emerging Sino-Japanese Conflict', Journal of Contemporary China, http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/57055_731567470_772157458.pdf 

However, it is still too early to conclude that the Sino–Japanese power balance has had any significant shift. China’s military remains weaker and far less sophisticated than that of Japan, especially in regard to naval and air force capabilities.76 Their economies continue to be mutually complementary, with Japan enjoying great comparative advantage in component manufacture and China being strong in the assembly of products.77 To apply the realist theory of balance of power, structural factors alone do not preordain the two countries to be adversaries. But the shadow of war history has intensified the Chinese perception of Japan’s negative intention to such an extent that the Chinese public is concerned more about its relative than absolute gains in bilateral relations, lest China fall behind in the power competition with Japan. Regarding the Beijing–Shanghai railroad project, for instance, another reason that opponents to shinkansen cited besides their disgust of Japan’s historical amnesia was that, if the project were granted to such large industrial conglomerates as Mitsubishi that were also big players in the Japanese defense industry, it would greatly boost Japanese military power and eventually threaten Chinese national security.78
2AC AT: Securitization – Non Critical Version

1. No link and link turn – our offshore balancing advantage is predicated off of giving Japan the room to balance the East Asian region by itself – meaning that the aff rejects the Western concept of security, and the relations advantage also leaves more room for Japanese input in the security decisions made between the two nations.

2. Perm – do both – the combination of critical theory and practical action solves best

Alistair Murray, Professor of Politics at the University of Wales, 1997, “Reconstructing Realism Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics”
Cox's articulation of the division between the two approaches is perhaps definitive, but his conclusion is much more problematic. Whilst he is undoubtedly correct to argue that each has a contribution to make, this does not suggest, as he presumes, a strategy of alternation according to the stability of the historical process. It is precisely this question of stability which is ultimately at stake in the debates between rationalist and reflectivist perspectives, and the danger is always that the one will predominate to the exclusion of the other in periods ill-suited to it, undermining whatever possibilities of order or reform actually exist. Consequently, a strategy of alternation is inevitably going to prove inadequate to the challenges posed by world politics; what is required is some form of synthesis. 6 Realism, I will argue, is capable of providing a foundation on which such a perspective might be built. It is, of course, conventionally treated as a part of the rationalist orthodoxy — and hence criticised for reproducing an iniquitous status quo by seeking to mitigate its problems. Yet, as should already be apparent from the understanding of realism put forward in earlier chapters, this account is clearly problematic. If realism emphasises the need to grasp what semblance of order can be obtained under the current structure of the system, it nevertheless acknowledges the need to investigate the possibilities of reforming this structure. If it makes use of aspects of the positivist methodology employed by rationalism, it is nevertheless convinced of the importance of the more interpretative approach adopted by reflectivism.7 Realism ultimately avoids the monism of perspective which leads to the self-destructive conflict between the two, maintaining a position which provides an opening for a path between the conservatism that privileges the extant to the exclusion of the possible and the progressivism which privileges the possible to the exclusion of the extant. 
3. Case outweighs – prefer solving for the immediate risks of nuclear war from deteriorating US Japan relations and from lack of balancing in East Asia to the more ambiguous, continuous impacts of security 
4. Perm – do the plan while thinking about its security implications – studying the truth-claims of security opens up space for political resistance, but doesn’t foreclose the possibility of policy action.

Anthony Burke, Associate Professor of Politics at the University of New South Wales, 2002, “Aporias of Security”

The answer is not to seek to close out these aporias; they call to us and their existence resents an important political opening. Rather than seek to resecure security, to make it conform to a new humanist ideal—however laudable—we need to challenge security as a claim to truth, to set its “meaning” aside. Instead, we should focus on security as a pervasive and complex system of political, social, and economic power, which reaches from the most private spaces of being to the vast flows and conflicts of geopolitics and global economic circulation. It is to see security as an interlocking system of knowledges, representations, practices, and institutional forms that imagine, direct, and act upon bodies, spaces, and flows in certain ways—to see security not as an essential value but as a political technology. This is to move from essence to genealogy: a genealogy that aims, in William Connolly’s words, to “open us up to the play of possibility in the present…[to] incite critical responses to unnecessary violence and injuries surreptitiously imposed upon life by the insistence that prevailing forms are natural, rational, universal or necessary.”

2AC AT: Securitization – Critical Version

1. No link and link turn – our patriarchy advantage is centered on rejecting the collective view of security in favor of the individual, by rejecting sexual violence against women in Okinawa, and the imperialism advantage is a criticism of the US conception of security as we know it

2. Perm – do both – the combination of critical theory and practical action solves best

Alistair Murray, Professor of Politics at the University of Wales, 1997, “Reconstructing Realism Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics”
Cox's articulation of the division between the two approaches is perhaps definitive, but his conclusion is much more problematic. Whilst he is undoubtedly correct to argue that each has a contribution to make, this does not suggest, as he presumes, a strategy of alternation according to the stability of the historical process. It is precisely this question of stability which is ultimately at stake in the debates between rationalist and reflectivist perspectives, and the danger is always that the one will predominate to the exclusion of the other in periods ill-suited to it, undermining whatever possibilities of order or reform actually exist. Consequently, a strategy of alternation is inevitably going to prove inadequate to the challenges posed by world politics; what is required is some form of synthesis. 6 Realism, I will argue, is capable of providing a foundation on which such a perspective might be built. It is, of course, conventionally treated as a part of the rationalist orthodoxy — and hence criticised for reproducing an iniquitous status quo by seeking to mitigate its problems. Yet, as should already be apparent from the understanding of realism put forward in earlier chapters, this account is clearly problematic. If realism emphasises the need to grasp what semblance of order can be obtained under the current structure of the system, it nevertheless acknowledges the need to investigate the possibilities of reforming this structure. If it makes use of aspects of the positivist methodology employed by rationalism, it is nevertheless convinced of the importance of the more interpretative approach adopted by reflectivism.7 Realism ultimately avoids the monism of perspective which leads to the self-destructive conflict between the two, maintaining a position which provides an opening for a path between the conservatism that privileges the extant to the exclusion of the possible and the progressivism which privileges the possible to the exclusion of the extant. 
3. Case outweighs – we have an ethical imperative to reject sexual violence and patriarchy in politics, that’s Rubin 99, or we face endless war and environmental destruction, that’s Warren and Cady 96

4. Perm – do the plan while thinking about its security implications – studying the truth-claims of security opens up space for political resistance, but doesn’t foreclose the possibility of policy action.

Anthony Burke, Associate Professor of Politics at the University of New South Wales, 2002, “Aporias of Security”

The answer is not to seek to close out these aporias; they call to us and their existence resents an important political opening. Rather than seek to resecure security, to make it conform to a new humanist ideal—however laudable—we need to challenge security as a claim to truth, to set its “meaning” aside. Instead, we should focus on security as a pervasive and complex system of political, social, and economic power, which reaches from the most private spaces of being to the vast flows and conflicts of geopolitics and global economic circulation. It is to see security as an interlocking system of knowledges, representations, practices, and institutional forms that imagine, direct, and act upon bodies, spaces, and flows in certain ways—to see security not as an essential value but as a political technology. This is to move from essence to genealogy: a genealogy that aims, in William Connolly’s words, to “open us up to the play of possibility in the present…[to] incite critical responses to unnecessary violence and injuries surreptitiously imposed upon life by the insistence that prevailing forms are natural, rational, universal or necessary.”

2AC AT: PMC DA

1. Non unique – the use of PMCs will increase as we begin our withdrawal goals in Iraq and Afghanistan 

2. No link – PMCs aren’t necessary for a base that doesn’t have an active military goal – Japan isn’t in active crisis, so there’s no reason why the USFG would hire PMCs. 

3. Case outweighs and disad doesn’t turn any of the advantages– 

(  ) US-Japan relations are volatile, but removing our troops also removes the pressure of US domination of the island, which makes Japan like us better – PMCs would be less obtrusive and aggressively American, easing relations

(  ) offshore balancing – removing US presence allows Japan to become a greater power in the region and better solve for East Asian stability and potential power wars – PMCs don’t direcly represent our government, reducing tensions and causing balancing
(  ) solving patriarchy requires removing the United States military presence, and removing the American landscape imposed upon the Okinawan one, that’s the 1ac Ginoza evidence – PMCs wouldn’t cause this, and it is our responsibility to take a stance against patriarchy through military withdrawal or face war and environmental destruction, that’s Warren and Cady 

(  ) imperialism – the excesses of United States imperialism incites global conflict and can only be reduced by immediately removing our bases; Japan is the linchpin, that’s King 96, and even if there were some PMCs, our global empire would be substantially reduced 

4. No impact – any possible negative results of PMCs occupying Okinawa are made terminally non-unique by our current presence – bad treatment of locals is at an all-time high 

5. Non-intrinsic – we can decrease the use of PMCs while we decrease the rest of our military presence – a logical policymaker would predict the possible increase of these contractors and preempt it. 

6. No impact to neolib – prefer our specific internal links to their vague and unwarranted reasons why neoliberalism would cause extinction based off only PMCs in Japan, while we’re fighting two wars in the Middle East that actually use PMCs
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1. No link and link turn – withdrawal is the most concrete step against women’s oppression everywhere – the U.S. military has empirically served as a symbol of patriarchal imperialism. 

2. Perm – do both: Feminist theory requires a positive standpoint to succeed – or societal inequality and the status quo will persist. 

Robert O. Keohane, prof government @ Harvard and international affairs @ Princeton, 1989, p. 250, “International Relations Theory: Contributions of a Feminist Standpoint”

I fear that many feminist theorists of international relations may follow the currently fashionable path of fragmenting epistemology, denying the possibility of social science. But I think this would be an intellectual and moral disaster. As

Linda Alcoft points out, 'post-structuralist critiques of subjectivity pertain to the construction of all subjects or they pertain to none ... Nominalism threatens to wipe out feminism itself'. 27 That is, feminist theory cannot be without a positive standpoint - it cannot be only adversarial. Retreating to postmodern adversarial analysis would foreclose the relations that could be regarded as valuable by people outside the feminist circle. Scientifically, it would lead away from what I think feminist theory should do: generate novel hypotheses that could then be evaluated with evidence, in a way that could lead to convincing results.

Politically, as Hawkesworth declares, 'should postmodernism's seductive text gain ascendancy, it will not be an accident that power remains in the hands of the white males who currently possess it. In a world of radical inequality, relativist resignation reinforces the status quo'. 28

3. Perm – do the plan and reject other instances of masculinized interpretations of international relations

4. Double bind- either the alt defines a genderless subject or it essentializes - both are counterproductive and nonsensical for their political action 

Linda Alcoff, Professor of Philosophy at Hunter College/CUNY Graduate Center, 1988, “Cultural Feminism versus Post-Structuralism: The Identity Crisis in Feminist Theory,” PK

Lauretis's main thesis is that subjectivity, that is, what one "per- ceives and comprehends as subjective," is constructed through a continuous process, an ongoing constant renewal based on an interaction with the world, which she defines as experience: "And thus [subjectivity] is produced not by external ideas, values, or material causes, but by one's personal, subjective engagement in the practices, discourses, and institutions that lend significance (value, meaning, and affect) to the events of the world."42 This is the process through which one's subjectivity becomes en-gendered. But describing the subjectivity that emerges is still beset with dif- ficulties, principally the following: "The feminist efforts have been more often than not caught in the logical trap set up by [a] paradox. Either they have assumed that 'the subject,' like 'man,' is a generic term, and as such can designate equally and at once the female and male subjects, with the result of erasing sexuality and sexual dif- ference from subjectivity. Or else they have been obliged to resort to an oppositional notion of 'feminine' subject defined by silence, negativity, a natural sexuality, or a closeness to nature not compro- mised by patriarchal culture."43 Here again is spelled out the di- lemma between a post-structuralist genderless subject and a cultural feminist essentialized subject. As Lauretis points out, the latter alternative is constrained in its conceptualization of the female sub- ject by the very act of distinguishing female from male subjectivity. This appears to produce a dilemma, for if we de-gender subjectivity, we are committed to a generic subject and thus undercut feminism, while on the other hand if we define the subject in terms of gender, articulating female subjectivity in a space clearly distinct from male subjectivity, then we become caught up in an oppositional dichot- omy controlled by a misogynist discourse. A gender-bound subjec- tivity seems to force us to revert "women to the body and to sexuality as an immediacy of the biological, as nature."44 For all her insistence on a subjectivity constructed through practices, Lauretis is clear that that conception of subjectivity is not what she wishes to pro- pose. A subjectivity that is fundamentally shaped by gender appears to lead irrevocably to essentialism, the posing of a male/female opposition as universal and ahistorical. A subjectivity that is not fundamentally shaped by gender appears to lead to the conception of a generic human subject, as if we could peel away our "cultural" layers and get to the real root of human nature, which turns out to be genderless. Are these really our only choices?
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5. Alt doesn’t solve - Identity politics in the context of preventing violence against women ignore intragroup differences and cause tension between groups. 

Kimberle Crenshaw, prof law @ UCLA, 1993, Mapping the Margins: Intersectionality, Identity Politics, and Violence against Women of Color, p. 1242

The embrace of identity politics, however, has been in tension with dominant conceptions of social justice. Race, gender, and other identity categories are most often treated in mainstream liberal discourse as vestiges of bias or domination—that is, as intrinsically negative frameworks in which social power works to exclude or marginalize those who are different. According to this understanding, our liberatory objective should be to empty such categories of any social significance. Yet implicit in certain strands of feminist and racial liberation movements, for example is the view that the social power in delineating difference need not be the power of domination; it can instead be the source of social empowerment and reconstruction.

The problem with identity politics is not that it fails to transcend difference, as some critics charge, but rather the opposite—that it frequently conflates or ignores intragroup differences. In the context of violence against women, this elision of difference in identity politics is problematic, fundamentally because the violence that many women experience is often shaped by other dimensions of their identities, such as race and class. Moreover, ignoring difference within groups contributes to tension among groups, another problem of identity politics that bears on efforts to politicize violence against women. Feminist efforts to politicize experiences of women and antiracist efforts to politicize experiences of people of color have frequently proceeded as though the issues and experiences they each detail occur on mutually exclusive terrains. Although racism and sexism readily intersect in the lives of real people, they seldom do in feminist and antiracist practices. And so, when the practices expound identity as woman or person of color as an either/or proposition, they relegate the identity of women of color to a location that resists telling.
6. Turn - reducing gender inequality encourages democracies to wage war on non-democracies. 
Robert O. Keohane, prof government @ Harvard and international affairs @ Princeton, 1998, Beyond Dichotomy: Conversations Between International Relations and Feminist Theory, p. 197

Since we know that intentionality and consequences are not tightly linked in international relations, we should not assume that the consequences in international relations of more egalitarian practices within some societies will necessarily be benign. Supposing that increased gender equality leads to less aggression, we might well expect that countries with relatively less hierarchical internal structures would not fight each other. But their relationships with states with more inegalitarian gender relationships would need to be investigated. Perhaps states with less gender hierarchy could resolve conflict more easily; but it is also possible that they would be more easily bullied, or would become more moralistic, leading eventually to more serious crises and perhaps warfare. To continue with the democracy analogy, democracies are quite warlike toward nondemocracies, although they are disinclined to fight other democracies.
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7. Realism of the perm solves- the K is only a partial criticism of Realism and both ideologies can work together- it’s the best of both worlds, and their authors agree

Adam Jones, political scientist at University of British Columbia, 1996 (“Does Gender Make the World go round?”  Review of international studies vol 22, number 4, JSTOR)

I do not wish to suggest that all feminists view Realism and a feminist approach to IR as utterly incompatible. One element of the ongoing debate between liberal feminists and their post-positivist counterparts is the occasional recognition that,  with other 'patriarchal' paradigms or institutions, Realism may not be so deeply compromised as to require jettisoning. In her appraisal of Hans J. Morgenthau, for instance, Tickner criticizes Realism as only 'a partial description of international polities', owing to its deeply embedded masculinist bias.33 But partial descriptions are partial descriptions; they are not dead wrong. Tickner attacks Morgenthau's paradigm on several grounds. But her main concern is to offer a 'feminist reformulation' of certain Realist principles. In a similar vein, the central problem may not be with objectivity as such, but with objectivity 'as it is culturally defined . . . [and] associated with masculinity'. The idea of the 'national interest' likewise needs to be rendered more 'multidimensional and contextually contingent', but not necessarily abandoned. Tickner stresses: I am not denying the validity of Morgenthau's work',34 just as Kathy Ferguson emphasizes the importance of 'negotiating] respectfully with contentious others'.35 A similar approach is evident in Cynthia Enloe's Bananas, Beaches and Bases, perhaps the best-known work of feminist IR criticism. Enloe attempts to sup plement the classical framework by considering women's contributions and experiences. But she does not devalue or reject the framework as such. Thus, Enloe looks at international diplomacy, geostrategic military alliances (as symbolized by military bases), international tourism, and First World-Third World economic relations. The first two are hallmark concerns of the classical paradigm. The third and fourth derive from neo-Marxist and IPE theories. In each case, Enloe presents innovative avenues of inquiry, and an intriguing reworking of perspectives that have grown stale. Her study of international diplomacy, for example, concentrates on the role of diplomatic wives in structuring the 'informal relationships' that enable male diplomats 'to accomplish their political tasks'.36 Women, she argues, are 'vital to creating and maintaining trust between men in a hostile world';37 'negotiations "man-to-man" are most likely to go smoothly if they can take place outside official settings, in the "private" sphere of the home or at gatherings that include wives'.38 But Enloe does not seem to be proposing a revision of what constitutes 'the business of international polities', however critical she may be of the way this business operates, or of the (underacknowledged) supporting roles women play in the business. Scholars have always mined the past for insights and guidance. There is a curiosity, a generosity of spirit, in much feminist writing that may facilitate a provisional modus vivendi, though hardly an alliance, between Realist and feminist scholarship. This would demand of the classical tradition that it acknowledge and correct its blank spaces and biased formulations. Feminism, meanwhile, could glean from Realism some sharp insights into the limited but significant veins of inter national politics that the classical tradition has long mined, and not without success. 

8. Case outweighs and is a disad to the alt– no matter what the root cause of war is, we must act via the plan to prevent these specific and probable scenarios for extinction 
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9. The alternative creates difference that fragments the movement and devastates solvency:

a) The feminist movement alienates black women

Valerie Amos, Pratibha Parmar, British High Commissioner to Australia, writer and film maker, 2005, http://www.jstor.org/pss/3874364
This unconscious consensus has been successful in excluding large numbers of Black women from participating in any meaningful way. A further element contributing to Black women's exclusion is due to the fact that very often women's oppression is seen in a straightforward and non-contradictory way, where women organizing as women is seen as positive, regardless of the context. An example of such reasoning taken to its extreme is when some white feminists have applauded Maggie Thatcher as Prime Minister as a positive female Image. Such uncritical acceptance of the virtues of strong female images serves only to further alienate Black women whose experience at the hands of the British state demands a more responsible political response.
B) Feminism creates a divide in international relations that makes the problem worse, rather than helping it because the current system is based off our similarities, not our differences

Jarvis 2000 D. S. L. Jarvis, 2000. [University of South Carolina Press, International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism: Defending the Discipline, p 167].

Lurking behind such positions, of course, is the highly problematic assumption that a fundamental shift in the political, social, and economic worlds has occurred; that "people, machinery and money, images and ideas now follow increasingly nonisomorphic paths, and that because of this there is a "deterritorializing mobility of peoples, ideas, and images," one overcoming the "laborious moves of statism to project an image of the world divided along territorially discontinuous (separated) sovereign spaces, each supposedly with homogeneous cultures and impervious essences." In this new world where global space-as-territory has been obliterated, where discrete national cultures no longer exist but are dissolved by cosmopolitanism and ubiquitous images peddled by hypermodern communications, all that remains as tangible referents for knowledge and understanding, we are told, are our own fractured identities."' While, for feminists, this is profoundly liberating, allowing them to recognize a "multiplicity of identities," each engaged in a "differing politics," it also betrays how narrow is the intent of feminist postmodernism, which stands for no other end except the eradication of essentialism."3 Much as Ashley saw in positivism tyrannical structures of oppression, so in essentialism postmodern feminists see the subjugation of diversity amid universal narratives. Yet the reification of difference as the penultimate ontological beginning and end point seems disingenuous in the extreme. The question is not whether there are differences-of course there are-but whether these are significant for International Relations, and if so in what capacity? Historically, the brief of International Relations has been to go out in search of those things that unite us, not divide us. Division, disunity, and difference have been the unmistakable problems endemic to global politics, and overcoming them the objective that has provided scholars with both their motivating purpose and moral compass. In venerating difference, identity politics unwittingly reproduces this problematique: exacerbating differences beyond their significance, fabricating disunity, and contributing to social and political cleavage. Yes, we are not all the same. But the things that unite us are surely more important, more numerous, and more fundamental to the human condition than those that divide us. We all share a conviction that war is bad, for example, that vio- lence is objectionable, global poverty unconscionable, and that peaceful interstate relations are desirable. Likewise, we all inhabit one earth and have similar environmental concerns, have the same basic needs in terms of developmental requirements, nutrition, personal security, education, and shelter. To suppose that these modernist concerns are divisible on the basis of gender, color, sexuality, or religious inclination seems specious, promoting contrariety where none really exists from the perspective of International Relations. How, for example, amid the reification of ever-divisible difference, do we foster political community-and-solidarity, hope to foster greater global collectivity, or unite antithetically inclined religious, segregationist, or racial groups on the basis of theft professed difference? How this is meant to secure new visions of international polities, solve the divisions of previous disputations, or avert violent fictionalisms in the future remains curiously absent from the discourse of identity politics."4 Methodologically, the implications of reifying false difference are also far from benign for International Relations, but betray a devolution of disciplinary knowledge and theory amid sundry narratives captive to personal "travelogues," attempts to recreate histories or enumerate a catalogue of previous "silences" simply on the basis that such has not been done before. The result is a type of agenda inflation, sprawling research topics that, from a more traditionalist perspective, would seem unrelated to International Relations.
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1. No link and link turn – The U.S. military has empirically served as a symbol of patriarchal imperialism – that’s Kirk 08 and withdrawal is the most concrete step against women’s oppression everywhere – that’s INAFMB 09. 

2. Perm – do both: Feminist theory requires a positive standpoint to succeed – or societal inequality and the status quo will persist. 

Robert O. Keohane, prof government @ Harvard and international affairs @ Princeton, 1989, p. 250, “International Relations Theory: Contributions of a Feminist Standpoint”

I fear that many feminist theorists of international relations may follow the currently fashionable path of fragmenting epistemology, denying the possibility of social science. But I think this would be an intellectual and moral disaster. As

Linda Alcoft points out, 'post-structuralist critiques of subjectivity pertain to the construction of all subjects or they pertain to none ... Nominalism threatens to wipe out feminism itself'. 27 That is, feminist theory cannot be without a positive standpoint - it cannot be only adversarial. Retreating to postmodern adversarial analysis would foreclose the relations that could be regarded as valuable by people outside the feminist circle. Scientifically, it would lead away from what I think feminist theory should do: generate novel hypotheses that could then be evaluated with evidence, in a way that could lead to convincing results.

Politically, as Hawkesworth declares, 'should postmodernism's seductive text gain ascendancy, it will not be an accident that power remains in the hands of the white males who currently possess it. In a world of radical inequality, relativist resignation reinforces the status quo'. 28

3. Perm – do the plan and reject other instances of masculinized interpretations of international relations

4. Realism of the perm solves- the K is only a partial criticism of Realism and both ideologies can work together- it’s the best of both worlds, and their authors agree

Adam Jones, political scientist at University of British Columbia, 1996 (“Does Gender Make the World go round?”  Review of international studies vol 22, number 4, JSTOR)

I do not wish to suggest that all feminists view Realism and a feminist approach to IR as utterly incompatible. One element of the ongoing debate between liberal feminists and their post-positivist counterparts is the occasional recognition that,  with other 'patriarchal' paradigms or institutions, Realism may not be so deeply compromised as to require jettisoning. In her appraisal of Hans J. Morgenthau, for instance, Tickner criticizes Realism as only 'a partial description of international polities', owing to its deeply embedded masculinist bias.33 But partial descriptions are partial descriptions; they are not dead wrong. Tickner attacks Morgenthau's paradigm on several grounds. But her main concern is to offer a 'feminist reformulation' of certain Realist principles. In a similar vein, the central problem may not be with objectivity as such, but with objectivity 'as it is culturally defined . . . [and] associated with masculinity'. The idea of the 'national interest' likewise needs to be rendered more 'multidimensional and contextually contingent', but not necessarily abandoned. Tickner stresses: I am not denying the validity of Morgenthau's work',34 just as Kathy Ferguson emphasizes the importance of 'negotiating] respectfully with contentious others'.35 A similar approach is evident in Cynthia Enloe's Bananas, Beaches and Bases, perhaps the best-known work of feminist IR criticism. Enloe attempts to sup plement the classical framework by considering women's contributions and experiences. But she does not devalue or reject the framework as such. Thus, Enloe looks at international diplomacy, geostrategic military alliances (as symbolized by military bases), international tourism, and First World-Third World economic relations. The first two are hallmark concerns of the classical paradigm. The third and fourth derive from neo-Marxist and IPE theories. In each case, Enloe presents innovative avenues of inquiry, and an intriguing reworking of perspectives that have grown stale. Her study of international diplomacy, for example, concentrates on the role of diplomatic wives in structuring the 'informal relationships' that enable male diplomats 'to accomplish their political tasks'.36 Women, she argues, are 'vital to creating and maintaining trust between men in a hostile world';37 'negotiations "man-to-man" are most likely to go smoothly if they can take place outside official settings, in the "private" sphere of the home or at gatherings that include wives'.38 But Enloe does not seem to be proposing a revision of what constitutes 'the business of international polities', however critical she may be of the way this business operates, or of the (underacknowledged) supporting roles women play in the business. Scholars have always mined the past for insights and guidance. There is a curiosity, a generosity of spirit, in much feminist writing that may facilitate a provisional modus vivendi, though hardly an alliance, between Realist and feminist scholarship. This would demand of the classical tradition 
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that it acknowledge and correct its blank spaces and biased formulations. Feminism, meanwhile, could glean from Realism some sharp insights into the limited but significant veins of inter national politics that the classical tradition has long mined, and not without success. 

5. Case outweighs and is a disad to the alt– no matter what the root cause of war is, we must act via the plan to prevent these specific and probable scenarios for extinction 

Kritik of Disads: Patriarchy Edition 

(   ) Solving patriarchy should be our first concern – our Rubin evidence indicates that discussing sexuality and patriarchy is the primary obligation, to stop the otherwise inevitable oppression of women – or we face the impacts of endless wars and environmental destruction that patriarchy justifies, that’s Warren and Cady. These impacts are systemic and root causal, unlike the highly unlikely and empirically denied negative scenarios. Voting aff is taking a moral stance against human rights abuses in Japan and taking positive steps to end the militarism that’s responsible for their disad. 
AT: NK Attack

1. No link – there is no possible way that a pull out in Japan will spark a North Korean attack, because it’s not a complete pull out

2. South Korea checks – the 25,800 troops we have at the border right now is the crux of their weak foreign policy, there is no way that they can do an invasion through that

3. Japanese defense force – Japan has the strongest defense force in the world with a navy to rival China, an attack would be rendered useless

4. No brink – there is no evidence indicating any sort of brink of relations now, and past instances indicate that no such erosion is possible

AT: China Attack

1. Balancing will not lead to Sino-Japanese war, Japan will be a strong balancer

Christopher P. Twomey, assistant professor for the Department of National Security Affairs, Naval Postgraduate School, “Japan, a circumscribed balancer: Building on defensive realism to make predictions about east Asian security”, 2000, Lexis

This article develops the new concept of circumscribed balancing. I begin by acknowledging that concerns over Sino-Japanese rivalry exist and should be taken seriously. Turning to the realist theory of balancing, the paper then expands recent work on defensive realism to hypothesize the possibility for circumscribed balancing and to predict the resulting foreign policy implications. I then use this framework to analyze Japanese policy, noting that Japan finds itself in circumstances that ought to lead it to behave as a circumscribed balancer. When specific Japanese policies are examined, they indeed support this characterization. Finally, U.S. policy implications are briefly addressed. Sino-Japanese relations are important because they are at the foundation of U.S. policy toward East Asia. American decisionmakers will decide how to remain involved in the region—and indeed whether or not to remain involved at all—on the basis of their expectations regarding Sino-Japanese relations. Unfortunately, these expectations are often based on misguided analysis. Many analysts predict conflict between the two great powers in the region, whether or not the United States remains involved in the region. Denny Roy articulates this view: "China and Japan are natural rivals...The legacy of the pacific war has reinforced the security dilemma, causing the two states to interpret all military activities by the other as offensive threats." He concludes that Japan is unlikely to make the first overt moves to balance Chinese power but states "serious political tensions between China and Japan are certain, and military conflict is likely, if China's economic power continues to grow rapidly relative to Japan's."2 Other analysts come to similar conclusions.3 Richard Betts argues: The most probable bipolar pair [in the world], and potentially the most antagonistic, is China and Japan. That would be the one with most potential for war among great powers (for example, with Korea as a bone of contention, as it was a century ago), unless the two somehow established a condominium (which I have heard no regional experts argue is likely).4 In a chapter ominously entitled "China's Plan for Japan," two journalists with long tenures in East Asia write: In the post—cold war world it is Japan's weakness that threatens peace and stability by creating a power vacuum that the United States cannot fill, but that China can. A strong Japan in genuine partnership with the United States is vital to a new balance of power in Asia. A weak Japan benefits only China, which, the evidence indicates, aims not at a new balance of power but at Chinese hegemony, under which Japan, if it yields to that fate, would serve as China's richest and most useful tributary state.5 I am not as pessimistic as these analysts. There are reasons for optimism, even if expansionist aims and a willingness to use force characterize Chinese foreign policy in the future (and this is by no means assured). Japan does not need to feel unduly threatened by China, and its own balancing efforts will not likely lead to a spiral of rivalry and security competition with China. The following section develops the theory of balancing to allow us to make these specific prescriptions about the nature of Japanese foreign policy.

2. China is more eager to balance with Japan

Michael J. Green, a senior adviser and holds the Japan Chair at CSIS, as well as being an associate professor of international relations at Georgetown University. He previously served as special assistant to the president for national security affairs and senior director for Asian affairs at the National Security Council (NSC), from January 2004 to December 2005, after joining the NSC in April 2001 as director of Asian affairs with responsibility for Japan, Korea, and Australia/New Zealand, March 2007, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/62460/michael-j-green/japan-is-back-why-tokyo-s-new-assertiveness-is-good-for-washingto?page=show
The remarkable Chinese debate over the ‘‘new thinking’’ on Japan reveals both Chinese fears of U.S. hegemony and the limits of a Chinese strategy to buffer U.S. power through a new Asian regionalism. The debate was touched off by Ma Licheng’s provocative article, ‘‘New Thinking on Relations with Japan,’’ in the final 2002 issue of the influential Strategy and Management (Beijing).19 Ma, a well-known liberal, expressed shock at the pervasive anti- Japanese sentiment being expressed in Chinese communications on the Internet and argued that it was creating a backlash in Japan that was damaging to China’s national interest. Ma’s solution is simple: ‘‘We need the generosity of a great and victorious nation, and do not need to be excessively harsh with Japan.’’ Arguing that ‘‘the apology question [from World War ii] has been resolved,’’ Ma urges both Chinese and Japanese to ‘‘overcome parochial views’’ and ‘‘look forward’’ in the bilateral relationship.20 Chinese cybernationalists were furious. Internet chatrooms cursed Ma as a ‘‘traitor’’ for  being soft on Japan; he even received death threats.21 He has since taken early retirement from his job in Beijing and moved to Hong Kong. Shi Yinhong, an advocate of Realpolitik at People’s University in Beijing, bravely came to Ma’s defense, arguing in a subsequent Strategy and Management article that rapprochement with Japan was indeed in China’s interest. Unlike Ma, however, Shi views Sino-Japanese relations primarily from the perspective of geopolitics—the broader international balance of power. ‘‘It will be extremely beneficial to China,’’ Shi wrote, ‘‘if, through improving relations with Japan, China can improve its security environment and its diplomatic position.’’ Viewing U.S. power preeminence as ‘‘historically unprecedented,’’ Shi worries that the United States will utilize its hegemonic status to obstruct China’s rise. He therefore advocates a cool, dispassionate realpolitik reminiscent of Henry Kissinger’s. Just as Kissinger proposed that the United States seek rapprochement with China to balance against the Soviets in the early 1970s, Shi proposes that China seek rapprochement with Japan to balance against the United States today. This ‘‘diplomatic revolution,’’ he argues, would greatly benefit China.22 U.S. hegemony is so dangerous, in Shi’s view, that Chinese must put aside their historical grievances and reconcile with Japan. 

3. Extend [1AC author] – our evidence indicates that China is viewing the alliance now as hostile because of the US, but the plan solves this by making Japan a more avid balancer, which is what China wants

AT: CMR DA

1. No link – They have no specific evidence regarding to forces reduction on Japan, and at most predicated off of the Middle East

2. Alternate causes – There’s the Iraq and Afghanistan deadlines that would cause relations to collapse, Japan is not the lynch pin

3. CMR is Resilient – Gates and high ranking Generals will respect any Obama decision and shield it from opposition.

Schake, fellow at the Hoover Institution and holds the Distinguished Chair in International Security Studies at the United States Military Academy, 9-4-‘9 (Kori, “So far so good for civil military relations under Obama,” Foreign Policy, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/09/04/so_far_so_good_for_civil_military_relations_under_obama)

Crucial to Feingold's argument is that the Afghan people resent our military involvement. Both McChrystal, and now Gates, are persuaded that is not true. They argue that how we operate in Afghanistan will determine Afghan support to a much greater degree than the size of the force. Gates for the first time yesterday signaled his support for further force increases on that basis, indicating he will not be a political firewall for the White House if McChrystal and Mullen advocate politically uncomfortable increases.

Afghanistan was always going to be a central national security issue, because President Obama had campaigned and carried over into governance his argument that it was the "right" war and negligently under-resourced during the Bush administration. Even with domestic anti-war sentiment on the rise and a potential rebellion by Congressional Democrats against funding the Afghan mission, Obama is seemingly trapped into supporting the military commander's troop requests. Hard to imagine the Houdini contortion that lets him sustain his claim that his predecessor neglected the most important war and then refuse troops to a commander who you put into position and who is supported by a well-respected Defense Secretary.

Yet the President may -- and perhaps should -- do exactly that, and for reasons that are laudable in our system of civil-military relations. The American way of organizing for warfare has distinct responsibilities for the leading military and civilian participants. To work up the ladder, it's the military commander's job to survey the requirements for success and make recommendations. It's the job of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to evaluate the military judgment of that strategy and resourcing, advising the Secretary and the President on its soundness and other possible courses of military action. It's the Secretary of Defense's job to figure out how to provide those resources from a limited pool of people and equipment, to identify and manage the risk it creates for other operations and objectives (e.g., Iraq, managing China's rise, deterring North Korea, etc). It is the Commander in Chief's job to establish the war's objectives and determine whether they merit the resources it would require to be successful. He may determine the objectives are too costly in themselves, or that achieving them would distract too much effort from other national priorities, or that we do not have the necessary partners in the Karzai government to achieve our objectives.

It should go without saying that it is not the National Security Advisor's job to intimidate military commanders into dialing down their requests to politically comfortable levels, although that is what Jim Jones is reported to have done when visiting Afghanistan during the McChrystal review. Such politicization of military advice ought to be especially noxious to someone who'd been both the Commandant of the Marine Corps and a Combatant Commander. When the Bob Woodward article recounting Jones' attempted manipulation as published, Secretary Gates and Admiral Mullen commendably defended McChrystal's independence. It is also curious that the one person invisible in this debate, as in the debate about relieving General McKiernan, is the CENTCOM commander, General Petraeus.

But beneficially and importantly for our country, policy debates over the war in Afghanistan indicate that the system of civil-military relations is clearly working as designed. We owe much to Gates, Mullen, and McChrystal for shielding the process from politicization and providing military advice the President needs to make decisions only he can make.

4. Link Turn - PMCs kill civil-military relations

Deborah Kidwell, Assistant Professor of Military History at the US Army Command and General Staff College at Fort Leavenworth Kansas, Global War on Terrorism Occasional Paper 12 ‘3, “Public War, Private Fight? The United States and Private Military Companies”

PMCs can destabilize the traditional civil-military relationship. Singer  identified several conditions where PMCs will have a negative impact: the  pay differential for similar tasks favors contractors, private forces detract  from the reputation of the local military, contractors remain segregated  from regular units, employment of PMCs impairs advancement opportuni-  ties or has authority over military units, and where private forces threaten  to replace uniformed military personnel.69 While current policy advocates  a seamless integration of military and contracted personnel, training, pay  differential, and other factors may upset the balance of military and civil-  ian interests.   
AT: Japan Rearm

Japan rearm inevitable

WILLIAM E. RAPP, a Lieutenant Colonel (P) in the U.S. Army, he served as a Council on Foreign Relations- Hitachi International Affairs Fellow at the Institute for International Policy Studies in Tokyo, January 2004, “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance”, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/summary.cfm?q=367

Regardless of the more realist imperatives, Japan remains deeply ambivalent toward security expansion. However, despite domestic restraints, Japan will continue slowly and incrementally to remove the shackles on its military security policy. Attitudinal barriers, such as pacifism, anti-militarism, security insulation, and desire for consensus combine with institutional barriers, like coalition politics, lack of budget space, and entrenched bureaucracy, to confound rapid shifts in security policy, though those changes will eventually occur. The ambivalence Japan feels clouds the ideal path to the future for the nation in trying to find a way forward among competing goals of preventing either entrapment or abandonment by the United States and pursuing self-interest. Because Japan is risk-averse, but increasingly self-aware, dramatic (in Japanese terms) security policy changes will continue to be made in small, but cumulative steps. These changes in security policy and public acquiescence to them will create pressure on the alliance to reduce asymmetries and offensive burdens since the ideal, long-term security future for Japan does not rely on the current role vis-à-vis the United States. Both Japan and the United States must move out of their comfort zones to create a more balanced relationship that involves substantial consultation and policy accommodation, a greater risk-taking Japanese role in the maintenance of peace and stability of the region, and coordinated action to resolve conflicts and promote prosperity in the region.

***NEG WORK***

Neg – China tensions
China views the US-Japanese relationship as hostile

Rosalie Chen, (quals here), “journal of contemporary China”

Beijing’s predilection to attribute to the US a highly coherent, largely malign global strategy bent on power expansion defines how Beijing perceives American China policy. Such a perception breeds a conspiratorial view, which in turn predisposes China to see ill intentions and sinister motives in every US act. For instance, conspiratorial views explain why Chinese analysts believe the US human rights concerns and humanitarianism in its foreign policy are nothing but camouflage for hegemony and brute power politics.14 As the US seeks to maintain its superior power position, it logically wants to contain a rising power like China. Seen in this light, the revitalization of the US–Japan security alliance is evidently targeted primarily against China. 
Neg: Okinawa Key to Security

The U.S. Futenma base is key to checking any military advances by China and North Korea, and supporting the F22s. 

David Axe, staff writer for the Diplomat, 6/28/10, http://the-diplomat.com/2010/06/28/why-allies-need-okinawa-base/2/ 

So, will the Futenma dispute also prove the undoing of Hatoyama’s successor, Naoto Kan, who has so far stayed quiet on the base issue? If anything, the crisis over Futenma underscored the lasting, even growing, importance of US military facilities in Okinawa—not only for the United States, but also for Japan and other US allies. As China’s economic and military rise continues and tensions mount over North Korea’s nuclear programme and its alleged sinking of a South Korean warship, the US and its Asian allies need Okinawa more than ever.
‘The US, South Korea and Australia have been very vocal to Japan, saying, “Hey, be careful what you’re doing,”’ Sheila Smith, an analyst with the Council on Foreign Relations, says. ‘This isn’t a good moment to be taking large numbers of US forces out of Japan.’

Aside from US forces in South Korea (which are exclusively focused on the North Korean land threat) there are just two significant concentrations of US troops in East Asia: in Okinawa and on the Pacific island of Guam. Okinawa lies just an hour’s flight time from both the Korean Peninsula and Taiwan; Guam, by contrast, is 1000 miles from any potential theatre of war.

‘It may be easier for us to be there [in Guam], as far as the diplomatic issue is concerned,’ says Air Force spokesman John Monroe. ‘But if we’re in Guam, we’re out of the fight’ due to the distance. For combat forces to be capable of reacting quickly to the most likely crises, Okinawa is the only realistic option.
Without its 2 Okinawan air bases and their 3 roughly 10,000-foot runways, the US military—and by extension, US allies—would depend almost entirely on a handful of US aircraft carriers for bringing to bear aerial firepower in East Asia. That might be a realistic option, except that China has lately deployed several new classes of anti-ship weaponry specifically meant for sinking US carriers, including the widely-feared DF-21 ballistic missile and a flotilla of stealthy fast-attack vessels.

In recognition of Okinawa’s growing importance, the Pentagon has spent billions of dollars in the past decade modernizing forces and facilities on the island. The US Army deployed Patriot air-defence missiles capable of shooting down enemy aircraft as well as ballistic missiles, a favourite weapon of both China and North Korea. Kadena got extensive new storage bunkers for bombs, missiles and spare parts, allowing the base to support potentially hundreds of aircraft flown in from the United States during an emergency. In 2007, the US Air Force began stationing Global Hawk long-range spy drones and F-22 Raptor stealth fighters at Kadena.

The Raptors represent perhaps the greatest improvement. Indeed, in the minds of US planners, in many ways Okinawa’s most important function is to support the F-22s. In a 2009 study examining a simulated air war pitting the United States and Taiwan against China, the California-based think-tank RAND concluded that a wing of F-22s could shoot down 27 Chinese fighters for every Raptor lost in the air.

F-22s flying from Okinawa could also clear the way for air strikes on ground targets in China or North Korea, according to Lieutenant Colonel Wade Tolliver, commander of the 27th Fighter Squadron, an F-22 unit based in Virginia that routinely sends Raptors to Kadena. ‘There are a lot of countries out there that have developed highly integrated air-defence systems,’ Tolliver says. ‘What we need to do is take some of our assets that have special capabilities…and we need to roll back those integrated air defence systems so we can bring in our joint forces.’

The base’s ability to host F-22s and follow-on aircraft is ‘probably the most important thing about Kadena,’ Monroe says. ‘Because of our capability to stage forces out of here—this is a huge runway—we do believe we have unmatched air power.’

All this planning for air wars with China and North Korea doesn’t mean that planners in the United States, Japan or anywhere else believe such conflict is inevitable. Pyongyang remains predictable only in its volatility, but Washington, Tokyo and Beijing are all working hard to forge peaceful and lasting ties. The strategic uncertainty is in the margins. ‘There’s no question you want to engage China, but (we should) hedge against an uncertain future,’ Nicholas Szechenyi of the Center for Strategic and International Studies says.

It’s as a hedge that Okinawa remains indispensable to the US and its allies—so much so that the shared international need for the island’s bases must trump any Japanese domestic political calculations. Hatoyama ignored that truth at the expense of his job. The question now is will Kan?

U.S.-Japan Relations: Pullout Key

Okinawans are vehemently opposed to any compromises without completely removing the base from Japan – the current agreement will undermine US-Japanese relations. 

Mike Mochizuki, associate prof of poli sci and international affairs @ George Washington University, and Michael O’Hanlon, senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, Spring 1996, The Marines Should Come Home: Adapting the U.S.-Japan Alliance to a New Security Era

Tokyo and Washington are trying to ease current tensions by signing side letters to the Status of Forces agreement to enable Japan to request that U.S. military defendants in murder, rape, and other serious cases be turned over to Japanese custody before a formal indictment. The two governments have also established a joint committee to review U.S. bases in Japan with an eye toward consolidating some of the Okinawa military facilities. These measures were designed to give them Prime Minister Tomiichi Murayama the political cover he needed to take Governor Ota to court to compel the renewal of the land leases. But the compromise will not satisfy Okinawa and may even aggravate matters. The Clinton administration is publicly standing firm against substantial cuts in the number of soldiers deployed in Japan. But to maintain existing troop levels while responding meaning fully to Ota's call for fewer bases in Okinawa, the Pentagon would have to transfer some U.S. forces and facilities to Japan's main islands. And residents in most potential transfer sites are adamantly opposed. If the Okinawa problem spreads to the rest of Japan, it could undermine national support for the alliance. Recent public opinion polls show growing Japanese opposition to the U.S. military presence. For example, an Asahi Shimbun survey conducted late last October (see table 1) found that 76 percent of Japanese favor gradually reducing U.S. bases in Okinawa while 14 percent want their immediate removal. Only 7 percent support the status quo. According to the same poll, 58 percent oppose moving the U.S. bases in Okinawa to the main islands. Only 28 percent approve. Especially worrisome is the drop in the number of Japanese who believe that the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty serves Japan's interest. Fifty-two percent thought so in April 1992, but only 42 percent felt that way ... 
Neg: Pullout Doesn’t Solve

Okinawans don’t want base removal – they want policies to make sure that the native peoples can survive without the leased lands they’ve depended on. 

Linda Isako Angst, asst. prof of anthropology @ Lewis and Clark, 2001, The Sacrifice of a Schoolgirl: The 1995 Rape Case, Discourses of Power, and Women’s Lives in Okinawa

The demands made by Okinawan interest groups within the anti-base movement vary. They include demands for the return of or compensation for base lands, often contaminated by toxins; policies and programs to protect women; stronger environmental regulations against noise and other pollution generated by the U.S. military; and greater regular access to ancestral tombs located on bases. Yet at the prefectural level elected officials argue for removal of all bases, which does not address or may be at odds with many of the above issues.

Base removals do not guarantee compensation for U.S.-used lands nor do they address how families will get along whose livelihoods, until now, depended on leased lands. Women’s groups will still require policies and infrastructure to deal with the influx of foreign male tourists, and women in the military service industries, who may not be in the anti-base movement, are torn: on the one hand, concerns for personal and family safety may lead to shared sentiments against the presence of bases; on the other hand, their livelihoods have depended on the work generated by bases.

Many Okinawans feel that development projects that enhance Okinawa’s main industry, services for the military and tourists, have forced them to reconcile or compromise moral/political concerns and revealed schisms within the protest movement. The proposed construction of a heliport off the coast of Nago (for U.S. equipment transferred from MCAS Futenma in Ginowan City) is not only politically controversial, but also raises concerns about environmental issues, including the endangerment of the dugong manatee, the flightless native bird yanbaru kweena, and the habu snake, and the destruction of local coral reefs by increased construction.
Neg - Strong alliance = China Tensions

A strong US Japan alliance threatens china.

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
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 1988.171

[NEG] Relations - Turn - Controversy Boosts Relations

Competing claims of public opinion flow neg – even strong opposition and division historically allows politicians to favorably reposition.

Robert Scales Jr. Major General in the US Army, history PhD from Duke and Larry M. Wortzel, US colonel and Asian Security expert,  “The Future U.S. Military Presence in Asia: Landpower and the Geostrategy of American Commitment” 4-99 WBTA
While executive-legislative conflict is an important element of domestic politics, an exclusive focus on this kind of conflict misses a great deal of what is interesting about internal politics by using the median legislator to represent what that body is willing to approve. A legislature polarized between almost equal numbers of extreme hawks and doves can nevertheless produce a median legislator who is quite close to the position of the chief executive. To get a more complete understanding of how domestic conflict relates to international cooperation, therefore the distribution of preferences within the domestic arena needs to be examined. Robert Putnam, the architect of the two-level game approach, proposed that there are essentially two ways in which domestic preferences can be distributed. 4 The distribution is homogeneous if all or most domestic actors agree that the best deal for their country lies at one end of a continuum, disagreeing only about how much to compromise away from this ideal. This would be the appropriate characterization, for example, if all Israelis agreed that an ideal peace settlement would be one under which the Palestinians agreed to end their violence without asking Israel to cede any control over Jerusalem. In many cases, however, domestic actors cannot agree on any single ideal set of terms. In trade negotiations, for example, producers threatened by low-cost foreign competition often fight for deals that preserve high tariffs even as exporters and consumers argue for deals that provide for substantial trade liberalization. Putnam calls this second type of preference distribution heterogeneous. In earlier work, I picked up this distinction and argued that domestic conflict generated by heterogeneous preferences is often quite compatible with high levels of international cooperation. Pointing to the pattern of results from a series of U.S.-Japan economic negotiations during the late 1980s and early 1990s, I argued that domestic divisions sometimes increase opportunities for cooperation. Domestic divisions in Japan that have involved a substantial segment of opinion supportive of the U.S. government’s position have created opportunities for the United States to strike cooperative deals with an initially resistant Japanese government. At the same time, I argued, divisions of this kind have actually helped shift the terms of bilateral deals in favor of the United States. While my earlier work focused exclusively on economic bargaining, I argue in this paper that heterogeneous preferences have also shaped the level and terms of U.S-Japan security cooperation. 

Specifically true for Okinawa.

Robert Scales Jr. Major General in the US Army, history PhD from Duke and Larry M. Wortzel, US colonel and Asian Security expert,  “The Future U.S. Military Presence in Asia: Landpower and the Geostrategy of American Commitment” 4-99 WBTA
However, the question of explaining the alliance to the public in both countries was not yet resolved. In September 1995 that fundamental over- sight became critical after three U.S. servicemen abducted and raped a young girl in Okinawa. Protests in Okinawa quickly turned national opinion in Japan against the desirability of U.S. forces in Japan and threw both governments into crisis mode. Private efforts at reaffirmation were no longer sufficient to sustain the alliance. The governments now had to signal their intention to at least partially redefine the alliance and adjust the U.S. military presence. They did so by establishing the Special Action Committee on Okinawa (SACO) in late 1995 to consolidate, realign and reduce U.S. bases, while maintaining current capabilities. That process did not prove easy, hut it moved the alliance out of the crisis caused by the rape. 
[NEG] Relations – Uniqueness - Japan supports Okinawa

Japan supports US presences despite Okinawan opposition.

Yumiko Mikanagi, prof of Political Science, International Christian University, Tokyo, 04 “Okinawa – Women, Bases, and US-Japan Relations” International Relations of the Asia-Pacific, vol. 4, WBTA 
However, this view is contradicted in the minds of the Japanese people. In addition to Prime Minister Hashimoto’s aforementioned belief that the US—Japan security arrangement is of crucial importance to the security of Japan. Japanese citizens seem to believe that the US—Japan Security Treaty exists to ensure peace for Japan. In a poll taken in 1997 by the Prime Minister’s Office. 30.2% of respondents supported the idea that ‘there is no danger of Japan being involved in a war’.2’ And among those who supported this idea, the second largest share of respondents (37.9%) answered that the reason to think so was ‘because of the existence of the US—Japan security treaty.’ [The largest share of respondents (43.5%) answered that it is ‘because the UN is making peace efforts.’] Thus the belief that the US – Japan Security Treat exists to ensure peace for Japan is a widely shared by both policymakers and citizens in Japan (save for a large number of Okinawan citizens). This may explain why the central government, reflecting the widely held views of the Japanese public and policymakers, pressured the Okinawa government to accept the intra-prefectural transfer of US military facilities.
[Neg] Alliance - Okinawa military key 

Okinawa base critical to the US goals
Richard L. Armitage Kurt M.Campbell, Michael J. Green, Joseph S. Nye et al. 2k, fmr. Dep. Secretary of State, CSIS, CFR, JFK School of Government at Harvard (also contributed to by James A. Kelly, Pacific Forum, Center for Strategic and International Studies; Edward J. Lincoln, Brookings Institution; Robert A. Manning, Council on Foreign Relations; Kevin G. Nealer, Scowcroft Group; James J. Przystup, Institute for National Strategic Studies, National Defense University; “The United States and Japan: Advancing Toward a Mature Partnership”, Institute for National Strategic Studies Special Report, October, http://www.ndu.edu/inss/strforum/SR_01/SR_Japan.htm)

OKINAWA A large concentration of U.S. forces in Japan—approximately 75 percent— are stationed on Okinawa. They are situated there because in matters of security, distance matters. Okinawa is positioned at the intersection of the East China Sea and the Pacific Ocean—only about one hour’s flying time from Korea, Taiwan, and the South China Sea. The U.S. Air Force base at Kadena provides a critical link to American power projection throughout the region. It is also crucial to the defense of Japan. The III Marine Expeditionary Force on Okinawa provides a self-sustaining, joint forward echelon for rapid response to problems in the region, ranging from evacuation of noncombatant personnel to serving as cutting edge combat elements to enable large formations to defeat aggression. But the heavy concentration of U.S. forces on Okinawa also creates an obvious burden for Japan and a less obvious one for the United States, arising, for example, from restrictions, such as those on training. Because of their intense operational tempo and younger demographic profile, the Marines have drawn particular scrutiny from a Japanese public ready for some changes in the U.S. military presence in the southernmost prefecture of the country. For their part, the Marines have striven to be better neighbors, but readiness and training have suffered with the growing constraints imposed on them by encroachment around the bases. And while statistics on incidents of misconduct by American service personnel are sharply down, in the current political climate, attention to episodes of deeply unfortunate behavior that do occur is sharply magnified. In 1996, the U.S.–Japan Special Action Committee on Okinawa (SACO) agreement called for a realignment, consolidation, and reduction of U.S. bases on Okinawa. The United States and Japan must complete implementation of that accord, which will reduce U.S. assets by about 5,000 hectares and 11 facilities, including the Marine Corps Air Station at Futenma. We believe the SACO agreement should have had an important fourth goal— diversification throughout the Asia-Pacific region. From a military perspective, it is important for U.S. forces to have broad and flexible access across the region. But from a political perspective, it is essential to ease the burden borne by the Okinawans so that our presence is sustainable and credible. American thinking about force structure in Japan must not stop with the SACO accord. The United States should consider broader and more flexible deployment and training options for the Marines throughout the region.
Neg – Alt causes to relations

Alt causes to US – Japan Relations – 7 of them: Iran, Burma, trade, history, agricultural protectionism, economic reform, currency manipulation.

Congressional Research Service  Emma Chanlett-Avery, an Analyst in Asian Affairs in the Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade division of CRS and Weston S. Konishi Analyst in Asian Affairs, CRS. “The Changing U.S.-Japan Alliance: Implications for U.S. Interests” 7-23-09
Other potential differences remain as well. Iran, upon which Japan depends heavily to meet its energy needs, and Burma, with which Japan has normalized relations, are examples of states that the United States has worked to ostracize; public differences on these and other foreign policy issues could at some point degrade the strong relations between Tokyo and Washington. In the 1980s and 1990s, differences over trade policies frayed bilateral ties; echoes of the old disputes were heard in Japan’s ban on importing U.S. beef because of mad cow disease fears from December 2003-July 2006. Some members of Congress have indicated concern with Japan’s treatment of World War II history issues, particularly the comfort women controversy and the depiction of the conflict in the Yushukan museum adjacent to the Yasukuni Shrine.28 Others have at various times voiced frustration with Japan’s agricultural protectionism, stalled economic reform efforts, and alleged currency manipulation.  

Neg – China tensions

China will freak over any change to the Alliance. 

Christopher Preble, the director of foreign policy studies, Cato Institute In addition to his books, Preble has published over 100 articles in major publications including USA Today, the Financial Times, the Wall Street Journal, the Foreign Service Journal, and the Harvard International Review.. “Two Normal Countries Rethinking the U.S.-Japan Strategic Relationship” 4-18-06
Matthews’s comments do not appear to reflect widespread sentiment within the United States, judging from some of the responses that the article elicited,47 but it is clear that many people in Asian nations that were occupied by the Japanese Imperial Army in the 1930s and 1940s remain deeply concerned about the possible resurgence of Japanese nationalism. Those fears contribute to objections to any alteration of the current U.S.-Japanese relationship, especially if such a change would make it easier for the Japanese to deploy their forces abroad. The Chinese, in particular, worry that any revision, either to the Japanese constitution or to the U.S.-Japan alliance, would automatically constitute a renunciation of the peaceful foreign policy currently enshrined within Article 9 and would inevitably lead to Japanese rearmament. 48 That argument essentially ignores that Japanese rearmament has been going on for many years. Indeed, the very term “rearmament” is inappropriate, given that Japan is already well armed. 
***OKINAWA KRITIK WORK***

Futenma Kritik 1AC – Inherency 

While the era of U.S military bases is receding, Washington is clinging desperately to a base it has no utility for, and US-Japan relations are suffering as a result. 

John Feffer, staff writer for Foreign Policy in Focus, 3/4/10, http://www.fpif.org/articles/can_japan_say_no_to_washington

For a country with a pacifist constitution, Japan is bristling with weaponry. Indeed, that Asian land has long functioned as a huge aircraft carrier and naval base for U.S. military power. We couldn’t have fought the Korean and Vietnam Wars without the nearly 90 military bases scattered around the islands of our major Pacific ally. Even today, Japan remains the anchor of what’s left of America’s Cold War containment policy when it comes to China and North Korea. From the Yokota and Kadena air bases, the United States can dispatch troops and bombers across Asia, while the Yokosuka base near Tokyo is the largest American naval installation outside the United States.

You’d think that, with so many Japanese bases, the United States wouldn’t make a big fuss about closing one of them. Think again.  The current battle over the Marine Corps air base at Futenma on Okinawa -- an island prefecture almost 1,000 miles south of Tokyo that hosts about three dozen U.S. bases and 75% of American forces in Japan -- is just revving up.  In fact, Washington seems ready to stake its reputation and its relationship with a new Japanese government on the fate of that base alone, which reveals much about U.S. anxieties in the age of Obama.
What makes this so strange, on the surface, is that Futenma is an obsolete base. Under an agreement the Bush administration reached with the previous Japanese government, the U.S. was already planning to move most of the Marines now at Futenma to the island of Guam. Nonetheless, the Obama administration is insisting, over the protests of Okinawans and the objections of Tokyo, on completing that agreement by building a new partial replacement base in a less heavily populated part of Okinawa.

The current row between Tokyo and Washington is no mere “Pacific squall,” as Newsweek dismissively described it. After six decades of saying yes to everything the United States has demanded, Japan finally seems on the verge of saying no to something that matters greatly to Washington, and the relationship that Dwight D. Eisenhower once called an “indestructible alliance” is displaying ever more hairline fractures. Worse yet, from the Pentagon’s perspective, Japan’s resistance might prove infectious -- one major reason why the United States is putting its alliance on the line over the closing of a single antiquated military base and the building of another of dubious strategic value.
During the Cold War, the Pentagon worried that countries would fall like dominoes before a relentless Communist advance. Today, the Pentagon worries about a different kind of domino effect. In Europe, NATO countries are refusing to throw their full support behind the U.S. war in Afghanistan. In Africa, no country has stepped forward to host the headquarters of the Pentagon’s new Africa Command. In Latin America, little Ecuador has kicked the U.S. out of its air base in Manta.

All of these are undoubtedly symptoms of the decline in respect for American power that the U.S. military is experiencing globally.  But the current pushback in Japan is the surest sign yet that the American empire of overseas military bases has reached its high-water mark and will soon recede.

Futenma Kritik 1AC – Inherency 

U.S. soldiers use aggression and sexual violence against girls and women in the localities surrounding the bases, in acts that aren’t taken seriously by the U.S. government. 

Gwyn Kirk, research analyst with the Global Fund for Women and a Foreign Policy In Focus columnist & John Feffer, author and international affairs representative in Eastern Europe and East Asia, March 14, 2008, http://www.fpif.org/articles/gender_and_us_bases_in_asia-pacific, "GENDER AND U.S. BASES IN ASIA PACIFIC" 

Military personnel are trained to dehumanize “others” as part of their preparation for war. Their aggressiveness, frustration, and fear spill over into local communities, for example in acts of violence against girls and women. Although most U.S. troops do not commit such violations, these incidents happen far too often to be accepted as aberrations. Racist and sexist stereotypes about Asian women – as exotic, accommodating, and sexually compliant – are an integral part of such violence. These crimes inflame local hostility and resistance to U.S. military bases and operations, and have long-lasting effects on victims/survivors. Cases are seriously underreported due to women’s shame and fear or their belief that perpetrators will not be apprehended.

This pattern of sexual violence reveals structural inequalities between Asian communities and the U.S. military, encoded in Status of Forces Agreements and Visiting Forces Agreements. The military sees each crime as an isolated act committed by individual soldiers. Local communities that protest these crimes see gendered violence as a structural issue that is perpetuated by legal, political, economic, and social structures.

Military prostitution continues despite the military’s declared “zero tolerance” policy, affirmed in Department of Defense memoranda and Executive Order 13387 that President George W. Bush signed in October 2005. These days, most women working in clubs near U.S. bases in South Korea and Japan/Okinawa are from the Philippines due to low wages, high unemployment, and the absence of sustainable economic development at home. These governments admit Philippine women on short-term entertainer visas.

Servicemen are still protected from prosecution for many infringements of local laws and customs. The sexual activity of foreign-based troops, including (but not exclusively) through prostitution, has had serious effects on women’s health, boosting rates of HIV/AIDS, sexually transmitted diseases, unwanted pregnancies, unsafe abortions, drug and alcohol dependency, and mental illness. U.S. Navy ships visit the Philippines for R & R and make stops at Pattaya (Thailand) where the sex-tourism industry flourished during the Vietnam War.
Futenma Kritik 1AC – Plan Text

Resolved: The United States federal government should remove all United States military presence from Japan. We’ll clarify.

Futenma Kritik 1AC – Sexual Violence Advantage

The US militaristic presence in Okinawa is imperialistic and justifies and perpetuates unthinkable abuses against women. 

Party for Socialism and Liberation, 3/4/08, http://www.pslweb.org/site/News2?page=NewsArticle&id=8600
The United States military presence in Japan has stoked fresh anger and resentment after a recent series of attacks on women.

Staff Sgt. Tyrone Luther Hadnott, 38, was arrested on Feb. 10 amid the outcry of the people of Okinawa for the rape of a 14-year-old girl. Shortly thereafter, another U.S. soldier was accused of sexually assaulting a Filipino woman at a hotel—the second such incident in less than ten days. Four months earlier, U.S. servicemen from the Iwakuni U.S. Marine Corp Air Station gang raped a woman in Hiroshima City.

The population’s justified rage has forced the U.S. military to take face-saving measures restraining its occupying forces. The U.S. military limited some 45,000 troops, civilian employees and their families to bases, workplaces or off-base homes indefinitely on Feb. 20, going beyond a midnight curfew already in place.

On Feb. 29, prosecutors released Hadnott and dropped charges against him, reportedly because the victim chose not to pursue the case.

By March 3, the military had already announced an end to the curfew for civilians and a relaxation of the curfew for military personnel to only cover late night and early morning hours. The announcement came despite violations of the curfew, including one where an intoxicated soldier smashed an office window with a steel pipe.

More often than not, U.S. soldiers are permitted to do as they please and criminal actions are hushed up or the offender is given a slap on the wrist. These heinous criminal acts only add to the grievances behind decades of opposition to U.S. presence on the island chain.

It is a typical trend for U.S. military personnel camped out on foreign lands to abuse the local population. Such incidents rarely surface.

Violence against women is a common offense committed by imperialist soldiers. Such recurring criminal acts are not merely coincidental nor do they spring from a handful of "bad apples" such as Hadnott. Violence against the local population near U.S. military bases abroad is the direct result of the racism each soldier is indoctrinated with, and women are particularly vulnerable.

The Army does its fair share to create the conditions for such crimes. The U.S. military uses 7,000 Filipinas to serve its soldiers in Okinawa. During the first Gulf War, rest-and-recreation ships were reportedly floated for the U.S. servicemen with 50 Filipino women each. As of one year ago, 900 Filipinas worked for $200 a month at "massage parlors" inside U.S. camps and bases in Iraq.

In that context, the November 2005 rape of a 22-year-old Filipino woman by U.S. soldiers in Olongapo City, Philippines may have been shocking, but was hardly surprising. When Lance Corporal Daniel Smith was found guilty, the U.S. government quickly negotiated his release into U.S. custody by threatening to suspend joint military exercises in the Philippines.

U.S. military presence in Japan

It is not commonly highlighted that the United States has several major bases in Japan. Following its defeat in World War II, Japan was reduced to the status of a regional junior partner to the United States, who has established a number of military bases in Japanese territory. The bases are a springboard for projecting of U.S. power into the Korean peninsula and the rest of East Asia.

Okinawa was the site of significant battle in World War II. The United States has kept bases in Japan despite returning formal control of the islands to Japan by 1972.

The U.S. base in Okinawa is highly valuable for its hegemony in the region. Okinawans, an oppressed nation within Japanese territory, have long fought back against U.S. occupation.

For decades, Okinawans have voiced their opposition to the crime, crowding and noise brought by U.S. troops. Protests in the 1990s forced the closing of a Marine air station, and now a plan to build a new airstrip on the island has stirred persistent opposition.

The United States does not want any element of a popular threat to its presence in Okinawa. U.S. military officials have apologized profusely and Ambassador Thomas Schieffer traveled to Okinawa in order to avert a larger crisis.

The week following Hadnott's arrest, Okinawan lawmakers passed resolutions demanding tighter discipline among U.S. troops. Demonstrations of hundreds have been organized to voice outrage at the ghastly crime and to demand an end to the occupational U.S. base on their island.

It would not be the first time that outcry to a crime committed by U.S. personnel in Okinawa resulted in popular pressure to end the U.S. occupation. Hadnott’s crime is being compared to the 1995 rape of a 12-year-old Okinawan girl by three U.S. servicemen. That incident triggered massive protests against the U.S. military, including a march of 85,000 people. The three men were convicted and sentenced to prison.

Futenma Kritik 1AC – Sexual Violence Advantage

Card continues, no text removed 

The U.S.-Japan Status of Forces Agreement, signed in 1960, has also been a focus of protest. The agreement restricts the jurisdiction of the Japanese government and allows the U.S. military to maintain custody of someone accused of a crime until a formal indictment is filed in a Japanese court. These types of legal agreements that provide protection or full exemption from local law have always been an integral element of colonial relations, and the U.S. government demands nothing less for its soldiers.

U.S. troops out of Japan and all of Asia!
The recent cases of sexual assault are only the most well known. Unknown numbers of women have been the victims of sexual and other violence for the entirety of the U.S. presence in Japan. There are also many other incidents, such as murder, harassment, drunk driving and property destruction that are regularly carried out by U.S. military personnel around bases.

The crimes committed by U.S. troops are a product of the colonial mentality instilled by the military to serve the needs of imperialism. They take place in the context of the current plans of the U.S. government to expand its military presence Okinawa, Iwakuni and Kanagawa, Japan.

Only the removal of U.S. bases abroad can bring such atrocities to an end. A growing movement in Okinawa, the Japanese mainland and throughout Asia is voicing this demand.
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The origins of our military bases in Japan lie in the U.S.’s patriarchal goals – today, they actively condone and increase gender inequality. 

Gwyn Kirk, research analyst with the Global Fund for Women and a Foreign Policy In Focus columnist & John Feffer, author and international affairs representative in Eastern Europe and East Asia, March 14, 2008, http://www.fpif.org/articles/gender_and_us_bases_in_asia-pacific, "GENDER AND U.S. BASES IN ASIA PACIFIC"
Militarism is a system of institutions, investments, and values, which is much wider and more deeply entrenched than any specific war. To create alternate definitions of genuine peace and security, it is important to understand institutionalized gendered relations and other unequal power dynamics including those based on class, colonialism, and racism inherent in U.S. military policy and practice.
Demilitarization requires a de-linking of masculinity and militarism, stopping the glorification of war and warriors, and defining adventure and heroism in nonmilitary terms. It also requires genuinely democratic processes and structures for political and economic decision-making at community, national and transnational levels. In addition, the United States must take responsibility for cleaning up all military contamination in the Asia-Pacific region.

Instead of undermining indigenous control of lands and resources in Guam, for example, the United States and local government agencies should support the self-determination of the Chamorro people. The proposed Marines base for Henoko (Okinawa) should be scrapped and the Japanese government should redirect funds earmarked for it to economic development to benefit Okinawan people.

Since military expansion is a partner in corporate capitalist expansion, economic, political, and social development based on self-sufficiency, self-determination, and ecological restoration of local resources must be encouraged. Communities adjoining U.S. bases in all parts of the region suffer from grossly distorted economies that are overly reliant on the services (legal and illegal) that U.S. soldiers support. This economic dependency affects local men as well as women. Locally directed projects, led by those who understand community concerns, should be supported, together with government reforms to redistribute resources for such initiatives.

In addition, the United States and Asian governments need to revise their legal agreements to protect local communities. Local people need transparency in the implementation of these policies, in interagency involvement (Pentagon, State Department, Department of the Interior, Environmental Protection Agency) and in executive orders that affect U.S. military operations in the region. Such revisions should include the ability for host governments to prosecute perpetrators of military violence so that the U.S. military can be held accountable for the human consequences of its policies.

U.S. military expansion and restructuring in the Asia-Pacific region serve patriarchal U.S. goals of “full spectrum dominance.” Allied governments are bribed, flattered, threatened, or coerced into participating in this project. Even the apparently willing governments are junior partners who must, in an unequal relationship, shoulder the costs of U.S. military policies.

For the U.S. military, land and bodies are so much raw material to use and discard without responsibility or serious consequences to those in power. Regardless of gender, soldiers are trained to dehumanize others so that, if ordered, they can kill them. Sexual abuse and torture committed by U.S. military personnel and contractors against Iraqi prisoners in Abu Ghraib prison illustrate a grim new twist on militarized violence, where race and nation “trumped” gender. White U.S. women were among the perpetrators, thereby appropriating the masculinized role. The violated Iraqi men, meanwhile, were forced into the feminized role.

Gendered inequalities, which are fundamental to U.S. military operations in the Asia-Pacific region, affect men as well as women. Young men who live near U.S. bases see masculinity defined in military terms. They may work as cooks or bartenders who provide rest and relaxation to visiting servicemen. They may be forced to migrate for work to larger cities or overseas, seeking to fulfill their dreams of giving their families a better future.

U.S. peace movements should not only address U.S. military involvement in the Middle East, but also in other parts of the world. Communities in the Asia-Pacific region have a long history of contesting U.S. militarism and offer eloquent testimonies to the negative impact of U.S. military operations there. These stories provide insights into the gendered dynamics of U.S. foreign and military policy, and the complicity of allied nations in this effort. Many individuals and organizations are crying out for justice, united by threads of hope and visions for a different future. Our job is to listen to them and to act accordingly.
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The neocolonization of Okinawa has brought about exploitation of women’s sexuality through patriarchal policies, naturalizing masculine violence. 

Ayano Ginoza, prof women’s studies, Washington State University, September 2005, http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/4/0/7/1/pages40718/p40718-1.php, “The American Village as a Space of Militarism and Tourism: U.S. Militarism, Gender Hierarchy, Class, and Race in Okinawa,” p. 10-14

In the American Village, traditional Japanese gender roles seems to be less restrictive due to the absence of the Japanese and Okinawan cultural presence. However, once women are freed and alienated from the Japanese social gender norms in the American Village, their sexuality becomes subjugated to the militarization of GIs. As Teaiwa affirms: “This collaboration between militarism and tourism affects the complex process of displacement and social mobility for Islanders, affecting the physical, mental, and emotional health of island bodies” (252). Thus, the space of the American village negotiates and fluctuates with Japanese women’s social class, gender, and race relations. The carefully designed popular images of an American landscape entice younger GIs and Japanese women in particular. Suzuyo Takazato, a politician and feminist activist against military violence, also points out that, through media, “Japanese young girls” 10 constantly receive images of “U.S. soldiers as friendly foreigners” and “images of movie heroes” which make them “dream of…the opportunity to court U.S. soldiers” (Takazato 263). The imagined American popular landscape exploits that dream and supposedly provides an opportunity to experience that dream. The idealization of the American landscape prevents Okinawan women and tourists from questioning, challenging, and explaining the militarization of Okinawan women’s sexualities. Further, Okinawan women in the American Village who enjoy the access to the American style commodities and entertainment in the space neutralize the tension between Okinawan conflicts with U.S. imperialism and mitigate the restlessness of the Okinawan- U.S. issue. Masahide Ota, the former Okinawan governor and a tireless critic of the U.S. military bases, laments that the younger generation of Okinawan women who “[have] no immediacy” to military violence “freely accept the bases” (148). Both Takazato and Ota lament Okinawan women’s incapability and lack of knowledge about militarization. However, they seem to dismiss the sociopolitical process of naturalizing the militarization of the Okinawan landscape. Most of the time, the militarization process is so naturally constructed in the landscape of Okinawa through media that people, even politicians, easily dismiss the process and end up blaming and lamenting the women’s behaviors. This shows the vulnerability of younger Okinawans who interpret the neocolonization of the space as urbanization. In this space, thus, Okinawan women are the ones most sexually visible and easily seen as a cause of the sexual assaults and militarization of their bodies although they are the ones most impacted and sexually and racially violated. While Okinawan women consume the positive image of America and romanticize the idea of dating GIs, GIs objectify and exploit the women’s sexuality. This often results in sexual abuse and rape of Okinawan women. An article in Time titled “Sex and Race in 11 Okinawa: U.S. Servicemen and Local Women Can Be A Volatile Mix, A Rape Allegation Against An American Casts Harsh Light on The Island’s Race Relations” describes a rape case in the American Village. This article illustrates a militarized situation of the American Village with a hypersexualized image of female tourists from mainland Japan as “dream seekers” whose “biggest draws” are “the real live Americans” (August 27, 2001, p39). In the article, the American Village is depicted as “[r]eminders of Uncle Sam abound— America Mart, America Hotel and Club America”: A two-story emporium called American Depot stands in the shadow of a giant Ferris wheel emblazoned with a Coca-Cola logo. Even at traditional matsuri, or summer festivals, children wave cotton candy, shirtless skateboarders do stunts on open walkways and women in shorts and bikini tops lick jewel-colored snow cones. Tourists and dream seekers from the Japanese mainland flock [there]. The biggest draws, especially for Japanese women, are the real live Americans. (39) This not only provides the American journalists’ view of the American Village, but also stereotypes hypersexualized Asian women’s bodies which are available to desire “the real live American” males. The sexual objectification of women’s bodies—“lick[ing] jewel- colored snow cones”—is constructed to justify the rape against Japanese women. At the same time, Americans are on display and commodified as well. According to Lynn Lu, description of Asian women’s bodies by the Western media derives from “the Western (male) popular imagination” which constructed “the exotic mysteries of [Asian women’s] sex” (17). However, a crucial aspect to be noticed here is that in the American Village the young generations of Okinawans are able to perform and dress like younger generations of Americans, and GIs racialize this performance as exotic and sexual. As Enloe points out, popular media “can become the basis for crafting patriarchal and militarized public 12 policies” (The Curious Feminist 228). This “public policy discourse,” she argues, “acknowledges a woman either as silently symbolic or silently victimized” and privileges masculinity (229). Thus, the hypersexualization of women’s bodies is a product of dynamic political and patriarchal ideas which valorize women’s sexuality. The women’s hypersexualized bodies are also racialized in the media. In an interview for the online Time Magazine, a “U.S. Air Force guy” arrogantly generalizes Okinawan women’s attitudes towards GIs: [Okinawan women] come out to bars. They know we’re there. What do you think they’re looking for? I mean, come on, they know what can happen, they’ve heard the stories, too. I mean, they live in Okinawa, and they still keep coming, looking for us. So what does that tell you? So they come in, have a good time, and the guy says, so you want to come home with me, and they say, sure, because that sounds like fun and you 
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know we Americans treat them a helluva lot better than the Japanese guys do, right? (2 July 2001) This demonstrates the ways in which GIs conceive of Okinawan women’s sexuality as compared to “Japanese guys.” Those GIs not only sexualize Okinawan women’s bodies, but at the same time racialize them by generalizing all Okinawan women’s bodies as sexually available to GIs. Moreover, the implication is that GIs masculinize themselves by denigrating Japanese men. This also justifies GIs’ sexual abuse of Okinawan women in the American Village where they consider Okinawan women are GIs’ objects. That is, they are claiming the western masculine centrality against Okinawan women’s bodies. The hypersexualization and racialization of Okinawan women’s bodies by U.S. 13 media and GIs demonstrate the dynamics of sociopolitical processes that militarize Okinawan women’s bodies and naturalize masculinized violence.
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Patriarchy sanctions and perpetuates war and environmental destruction – we must take a stance against patriarchy to move away from militarism. 

Karen Warren and Duane Cady, Assistant Professors @ Macalester College and Hamline University, 1996, “Bringing peace home: feminism, violence, and nature,” p. 12-13

Operationalized, the evidence of patriarchy as a dysfunctional system is found in the behaviors to which it gives rise, (c) the unmanageability, (d) which results. For example, in the United States, current estimates are that one out of every three or four women will be raped by someone she knows; globally, rape, sexual harassment, spouse-beating, and sado-masochistic pornography are examples of behaviors practices, sanctioned, or tolerated within patriarchy. In the realm of environmentally destructive behaviors, strip-mining, factory farming, and pollution of the air, water, and soil are instances of behaviors maintained and sanctioned within patriarchy. They, too, rest on the faulty beliefs that it is okay to “rape the earth,” that it is “man’s God-given right” to have dominion (that is, domination) over the earth, that nature has only instrumental value, that environmental destruction is the acceptable price we pay for “progress.” And the presumption of warism, that war is a natural, righteous, and ordinary way to impose dominion on a people or nation, goes hand in hand with patriarchy and leads to dysfunctional behaviors of nations and ultimately to international unmanageability. Much of the current “unmanageability” of contemporary life in patriarchal societies, (d), is then viewed as a consequence of a patriarchal preoccupation with activities, events, and experiences that reflect historically male-gender-identified beliefs, values, attitudes, and assumptions. Included among these real-life consequences are precisely those concerns with nuclear proliferation, war, environmental destruction, and violence towards women, which many feminists see as the logical outgrowth of patriarchal thinking. In fact, it is often only through observing these dysfunctional behaviors—the symptoms of dysfunctionality—that one can truly see that and how patriarchy serves to maintain and perpetuate them. When patriarchy is understood as a dysfunctional system, this “unmanageability” can be seen for what it is—as a predictable and thus logical consequence of patriarchy. The theme that global environmental crises, war, and violence generally are predictable and logical consequences of sexism and patriarchal culture is pervasive in ecofeminist literature. Ecofeminist Charlene Spretnak, for instance, argues that “a militarism and warfare are continual features of a patriarchal society because they reflect and instill patriarchal values and fulfill needs of such a system. Acknowledging the context of patriarchal conceptualizations that feed militarism is a first step toward reducing their impact and preserving life on Earth.” Stated in terms of the foregoing model of patriarchy as a dysfunctional social system, the claims by Spretnak and other feminists take on a clearer meaning: Patriarchal conceptual frameworks legitimate impaired thinking (about women, national and regional conflict, the environment) which is manifested in behaviors which, if continued, will make life on earth difficult, if not impossible. It is a stark message, but it is plausible. Its plausibility lies in understanding the conceptual roots of various woman-nature-peace connections in regional, national, and global contexts.
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Rejecting sexual violence comes first – our discussion of international politics must include discussions of sexuality or the oppression of women will continue unabated. 



Gayle Rubin, Assistant Professor @ University of Michigan , 1999, http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=MlZbFt6421gC&oi=fnd&pg=PA143&dq=Thinking+Sex:+Notes+for+a+Radical+Theory+of+the+Politics+of+Sexuality&ots=hTjBW1cmQu&sig=K7cCfpBTDnMz_4Jlf0LFTwWZFk4, [CJL] , "Culture, Society, and Sexuality," p.143

The time has come to think about sex. To some, sexuality may seem to be an unimportant topic, a frivolous diversion from the more critical problems of poverty, war, disease, racism, famine, or nuclear annihilation. But it is precisely at times such as these, when we live with the possibility of unthinkable destruction, that people are likely to become dangerously crazy about sexuality. Con temporary conflicts over sexual values and erotic conduct have much in common with the religious disputes of earlier centuries. They acquire immense symbolic weight. Disputes over sexual behaviour often become the vehicles for displacing social anxieties, and discharging their attendant emotional intensity. Consequently, sexuality should be treated with special respect in times of great social stress. The realm of sexuality also has its own internal politics, inequities, and modes of oppression. As with other aspects of human behaviour, the concrete institutional forms of sexuality at any given time and place are products of human activity. They are imbued with conflicts of interest and political maneuver, both deliberate and incidental. In that sense, sex is always political. But there are also historical periods in which sexuality is more sharply contested and more overtly politicized. In such periods, the domain of erotic life is, in effect, renegotiated.
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Okinawa has long suffered the wrath of American imperialism

George Feifer, editor of World Policy Journal, Fall of 2000, Ebsco

Japanese and American veterans of the Battle of Okinawa who return as tourists often gape at the Rising Sun and the Stars and Stripes flying side by side from tall flagpoles. Okinawans see less irony in those banners than the hallmarks of their centuries-long subjugation. The American participation began in 1853, when Matthew Perry called on Okinawa on his way to open Japan. "It would be difficult for you to imagine the beauties of this island with respect to the charming scenery and the marvelous perfection of cultivation," the commodore wrote, rubbing his eyes like previous visitors. But he was not so beguiled as not to point his big guns at the utterly inoffensive islanders before making brazen, unprovoked demands. Determined to secure an American base there, Perry claimed suzerainty over the Ryukyus. By the time his report of this act reached Washington, the presidency had been assumed by Franklin Pierce, who, convinced the occupation would require congressional approval, ordered it to end. Still, the ambitious commodore compelled a captive Ryukyu monarchy to sign a flagrantly unequal, unjust "friendship" treaty that established a "permanent anchorage" on Okinawa for the United States. General MacArthur's assertion of the same was couched in strikingly similar language. The United States had to maintain dominion over the Ryukyus, the supreme commander insisted, because they were "absolutely essential to the defense of our Western Pacific Frontier...[and] in my opinion, failure to secure them for control by the United States might prove militarily disastrous." To avoid association with nineteenth-century imperialism, the defense of our "frontier" was said to greatly benefit Okinawans too, just as Japan had claimed throughout the much longer history of its mistreatment of the island. Even today, Pentagon strategists maintain the island still needs our protection, now against China's expansionist potential. Citing the threat to Taiwan, some 400 miles to the southwest, they argue that the Okinawan bases are "the linchpin" of America's Far East strategy. Some military experts doubt the bases are a right or necessary linchpin, or that Okinawa is suitable for training troops; Hawaii or Guam, both said to be willing to accept a transfer, would be better. Moreover, these experts argue that withdrawing our installations from the island, which is "dangerously vulnerable" to missile attack, would enhance our Pacific defenses by freeing us from an obsolete Cold War stance that also impedes the rapid deployment of the highly mobile forces more likely to be needed to meet current crises. Aircraft carriers for launching quick strikes at distant targets have become much more valuable than fixed bases. But whatever the rights and wrongs of that dispute, the major powers' pursuit of their own strategic interests is precisely what has long tormented Okinawans. They might consider the burden of the bases less onerous if they could understand their benefit to them. Even before the Soviet Union's collapse, some Okinawans were emboldened to ask what the bases were protecting them from. Never having had an argument with Moscow and now having none with Bejing, the majority fear the purportedly "protecting" installations, with their dangerous equipment and potential as targets, more than any conceivable enemy.
Japan was occupied for the singular reason of serving as the linchpin of the American anticommunist bastion of racism and imperialism 

Mire Koikari is an assistant professor in the Women's Studies Program at the University of Hawai'i, Manoa. 2002, < http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/3347272.pdf>
As MacArthur’s Fourth of July message indicates, US interventions in Asia, including Japan, were driven by missionary zeal for racial uplift. Civilizing and remarking racially inferior Others in the image of racially superior America/West constituted a central theme in both cases. Both the Filipinos and Japanese were made “students” who were to be reformed in the school of American democracy. Significantly, the racist paradigm of US interventions in pre- and postwar Asia had a predecessor in European colonial cultural politics, which has been widely discussed since publication of Edward Said’s Orientalism in 1978. Yet continuities between European colonialism and US overseas expansionism go beyond a racist, binary construction of Self and Other. The US colonization of the Philippines at the end of the nineteenth century challenged – and replaced – its European predecessor, the Spanish colonial power. In like manner, fifty years later the US occupation of Japan replaced European as well as Japanese colonial domination in Asia and competed against the Soviet Union for hegemony in the region. John Dower argues that the postwar US policy in Asia and the Pacific aimed at converting the area into an “American Lake” against the communist block, which would replace the Pax Britanica with a Pax Americana. MacArthur’s statement in 1949 reveals the American vision of incorporating Asia and the Pacific into its Cold War strategies: Now the Pacific has become an Anglo-Saxon lake and our line of defense runs through the chain of 
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islands fringing the coast of Asia. It starts from the Philippines and continues through Ryukyu archipelago which includes its broad main bastion, Okinawa. Then it bends back through Japan and the Aleutian Island chain to Alaska. In this American Cold War strategy, Japan constituted the “linchpin in an iron noose of American containment in Asia.” The US intervention in postwar Japan and Asia at large, in which the former extended its military, political, economic, and cultural authority over the latter, comes surprising close to the classic definition of imperialism. As Dower states, during and after the occupation the United States successfully established its own military bases in sovereign Japan, particularly Okinawa; incorporated the Japanese economy, together with that of Southeast Asia, as “part of a ‘great crescent’ of anticommunist containment in Asia,” often at the expense of workers’ rights; turned Japan into a political ally subordinated to the US domestic and geopolitical interests; and attempted massive “Americanization” of its culture. With these observations, it is not hard to recognize that in terms of intent, processes, and consequences, the American interventions in postwar Japan constitute an instance of imperialism.
US foreign bases are used to project and perpetuate its military empire

STEPHEN R. SHALOM is the author of Imperial Alibis: Rationalizing U.S. Intervention After the Cold War (South End Press, 1993), and is on the editorial board of NEW POLITICS, Winter 1999, New Politics, <http://ww3.wpunj.edu/newpol/issue26/shalom26.htm>
If nuclear weapons are to remain part of the U.S. arsenal and if military interventions are still to be relied on, then Washington will continue to need foreign military bases. And sure enough, U.S. officials have continued their persistent effort to secure military access wherever they can. Thus, though the U.S. Navy was thrown out of Subic by a nationalist Philippine Senate in 1991, the Pentagon has been working with compliant Philippine officials to find some backdoor way to obtain some form of basing rights. In Japan, despite the overwhelming opposition of the people of Okinawa, the Pentagon and Tokyo politicians are intent on maintaining U.S. military facilities. And military access agreements have been concluded with Singapore, Malaysia, Indonesia, and Thailand. Such U.S. bases serve two principle purposes. First, they allow Washington to intervene, to threaten intervention, or simply to act provocatively wherever it chooses. Of course we are told that these bases help to maintain regional stability. But consider, for example, the case of North Korea. Washington reached an agreement to provide the North Koreans with civilian nuclear power technology and oil in return for assurances that Pyongyang would end its nuclear weapons program. Emboldened by its regional military bases and its stepped up military exercises in South Korea, the United States has simply refused to keep its side of the deal. When North Korea responded to U.S. bad faith with reckless cruise missile tests, U.S. saber-rattling escalated. And, tellingly, Secretary of Defense William Cohen has declared that there will be a U.S. presence on the Korean peninsula even when there is a unified Korea (remarks to World Affairs Council, Los Angeles, June 29, 1998). A second purpose of foreign bases is to ensure the dependence of Washington's major allies. Ostensibly defensive alliances, such as NATO and the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty, have been intended to keep potential rivals in a state of military -- and thus political and ultimately economic -- dependency. The United States has been trying to get its allies to pick up an increasingly larger share of the costs of the U.S. bases, but Washington has resolutely blocked any effort for independent action on the part of its partners. Thus, Washington has refused to turn over any part of NATO's southern command to a European, and rejected any peacetime European planning within NATO. Military action by the allies in support of U.S. interests is welcome -- in fact, the U.S. has continually pressed Japan to ignore its constitutional prohibition on war -- whether in the Middle East or in defense of Pacific sealanes. Independent action, however, is unacceptable.
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American imperialism is based off the skewed vision of self-imposed leadership via military expansionism; we cannot explain the problems we face without getting rid of this illusion 
Chalmers Johnson is an American author and 

emeritus" 
professor emeritus
 of the University of California, San Diego. He served in the Korean war, was a consultant for the CIA from 1967–1973, and led the Center for Chinese Studies at the University of California, Berkeley for years.[1] He is also president and co-founder of the Japan Policy Research Institute (now based at the University of San Francisco), an organization promoting public education about Japan and Asia.[2] He has written numerous books including, most recently, three examinations of the consequences of 

Empire" 
American Empire
: Blowback, The Sorrows of Empire, and Nemesis: The Last Days of the American Republic. 2000. Pg. 7, 8 of Blowback

…only a few missiles in essentially doctored tests have hit their targets- but it is unquestionably expensive, and arms sales, both domestic and foreign, have become one of the Pentagon’s most important missions. I believe the profligate waste of our resources on irrelevant weapons systems and the Asian economic meltdown, as well as the continuous trail of military “accidents” and of terrorist attacks on American installations and embassies, are all portents of a twenty-first century crisis in America’s informal empire, an empire based on the projection of military power to every corner of the world and on the use of American capital and markets to force global economic integration on our terms, at whatever costs to others. To predict the future is an undertaking no thoughtful person would rush to embrace. What form our imperial crisis is likely to take years or even decades from now is, of course, impossible to know. But history indicates that, sooner or later, empires do reach such moments, and it seems reasonable to assume that we will not miraculously escape that fate. What we have freed ourselves of, however, is any genuine consciousness of how we might look to others on this globe. Most Americans are probably unaware of how Washington exercises its global hegemony, since so much of this activity takes place either in relative secrecy or under comforting rubrics. Many may, as a start, find it hard to believe that our place in the world even adds up to an empire. But only when we come to see our country as both profiting from and trapped within the structures of an empire of its own making will it be possible for us to explain many elements of the world that otherwise perplex us. Without good explanations, we cannot possibly produce policies that will bring us sustained peace and prosperity in a post—Cold War world. What has gone wrong in Japan after half a century of government-guided growth under U.S. protection? Why should the emergence of a strong China be to anyone’s disadvantage? Why do American policies toward human rights, weapons proliferation, terrorism, drug cartels, and the environment strike so many foreigners as the essence of hypocrisy? Should American-owned and -managed multinational firms be instruments, beneficiaries, or adversaries of United States foreign policy? Is the free flow of capital really as vulnerable as free trade in commodities and manufactured goods? These kinds of questions can only be answered once we begin to grasp what the United States really is. If Washington is the headquarters of a global military-economic dominion, the answers will be very different than if we think of the United States as simply one among many sovereign nations. There is a logic to empire that differs from the logic of a nation, and acts committed in service to an empire but never acknowledged as such have a tendency to haunt the future.  
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The problem with American imperialism is America itself; it has metamorphosized into a militarist institution where its original democratic foundations have withered into oblivion   
Chalmers Johnson, professor @ UCSD, 2000. Pg. 221-223 of Blowback

… his dispute with Congress. But much like the warfare between Gorbachev and the Communist old guard in the Soviet Union, it had the effect of further weakening the structures of political authority. Congressional willingness to resort to so untested a device as impeachment combined with a president willing to try to divert attention through warlike actions suggests a loss of prudence, even a recklessness, on the part of American elites that could be fatal to the American empire in a time of crisis. Even though the United States at century’s end appears to have the necessary firepower and economic resources to neutralize all challengers, I believe our very hubris ensures our undoing. A classic mistake of empire managers is to come to believe that there is nowhere within their domain—in our case, nowhere on earth—in which their presence is not crucial. Sooner or later, it becomes psychologically impossible not to insist on involvement everywhere, which is, of course, a definition of imperial overextension. Already, the United States cannot afford its various and ongoing global military deployments and interventions and has begun extracting ever growing amounts of “host-nation support” from its clients, or even direct subsidies from its “allies."  Japan, one of many allied nations that helped finance the massive American military effort in the Gulf War, paid up to the tune of $13 billion. (The U.S. government even claimed in the end to have made a profit on the venture.)  Japan also pays more generously than any other nation for the American troops on its soil. On the economic front, the arrogance, contempt, and triumphalism with which the United States handled the East Asian Financial crisis guarantees blowback for decades to come. Capitals like Jakarta and Seoul smolder with the sort of resentment that the Germans had in the 1920s, when inflation and the policies of Britain and France destabilized the Weimar regime. ln the long run, the people of the United States are neither militaristic enough nor rich enough to engage in the perpetual police actions, wars, and bailouts their government’s hegemonic policies will require, Moreover, in Asia the United States now faces a renascent China, not only the world’s oldest continuously existent civilization but the product of the biggest revolution among all historical cases. Today, China is both the world’s most populous society and its fastest growing economy. The United States cannot hope to “contain" China; it can only adjust to it. But our policies of global hegemony leave us unprepared and far too clumsy in even our limited attempts to arrive at such an adjustment. Meanwhile, the Chinese are very much aware of the large American expeditionary force deployed within striking distance of their borders and the naval units permanently off their coastline. It does not take a Thucydides to predict that this developing situation portends conflict. The indispensable instrument for maintaining the American empire is its huge military establishment. Despite the money lavished on it, the endless praise for it in the media, and the overstretch and blowback it generates, the military always demands more. In the decade following the end of the Cold War, military budgets consistently gave priority to an arms race that had no other participants. For example, the Pentagon’s budget for the fiscal year 2000 called for replacing the F-15, “the world’s most advanced aircraft," with the 1:-22, also “the world’s most advanced aircraft." The air force wanted 339 F-22s at $188 million each, three times the cost of the airplane it is replacing, The United States already has 1,094 F»15s, against which there is no equal or more capable aircraft on earth. The last Clinton defense budget included funds for yet more nuclear-attack submarines, for which there is no conceivable use or contingency. They merely provide work for local defense contractors and will join the fleet of America's “floating Chernobyls," along with its nuclear-powered aircraft carriers, cruising the seas waiting for an accident to occur. The American military at the end of the century is becoming an autonomous system. We no longer have a draft army based on the obligation of citizens to serve their nation. When the Vietnam War exposed the inequities of the draft—for example, the ease with which college students could gain deferments—Congress decided to abolish conscription rather than enforce it in an equitable manner. Today, the military is an entirely mercenary force, made up of volunteers paid salaries by the Pentagon. Although the military still tries to invoke the public’s support for a force made up of fellow citizens, this force is increasingly separated from civilian interests and devoted to military ones. Equipped with the most advanced precision-guided munitions, high- performance aircraft, and intercontinental-range missiles, the American armed forces can unquestionably deliver death and destruction to any target on earth and expect little in the way of retaliation. Even so, these forces voraciously demand more and newer equipment, while the Pentagon now more or less sets its own agenda. Accustomed to life in a half-century-old, well-established empire,
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 the corporate interests of the armed forces have begun to take precedence over the older idea that the military is only one of several means that a democratic government might employ to implement its policies. As their size and prominence grow over time, the armed forces of an empire tend to displace other instruments of foreign policy implementation. What also grows is militarism, “a vast array of customs, interests, prestige, actions, and thought associated with armies and wars and yet transcending true military purpose"—and certainly a reasonable description of the American military ethos today.7 “Blowback“ is shorthand for saying that a nation reaps what it sows, even if it does not fully know or understand what it has sown. Given its wealth and power, the United States will be a prime recipient in the foreseeable future of all of the more expectable forms of blowback, particularly terrorist attacks against Americans in and out of the armed forces anywhere on earth, including within the United States. But it is blowback in its larger aspect—the tangible costs of empire—that truly threatens it. Empires are costly operations, and they become more costly by the year. The hollowing out of American industry, for instance, is a form of blowback—an unintended negative consequence of American policy— even though it is seldom recognized as such. The growth of militarism in a once democratic society is another example of blowback. Empire is the problem. Even though the United States has a strong sense of invulnerability and substantial military and economic tools to make such a feeling credible, the fact of its imperial pretensions means that a crisis is inevitable. More imperialist projects simply generate more blowback. 
American imperialism is the root cause of nuclear war; the aff is the only plausible module of solving

Robert William Jensen is a professor of journalism at the University of Texas at Austin College of Communication. Jensen also is director of the Senior Fellows Program, the honors program of the UT College of Communication. 6/15/10, < http://www.commondreams.org/view/2010/06/15-3>
If we are serious about the abolition of nuclear weapons, we have to place the abolition of the U.S. empire at the center of our politics.  That means working toward a world free of nuclear weapons demands we not only critique the reactionary wing of the U.S. power structure, the Bushes and Cheneys and Rumsfelds -- call them the reckless hawks. A serious commitment to a future free of nuclear weapons demands critique of moderate wing, the Obamas and Bidens and Clintons -- call them the reasonable hawks. The former group is psychotic, while the latter is merely cynical. After eight years of reckless reactionary psychotics, it's easy to be lulled into a false sense of security by reasonable moderate cynics. But we should remember that a hawk is a hawk. The next step is asking whose interests are advanced by the hawks. Even though in the post-World War II era the hawks have sometimes differed on strategy and tactics, they have defended the same economic system: a predatory corporate capitalism. Let's call those folks the vultures. Different groupings of hawks might be associated with different groupings of vultures, giving the appearance of serious political conflict within the elite, but what they have in common is much more important than their differences. The political empire of the contemporary United States serves the corporate empires that dominate not only the domestic but the global economy, and it all depends on U.S. military power, of which the nuclear arsenal is one component. George W. Bush was the smirking frat-boy face of the U.S. empire. Barack Obama is the smiling smart-guy face of the U.S. empire. Whoever is at the helm, the U.S. political/economic/military empire remains in place, shaky at the moment, but still the single greatest threat to justice and peace on the planet. Any serious project to rid the world of the particular threat of nuclear weapons has to come to terms with the more general threat of the empire.  We shouldn't expect our leaders, Republican or Democrat, to agree with that assessment of course. And they don't. Here's a paragraph from the Obama administration's 2010 Nuclear Posture Review:  The conditions that would ultimately permit the United States and others to give up their nuclear weapons without risking greater international instability and insecurity are very demanding. Among those conditions are success in halting the proliferation of nuclear weapons, much greater transparency into the programs and capabilities of key countries of concern, verification methods and technologies capable of detecting violations of disarmament obligations, enforcement measures strong and credible enough to deter such violations, and ultimately the resolution of regional disputes that can motivate rival states to acquire and maintain nuclear weapons. Clearly, such conditions do not exist today. http://www.defense.gov/npr/docs/2010%20Nuclear%20Posture%20Review%20Report.pdf  Nowhere on the list is a recognition of a more crucial fact: nuclear abolition depends on the death of the American empire.  The reason that is not on the list is because nuclear weapons are a key component of U.S. empire-building. That is as true today as it was when Harry S Truman dropped the first nuclear weapon to end World War II and begin the Cold War. Although tonight we want to focus on the present, it's useful to return to that moment to remind ourselves of the harsh reality of empires.
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 Though the culture can't come to terms with this history, the consensus of historians is that the U.S. decision to drop atomic weapons on Japan had little to do with ending WWII and everything to do with sending a message to the Soviet Union. The barbaric act that ended the barbarism of WWII opened up a new chapter in the tragedy of empire, leading to more barbarism in the U.S. assault on the developing world over the past six decades. Even though it was clear that after WWII the United States could have lived relatively secure in the world with its considerable wealth and extensive resources, the greed that drives empire demanded that U.S. policy-makers pursue a policy not of peace but of domination, as seen in this conclusion of the State Department's Policy Planning Staff in 1947: "To seek less than preponderant power would be to opt for defeat. Preponderant power must be the object of U.S. policy."[1] Preponderant power means: We run the world. We dictate the terms of the global economy. Others find a place in that structure or they risk annihilation. No challenge from another system or another state is acceptable. In service of this quest, elites created the mythology of the Cold War -- that we were defending ourselves against a Soviet empire bent on destroying us -- which was grafted easily onto the deeper U.S. mythology about a shining city upon the hill and Manifest Destiny, about the divine right of the United States to dominate. As a result, much of the U.S. public is easily convinced of the righteousness of the U.S. imperial project and persuaded to believe the lie that we maintain nuclear weapons only as a deterrent. 
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In response to various abuses by the U.S. military, Okinawan women have organized in favor of the removal of the soldiers from bases – only our aff solves for the ongoing crimes against humanity. 

International Network for the Abolition of Foreign Military Bases, local and national campaigns from numerous countries, all opposing foreign military bases, fleets, and other forms of unwanted military presence, 2009, http://www.no-bases.org/show_campaign/okinawan_women_act_against_military_violence
“Okinawan Women Act Against Military Violence" was organized on November 8, 1995, as an outgrowth of the participation of 71 Okinawan women in the Beijing Women's Conference NGO Forum last September. We base our position on the section of the Platform of Action approved by the Beijing Women's Conference that clearly states: "Rape that takes place in a situation of armed conflict constitutes both a war crime and a crime against humanity." We are proceeding on the premise that the same holds true for Okinawa, which has long suffered a foreign military military presence. Okinawan women have resolved that we will no longer tolerate this violence and violation of human rights, and have thus petitioned the Japanese government to consolidate the U.S. bases and withdraw U.S.military personnel, review the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty and the Status of Forces Agreement, and award full compensation to all victims. We have conducted a signature campaign, engaged in a 12-day sit-in demonstration, and visited the both Prime Minister's Office and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to issue our appeal. We have received wide support for our efforts from women throughout Japan.


Rejection of the rape and other violence committed by U.S. soldiers is essential to allow the women of Okinawa to represent their nation and take an important stance against patriarchy. 

Linda Isako Angst, asst. prof of anthropology @ Lewis and Clark, 2001, The Sacrifice of a Schoolgirl: The 1995 Rape Case, Discourses of Power, and Women’s Lives in Okinawa, p. 248

Finally, not only has the rape been redeployed in a representational capacity, it has simultaneously been absorbed into and redefines existing symbolic expressions of Okinawan victimhood. It is as symbol that the rape/rape victim functions most powerfully and critically for Okinawan identity politics. Moreover, particularly in the discourse of nationalism, as Carol Delaney tells us,

“Women do not represent, they are what is represented.…This observation opens theoretical space to think about the differences between symbolization and representation, often held to be the same.” In many countries, women symbolize the nation, but men represent it, and often the nation is referred to as female and represented as a female statue. Most fundamentally, “because of their symbolic association with land, women are, in a sense, the ground over which national identity is played out.”14
As symbol, the 1995 rape and the rape victim can serve in many capacities to many Okinawans, and as such, the event and the girl made it possible, beyond the immediate exigencies of political protest, for a variety of groups with different goals and competing agendas to come together as a unified Okinawan voice of dissent. Identity politics is implicitly one of resistance —in this case, against the Japanese state and the powerful myth of Japanese cultural homogeneity, and against U.S. military power. This article explores the nature and practice of hegemony within a politics of protest, including the ways in which activists in the Okinawa anti-war movement appropriate and apply the rape as a symbol of Okinawan subjugation.
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America must step back and realize that withdrawal is the ONLY solution in the post-Cold War world    

Chalmers Johnson, professor @UCSD2000. Pg. 221-223 of Blowback

More generally, the United States should seek to lead through diplomacy and example rather than through military force and economic bullying. Such an agenda is neither unrealistic nor revolutionary. It is appropriate for a post—Cold War world and for a United States that puts the welfare of its citizens ahead of the pretensions of its imperialists. Many U.S. leaders seem to have convinced themselves that if so much as one overseas American base is closed or one small country is allowed to manage its own economy, the world will collapse. They might better ponder the creativity and growth that would be unleashed if only the United States would relax its suffocating embrace. They should also understand that their efforts to maintain imperial hegemony inevitably generate multiple forms of blowback. Although it is impossible to say when this game will end, there is little doubt about how it will end. World politics in the twenty-first century will in all likelihood be driven primarily by blowback from the second half of the twentieth century—that is, from the unintended consequences of the Cold War and the crucial American decision to maintain a Cold War posture in a post—Cold War world. U.S. administrations did what they thought they had to do in the Cold War years. History will record that in some places they did exemplary things; in other places, particularly in East Asia but also in Central America, they behaved no better than the Communist bureaucrats of their superpower competitor. The United States likes to think of itself as the winner of the Cold War, In all probability, to those looking back a century hence, neither side will appear to have won, particularly if the United States maintains its present imperial course. 
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Imperialism and the crimes that come with it can only end by withdrawal
Chalmers Johnson, professor @ UCSD, 7/30/09, Lexis


3. We Need to End the Secret Shame of Our Empire of Bases
In March, New York Times op-ed columnist Bob Herbert noted, "Rape and other forms of sexual assault against women is the great shame of the U.S. armed forces, and there is no evidence that this ghastly problem, kept out of sight as much as possible, is diminishing." He continued: "New data released by the Pentagon showed an almost 9 percent increase in the number of sexual assaults -- 2,923 -- and a 25 percent increase in such assaults reported by women serving in Iraq and Afghanistan [over the past year]. Try to imagine how bizarre it is that women in American uniforms who are enduring all the stresses related to serving in a combat zone have to also worry about defending themselves against rapists wearing the same uniform and lining up in formation right beside them." The problem is exacerbated by having our troops garrisoned in overseas bases located cheek-by-jowl next to civilian populations and often preying on them like foreign conquerors. For example, sexual violence against women and girls by American GIs has been out of control in Okinawa, Japan's poorest prefecture, ever since it was permanently occupied by our soldiers, Marines, and airmen some 64 years ago. That island was the scene of the largest anti-American demonstrations since the end of World War II after the 1995 kidnapping, rape, and attempted murder of a 12-year-old schoolgirl by two Marines and a sailor. The problem of rape has been ubiquitous around all of our bases on every continent and has probably contributed as much to our being loathed abroad as the policies of the Bush administration or our economic exploitation of poverty-stricken countries whose raw materials we covet. The military itself has done next to nothing to protect its own female soldiers or to defend the rights of innocent bystanders forced to live next to our often racially biased and predatory troops. "The military's record of prosecuting rapists is not just lousy, it's atrocious," writes Herbert. In territories occupied by American military forces, the high command and the State Department make strenuous efforts to enact so-called "Status of Forces Agreements" (SOFAs) that will prevent host governments from gaining jurisdiction over our troops who commit crimes overseas. The SOFAs also make it easier for our military to spirit culprits out of a country before they can be apprehended by local authorities. This issue was well illustrated by the case of an Australian teacher, a long-time resident of Japan, who in April 2002 was raped by a sailor from the aircraft carrier USS Kitty Hawk, then based at the big naval base at Yokosuka. She identified her assailant and reported him to both Japanese and U.S. authorities. Instead of his being arrested and effectively prosecuted, the victim herself was harassed and humiliated by the local Japanese police. Meanwhile, the U.S. discharged the suspect from the Navy but allowed him to escape Japanese law by returning him to the U.S., where he lives today. In the course of trying to obtain justice, the Australian teacher discovered that almost fifty years earlier, in October 1953, the Japanese and American governments signed a secret "understanding" as part of their SOFA in which Japan agreed to waive its jurisdiction if the crime was not of "national importance to Japan." The U.S. argued strenuously for this codicil because it feared that otherwise it would face the likelihood of some 350 servicemen per year being sent to Japanese jails for sex crimes. Since that time the U.S. has negotiated similar wording in SOFAs with Canada, Ireland, Italy, and Denmark. According to the Handbook of the Law of Visiting Forces (2001), the Japanese practice has become the norm for SOFAs throughout the world, with predictable results. In Japan, of 3,184 U.S. military personnel who committed crimes between 2001 and 2008, 83% were not 
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prosecuted. In Iraq, we have just signed a SOFA that bears a strong resemblance to the first postwar one we had with Japan: namely, military personnel and military contractors accused of off-duty crimes will remain in U.S. custody while Iraqis investigate. This is, of course, a perfect opportunity to spirit the culprits out of the country before they can be charged.
Within the military itself, the journalist Dahr Jamail, author of Beyond the Green Zone: Dispatches from an Unembedded Journalist in Occupied Iraq (Haymarket Books, 2007), speaks of the "culture of unpunished sexual assaults" and the "shockingly low numbers of courts martial" for rapes and other forms of sexual attacks. Helen Benedict, author of The Lonely Soldier: The Private War of Women Serving in Iraq (Beacon Press, 2009), quotes this figure in a 2009 Pentagon report on military sexual assaults: 90% of the rapes in the military are never reported at all and, when they are, the consequences for the perpetrator are negligible. It is fair to say that the U.S. military has created a worldwide sexual playground for its personnel and protected them to a large extent from the consequences of their behavior. As a result a group of female veterans in 2006 created the Service Women's Action Network (SWAN). Its agenda is to spread the word that "no woman should join the military." I believe a better solution would be to radically reduce the size of our standing army, and bring the troops home from countries where they do not understand their environments and have been taught to think of the inhabitants as inferior to themselves.

Imperialism and the crimes that come with it can only end by withdrawal
Chalmers Johnson, professor @ UCSD, 7/30/09, Lexis


3. We Need to End the Secret Shame of Our Empire of Bases
In March, New York Times op-ed columnist Bob Herbert noted, "Rape and other forms of sexual assault against women is the great shame of the U.S. armed forces, and there is no evidence that this ghastly problem, kept out of sight as much as possible, is diminishing." He continued: "New data released by the Pentagon showed an almost 9 percent increase in the number of sexual assaults -- 2,923 -- and a 25 percent increase in such assaults reported by women serving in Iraq and Afghanistan [over the past year]. Try to imagine how bizarre it is that women in American uniforms who are enduring all the stresses related to serving in a combat zone have to also worry about defending themselves against rapists wearing the same uniform and lining up in formation right beside them." The problem is exacerbated by having our troops garrisoned in overseas bases located cheek-by-jowl next to civilian populations and often preying on them like foreign conquerors. For example, sexual violence against women and girls by American GIs has been out of control in Okinawa, Japan's poorest prefecture, ever since it was permanently occupied by our soldiers, Marines, and airmen some 64 years ago. That island was the scene of the largest anti-American demonstrations since the end of World War II after the 1995 kidnapping, rape, and attempted murder of a 12-year-old schoolgirl by two Marines and a sailor. The problem of rape has been ubiquitous around all of our bases on every continent and has probably contributed as much to our being loathed abroad as the policies of the Bush administration or our economic exploitation of poverty-stricken countries whose raw materials we covet. The military itself has done next to nothing to protect its own female soldiers or to defend the rights of innocent bystanders forced to live next to our often racially biased and predatory troops. "The military's record of prosecuting rapists is not just lousy, it's atrocious," writes Herbert. In territories occupied by American military forces, the high command and the State Department make strenuous efforts to enact so-called "Status of Forces Agreements" (SOFAs) that will prevent host governments from 
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gaining jurisdiction over our troops who commit crimes overseas. The SOFAs also make it easier for our military to spirit culprits out of a country before they can be apprehended by local authorities. This issue was well illustrated by the case of an Australian teacher, a long-time resident of Japan, who in April 2002 was raped by a sailor from the aircraft carrier USS Kitty Hawk, then based at the big naval base at Yokosuka. She identified her assailant and reported him to both Japanese and U.S. authorities. Instead of his being arrested and effectively prosecuted, the victim herself was harassed and humiliated by the local Japanese police. Meanwhile, the U.S. discharged the suspect from the Navy but allowed him to escape Japanese law by returning him to the U.S., where he lives today. In the course of trying to obtain justice, the Australian teacher discovered that almost fifty years earlier, in October 1953, the Japanese and American governments signed a secret "understanding" as part of their SOFA in which Japan agreed to waive its jurisdiction if the crime was not of "national importance to Japan." The U.S. argued strenuously for this codicil because it feared that otherwise it would face the likelihood of some 350 servicemen per year being sent to Japanese jails for sex crimes. Since that time the U.S. has negotiated similar wording in SOFAs with Canada, Ireland, Italy, and Denmark. According to the Handbook of the Law of Visiting Forces (2001), the Japanese practice has become the norm for SOFAs throughout the world, with predictable results. In Japan, of 3,184 U.S. military personnel who committed crimes between 2001 and 2008, 83% were not prosecuted. In Iraq, we have just signed a SOFA that bears a strong resemblance to the first postwar one we had with Japan: namely, military personnel and military contractors accused of off-duty crimes will remain in U.S. custody while Iraqis investigate. This is, of course, a perfect opportunity to spirit the culprits out of the country before they can be charged.
Within the military itself, the journalist Dahr Jamail, author of Beyond the Green Zone: Dispatches from an Unembedded Journalist in Occupied Iraq (Haymarket Books, 2007), speaks of the "culture of unpunished sexual assaults" and the "shockingly low numbers of courts martial" for rapes and other forms of sexual attacks. Helen Benedict, author of The Lonely Soldier: The Private War of Women Serving in Iraq (Beacon Press, 2009), quotes this figure in a 2009 Pentagon report on military sexual assaults: 90% of the rapes in the military are never reported at all and, when they are, the consequences for the perpetrator are negligible. It is fair to say that the U.S. military has created a worldwide sexual playground for its personnel and protected them to a large extent from the consequences of their behavior. As a result a group of female veterans in 2006 created the Service Women's Action Network (SWAN). Its agenda is to spread the word that "no woman should join the military." I believe a better solution would be to radically reduce the size of our standing army, and bring the troops home from countries where they do not understand their environments and have been taught to think of the inhabitants as inferior to themselves.

And, dismantling the American empire takes precedence over any other priority; we must change because what is perceived as solutions through an imperialist framework is in reality a failure.  Action is the only avenue of solvency 

Robert William Jensen is a professor of journalism at the University of Texas at Austin College of Communication. Jensen also is director of the Senior Fellows Program, the honors program of the UT College of Communication. 6/15/10, < http://www.commondreams.org/view/2010/06/15-3>

Yes, the world can change --- if the dominant military power in the world, the United States, can change. If the United States could give up the quest to consume a disproportionate share of the world's resources and disavow its reliance on securing that unjust distribution of wealth through the largest and most destructive military in the history of the world, things could change.   That's why most U.S. elites are interested in non-proliferation, not abolition. The goal of abolition will remain safely out of reach, on the horizon, just beyond our ability to accomplish in the near future -- while the United States continues to imagine a future in which the rest of the world accepts U.S. domination. Since countries threatened by the empire won't accept non-proliferation unless there is a meaningful commitment to abolition and a scaling back of imperial designs, the U.S. policy will fail. That's because it's designed to fail. U.S. policy is designed to keep a hold on power and wealth, and the people running the country believe nuclear weapons are useful in that quest. That's why the Nuclear Posture Review of the Obama administration is not all that different from the Bush administration's, as Zia Mian (an analyst at Princeton University's Program on Science and Global Security) pointed out at a gathering of activists preceding the May 2010 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference. That's why Obama's policy includes a commitment to nuclear weapons, conventional missile defense, and modernization of the nuclear complex. That's why Obama is increasing expenditures on nuclear weapons, now over $50 billion a year, for modernization.
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Our task is to make sure we aren't conned by politicians, either those who push the fear button or pull on our hope strings. When we take up questions of military strategy and weapons, our task is to understand the underlying political and economic systems, name the pathologies of those systems, identify the key institutions in those systems, withhold our support from those institutions when possible, create alternative institutions when possible, and tell the truth. We may support cynical politicians and inadequate policy initiatives at times, but in offering such support we should continue to tell the truth.  This commitment to telling the truth about our leaders, Republican and Democrat alike, also means telling the truth about ourselves. I have argued that any call for the elimination of nuclear weapons that does not come with an equally vociferous call for the elimination of the U.S. empire is empty rhetoric, and that a call for the end of an empire also must come with a deep critique of our economic system.  I want to end by taking the argument one step further: Such critiques ring hollow if we don't engage in critical self-reflection about how many of us in the United States have grown comfortable in these systems. We decry injustice but spend little time talking about how our own material comfort is made possible by that injustice. A serious commitment to the end of nuclear weapons, the end of empire, the end of a predatory corporate capitalist system demands that we also commit to changing the way we live.  We cannot wake up tomorrow and extract ourselves from all these systems. There are no rituals of purification available to cleanse us. But we can look in the mirror, honestly, and start the hard work of reconfiguring the world.  
Imperialism Ev – Okinawa Suffering

Okinawa has long suffered the wrath of American imperialism

George Feifer, editor of World Policy Journal, Fall of 2000, Ebsco

Japanese and American veterans of the Battle of Okinawa who return as tourists often gape at the Rising Sun and the Stars and Stripes flying side by side from tall flagpoles. Okinawans see less irony in those banners than the hallmarks of their centuries-long subjugation. The American participation began in 1853, when Matthew Perry called on Okinawa on his way to open Japan. "It would be difficult for you to imagine the beauties of this island with respect to the charming scenery and the marvelous perfection of cultivation," the commodore wrote, rubbing his eyes like previous visitors. But he was not so beguiled as not to point his big guns at the utterly inoffensive islanders before making brazen, unprovoked demands. Determined to secure an American base there, Perry claimed suzerainty over the Ryukyus. By the time his report of this act reached Washington, the presidency had been assumed by Franklin Pierce, who, convinced the occupation would require congressional approval, ordered it to end. Still, the ambitious commodore compelled a captive Ryukyu monarchy to sign a flagrantly unequal, unjust "friendship" treaty that established a "permanent anchorage" on Okinawa for the United States. General MacArthur's assertion of the same was couched in strikingly similar language. The United States had to maintain dominion over the Ryukyus, the supreme commander insisted, because they were "absolutely essential to the defense of our Western Pacific Frontier...[and] in my opinion, failure to secure them for control by the United States might prove militarily disastrous." To avoid association with nineteenth-century imperialism, the defense of our "frontier" was said to greatly benefit Okinawans too, just as Japan had claimed throughout the much longer history of its mistreatment of the island. Even today, Pentagon strategists maintain the island still needs our protection, now against China's expansionist potential. Citing the threat to Taiwan, some 400 miles to the southwest, they argue that the Okinawan bases are "the linchpin" of America's Far East strategy. Some military experts doubt the bases are a right or necessary linchpin, or that Okinawa is suitable for training troops; Hawaii or Guam, both said to be willing to accept a transfer, would be better. Moreover, these experts argue that withdrawing our installations from the island, which is "dangerously vulnerable" to missile attack, would enhance our Pacific defenses by freeing us from an obsolete Cold War stance that also impedes the rapid deployment of the highly mobile forces more likely to be needed to meet current crises. Aircraft carriers for launching quick strikes at distant targets have become much more valuable than fixed bases. But whatever the rights and wrongs of that dispute, the major powers' pursuit of their own strategic interests is precisely what has long tormented Okinawans. They might consider the burden of the bases less onerous if they could understand their benefit to them. Even before the Soviet Union's collapse, some Okinawans were emboldened to ask what the bases were protecting them from. Never having had an argument with Moscow and now having none with Bejing, the majority fear the purportedly "protecting" installations, with their dangerous equipment and potential as targets, more than any conceivable enemy.
Imperialism Ev – Power: Sexual Abuse

Imperialist power is also projected through sexual abuse

Saundra Sturdevant and Brenda Stoltzfus, reporters for The Guardian, 9/30/95, Lexis

COMFORT women for the troops is an easy target for outrage when the activities of the Japanese Imperial Army 50 years ago are being discussed. But Japan today has become incensed over a more contemporary aspect: the sexual behaviour of US servicemen stationed on its soil. The case of alleged rape of a 12-year-old girl in Okinawa, for which three US soldiers have now been indicted, has fuelled fierce protests with calls for the closure of US bases on the island. Yesterday Prime Minister Tomiichi Murayama made a remarkable intervention, pronouncing it "extremely regrettable" and demanding that the US take steps to avoid a recurrence. This may appear a tough demand: can military discipline really deter soldiers from crimes of this kind? But Secretary of State Warren Christopher and Defence Secretary William Perry have already pledged themselves to take steps to prevent such crimes. There are two special factors driving both Mr Murayama and the US administration here. First is their need to deflect Japanese calls for the revision of the terms governing US servicemen on Okinawa - and even for the outright abolition of the bases. Japanese anger was heightened by the provision in the agreement which allowed the three accused to remain on base for several weeks until actually indicted rather than being held by the local police. In a previous case two years ago a US soldier was said to have been smuggled home to avoid trial. This incident also comes at a sensitive time as talks get under way in New York to review the cost-sharing arrangement for US bases in Japan. The second factor in Japanese minds is the high incidence of crime among US servicemen and the sleazy atmosphere of the sex industry which surrounds the bases there. Prostitution around US bases in Asia - South Korea and the Philippines and Japan - has been effectively legalised since their establishment. Today both in Korea and the Philippines the US cooperates with the bar owners and in medical checks of bar girls. In Japan there is less direct involvement - partly because the system is controlled by yakuza gangsters. But it is regarded with indulgence by the base authorities except for relatively recent worries about the spread of Aids. Is it right to compare the wartime "comfort women" with a situation where the prostitutes have not been forced at bayonet point to provide sexual services but are being paid? The reality is that - questions of morality aside - it is not an equal exchange. A recent study of prostitution and the US military labels it "sexual imperialism" and quotes appalling first-hand accounts *. Women are lured from the rural areas or abroad, bound by permanent debt, forced to have abortions, and subjected to sexual humiliation by their clients. Whatever happens to the present rape case, this should be a matter for longer term shame.
Imperialism Ev – Power: Bases and Empire

US foreign bases are used to project and perpetuate its military empire

STEPHEN R. SHALOM is the author of Imperial Alibis: Rationalizing U.S. Intervention After the Cold War (South End Press, 1993), and is on the editorial board of NEW POLITICS, Winter 1999, New Politics, <http://ww3.wpunj.edu/newpol/issue26/shalom26.htm>
If nuclear weapons are to remain part of the U.S. arsenal and if military interventions are still to be relied on, then Washington will continue to need foreign military bases. And sure enough, U.S. officials have continued their persistent effort to secure military access wherever they can. Thus, though the U.S. Navy was thrown out of Subic by a nationalist Philippine Senate in 1991, the Pentagon has been working with compliant Philippine officials to find some backdoor way to obtain some form of basing rights. In Japan, despite the overwhelming opposition of the people of Okinawa, the Pentagon and Tokyo politicians are intent on maintaining U.S. military facilities. And military access agreements have been concluded with Singapore, Malaysia, Indonesia, and Thailand. Such U.S. bases serve two principle purposes. First, they allow Washington to intervene, to threaten intervention, or simply to act provocatively wherever it chooses. Of course we are told that these bases help to maintain regional stability. But consider, for example, the case of North Korea. Washington reached an agreement to provide the North Koreans with civilian nuclear power technology and oil in return for assurances that Pyongyang would end its nuclear weapons program. Emboldened by its regional military bases and its stepped up military exercises in South Korea, the United States has simply refused to keep its side of the deal. When North Korea responded to U.S. bad faith with reckless cruise missile tests, U.S. saber-rattling escalated. And, tellingly, Secretary of Defense William Cohen has declared that there will be a U.S. presence on the Korean peninsula even when there is a unified Korea (remarks to World Affairs Council, Los Angeles, June 29, 1998). A second purpose of foreign bases is to ensure the dependence of Washington's major allies. Ostensibly defensive alliances, such as NATO and the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty, have been intended to keep potential rivals in a state of military -- and thus political and ultimately economic -- dependency. The United States has been trying to get its allies to pick up an increasingly larger share of the costs of the U.S. bases, but Washington has resolutely blocked any effort for independent action on the part of its partners. Thus, Washington has refused to turn over any part of NATO's southern command to a European, and rejected any peacetime European planning within NATO. Military action by the allies in support of U.S. interests is welcome -- in fact, the U.S. has continually pressed Japan to ignore its constitutional prohibition on war -- whether in the Middle East or in defense of Pacific sealanes. Independent action, however, is unacceptable.

Imperialism Ev – Power: Abuses

Abuses in Okinawa are the direct result of American imperialism

Stephen Lendman is a Research Associate of the Centre for Research on Globalization. He contributed this article to PalestineChronicle.com, 6/26/09, Lexis
Okinawa is Japan's southern-most and poorest prefecture. It's also home to dozens of US military bases since 1945. In his book "Nemesis," Chalmers Johnson cited a history of abuse - from 1998 - 2004 alone, 2024 reported crimes and accidents in which US forces were involved. Only one led to a court-martial, 318 others to administrative discipline, and the rest were absolved, yet they involved robberies, assaults, rapes and reckless homicides. Okinawa's women and girls suffered most. Akibayashi is a researcher at the Institute for Gender Studies at Toyko's Ochanomizu University. Takazato is an activist fighter for women's rights, especially against the threat of US military personnel-committed rape and sexual assaults. She's also a City Council member of Okinawa's capital, Naha, and helped found Okinawa Women Act Against Military Violence and the Rape Emergency Intervention Counseling Center of Okinawa, established after three US Marines gang-raped a 12-year old girl on September 4, 1995. After Japan surrendered in 1945, America wrote its constitution, and occupied the country ever since, now with 88 bases in a nation smaller than California. Thirty-seven are on Okinawa, a tiny sliver of land about the size of a large US city, so it's easy to understand why its people are long-suffering and justifiably angry. They've been practically pushed into the Pacific to accommodate America's occupation, forced to relinquish their most valued real estate, and put up with over six decades of all the above-cited abuses. Their greatest outrage is over the SOFA's article 17 covering criminal justice. It states: "The custody of an accused member of the United States armed forces or the civilian component (shall) remain with the United States until he is charged." It means when US personnel commit crimes, including rape and murder, Japanese investigative authorities have no exclusive access to suspects until they're indicted in court. That alone hamstrings investigations enough to make prosecutors reluctant to press charges because they can't get enough evidence for trials. Further, the longer things drag out, the easier it is for the Pentagon to whitewash crimes and transfer guilty parties to new locations, far removed from Okinawa. The most serious incident was the above-cited 1995 rape. The 12-year old girl involved was also beaten, then left on a beach after which the three Marines returned to their base in a rented car. In October, 85,000 Okinawans protested. They demanded Japanese and American authorities address the issue after the Pentagon initially refused to hand over suspects to Japanese police. Usually they never do anywhere, but this case was an exception. Because of political pressure, the Marines were arrested, tried in a Japanese court, convicted and sentenced to prison terms for their crime - seven years for two of them and six and a half for the other. This case highlights what Okinawans and other people have endured for decades. SOFAs let the Pentagon run its affairs unaccountable to host country laws, including on Okinawa. The result everywhere is that US personnel get away with rapes, drunken brawling, muggings, drug violations, reckless driving and related accidents, arson, and criminal homicide, especially in host countries with non-white populations - abuses unchanged for decades on Okinawa. As a result, Akibayashi and Takazato concluded: -- "Integral elements of misogyny infect military training....The military is a violence-producing institution to which sexual and gender violence are intrinsic....The essence of military forces is their pervasive, deep-rooted contempt for women, which can be seen in military training that completely denies femininity and praises hegemonic masculinity," and -- "The OWAAMV (Okinawa Women Act Against Military Violence) movement illustrates from a gender perspective that 'the protected,' who are structurally deprived of political power, are in fact not protected by the militarized security policies; rather their livelihoods are made insecure by these very policies." Gated bases don't deter violence outside them and result in local populations being oppressed and denied their rights when it happens. America's "Bases of Empire" menace world societies. Okinawan women and young girls bear testimony to how grievously.

Imperialism Ev – Withdraw Inevitable

US is increasingly losing faith in Japan; they’ll withdraw eventually

Agence France Presse, French international news agency, 4/18/10, Lexis

When he took office, US President Barack Obama moved quickly to show his commitment to Japan. He welcomed its then prime minister as his first White House guest and Hillary Clinton made the Asian ally her first destination as secretary of state. What a difference a year makes. When Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama came to Washington last week for a summit on nuclear security, his face-time with Obama consisted of approaching him at a dinner when the president asked guests to enjoy the food before discussions. Diplomats said the 10-minute encounter consisted mostly of Hatoyama telling Obama that he was still making a decision on the Futenma air base, which some of the prime minister's left-leaning supporters want off Okinawa island. US officials have publicly said they are willing to consider Hatoyama's ideas. But privately, many are exasperated that Japan has not put any concrete proposal on the table on a dispute that has been building for months. Still, advocates for the half-century alliance have voiced alarm that tensions are becoming so visible. Nuclear security is an issue close to Japan's heart and Obama found the time to meet 13 other leaders on the summit sidelines including Chinese President Hu Jintao. "I found it absolutely shocking that the two countries couldn't find a way to arrange a meeting," said George Packard, president of the United States-Japan Foundation. Senator Jim Webb, who heads the Senate Foreign Relations subcommittee on East Asia, said that while it was understandable to focus on a rising China, it was vital to keep emphasizing the importance of the alliance with Japan. The strategy is "kind of like birth control. If you cease taking the proper precautions, the possibility of an incident is elevated," said Webb, a member of Obama's Democratic Party from Virginia. The United States stations 47,000 troops in Japan, part of an alliance reached after World War II when Tokyo was stripped of its right to maintain a military. Hatoyama, whose coalition swept out the long-entrenched conservatives in August elections, pledged in his campaign to review a 2006 agreement in which the United States would move 8,000 troops to Guam. Under the deal, the Futenma air base would shift from an urban area where it has long been a source of grievance to a quiet part of Okinawa. But some of Hatoyama's supporters want the base out of Okinawa entirely. Hatoyama has pledged to make a decision by the end of May. Weston Konishi, a Japan expert at the Mansfield Foundation think-tank, said that while US officials have not always been delicate on the Futenma issue, the Hatoyama government also had itself to blame for "self-marginalization." "American officials are well aware that things move at a glacial pace in Japan and that's why they gave some slack to the new government after they took power," Konishi said. "But there have been some very mixed signals that have emanated from Tokyo that have frustrated the American side," Konishi said. "I think the president and some policy-makers have now in a way written Japan off -- not on everything, but the leadership coming from Tokyo on a number of key global issues has been mixed," he said. Hatoyama has insisted that the US alliance remains the "bedrock" for Japan's security. But Packard, a former assistant to the US ambassador in Japan, said it was not realistic to expect the alliance to continue unchanged forever. The original treaty was negotiated between "a victor and an occupied nation, not between two sovereign states, and every Japanese voter knows that," Packard said. Some Japanese view the Status of Forces Agreement, under which the United States is under no obligation to hand over troops suspected of wrongdoing, as "an extension of the extraterritorial arrangements that characterize Western imperialism in Asia in the 19th century," Packard said. "It is only natural that a new generation of Japanese who did not live through the Cold War will increasingly question why they should put up with foreign troops in bases on their soil," Packard said. "The US has reduced its military footprint in South Korea, Germany and the Philippines, and it should not be surprising that a new generation of Japanese is growing restive."
Imperialism Ev – Environmental Damages

US bases cause long-term environmental damages

Otley Anne Lee, reporter for Morning Star, 5/31/10, Lexis


Your report of the demonstration at the US military base on Okinawa (M Star May 17) did not say why the Japanese government has failed to take action to relocate the station. The Japanese are trying to get the Status of Forces Agreement amended. They object to the massive environmental damage created by the US military. According to the terms of the agreement, environmental protection and remediation are the responsibility of the host nation. The Pentagon does not want to agree any amendment because it would establish a precedent for its global network of 743 bases. Here in Britain there were 102 US bases during the cold war. Greenham Common is one example. When the US troops vacated the station they switched off the lights and left the mess behind. The built-up area has since been converted into an industrial estate. The restoration of the surface of the common will continue at least until 2014. The underground contamination has been ignored as the cost of an inspection was too prohibitive. It was not until the runway had been dug up and used as aggregate on several building sites that the 1958 accident causing a release of radioactivity was exposed. The incident was covered up, even from the US personnel later serving on the station. Currently the US bases are causing huge environmental problems in Iraq and Afghanistan because there are no proper waste disposal facilities. They are burning toxic chemicals. The land and water will be contaminated for generations.

Imperialism Ev – Root Cause

Despite Obama’s Nobel Peace Prize, American imperialism is deeply entrenched and hard to reverse; democracy is only used to veil self-interest, preventing any real progression in foreign policy issues

Canberra Times, Australian national newspaper, 10/17/09, Lexis

T hose right-wing ideologues have their noses out of joint because they do not think that Barack Obama deserved the Nobel Peace Prize. But imagine how far further their noses would be out of joint if he actually did the things that would make him truly worth it. So far he has said a few conciliatory things to the Muslim world. He has promised a few things on international co-operation and human rights (like closing Guantanamo Bay). And, of course, he has not done a few things that his predecessor might well have done (like attack Iran or North Korea). Does that warrant a Nobel Prize? It's a moot point.  Will the prize make Obama work harder for peace? Let's hope so. What has he got to do and what is he up against? Essentially he has to steer America back to the ideals of the American Revolution. He has to end the hypocrisy of US leaders talking about freedom and democracy and doing the opposite. He has to undo the imperialism of George W. Bush, Ronald Reagan, George H. Bush and (to a lesser extent) Bill Clinton. It is not merely withdrawal from Iraq and Afghanistan. They are just examples of a more difficult impediment to world peace a growing imperial military culture in the US that is undermining all the things that most people admire about America: democracy, the rule of law, checks and balances, liberty, free enterprise and generosity. Iraq and Afghanistan aside, the US has troops in more than 150 nations, and I am not talking embassy guards and a few military attaches. It has full-scale bases in more than 60 countries, adding seven since 11 September 2001. This is not an expression of peace and goodwill. Rather it is an expression of a readiness to use force. And to use force not to promote democracy or liberty, but to guard economic interests. Since the end of the Cold War, the US has sat idly by while many tinpot dictators in Third World hell-holes pillaged and murdered their people, and only taken action when the dictator was sitting on a lot of oil or controlled territory that might provide an oil pipeline. Quite a few of these bases are in countries that are ruled by medieval dictators or former communist strongmen. The bases help prop up these dictators. Others are in places where the native population has been displaced (Diego Garcia) or the local population bitterly resents the base's presence (Okinawa). Why does Obama feel it necessary for his country to have 250,000 soldiers and an equal number of dependants occupying bases totalling more than 12 million hectares in more than 150 countries throughout the world? They do not help the countries they are in and the US could do without them. The Philippines, for example, is arguably more democratic since the US bases were closed and the US is no worse off without them. The next question to ask is why must the nation he leads spend so much on the military? I will not use the word ''defence'' because it is absurd in this context. The raw US Department of Defense Budget is $US650 billion. When you add non- DOD military spending, like intelligence, nuclear weapons research, counter-terrorism security and the like, it goes to nearly $1,000 billion. It is almost as much as the combined spending of every other nation on earth. It is nine times what China spends. It takes more than a third of the US Budget. This is militarism and imperialism, not peace and democracy. The tragedy of this military spending is that it prevents spending on other things that a Nobel Peace Laureate should find more worthwhile a health insurance scheme for his own people, development aid and dozens of things which make people more secure, not less secure. The US is the largest exporter of military hardware in the world, at $20 billion in 2007 about a third of the world's total. It also spends a large amount in military aid. The most military sales go to that well-known bastion of liberty and democracy, Saudi Arabia. Saudi Arabia supplies more oil to the US than any other country. Saudi Arabia is followed by Taiwan and Israel (almost equal second).A Nobel Peace Laureate should do more for the dispossessed Palestinians. Indeed, the US's military assistance to Israel is perhaps the root cause of so much friction in the world. As long as the US continues to side with Israel, Israel has no incentive to reach peace with the Palestinians. Finally, a nation led by a Nobel Peace Laureate should do something about trade policy and the World Trade Organisation. The big ''free trade'' deals were the legacy of the Clinton administration. Free trade under the WTO is an arrangement whereby rich countries can subsidise their agricultural produce as much as they like and shut Third World countries out of developed world markets, and at the same time enforce intellectual property rights in things like genetically modified crops and pharmaceuticals in Third World countries. A Nobel Peace Laureate would do something about this imbalance. If Obama could resist the Pentagon and Members of Congress who are dependent on donations from military suppliers and pharmaceutical companies (and the presence of their factories in their constituencies), he could achieve these things. But that has not been the normal pattern for US presidents. Usually they get quickly sucked in by the military and industrial heavies. If the Nobel Peace Prize makes it less likely for this President to be sucked in, so much the better. If he could achieve these things, who knows? He could become the first person to get the Nobel Peace Prize with bar. 
Imperialism Ev – Heg

American hegemony through imperialism will lead to domestic implosion

Chalmers Johnson, reporter for Pacific Free Press and author of Must Sell: Liquidating the Empire, 7/30/09, Lexis

However ambitious President Barack Obama's domestic plans, one unacknowledged issue has the potential to destroy any reform efforts he might launch. Think of it as the 800-pound gorilla in the American living room: our longstanding reliance on imperialism and militarism in our relations with other countries and the vast, potentially ruinous global empire of bases that goes with it. The failure to begin to deal with our bloated military establishment and the profligate use of it in missions for which it is hopelessly inappropriate will, sooner rather than later, condemn the United States to a devastating trio of consequences: imperial overstretch, perpetual war, and insolvency, leading to a likely collapse similar to that of the former Soviet Union. According to the 2008 official Pentagon inventory of our military bases around the world, our empire consists of 865 facilities in more than 40 countries and overseas U.S. territories. We deploy over 190,000 troops in 46 countries and territories. In just one such country, Japan, at the end of March 2008, we still had 99,295 people connected to U.S. military forces living and working there -- 49,364 members of our armed services, 45,753 dependent family members, and 4,178 civilian employees. Some 13,975 of these were crowded into the small island of Okinawa, the largest concentration of foreign troops anywhere in Japan. These massive concentrations of American military power outside the United States are not needed for our defense. They are, if anything, a prime contributor to our numerous conflicts with other countries. They are also unimaginably expensive. According to Anita Dancs, an analyst for the website Foreign Policy in Focus, the United States spends approximately $250 billion each year maintaining its global military presence. The sole purpose of this is to give us hegemony -- that is, control or dominance -- over as many nations on the planet as possible.
[For complete article reference links, please see source at Tom Dispatch here.] Tomgram: Chalmers Johnson, Dismantling the Empire The Obama administration's plan to end production of the F-22 Raptor has received plenty of press coverage, but the Pentagon budget itself, even though it's again on the rise, hardly rates a bit of notice. In fact, amid the plethora of issues large and small -- from health care reform to Gates-gate, from energy policy to the culpability of Michael Jackson's doctor -- that make up the American debate in the media, in Washington, and possibly even in the country, what Chalmers Johnson has called "our empire of bases" goes essentially unmentioned. Not that we don't build them profligately. At one point, we had 106 of them -- mega to micro -- in Iraq alone; right now, we have at least 50 forward operating bases and command outposts in Afghanistan to go with a few giant bases (and the Pentagon is evidently now considering the possibility of creating a single, privatized, mercenary force to defend them, according to the Washington Post). This is all staggering expensive. In an era when the need for funds at home is self-evident, on purely practical grounds -- and there are obviously others -- the maintenance of our global imperial stance, not to speak of the wars, conflicts, and dangers that go with it, should be at the forefront of national discussion. Instead, it has largely been left to oppositional websites to keep this crucial issue alive. Our military empire, and the vast national security state and bureaucracy that go with it, have been perhaps the central focus of TomDispatch since it launched in late 2002. This site has concentrated on our military bases, the Pentagon's blue-sky thinking about future weaponry, air war as the American way of war, the defense budget, and the out-of-control nature of the Pentagon, among many other related issues. Nick Turse, associate editor at this site and an expert on the Pentagon, has even put its properties on "the auction block." Since Chalmers Johnson first wrote of that empire of bases at this site back in 2004, no one has more cogently analyzed the dangers of militarism, military Keynesianism, and a Pentagon budget spun out of control. His trilogy of books on the subject, Blowback, The Sorrows of Empire, and Nemesis are already classics, and assumedly on the shelves of all TomDispatch readers. Today, he turns to the issue which should be, but isn't, central to our moment: dismantling the empire. Think of this as the American health care reform program that no one is discussing. Tom Three Good Reasons To Liquidate Our Empire: And Ten Steps to Take to Do So by Chalmers Johnson We are like the British at the end of World War II: desperately trying to shore up an empire that we never needed and can no longer afford, using methods that often resemble those of failed empires of the past -- including the Axis powers of World War II and the former Soviet Union. There is an important lesson for us in the British decision, starting in 1945, to liquidate their empire relatively voluntarily, rather than being forced to do so by defeat in war, as were Japan and Germany, or by debilitating colonial conflicts, as were the French and Dutch. We should follow the British example. (Alas, they are currently backsliding and following our example by assisting us in the war in Afghanistan.)
Here are three basic reasons why we must liquidate our empire or else watch it liquidate us.
1. We Can No Longer Afford Our Postwar Expansionism
Shortly after his election as president, Barack Obama, in a speech announcing several members of his new cabinet, stated as fact that "[w]e have to maintain the strongest military on the planet." A few weeks later, on March 12, 2009, in a speech at the National Defense University in Washington DC, the president again insisted, "Now make no mistake, this nation will maintain our military dominance. We will have the strongest armed forces in the history of the world." And in a commencement address to the cadets of the U.S. Naval Academy on May 22nd, Obama stressed that "[w]e will maintain America's military dominance and keep you the finest fighting force the world has ever seen." What he failed to note is that the United States no longer has the capability to remain a global hegemon, and to pretend otherwise is to invite disaster.
According to a growing consensus of economists and political scientists around the world, it is impossible for the United States to continue in that role while emerging into full view as a crippled economic power. No such configuration has ever persisted in the history of imperialism. The University of Chicago's Robert Pape, author of the important study Dying to Win: The Strategic Logic of Suicide Terrorism (Random House, 2005), typically writes: "America is in unprecedented decline. The self-inflicted wounds of the Iraq war, growing government debt, increasingly negative current-account balances and other internal economic weaknesses have cost the United States real power in today's world of rapidly spreading knowledge and technology. If present trends continue, we will look back on the Bush years as the death knell of American hegemony." There is something absurd, even Kafkaesque, about our military empire. Jay Barr, a bankruptcy attorney, makes this point using an insightful analogy: "Whether liquidating or reorganizing, a debtor who desires bankruptcy protection must provide a list of expenses, which, if considered reasonable, are offset against income to show that only limited funds are available to repay the bankrupted creditors. Now imagine a person filing for bankruptcy claiming that he could not repay his debts because he had the astronomical expense of maintaining at least 737 facilities overseas that provide exactly zero return on the significant investment required to sustain them¦ He could not qualify for liquidation without turning over many of his assets for the benefit of creditors, including the valuable foreign real estate on which he placed his bases." In other words, the United States is not seriously contemplating its own bankruptcy. It is instead ignoring the meaning of its precipitate economic decline and flirting with insolvency. Nick Turse, author of The Complex: How the Military Invades our Everyday Lives (Metropolitan Books, 2008), calculates that we could clear $2.6 billion if we would sell our base assets at Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean and earn another $2.2 billion if we did the same with Guantánamo Bay in Cuba. These are only two of our over 800 overblown military enclaves. Our unwillingness to retrench, no less liquidate, represents a striking historical failure of the imagination. In his first official visit to China since becoming Treasury Secretary, Timothy Geithner assured an audience of students at Beijing University, "Chinese assets [invested in the United States] are very safe." According to press reports, the students responded with loud laughter. Well they might. In May 2009, the Office of Management and Budget predicted that in 2010 the United States will be burdened with a budget deficit of at least $1.75 trillion. This includes neither a projected $640 billion budget for the Pentagon, nor the costs of waging two remarkably expensive wars. The sum is so immense that it will take several generations for American citizens to repay the costs of George W. Bush imperial adventures -- if they ever can or will. It represents about 13% of our current gross domestic product (that is, the value of everything we produce). It is worth noting that the target demanded of European nations wanting to join the Euro Zone is a deficit no greater than 3% of GDP. Thus far, President Obama has announced measly cuts of only $8.8 billion in wasteful and worthless weapons spending, including his cancellation of the F-22 fighter aircraft. The actual Pentagon budget for next year will, in fact, be larger, not smaller, than the bloated final budget of the Bush era. Far bolder cuts in our military expenditures will obviously be required in the very near future if we intend to maintain any semblance of fiscal integrity.


Imperialism Ev – Solvency

Imperialism and the crimes that come with it can only end by withdrawal
Chalmers Johnson, reporter for Pacific Free Press and author of Must Sell: Liquidating the Empire, 7/30/09, Lexis


3. We Need to End the Secret Shame of Our Empire of Bases
In March, New York Times op-ed columnist Bob Herbert noted, "Rape and other forms of sexual assault against women is the great shame of the U.S. armed forces, and there is no evidence that this ghastly problem, kept out of sight as much as possible, is diminishing." He continued: "New data released by the Pentagon showed an almost 9 percent increase in the number of sexual assaults -- 2,923 -- and a 25 percent increase in such assaults reported by women serving in Iraq and Afghanistan [over the past year]. Try to imagine how bizarre it is that women in American uniforms who are enduring all the stresses related to serving in a combat zone have to also worry about defending themselves against rapists wearing the same uniform and lining up in formation right beside them." The problem is exacerbated by having our troops garrisoned in overseas bases located cheek-by-jowl next to civilian populations and often preying on them like foreign conquerors. For example, sexual violence against women and girls by American GIs has been out of control in Okinawa, Japan's poorest prefecture, ever since it was permanently occupied by our soldiers, Marines, and airmen some 64 years ago. That island was the scene of the largest anti-American demonstrations since the end of World War II after the 1995 kidnapping, rape, and attempted murder of a 12-year-old schoolgirl by two Marines and a sailor. The problem of rape has been ubiquitous around all of our bases on every continent and has probably contributed as much to our being loathed abroad as the policies of the Bush administration or our economic exploitation of poverty-stricken countries whose raw materials we covet. The military itself has done next to nothing to protect its own female soldiers or to defend the rights of innocent bystanders forced to live next to our often racially biased and predatory troops. "The military's record of prosecuting rapists is not just lousy, it's atrocious," writes Herbert. In territories occupied by American military forces, the high command and the State Department make strenuous efforts to enact so-called "Status of Forces Agreements" (SOFAs) that will prevent host governments from gaining jurisdiction over our troops who commit crimes overseas. The SOFAs also make it easier for our military to spirit culprits out of a country before they can be apprehended by local authorities. This issue was well illustrated by the case of an Australian teacher, a long-time resident of Japan, who in April 2002 was raped by a sailor from the aircraft carrier USS Kitty Hawk, then based at the big naval base at Yokosuka. She identified her assailant and reported him to both Japanese and U.S. authorities. Instead of his being arrested and effectively prosecuted, the victim herself was harassed and humiliated by the local Japanese police. Meanwhile, the U.S. discharged the suspect from the Navy but allowed him to escape Japanese law by returning him to the U.S., where he lives today. In the course of trying to obtain justice, the Australian teacher discovered that almost fifty years earlier, in October 1953, the Japanese and American governments signed a secret "understanding" as part of their SOFA in which Japan agreed to waive its jurisdiction if the crime was not of "national importance to Japan." The U.S. argued strenuously for this codicil because it feared that otherwise it would face the likelihood of some 350 servicemen per year being sent to Japanese jails for sex crimes. Since that time the U.S. has negotiated similar wording in SOFAs with Canada, Ireland, Italy, and Denmark. According to the Handbook of the Law of Visiting Forces (2001), the Japanese practice has become the norm for SOFAs throughout the world, with predictable results. In Japan, of 3,184 U.S. military personnel who committed crimes between 2001 and 2008, 83% were not prosecuted. In Iraq, we have just signed a SOFA that bears a strong resemblance to the first postwar one we had with Japan: namely, military personnel and military contractors accused of off-duty crimes will remain in U.S. custody while Iraqis investigate. This is, of course, a perfect opportunity to spirit the culprits out of the country before they can be charged.
Within the military itself, the journalist Dahr Jamail, author of Beyond the Green Zone: Dispatches from an Unembedded Journalist in Occupied Iraq (Haymarket Books, 2007), speaks of the "culture of unpunished sexual assaults" and the "shockingly low numbers of courts martial" for rapes and other forms of sexual attacks. Helen Benedict, author of The Lonely Soldier: The Private War of Women Serving in Iraq (Beacon Press, 2009), quotes this figure in a 2009 Pentagon report on military sexual assaults: 90% of the rapes in the military are never reported at all and, when they are, the consequences for the perpetrator are negligible. It is fair to say that the U.S. military has created a worldwide sexual playground for its personnel and protected them to a large extent from the consequences of their behavior. As a result a group of female veterans in 2006 created the Service Women's Action Network (SWAN). Its agenda is to spread the word that "no woman should join the military." I believe a better solution would be to radically reduce the size of our standing army, and bring the troops home from countries where they do not understand their environments and have been taught to think of the inhabitants as inferior to themselves.

Imperialism Ev – Solvency

10 ways that withdrawing solves the US’s imperialist problem; it’s either that or collapse

Chalmers Johnson, reporter for Pacific Free Press and author of Must Sell: Liquidating the Empire, 7/30/09, Lexis

10 Steps Toward Liquidating the Empire

Dismantling the American empire would, of course, involve many steps. Here are ten key places to begin:
1. We need to put a halt to the serious environmental damage done by our bases planet-wide. We also need to stop writing SOFAs that exempt us from any responsibility for cleaning up after ourselves.
2. Liquidating the empire will end the burden of carrying our empire of bases and so of the "opportunity costs" that go with them -- the things we might otherwise do with our talents and resources but can't or won't.
3. As we already know (but often forget), imperialism breeds the use of torture. In the 1960s and 1970s we helped overthrow the elected governments in Brazil and Chile and underwrote regimes of torture that prefigured our own treatment of prisoners in Iraq and Afghanistan. (See, for instance, A.J. Langguth, Hidden Terrors [Pantheon, 1979], on how the U.S. spread torture methods to Brazil and Uruguay.) Dismantling the empire would potentially mean a real end to the modern American record of using torture abroad.
4. We need to cut the ever-lengthening train of camp followers, dependents, civilian employees of the Department of Defense, and hucksters -- along with their expensive medical facilities, housing requirements, swimming pools, clubs, golf courses, and so forth -- that follow our military enclaves around the world.
5. We need to discredit the myth promoted by the military-industrial complex that our military establishment is valuable to us in terms of jobs, scientific research, and defense. These alleged advantages have long been discredited by serious economic research. Ending empire would make this happen.
6. As a self-respecting democratic nation, we need to stop being the world's largest exporter of arms and munitions and quit educating Third World militaries in the techniques of torture, military coups, and service as proxies for our imperialism. A prime candidate for immediate closure is the so-called School of the Americas, the U.S. Army's infamous military academy at Fort Benning, Georgia, for Latin American military officers. (See Chalmers Johnson, The Sorrows of Empire [Metropolitan Books, 2004], pp. 136-40.)
7. Given the growing constraints on the federal budget, we should abolish the Reserve Officers' Training Corps and other long-standing programs that promote militarism in our schools.
8. We need to restore discipline and accountability in our armed forces by radically scaling back our reliance on civilian contractors, private military companies, and agents working for the military outside the chain of command and the Uniform Code of Military Justice. (See Jeremy Scahill, Blackwater:The Rise of the World's Most Powerful Mercenary Army [Nation Books, 2007]). Ending empire would make this possible.
9. We need to reduce, not increase, the size of our standing army and deal much more effectively with the wounds our soldiers receive and combat stress they undergo.
10. To repeat the main message of this essay, we must give up our inappropriate reliance on military force as the chief means of attempting to achieve foreign policy objectives.
Unfortunately, few empires of the past voluntarily gave up their dominions in order to remain independent, self-governing polities. The two most important recent examples are the British and Soviet empires. If we do not learn from their examples, our decline and fall is foreordained.

Imperialism Ev – Power: Colonialism

American imperialism is as manipulative and transformative as European colonialism

Robert D. Kaplan, 

States" 
American
 journalist, currently a National Correspondent for the Atlantic Monthly, 7/29/09, Lexis
America is today an imperial power with military bases instead of colonies. George Orwell commented in 1943, œ It is difficult to go anywhere in London without having the feeling that Britain is now Occupied Territory. Citizens of many nations today get that same feeling. Those populations hosting US bases are expected to be grateful that the bases are contributing to democracy and freedom, but instead feel exploited because the bases are used to control trade, resources, local supplies of cheap labor, and the political, economic, and social life of host countries. They also force them to support American imperialism, including foreign wars, despite harmful fallout to local populations. There are 38 U.S. military facilities on Okinawa. They account for 78 percent of the bases in Japan and use up 30 percent of the land mass of the island. The U.S. military bases on Okinawa also cover over 40 percent of the arable soil, once some of the best agricultural land in Japan. Figures up to 1998 show that since 1972, 4,905 crimes were committed against Japanese people by U.S. military personnel, their dependents and U.S. civilian contractors and employees. More than 10 percent of these crimes involved serious crimes of murder, robbery or rape. In most cases the Japanese authorities were not allowed to arrest or question the alleged perpetrators. Possibly the most famous case was in 1995, when three U.S. soldiers abducted and raped a young schoolgirl. This provoked massive protests. One demonstration drew a crowd of over 92,000, demanding the bases be removed and that the soldiers be turned over to the Japanese authorities for trial. This was never done. The US is the only nation ever to have used nuclear weapons. 90,000 (this is the low estimate) died immediately at Hiroshima. The estimate for Nagasaki is 20,000.
Imperialism Ev – Political Upheaval

Imperialist presence and abuses in Okinawa have lead to political upheaval

Dale Colburn, columnist for the Asian Reporter, Portland Oregon, 3/29/99, ProQuest
Escape to an island, shall we? ...better think twice. Ever since James Michener introduced us to the fabled island of Bali Hai in his novel "Tales of the South Pacific," who hasn't entertained at least a thought or two of living the "good life" on some remote speck in the sea? Many island nations have cashed in one this popular fantasy by creating made-to-order tourist-oriented theme-park resorts that run the whole gamut from eco-tourism to floating casinos to Hollywood movie scenes to isolation ala Robinson Crusoe. Yet in real-life, island living may in fact be the more dangerous part of the world. To illustrate, note the book James Michener co-authored entitled "Rascals in Paradise." He tells of an Australian in the 1930's who, seeing the storm clouds of war looming on the horizon, decided to escape to a place that would offer him remoteness, security and the good life. His choice? An island, the name of this remote and secure haven being Guadalcana, an island that soon became embroiled in one of the most intense and serious of battles to be fought in World War II. In 1945, World War II came to an end (or so we were told). Actually the Japanese and the Russians are technically still at war. Why? Islands. A few cold and rocky islands known as the Kurils. Laid-out like stepping-stones from the Siberian Kamchutka Peninsula, down to the northern Japanese island of Hokkaido, the Kuril Islands, part of which were controlled by Japan, were taken over in their entirety at the close of World War II by the Soviet Union. The need for Japanese cash may have moved Russian leader Boris Yeltsin to risk heavy fire from his politically powerful Russian opposition, who are quick to fight any suggestion of giving up any square inch of "The Motherland," no matter how remote or desolate. Such ones are quick to point out how the czar allowed Russian settlements in California to be given up followed later by the sale of all of Alaska, not to mention other Russian boondoggles. Now with the two "enemies" involved in discussions with talk about a compromise concerning administration and economic affairs, a surprised Japan seems to be grinning from ear to ear. Maybe World War II will be over by the end of this century. It's not that taking over islands following a war is unique to the Soviet Union. For example, the U.S. continued to administer the Japanese Ryuku Island, including the main island of Okinawa clear up until 1972. Even after handing the island back, the U.S. still maintains large military bases on Okinawa much to the vexation of the Okinawans who have "an old ax to grind" with Americans since the 1972 turnover. The Okinawans, already looked-down-upon by the Japanese as inferior, were, they claim, left out of the Japan-U.S. negotiations. The Japanese who, increasingly would like American military bases off of their valuable real estate, seem to tolerate the problem better as long as the facilities are kept down on Okinawa. This is one reason why they continue to ignore the Okinawan referendums to remove the bases. With the rape of an Okinawan schoolgirl by U.S. servicemen, followed by the traffic fatality of an other child by a drunken U.S. serviceman, the Okinawans are positively in a frenzy towards Americans. Between Okinawa and Taiwan are the small islands called Sekaku, in Japanese, or, Diaoyus in Chinese. With the signing of the San Francisco Peace Treaty in 1951, Japan was deprived of all the territories it seized from 1895 onward, including the Senkakus. At the time of U.S. administration on Okinawa, U.S. forces used the Senkaku Islands for military training drills. When the U.S. was considering the possible return of Okinawa to Japan during 1971, both Taiwan and Japan made official claims on the Senkakus. These claims were later put on the back burner. In 1988, a rightist group named the Japan Youth Federation (Nihon Seinen Sha) sought official Japanese recognition. Taiwan protested and Japan backed down. In 1992, mainland China claimed the islands in it's new law which actually placed almost the entire South China Sea and most of the East China Sea within Chinese territory. Japan protested. In 1994, the United Nations sponsored it's Law of the Sea hoping to promote the settling of these and other problems in other islands disputes, though it actually had the opposite effect. With all parties afraid that they were about to lose something, everyone got in on the action. Small flotillas of boats with "concerned citizens" from China and Japan actually started playing out a "mini-war" by seeing who could push off these rocks and who could sink whose boats. To date, at least one "concerned citizen" has gone down in martyrdom. We'll hear more from this region as the rightist groups on all sides seem intent on drawing their respective governments into a "Showdown at Senkaku." Southwest of Senkaku, between Taiwan and mainland China lies another island named Matsu. Further south in the straits of Formosa lies the island of Kinmon once known as Quemoy. These two islands are virtual Taiwanese fortresses that even James Bond would have trouble neutralizing. A honeycomb of tunnels carved through solid rock links command posts with munition dumps. These tunnels are capable of holding tens of thousands of troops, as was demonstrated in 1949. Chiang Kaishek considered them vital to his survival. And, indeed in October of that year when Chairman Mao's Red Army pursued the Nationalist forces they actually attacked Kinmen Island with 100,000 troops. At that point, the Americans got involved and the Communist forces were replied. In 1950, the mainland Chinese rained down thousands of artillery shells on Kinmen but, that didn't succeed either. These days, China and Taiwan have quite a lot of trade going on between them, though that didn't stop China from warning the U.S. in early November 1998 that their relations may be seriously damaged after the U.S. sent a low-level diplomat to Taiwan. An old proverb points out: When elephants fight, ants get trampled on. Like ants, the small island of Matse and Kinmen lie between two opposing armies. Between southern China and Vietnam are the small Paracel Islands. Long uninhabited, the Vietnamese occupied part of them in 1961. Seeing that, the Chinese came down and drove the Vietnamese out in 1964. The Chinese have controlled the islands ever since, despite Vietnamese claims to the contrary. Further south are the now world famous Spratly Islands. Really, they are just a scattered group of small islets, shoals, and reefs contended for by, not two or three, but six different governments: China, Taiwan, Vietnam, Philippines, Malaysia and Brunei. With the exception of Brunei, each of these governments maintains a base and a garrison of troops on at least one of the Spratlys. This gives these idyllic specks of coral and sand a bizarre touch of "Dr. Strangelove" about them, as a global war may have it's fuse dangling loosely over this otherwise insignificant spot on the earth. There are tens of thousands of islands in Asia alone. If you are still planning to escape to an island somewhere you may find a pretty good one. But you may want to check the news for any signs of political upheavals in your selected area, any dramatic rise in sea levels predicted due to global warning's melt-down of the polar ice caps, and maybe pick up a copy of "Rascals in Paradise."
Imperialism Ev – Environment

Environmental ramifications

Gwyn Kirk and John Feffer; Gwyn is a contributor for Foreign Policy in Focus and work with Women for Genuine Security, John is co-director for Foreign Policy in Focus at the Institute for Foreign Studies, 3/14/08, <http://www.fpif.org/articles/gender_and_us_bases_in_asia-pacific> 

The military misuse of the land is part of its dominance over local communities. In many places, military training has caused fires, left the land littered with unexploded bullets and bombs, and pulverized bombing training targets.

In Hawai’i, Guam, the Philippines, South Korea, and Japan, the U.S. military has taken no responsibility for cleaning up contamination caused by its operations. This includes heavy metals (mercury and lead), pesticides (dieldrin and malathion), solvents (including benzene and tuolene), PCBs, pesticides, and JP–4 jet fuel. The resulting toxic health effects on local communities are compounded as the years go on without remediation of contaminated land and water. In Korea, environmentalists are urging National Assembly members to secure U.S. commitment to clean up the pollution on the many bases slated for closure there, or this will be an expense borne by Korean taxpayers. The proposed heliport at Henoko (Okinawa), meanwhile, threatens the dugong, an endangered manatee, as well as the surrounding coral reefs. Kadena Air Base in Okinawa is a hub of U.S. airpower in the Pacific, with Air Force planes training overhead a daily reality. A 1996 Okinawa Prefecture report on babies born to women living near Kadena Air Force Base showed significantly lower birth weights than those born in any other part of Japan, due to severe noise generated by the base.
Imperialism Ev – Globalization

Economic globalization trumps the power of imperialism, which is unsustainable

G. John Ikenberry is Peter F. Krogh Professor of Geopolitics and Global Justice at Georgetown University and Transatlantic Fellow at the German Marshall Fund of the United States (article is a review of books and authors of such subject matter, by which this passage has heavy reference to Benjamin Barber). March/April 2004, <http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/59727/g-john-ikenberry/illusions-of-empire-defining-the-new-american-order>

Benjamin Barber's Fear's Empire presents a case against the recent unilateral impulses in U.S. foreign policy. According to Barber, empire is not inherent in U.S. dominance but is, rather, a temptation -- one to which the Bush administration has increasingly succumbed. In confronting terrorism, Washington has vacillated between appealing to law and undermining it. Barber's thesis is that by invoking a right to unilateral action, preventive war, and regime change, the United States has undermined the very framework of cooperation and law that is necessary to fight terrorist anarchy. A foreign policy oriented around the use of military force against rogue states, Barber argues, reflects a misunderstanding of the consequences of global interdependence and the character of democracy. Washington cannot run a global order driven by military action and the fear of terrorism. Simply put, American empire is not sustainable. For Barber, the logic of globalization trumps the logic of empire: the spread of McWorld undermines imperial grand strategy. In most aspects of economic and political life, the United States depends heavily on other states. The world is thus too complex and interdependent to be ruled from an imperial center. In an empire of fear, the United States attempts to order the world through force of arms. But this strategy is self-defeating: it creates hostile states bent on overturning the imperial order, not obedient junior partners. Barber proposes instead a cosmopolitan order of universal law rooted in human community: "Lex humana works for global comity within the framework of universal rights and law, conferred by multilateral political, economic, and cultural cooperation -- with only as much common military action as can be authorized by common legal authority; whether in the Congress, in multilateral treaties, or through the United Nations." Terrorist threats, Barber concludes, are best confronted with a strategy of "preventive democracy" -- democratic states working together to strengthen and extend liberalism. Barber's overly idealized vision of cosmopolitan global governance is less convincing, however, than his warnings about unilateral military rule. Indeed, he provides a useful cautionary note for liberal empire enthusiasts in two respects. First, the two objectives of liberal empire -- upholding the rules of the international system and unilaterally employing military power against enemies of the American order -- often conflict. As Barber shows, zealous policymakers often invoke the fear of terrorism to justify unilateral exercises of power that, in turn, undermine the rules and institutions they are meant to protect. Second, the threats posed by terrorism and weapons of mass destruction are not enough to legitimate America's liberal empire. During the Cold War, the United States articulated a vision of community and progress within a U.S.-led free world, infusing the exercise of U.S. power with legitimacy. It is doubtful, however, that the war on terrorism, in which countries are either "with us or against us," has an appeal that can draw enough support to justify a U.S.-dominated order.

Imperialism Ev – Decline Inevitable

Imperialist militarism cannot last; decline is inevitable

G. John Ikenberry is Peter F. Krogh Professor of Geopolitics and Global Justice at Georgetown University and Transatlantic Fellow at the German Marshall Fund of the United States (article is a review of books and authors of such subject matter, by which this passage has heavy reference to Michael Mann). March/April 2004, <http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/59727/g-john-ikenberry/illusions-of-empire-defining-the-new-american-order>
Michael Mann also warns of a dangerous, and ultimately unsustainable, imperial turn in U.S. foreign policy. This "new imperialism," he argues in Incoherent Empire, is driven by a radical vision in which unilateral military power enforces U.S. rule and overcomes global disorder. Mann believes that this "imperial project" depends on a wildly inflated measure of American power; the United States may have awesome military muscle, but its political and economic capabilities are less overwhelming. This imbalance causes Washington to overemphasize the use of force, turning the quest for empire into "overconfident and hyperactive militarism." Such militarism generates what Mann calls "incoherent empire," which undermines U.S. leadership and creates more, not fewer, terrorists and rogue states. In his distinguished scholarly work on the history of social power, Mann, a sociologist, has argued that four types of power drive the rise and fall of states, nations, empires, regions, and civilizations: military, political, economic, and ideological. Applying these categories to the United States, Mann concludes that it is, in a jumble of metaphors, "a military giant, a back-seat economic driver, a political schizophrenic, and an ideological phantom." Mann acknowledges that the United States is a central hub of the world economy and that the role of the dollar as the primary reserve currency confers significant advantages in economic matters. But the actual ability of Washington to use trade and aid as political leverage, he believes, is severely limited, as was evident in its failure to secure the support of countries such as Angola, Chile, Guinea, Mexico, and Pakistan in the Security Council before the war in Iraq. Moreover, Washington's client states are increasingly unreliable, and the populations of erstwhile allies are inflamed with anti-Americanism. American culture and ideals, meanwhile, hold less appeal than they did in previous eras. Although the world still embraces the United States' open society and basic freedoms, it increasingly complains about "cultural imperialism" and U.S. aggression. Nationalism and religious fundamentalism have forged deep cultures of resistance to an American imperial project. Mann and Barber both make the important point that an empire built on military domination alone will not succeed. In their characterization, the United States offers security -- acting as a global leviathan to control the problems of a Hobbesian world -- in exchange for other countries' acquiescence. Washington, in this imperial vision, refuses to play by the same rules as other governments and maintains that this is the price the world must pay for security. But this U.S.-imposed order cannot last. Barber points out that the United States has so much "business" with the rest of the world that it cannot rule the system without complex arrangements of cooperation. Mann, for his part, argues that military "shock and awe" merely increases resistance; he cites the sociologist Talcott Parsons, who long ago noted that raw power, unlike consensus authority, is "deflationary": the more it is used, the more rapidly it diminishes.
Imperialism Ev – Decline Now

The decline of the American Empire has already begun

G. John Ikenberry is Peter F. Krogh Professor of Geopolitics and Global Justice at Georgetown University and Transatlantic Fellow at the German Marshall Fund of the United States (article is a review of books and authors of such subject matter, by which this passage has heavy reference to Emmanuel Todd). March/April 2004, <http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/59727/g-john-ikenberry/illusions-of-empire-defining-the-new-american-order>
The French essayist Emmanuel Todd believes that the long-term decline predicted by Mann and Barber has already started. In a fit of French wishful thinking, he argues in After the Empire that the United States' geopolitical importance is shrinking fast. The world is exiting, not entering, an era of U.S. domination. Washington may want to run a liberal empire, but the world is able and increasingly willing to turn its back on an ever less relevant United States. Todd's prediction derives from a creative -- but ultimately suspect -- view of global socioeconomic transformation. He acknowledges that the United States played a critical role in constructing the global economy in the decades after World War II. But in the process, Todd argues, new power centers with divergent interests and values emerged in Asia and Europe, while the United States' own economy and society became weak and corrupt. The soft underbelly of U.S. power is its reluctance to take casualties and to pay the costs of rebuilding societies that it invades. Meanwhile, as U.S. democracy weakens, the worldwide spread of democracy has bolstered resistance to Washington. As Todd puts it, "At the very moment when the rest of the world -- now undergoing a process of stabilization thanks to improvements in education, demographics, and democracy -- is on the verge of discovering that it can get along without America, America is realizing that it cannot get along without the rest of the world." Two implications follow from the United States' strange condition as "economically dependent and politically useless." First, the United States is becoming a global economic predator, sustaining itself through an increasingly fragile system of "tribute taking." It has lost the ability to couple its own economic gain with the economic advancement of other societies. Second, a weakened United States will resort to more desperate and aggressive actions to retain its hegemonic position. Todd identifies this impulse behind confrontations with Iraq, Iran, and North Korea. Indeed, in his most dubious claim, Todd argues that the corruption of U.S. democracy is giving rise to a poorly supervised ruling class that will be less restrained in its use of military force against other democracies, those in Europe included. For Todd, all of this points to the disintegration of the American empire. Todd is correct that the ability of any state to dominate the international system depends on its economic strength. As economic dominance shifts, American unipolarity will eventually give way to a new distribution of power. But, contrary to Todd's diagnosis, the United States retains formidable socioeconomic advantages. And his claim that a rapacious clique of frightened oligarchs has taken over U.S. democracy is simply bizarre. Most important, Todd's assertion that Russia and other great powers are preparing to counterbalance U.S. power misses the larger patterns of geopolitics. Europe, Japan, Russia, and China have sought to engage the United States strategically, not simply to resist it. They are pursuing influence and accommodation within the existing order, not trying to overturn it. In fact, the great powers worry more about a detached, isolationist United States than they do about a United States bent on global rule. Indeed, much of the pointed criticism of U.S. unilateralism reflects a concern that the United States will stop providing security and stability, not a hope that it will decline and disappear.

Imperialism Ev – Backfire

Militarist imperialism has backfired on intended US interests; it represents more of a Soviet-based empire rather than a benevolent caretaker

Chalmers Johnson is an American author and 

emeritus" 
professor emeritus
 of the University of California, San Diego. He served in the Korean war, was a consultant for the CIA from 1967–1973, and led the Center for Chinese Studies at the University of California, Berkeley for years.[1] He is also president and co-founder of the Japan Policy Research Institute (now based at the University of San Francisco), an organization promoting public education about Japan and Asia.[2] He has written numerous books including, most recently, three examinations of the consequences of 

Empire" 
American Empire
: Blowback, The Sorrows of Empire, and Nemesis: The Last Days of the American Republic. 8/22/08, < http://motherjones.com/politics/2008/08/americas-unwelcome-advances>

Imperialism, meaning militarily stronger nations dominating and exploiting weaker ones, has been a prominent feature of the international system for several centuries, but it may be coming to an end. Overwhelming majorities in numerous countries now condemn it—with the possible exception of some observers who believe it promotes "stability" and some United States politicians who still vigorously debate the pros and cons of America's continuing military hegemony over much of the globe. Imperialism's current decline began in 1991 with the disintegration of the former Soviet Union and the collapse of its empire. The United States now seems to be the last of a dying species—the sole remaining multinational empire. (There are only a few vestiges of the old Dutch, English, and French empires, mostly in the form of island colonies and other enclaves in and around the Caribbean.) As the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have made clear, the United States is increasingly stressed by the demands of maintaining its empire through its own military resources. Change is in the air. According to the Pentagon's 2008 "Base Structure Report," its annual unclassified inventory of the real estate it owns or leases around the world, the United States maintains 761 active military "sites" in foreign countries. (That's the Defense Department's preferred term, rather than "bases," although bases are what they are.) Counting domestic military bases and those on US territories, the total is 5,429. The overseas figure fluctuates year to year. The 2008 total is down from 823 in the Pentagon's 2007 report, but the 2007 number was up from 766 in 2006. The current total is, however, substantially less than the Cold War peak of 1,014 in 1967. Still, given that there are only 192 countries in the United Nations, 761 foreign bases is a remarkable example of imperial overstretch—even more so considering that official military reports understate the actual size of the US footprint. (The official figures omit espionage bases, those located in war zones, including Iraq and Afghanistan, and miscellaneous facilities in places considered too sensitive to discuss or which the Pentagon for its own reasons chooses to exclude—e.g. in Israel, Kosovo, or Jordan.) "The characteristic form of US power outside its territory is not colonial, or indirect rule within a colonial framework of direct control, but a system of satellite or compliant states," observes Eric Hobsbawm, the British historian of modern empires. In this sense America behaves more like the Soviet empire in Europe after World War II than the British or French empires of the 19th century. To garrison its empire, as of last December, the United States had 510,927 service personnel (including sailors afloat) deployed in 151 foreign countries. This includes some 196,600 fighting in Iraq and 25,700 in Afghanistan. The reach of the US military expanded rapidly after World War II and the Korean truce, when we acquired our largest overseas enclaves in the defeated countries of Germany, Italy, and Japan, and on Allied turf in Great Britain and South Korea. But despite the wartime origins of many overseas bases, they have little to do with our national security. America does not necessarily need forward-deployed military forces to engage in either offensive or defensive operations, because domestic bases are more than sufficient for those purposes. The Air Force can shuttle troops and equipment or launch bombers from continental American bases using aerial refueling, which has been standard Strategic Air Command doctrine and practice since 1951. Only after the Cold War was well under way did the Strategic Air Command expand into several overseas bases in Canada, England, Greenland, Japan, Oman, Spain, and Thailand in an effort to complicate Soviet retaliatory strategy. We also project power through our fleet of strategic submarines, armed with either nuclear-tipped or conventional high-explosive ballistic missiles, and some 10 naval task forces built around nuclear-powered aircraft carriers. With these floating bases dominating the seas, we need not interfere with other nations' sovereignty by forcing land bases upon them. In fact, the purpose of our overseas bases is to maintain US dominance in the world, and to reinforce what military analyst Charles Maier calls our "empire of consumption." The United States possesses less than 5 percent of global population but consumes about one-quarter of all global resources, including petroleum. Our empire exists so we can exploit a much greater share of the world's wealth than we are entitled to, and to prevent other nations from combining against us to take their rightful share. Some nations have, however, started to balk at America's military presence. Thanks to the policies of the Bush administration these past eight years, large majorities in numerous countries are now strongly anti-American. In June 2008, a House Foreign Affairs subcommittee issued a report titled The Decline in America's Reputation: Why? It blames falling approval ratings abroad on the Iraq War, our support for repressive governments, a perception of US bias in the Israeli-Palestinian dispute, and the "torture and abuse of prisoners." The result: a growing number of foreign protest movements objecting to the presence of American troops and their families, mercenaries, and spies. The most serious erosion of American power appears to be occurring in Latin America, where a majority of countries either actively detest us—particularly Venezuela, Bolivia, Ecuador, and Cuba—or are hostile to our economic policies. Most have been distrustful ever since it was revealed that the US stood behind the late 20th-century tortures, disappearances, death squads, military coups, and right-wing pogroms against workers, peasants, and the educated in such countries as Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Guatemala, Nicaragua, Panama, and Uruguay. The citizens of Paraguay appear to be recent converts to anti-Americanism thanks to speculation that the US is trying to establish a US military presence there. The only places where American troops are still more or less welcome in Latin America are Colombia, El Salvador, Honduras, and, tentatively, Peru, plus a few European colonial outposts in the Caribbean. In Ecuador, the primary battleground has been Eloy Alfaro Air Base, located next door to Manta, Ecuador's most important Pacific seaport. In 1999, claiming to be interested only in interrupting the narcotics traffic and assisting the local population, the US military obtained a 10-year deal to use the airfield and then, after 9/11, turned it into a major hub for counterinsurgency, anti-immigrant activities, and espionage. Ecuadorians are convinced that the Americans based at Manta provided the intelligence that enabled Colombian forces to launch a March 2008 cross-border attack, killing 21 Colombian insurgents on Ecuador's turf. In 2006, newly elected Ecuadorian president Rafael Correa declared that he wouldn't renew the American lease when it expires in November 2009—unless, he tauntingly proposed the following year, the United States would let Ecuador have a base in Miami. Correa has since offered to lease the air base to the Chinese for commercial use. Ecuador also rejected a US bid to set up a base on the island of Baltra in the Galápagos, a protected wildlife refuge. The 180 US soldiers and several hundred contractors (according to the New York Times) at Manta are said to be seeking a new home in either Colombia or Peru. Peru has proved problematic for the Pentagon. In July 2008, the US sent close to 1,000 soldiers to "dig wells and do public health work" in the southern Ayacucho region, an area once controlled by the Shining Path guerrillas. The US deployment, while seemingly harmless, has provoked demonstrations in many Peruvian cities, where such "friendship" missions are viewed as a pretext for an expanded US military presence. There is an airfield in Ayacucho—Los Cabitos—that the Americans would like to occupy, as it might provide easy access to Bolivia and Colombia. At the end of July, Colombia's defense minister chimed in, declaring that the country will not welcome a US base, although it will continue to cooperate with US military efforts in the region. The US faces popular protests against its bases in numerous other countries. Disputes over military pollution and the handling of soldiers suspected of crimes have led to widespread resentment of US troop presence in South Korea and the Japanese prefecture of Okinawa. Meanwhile, in Italy, where the United States still has at least 83 military installations, demonstrations erupted in 2006 when it was revealed that the government would let the US Army greatly enlarge its base in the northern city of Vicenza. A town of about 120,000 nestled midway between Venice and Verona, Vicenza was home and showplace of the renowned Renaissance architect Andrea Palladio, whose work so impressed Thomas Jefferson that he incorporated Palladian themes into his plantation at Monticello and the Rotunda at the University of Virginia. Vicenza already housed 6,000 US troops when, in late 2003, US officials began secretly negotiating to bring in four more Army battalions from Germany. The Americans proposed closing Vicenza's small municipal airport at Dal Molin, across town from the existing base, so they could build barracks and other facilities at the airport for 1,750 additional troops. But locals still haven't forgotten the 1998 incident in which a US Marine pilot from nearby Aviano Air Base severed an Italian gondola cable with his jet, killing 20 skiers. The pilot, who'd been flying his Prowler faster and lower than Pentagon regulations permit, was later acquitted by a US military court, although he did serve five months in prison for destroying evidence in the form of a cockpit video. Local opposition to the Vicenza proposal led local judges to suspend work at Dal Molin in June, leading to a standoff with the Berlusconi government, which supports the base expansion. A month later, the Council of State, Italy's highest court, overturned the local decision, declaring that "the authorization of a military base is the exclusive competency of the state.” Similar disputes are unfolding in Poland, the Czech Republic, South Korea, and Japan. For several years the Pentagon has been negotiating with the Polish and Czech governments to build bases in their countries for radar-tracking and missile-launching sites as part of its proposed anti-ICBM (Intercontinental Ballistic Missile) network against an alleged threat from Iran. Russia, however, does not accept the US explanation, and believes these bases are aimed at it. In July, Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice successfully concluded a missile defense deal with the Czech government, but it still requires ratification by the Parliament, with two-thirds of the population said to be opposed. While the Polish government had been slow to sign on, Russia's recent attack on Georgia appears to have changed its attitude. In light of Russian assertiveness, the Poles quickly accepted the American proposal to base anti-missile missiles on their soil. It remains to be seen whether this will solidify American defensive commitments to Poland or further inflame Russia's relations with NATO. In South Korea, America faces massive protests over its attempt to construct new headquarters at Pyeongtaek, some 40 miles south of Seoul, where it hopes to locate 17,000 troops and associated civilians, for a total of 43,000 people. Pyeongtaek would replace the Yongsan Garrison, the old Japanese headquarters in central Seoul that US troops have occupied since 1945. Meanwhile, the United States and Japan are locked in a perennial dispute over the $1.86 billion Japan pays annually to support US troops and their families on the main islands of Japan and Okinawa. The Japanese call this the "sympathy budget" in an expression of cynicism over the fact that the US cannot seem to afford its own foreign policy. The Americans want Japan to pay more, but the Japanese have balked. All overseas US bases create tensions with the people forced to live in their shadow, but one of the most shameful examples involves the Indian Ocean island of Diego Garcia. During the 1960s, the US leased the island from Great Britain, which, on behalf of its new tenant, forcibly expelled the entire indigenous population, relocating the islanders some 1,200 miles away in Mauritius and the Seychelles. (See "Homesick for Camp Justice.") Today Diego Garcia is a US naval and bomber base, espionage center, secret CIA prison, and transit point for prisoners en route to harsh interrogation at Guantanamo Bay and elsewhere. It has an anchorage for some 20 ships, a nuclear-weapons storage facility, a 12,000-foot runway, and accommodations and amenities for 5,200 Americans and 50 British police. According to many sources, including retired General Barry McCaffrey, the base was used after 9/11 as a prison for high-value detainees from the Afghan and Iraq wars. It is called Camp Justice. Perhaps the most recent sign of trouble brewing for America's overseas enclaves is the world's condemnation of its long-term ambitions in Iraq. In June, it was revealed that the US was secretly pressing Iraq to let it retain some 58 bases on Iraqi soil indefinitely, plus other concessions that would make Iraq a long-term dependency of the United States. (See "Our Way or the Highway.") The negotiations over a long-term American presence have been a debacle for the rule of law and what's left of America's reputation, even if the lame-duck Bush administration backs down in the end. Like all empires of the past, the American version is destined to come to an end, either voluntarily or of necessity. When that will occur is impossible to foretell, but the pressures of America's massive indebtedness, the growing contradiction between the needs of its civilian economy and its military-industrial complex, and its dependence on a volunteer army and innumerable private contractors strongly indicate an empire built on fragile foundations. Over the next few years, resistance to America's military overtures is likely to grow, meaning the agenda of national politics will be increasingly dominated by issues of empire liquidation—peacefully or otherwise
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…no less real, nor does it lack consequences just because it is not part of any ongoing domestic discussion, I believe it is past time for such a discussion to begin, for Americans to consider why we have created an empire—a word from which we shy away—and what the consequences of our imperial stance may be for the rest of the world and for ourselves. Not so long ago, the way we garrisoned the world could be discussed far more openly and comfortably because the explanation seemed to lie at hand—in the very existence of the Soviet Union and of communism. Had the Italian disaster occurred two decades earlier, it would have seemed no less a tragedy, but many Americans would have argued that, given the Cold War, such incidents were an unavoidable cost of protecting democracies like Italy against the menace of Soviet totalitarianism. With the disappearance of any military threat faintly comparable to that posed by the former Soviet Union, such “costs" have become easily avoidable. American military forces could have been withdrawn from Italy, as well as from other foreign bases, long ago. That they were not and that Washington instead is doing everything in its considerable powers to perpetuate Cold War structure, even without the Cold War’s justification, places such overseas deployments in a new light. They have become striking evidence, for those who care to look, of an imperial project that the Cold War obscured. The byproducts of this project are likely to build up reservoirs of resentment against all Americans – tourists, students, and businessmen, as well as members of the armed forces – that can have lethal results. For any empire, including an unacknowledged one, there is a kind of balance sheet that builds up over time. Military crimes, accidents, and atrocities make up only one category on the debit side of the balance sheet that the United States has been accumulating, especially since the Cold War ended. To take an example of quite a different kind of debit, consider South Korea, a longtime ally, On Christmas Eve 1997, it declared itself financially bankrupt and put its economy under the guidance of the International Monetary Fund, which is basically an institutional surrogate of the United States government. Most Americans…

Blowback – Skewed View
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…only a few missiles in essentially doctored tests have hit their targets- but it is unquestionably expensive, and arms sales, both domestic and foreign, have become one of the Pentagon’s most important missions. I believe the profligate waste of our resources on irrelevant weapons systems and the Asian economic meltdown, as well as the continuous trail of military “accidents” and of terrorist attacks on American installations and embassies, are all portents of a twenty-first century crisis in America’s informal empire, an empire based on the projection of military power to every corner of the world and on the use of American capital and markets to force global economic integration on our terms, at whatever costs to others. To predict the future is an undertaking no thoughtful person would rush to embrace. What form our imperial crisis is likely to take years or even decades from now is, of course, impossible to know. But history indicates that, sooner or later, empires do reach such moments, and it seems reasonable to assume that we will not miraculously escape that fate. What we have freed ourselves of, however, is any genuine consciousness of how we might look to others on this globe. Most Americans are probably unaware of how Washington exercises its global hegemony, since so much of this activity takes place either in relative secrecy or under comforting rubrics. Many may, as a start, find it hard to believe that our place in the world even adds up to an empire. But only when we come to see our country as both profiting from and trapped within the structures of an empire of its own making will it be possible for us to explain many elements of the world that otherwise perplex us. Without good explanations, we cannot possibly produce policies that will bring us sustained peace and prosperity in a post—Cold War world. What has gone wrong in Japan after half a century of government-guided growth under U.S. protection? Why should the emergence of a strong China be to anyone’s disadvantage? Why do American policies toward human rights, weapons proliferation, terrorism, drug cartels, and the environment strike so many foreigners as the essence of hypocrisy? Should American-owned and -managed multinational firms be instruments, beneficiaries, or adversaries of United States foreign policy? Is the free flow of capital really as vulnerable as free trade in commodities and manufactured goods? These kinds of questions can only be answered once we begin to grasp what the United States really is. If Washington is the headquarters of a global military-economic dominion, the answers will be very different than if we think of the United States as simply one among many sovereign nations. There is a logic to empire that differs from the logic of a nation, and acts committed in service to an empire but never acknowledged as such have a tendency to haunt the future.  
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Hussein’s efforts to develop weapons of mass destruction, has ensured that one of the most promising experiments in nonproliferation controls has been tainted forevet.6 Blowback itself can lead to more blowback,   a spiral of destructive behavior. A good illustration of this lies in the governments reaction to the August 7, 1998, bombings of American embassy buildings in Nairobi and Dar es Salaam, with the loss of 12 American and 212 Kenyan and Tanzanian lives and some 4,500 injured. The U.S. government promptly placed the blame on Osama bin Laden, a Saudi who had long denounced his country’s rulers and their American allies. On August 20, the United States retaliated by firing nearly eighty cruise missiles (at a cost of $750,000 each) into a pharmaceutical plant in Khartoum, Sudan, and an old mujahideen camp site in Afghanistan. (One missile went four hundred miles off course and landed in Pakistan.) Both missile targets had been identified by American intelligence as enterprises or training areas associated with bin Laden or his followers. lt was soon revealed, however, that the intelligence on both places had been faulty and that neither target could be connected with those who were suspected of attacking the embassies. On September 2, 1998, the U.S. secretary of defense said that he had been unaware that the plant in Khartoum made medicines, not nerve gas, when he recommended that it be attacked. He also admitted that the plant’s connection to bin Laden was, at best, “indirect.”7 Nonetheless, President Clinton continued to insist that he had repelled an “imminent threat to our national security," and Secretary of State Madeleine Albright called Sudan a “viper’s nest of terrorists." Government spokesmen continue to justify these attacks as “deterring” terrorism, even if the targets proved to be irrelevant to any damage done to facilities of the United States. In this way, future blowback possibilities are seeded into the world. The same spokesmen ignore the fact that the alleged mastermind of the embassy bombings, bin Laden, is a former protégé of the United States. When America was organizing Afghan rebels against the USSR in the 1980s, he played an important role in driving the Soviet Union from Afghanistan and only turned against the United States in 1991 because he regarded the stationing of American troops in his native Saudi Arabia during and after the Persian Gulf War as a violation of his religious beliefs. Thus, the attacks on our embassies in Africa, if they were indeed his work, are an instance of blowback rather than unprovoked terrorism. Instead of bombing sites in Sudan and Afghanistan in response, the United States might better have considered reducing or removing our large-scale and provocative military presence in Saudi Arabia. There are more effective-—and certainly less destructive—ways of dealing with the threat of “terrorism" than instant military retaliation. In 1994, patient and firm negotiations finally resulted in the Sudan’s turning over the terrorist known as Carlos to the French government for trial; and in September 1998, Libya finally agreed to surrender to a Dutch court the two men charged with bombing the Pan Am airliner over Lockerbie, Scotland. The latter agreement came about through a multi- lateral reliance on international law and an economic embargo of Libya and so avoided the spiral of blowback and retaliation that is undoubtedly not yet at an end in the case of bin Laden. Needless to say, blowback is not exclusively a problem faced by Americans. One has only to look at Russia and its former satellites today to see exactly how devastating imperial blowback can be. The hostage crisis of 1996-97 at the Japanese embassy in Lima, in which a handful of Pemvian revolutionaries took virtually the entire diplomatic corps hostage, was probably blowback from Japan’s support for the antiguerrilla policies of President Alberto Fujimori and for the operations of Japanese multinational corporations in Peru. Israel’s greatest single political problem is the daily threat of blowback from the Palestinian people and their Islamic allies because of Israeli policies of displacing Palestinians from their lands and repressing those that remain under their jurisdiction. The United States, however, is the world’s most prominent target for blow- back, being the world’s lone imperial power, the primary source of the sort of secret and semisecret operations that shore up repressive regimes, and by far the largest seller of weapons generally. It is typical of an imperial people to have a short memory for its less…  
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…of nuclear arms at American bases in Japan, fearing that their publication might result in the kind of blowback of which a poor Third World country like Guatemala would be incapable, but which Japan might well undertake. In a sense, blowback is simply another way of saying that a nation reaps what it sows. Although people usually know what they have sown, our national experience of blowback is seldom imagined in such terms because so much of what the managers of the American empire have sown has been kept secret. As a concept, blowback is obviously most easy to grasp in its more straightforward manifestation. The unintended con· sequences of American policies and acts in country X are a bomb at an American embassy in country Y or a dead American in country Z. Certainly any number of Americans have been killed in that fashion, from Catholic nuns in El Salvador to tourists in Uganda who just happened to wander into hidden imperial scenarios about which they knew nothing. But blowback, as demonstrated in this book, is hardly restricted to such reasonably straightforward examples. From the hollowing out of key American industries due to Japan’s export-led economic policies to refugee flows across our southern borders from countries where US – supported repression has created genocidal conditions or where US – supported economic policies have led to unbearable misery, blowback can hit in less obvious and more subtle ways and over long periods of time. It can also manifest itself domestically in ways that are often not evident, even to those who created or carried out the initial imperial policies. Because we live in an increasingly interconnected international sys- tem, we are all, in a sense, living in a blowback world. Although the term originally applied only to the unintended consequences for Americans of American policies, there is every reason to widen its meaning. Whether, for example, any unintended consequences of the American policies that fostered and then heightened the economic collapse of Indonesia in ` 1997 ever blow back to the United States, the unintended consequences for Indonesians have been staggering levels of suffering, poverty, and loss of hope. Similarly, the unintended consequences of American-supported coups and bombing in Cambodia in the early 1970s were unimaginable chaos, disruption, and death for Cambodians later in the decade.  

Blowback – Rhetoric 

Imperialist actions justified by “stability” or “democratic” principles are misguiding, often acted upon hypocritically

Chalmers Johnson is an American author and 

emeritus" 
professor emeritus
 of the University of California, San Diego. He served in the Korean war, was a consultant for the CIA from 1967–1973, and led the Center for Chinese Studies at the University of California, Berkeley for years.[1] He is also president and co-founder of the Japan Policy Research Institute (now based at the University of San Francisco), an organization promoting public education about Japan and Asia.[2] He has written numerous books including, most recently, three examinations of the consequences of 

Empire" 
American Empire
: Blowback, The Sorrows of Empire, and Nemesis: The Last Days of the American Republic. 2000. Pg. 29, 30 of Blowback

…such as drug smuggling that were extremely deleterious to the welfare of Americans. The establishment press-the Washington Post, the New York Times, or the Los Angeles Times——then accuses the regional paper of sloppy journalism; the publisher of the regional paper apologizes and fires the reporters who filed the story. Meanwhile, the CIA orders its inspector general to investigate the charges. He duly releases a report saying that not a shred of evidence can be found in the official files to support the story. Months or even years later, a research organization, such as the National Security Archive at the George Washington University, discovers that there was a second internal report by the inspector general. The second report still disputes the newspaper account but also acknowledges that the substance of its charges was accurate. As the CIA’s internal response to the Baltimore Sun’s report put it in the gingerly and euphemistic language of imperial- ism, “CIA reporting to Congress in the early l980s underestimated Honduran involvement in abuses.”‘7 The United States now faces an agenda of problems that simply would not exist except for the imperial commitments and activities, open and covert, that accompanied the Cold War, The most common government argument for such continued imperialist activism in the wake of that half-century-long superpower confrontation is still a version of the old “domino theory," discredited during the Vietnam War: America’s armed forces and covert warriors—for the sake of the world’s good——have no choice but to hold off “instability" wherever it may threaten. The Department of Defense’s East Asia Strategy Report of 1998 explains the one hundred thousand troops “forward deployed” in Okinawa and South Korea as necessary to maintain “stability” in the region. But stability, a nebulous concept at best, is the normal state of affairs in an international system of sovereign states. Instability as such does not threaten the security of the United States, particularly when there is no superpower rival eager to exploit it. Actual military intervention in brutal civil wars or civil strife in places like Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, and Kosovo has been justified as “deterrence by example." Even though the United States may have no obvious or vital interest in the outcome of ethnic, religious, or internecine struggles in such places, advocates of military activism argue that it is a good thing for us to intervene because it shows allies and adversaries alike that we will not be “bullied” or “blackmailed.” Such interventions, it is thought, will cause others to respect our power and authority—and hesitate to plunge into similar bloody strife in their own areas. But deterrence by example does not work. As foreign policy analyst Barbara Conry puts it, “The aborted U.S. intervention in Haiti . . . is not going to lead to a rash of military dictatorships any more than strong American responses to Manuel Noriega and Saddam Hussein deterred Serbian president Slobodan Milosevic from pursuing his aims in Bosnia."8 Not only are such military interventions often ineffective, but the use of military force in the name of democracy or human rights regularly makes a mockery of these very principles. More serious yet, an injudicious intervention can create threats where none existed before, as was the case in Truman’s intervention in the Chinese civil war and in General MacArthur’s menacing of China’s borders during the Korean War. 
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…includes serious soil erosion from artillery firing and damage to coral reefs by ships and amphibious landing practice (despite a U.S. commitment to an international initiative to save the globe’s dying coral reefs). Runoff jet fuel and other toxic substances permeate the soil and water supplies in certain areas of the island and have generally neither been controlled nor cleaned up. As the U.S. Congress’s General Accounting Office reported in 1998, “Marine Corps Bases, Japan, and other Okinawa-based U.S. forces were informed by a letter dated August 25, 1997, from the Govemment of Japan’s Naha Defense Facilities Administration Bureau that the toxic substances mercury and polychlorinated biphenyls were found on the Onna communications site. The United States had closed the base and returned the land to Japan in November 1995 .... The letter indicated that the presence of these substances has prevented the land from being returned to its owners and thus being available for reuse. The letter concludes by requesting that the United States conduct a survey, identify any contamination that may exist, and clean up bases scheduled for closure in the future."21 The government, while proclaiming itself devoted to protecting the environment, has also claimed that the security treaty explicitly exempts the United States from any responsibility for environmental cleanup. The most spectacular documented environmental outrage to date has been a barrage of some 1,520 “depleted uranium" shells Bred in December 1995 and January 1996 into Torishima Island, located about a hundred kilometers west of the main island of Okinawa. These 25 mm. armor-piercing shells, each of which contained 147 grams of uranium, were first used by the United States in the Gulf War. It is suspected that the uranium oxide produced when this kind of projectile hits its tar- get (along with other gases released when the Americans demolished Saddam Hussein’s armories) may have been a cause of so-called Gulf War syndrome? For over a year the Americans failed to inform Japanese officials about this open violation of Pentagon regulations specifying that Such ammunition should be used only at specific Bring ranges on the U.S. mainland. No one, in fact, would ever have known, had the Washington Times not broken the story. Clearly fearing its culpability, however, the military had already sent troops into Torishima in March and April 1996 but had recovered only 192 of the shells. The use of any weapon laced with uranium in any capacity in the only nation on earth to have experienced atomic warfare firsthand-—and especially given that the “hands" that destroyed Hiroshima and Nagasaki were American—was hardly likely to engender good publicity, to say the least. When the story broke, in fact, a deeply embarrassed Prime Minister Hashimoto had to reveal that he had learned about the depleted uranium shells still on Torishima from the Americans (who undoubtedly knew that the story would soon break) and had done nothing. When the unauthorized use of such ammunition in Okinawa was exposed, the assistant secretary of defense for public affairs assured the media, “There is no danger to the human body or to the environment. The level of radiation [emitted by depleted uranium bullets] is just about half that of a TV set in the 195Os.”Z‘* But a TV set emits ultraviolet rays, not gamma or X·rays, and ultraviolet rays do not cause cancer—as the Japanese media were quick to point out. Depleted uranium bullets, on the other hand, gasify into uranium oxide upon hitting a target, such as a tank or the ground. This gas is then carried as particles in the air or dust into the lungs, bloodstream, kidneys, and bone marrow, leading to possible leukemia and tumors. Each mini crisis like this is in itself a mini example of blowback, as American imperial policies and attitudes, long established, manifest themselves in particular incidents. Each of these further undermines not only long term American policy in Asia but, far more important, long·term attitudes of the Japanese toward Americans in general. The Americans have a record of degrading some of the most exquisite sub» tropical terrain in the Pacific and also of depriving the Okinawan people of the livelihoods they might have reasonably expected if the bases were not located in their midst. It is a common bit of American folklore that such bases are valuable to local economies, whose peoples have vested interests in them. In the case of Okinawa, this could not be further from the truth. 
Blowback – Model

Okinawa serves as the most important module of US imperialism

Chalmers Johnson is an American author and 

emeritus" 
professor emeritus
 of the University of California, San Diego. He served in the Korean war, was a consultant for the CIA from 1967–1973, and led the Center for Chinese Studies at the University of California, Berkeley for years.[1] He is also president and co-founder of the Japan Policy Research Institute (now based at the University of San Francisco), an organization promoting public education about Japan and Asia.[2] He has written numerous books including, most recently, three examinations of the consequences of 

Empire" 
American Empire
: Blowback, The Sorrows of Empire, and Nemesis: The Last Days of the American Republic. 2000. Pg. 62 of Blowback

…a credible threat to Japan or any other nation in East Asia that would demand the forward deployment of American troops. As mentioned in chapter 1, it has therefore decided to rely on something comparable to the old domino theory used to justify the war in Vietnam. According to that theory, nations all over Asia and elsewhere would “go Communist” if North Vietnam were allowed to win its civil war. With communism long gone as an enemy, the new, abstract danger is “instability." Grave dangers, it is said, will result from the “destabilizing" act of withdrawing American troops from Asia. This new, exceedingly vague doctrine indirectly acknowledges that the purpose of American forces in Japan is neither to defend nor to contain Japan but simply by their presence to prevent the assumed dangers of their absence. The Japanese are being propagandized to believe that in these unknown future conflicts they will have a huge if unspecified stake. In 1995, this new domino-like theory was given a classic formulation in a series of essays by former assistant secretary of defense Joseph Nye. With little in the way of specific scenarios or threats, he argued in Foreign Affairs magazine that “security is like oxygen: you tend not to notice it until you lose it.” In the Washington Post, he put it this way: “Our forward presence provides for the stability – the oxygen – that has helped provide for East Asian economic growth.” And in a Department of Defense publication, he offered, “Having United States forces in Asia also promotes democratic development in Asia, by providing a clear, readily observable example of the American military’s apolitical role.” Such formulations have since entered official Washington culture and are now served up as catechism. On March Z4, 1997, for instance, Vice President Al Gore told American troops and their families at Yokota Air Force Base near Tokyo, “The peace and security of the Pacific region rest on your backs.”‘*‘* And the Pentagon has come to like this idea so much that it has announced its intention to keep troops in Korea indefinitely, even after North and South Korea have been unified. Secretary of Defense William Cohen has also defended the continued presence in Japan by insisting that any pullout would create a dangerous power… 
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… his dispute with Congress. But much like the warfare between Gorbachev and the Communist old guard in the Soviet Union, it had the effect of further weakening the structures of political authority. Congressional willingness to resort to so untested a device as impeachment combined with a president willing to try to divert attention through warlike actions suggests a loss of prudence, even a recklessness, on the part of American elites that could be fatal to the American empire in a time of crisis. Even though the United States at century’s end appears to have the necessary firepower and economic resources to neutralize all challengers, I believe our very hubris ensures our undoing. A classic mistake of empire managers is to come to believe that there is nowhere within their domain—in our case, nowhere on earth—in which their presence is not crucial. Sooner or later, it becomes psychologically impossible not to insist on involvement everywhere, which is, of course, a definition of imperial overextension. Already, the United States cannot afford its various and ongoing global military deployments and interventions and has begun extracting ever growing amounts of “host-nation support” from its clients, or even direct subsidies from its “allies."  Japan, one of many allied nations that helped finance the massive American military effort in the Gulf War, paid up to the tune of $13 billion. (The U.S. government even claimed in the end to have made a profit on the venture.)  Japan also pays more generously than any other nation for the American troops on its soil. On the economic front, the arrogance, contempt, and triumphalism with which the United States handled the East Asian Financial crisis guarantees blowback for decades to come. Capitals like Jakarta and Seoul smolder with the sort of resentment that the Germans had in the 1920s, when inflation and the policies of Britain and France destabilized the Weimar regime. ln the long run, the people of the United States are neither militaristic enough nor rich enough to engage in the perpetual police actions, wars, and bailouts their government’s hegemonic policies will require, Moreover, in Asia the United States now faces a renascent China, not only the world’s oldest continuously existent civilization but the product of the biggest revolution among all historical cases. Today, China is both the world’s most populous society and its fastest growing economy. The United States cannot hope to “contain" China; it can only adjust to it. But our policies of global hegemony leave us unprepared and far too clumsy in even our limited attempts to arrive at such an adjustment. Meanwhile, the Chinese are very much aware of the large American expeditionary force deployed within striking distance of their borders and the naval units permanently off their coastline. It does not take a Thucydides to predict that this developing situation portends conflict. The indispensable instrument for maintaining the American empire is its huge military establishment. Despite the money lavished on it, the endless praise for it in the media, and the overstretch and blowback it generates, the military always demands more. In the decade following the end of the Cold War, military budgets consistently gave priority to an arms race that had no other participants. For example, the Pentagon’s budget for the fiscal year 2000 called for replacing the F-15, “the world’s most advanced aircraft," with the 1:-22, also “the world’s most advanced aircraft." The air force wanted 339 F-22s at $188 million each, three times the cost of the airplane it is replacing, The United States already has 1,094 F»15s, against which there is no equal or more capable aircraft on earth. The last Clinton defense budget included funds for yet more nuclear-attack submarines, for which there is no conceivable use or contingency. They merely provide work for local defense contractors and will join the fleet of America's “floating Chernobyls," along with its nuclear-powered aircraft carriers, cruising the seas waiting for an accident to occur. The American military at the end of the century is becoming an autonomous system. We no longer have a draft army based on the obligation of citizens to serve their nation. When the Vietnam War exposed the inequities of the draft—for example, the ease with which college students could gain deferments—Congress decided to abolish conscription rather than enforce it in an equitable manner. Today, the military is an entirely mercenary force, made up of volunteers paid salaries by the Pentagon. Although the military still tries to invoke the public’s support for a force made up of fellow citizens, this force is increasingly separated from civilian interests and devoted to military ones. Equipped with the most advanced precision-guided munitions, high- performance aircraft, and intercontinental-range missiles, the American armed forces can unquestionably deliver death and destruction to any target on earth and expect little in the way of retaliation. Even so, these forces voraciously demand more and newer equipment, while the Pentagon now more or less sets its own agenda. Accustomed to life in a half-century-old, well-established empire, the corporate interests of the armed forces have begun to take precedence over the older idea that the military is only one of several means that a democratic government might employ to implement its policies. As their size and prominence grow over time, the armed forces of an empire tend to displace other instruments of foreign policy implementation. What also grows is militarism, “a vast array of customs, interests, prestige, actions, and thought associated with armies and wars and yet transcending true military purpose"—and certainly a reasonable description of the American military ethos today.7 “Blowback“ is shorthand for saying that a nation reaps what it sows, even if it does not fully know or understand what it has sown. Given its wealth and power, the United States will be a prime recipient in the foreseeable future of all of the more expectable forms of blowback, particularly terrorist attacks against Americans in and out of the armed forces anywhere on earth, including within the United States. But it is blowback in its larger aspect—the tangible costs of empire—that truly threatens it. Empires are costly operations, and they become more costly by the year. The hollowing out of American industry, for instance, is a form of blowback—an unintended negative consequence of American policy— even though it is seldom recognized as such. The growth of militarism in a once democratic society is another example of blowback. Empire is the problem. Even though the United States has a strong sense of invulnerability and substantial military and economic tools to make such a feeling credible, the fact of its imperial pretensions means that a crisis is inevitable. More imperialist projects simply generate more blowback.
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More generally, the United States should seek to lead through diplomacy and example rather than through military force and economic bullying. Such an agenda is neither unrealistic nor revolutionary. It is appropriate for a post—Cold War world and for a United States that puts the welfare of its citizens ahead of the pretensions of its imperialists. Many U.S. leaders seem to have convinced themselves that if so much as one overseas American base is closed or one small country is allowed to manage its own economy, the world will collapse. They might better ponder the creativity and growth that would be unleashed if only the United States would relax its suffocating embrace. They should also understand that their efforts to maintain imperial hegemony inevitably generate multiple forms of blowback. Although it is impossible to say when this game will end, there is little doubt about how it will end. World politics in the twenty-first century will in all likelihood be driven primarily by blowback from the second half of the twentieth century—that is, from the unintended consequences of the Cold War and the crucial American decision to maintain a Cold War posture in a post—Cold War world. U.S. administrations did what they thought they had to do in the Cold War years. History will record that in some places they did exemplary things; in other places, particularly in East Asia but also in Central America, they behaved no better than the Communist bureaucrats of their superpower competitor. The United States likes to think of itself as the winner of the Cold War, In all probability, to those looking back a century hence, neither side will appear to have won, particularly if the United States maintains its present imperial course. 

Blowback – Impact

The problem with American imperialism is America itself; it has metamorphosized into a militarist institution where its original democratic foundations have withered into oblivion   
Chalmers Johnson is an American author and 

emeritus" 
professor emeritus
 of the University of California, San Diego. He served in the Korean war, was a consultant for the CIA from 1967–1973, and led the Center for Chinese Studies at the University of California, Berkeley for years.[1] He is also president and co-founder of the Japan Policy Research Institute (now based at the University of San Francisco), an organization promoting public education about Japan and Asia.[2] He has written numerous books including, most recently, three examinations of the consequences of 
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… his dispute with Congress. But much like the warfare between Gorbachev and the Communist old guard in the Soviet Union, it had the effect of further weakening the structures of political authority. Congressional willingness to resort to so untested a device as impeachment combined with a president willing to try to divert attention through warlike actions suggests a loss of prudence, even a recklessness, on the part of American elites that could be fatal to the American empire in a time of crisis. Even though the United States at century’s end appears to have the necessary firepower and economic resources to neutralize all challengers, I believe our very hubris ensures our undoing. A classic mistake of empire managers is to come to believe that there is nowhere within their domain—in our case, nowhere on earth—in which their presence is not crucial. Sooner or later, it becomes psychologically impossible not to insist on involvement everywhere, which is, of course, a definition of imperial overextension. Already, the United States cannot afford its various and ongoing global military deployments and interventions and has begun extracting ever growing amounts of “host-nation support” from its clients, or even direct subsidies from its “allies."  Japan, one of many allied nations that helped finance the massive American military effort in the Gulf War, paid up to the tune of $13 billion. (The U.S. government even claimed in the end to have made a profit on the venture.)  Japan also pays more generously than any other nation for the American troops on its soil. On the economic front, the arrogance, contempt, and triumphalism with which the United States handled the East Asian Financial crisis guarantees blowback for decades to come. Capitals like Jakarta and Seoul smolder with the sort of resentment that the Germans had in the 1920s, when inflation and the policies of Britain and France destabilized the Weimar regime. ln the long run, the people of the United States are neither militaristic enough nor rich enough to engage in the perpetual police actions, wars, and bailouts their government’s hegemonic policies will require, Moreover, in Asia the United States now faces a renascent China, not only the world’s oldest continuously existent civilization but the product of the biggest revolution among all historical cases. Today, China is both the world’s most populous society and its fastest growing economy. The United States cannot hope to “contain" China; it can only adjust to it. But our policies of global hegemony leave us unprepared and far too clumsy in even our limited attempts to arrive at such an adjustment. Meanwhile, the Chinese are very much aware of the large American expeditionary force deployed within striking distance of their borders and the naval units permanently off their coastline. It does not take a Thucydides to predict that this developing situation portends conflict. The indispensable instrument for maintaining the American empire is its huge military establishment. Despite the money lavished on it, the endless praise for it in the media, and the overstretch and blowback it generates, the military always demands more. In the decade following the end of the Cold War, military budgets consistently gave priority to an arms race that had no other participants. For example, the Pentagon’s budget for the fiscal year 2000 called for replacing the F-15, “the world’s most advanced aircraft," with the 1:-22, also “the world’s most advanced aircraft." The air force wanted 339 F-22s at $188 million each, three times the cost of the airplane it is replacing, The United States already has 1,094 F»15s, against which there is no equal or more capable aircraft on earth. The last Clinton defense budget included funds for yet more nuclear-attack submarines, for which there is no conceivable use or contingency. They merely provide work for local defense contractors and will join the fleet of America's “floating Chernobyls," along with its nuclear-powered aircraft carriers, cruising the seas waiting for an accident to occur. The American military at the end of the century is becoming an autonomous system. We no longer have a draft army based on the obligation of citizens to serve their nation. When the Vietnam War exposed the inequities of the draft—for example, the ease with which college students could gain deferments—Congress decided to abolish conscription rather than enforce it in an equitable manner. Today, the military is an entirely mercenary force, made up of volunteers paid salaries by the Pentagon. Although the military still tries to invoke the public’s support for a force made up of fellow citizens, this force is increasingly separated from civilian interests and devoted to military ones. Equipped with the most advanced precision-guided munitions, high- performance aircraft, and intercontinental-range missiles, the American armed forces can unquestionably deliver death and destruction to any target on earth and expect little in the way of retaliation. Even so, these forces voraciously demand more and newer equipment, while the Pentagon now more or less sets its own agenda. Accustomed to life in a half-century-old, well-established empire, the corporate interests of the armed forces have begun to take precedence over the older idea that the military is only one of several means that a democratic government might employ to implement its policies. As their size and prominence grow over time, the armed forces of an empire tend to displace other instruments of foreign policy implementation. What also grows is militarism, “a vast array of customs, interests, prestige, actions, and thought associated with armies and wars and yet transcending true military purpose"—and certainly a reasonable description of the American military ethos today.7 “Blowback“ is shorthand for saying that a nation reaps what it sows, even if it does not fully know or understand what it has sown. Given its wealth and power, the United States will be a prime recipient in the foreseeable future of all of the more expectable forms of blowback, particularly terrorist attacks against Americans in and out of the armed forces anywhere on earth, including within the United States. But it is blowback in its larger aspect—the tangible costs of empire—that truly threatens it. Empires are costly operations, and they become more costly by the year. The hollowing out of American industry, for instance, is a form of blowback—an unintended negative consequence of American policy— even though it is seldom recognized as such. The growth of militarism in a once democratic society is another example of blowback. Empire is the problem. Even though the United States has a strong sense of invulnerability and substantial military and economic tools to make such a feeling credible, the fact of its imperial pretensions means that a crisis is inevitable. More imperialist projects simply generate more blowback.

Blowback – Impact

America must step back and realize that withdrawal is the ONLY solution in the post-Cold War world    

Chalmers Johnson is an American author and 
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 of the University of California, San Diego. He served in the Korean war, was a consultant for the CIA from 1967–1973, and led the Center for Chinese Studies at the University of California, Berkeley for years.[1] He is also president and co-founder of the Japan Policy Research Institute (now based at the University of San Francisco), an organization promoting public education about Japan and Asia.[2] He has written numerous books including, most recently, three examinations of the consequences of 
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More generally, the United States should seek to lead through diplomacy and example rather than through military force and economic bullying. Such an agenda is neither unrealistic nor revolutionary. It is appropriate for a post—Cold War world and for a United States that puts the welfare of its citizens ahead of the pretensions of its imperialists. Many U.S. leaders seem to have convinced themselves that if so much as one overseas American base is closed or one small country is allowed to manage its own economy, the world will collapse. They might better ponder the creativity and growth that would be unleashed if only the United States would relax its suffocating embrace. They should also understand that their efforts to maintain imperial hegemony inevitably generate multiple forms of blowback. Although it is impossible to say when this game will end, there is little doubt about how it will end. World politics in the twenty-first century will in all likelihood be driven primarily by blowback from the second half of the twentieth century—that is, from the unintended consequences of the Cold War and the crucial American decision to maintain a Cold War posture in a post—Cold War world. U.S. administrations did what they thought they had to do in the Cold War years. History will record that in some places they did exemplary things; in other places, particularly in East Asia but also in Central America, they behaved no better than the Communist bureaucrats of their superpower competitor. The United States likes to think of itself as the winner of the Cold War, In all probability, to those looking back a century hence, neither side will appear to have won, particularly if the United States maintains its present imperial course. 

Imperialism Ev – Linchpin

Okinawa has always been the linchpin of American imperialism

Geoff King, author of Mapping Realities: an Exploration of Cultural Cartographies, 1996, pg. 161

The fact and the fiction of the Vietnam war, the rationality and the irrationality, are not easily separated out. The domino theory contained an element of truth, however deeply enmeshed in Cold War fantasy. A successful socialist or communist regime in one post-colonial state might indeed become a model for others, however different the local realities. Vietnam was of little importance in itself to American imperialism, but it was located in a region of strategic concern. America wanted Southeast Asia to remain a part of the capitalist world economic system. The immediate issue was the future orientation of Japan, which became the linchpin of American policy in the Pacific following the ‘loss’ of China to communism in 1949. Southeast Asia was a vital alternative source of markets, raw materials and rice for Japan if it was not to be tempted into a regional alliance with China from which the United States might be excluded. An abiding theme of American policy was the fear that the globe would break down into a series of separate trading blocs. The United States favoured a largely open world economy that it, as the single greatest power, could control. America was also able to further intervention from France. French troops could return home, where their presence eased fears about the postwar redevelopment of Germany that had become central to S policy. Economically, the war in Vietnam and the neighbouring states might appear to have been an irrational enterprise for America, costing thousands of lives and billions of dollars. It was much less so for some American-based corporate interests, not to mention the domestic profits made by those involved in the provision of military hardware.

Imperialism Ev – Culture Impact

American imperialism and the myopic ideologies that accompany it replicate and multiply, replacing cosmopolitanism with military fanaticism

Hamid Dabashi is an Iranian-American historian, cultural critic and literary theorist. He is the Hagop Kevorkian Professor of Iranian Studies and Comparative Literature at Columbia University in New York City. He is the author of nineteen books. Among them are his Authority in Islam; Theology of Discontent; Truth and Narrative; Close Up: Iranian Cinema; Staging a Revolution: The Art of Persuasion in the Islamic Republic of Iran; an edited volume, Dreams of a Nation: On Palestinian Cinema; and his one-volume analysis of Iranian history Iran: A People Interrupted. 2008, http://www.campaigniran.org/casmii/files/08%20The%20American%20Empire_Triumph%20of%20Triumphalism%20%28H.Dabashi,Unbound%29.pdf
This is the most immediate short—term memory of this catastrophe. But the more enduring question remains if this renewed post-Vietnam Syndrome resurrection of U.S. militancy will amount to a full-fledged imperial project. The combined calamity of Neo-conservatism and Neo-liberalism makes one thing clear: if anything, this is an empire with no commanding ideology; an empire with no hegemony. A constellation of bankrupt, pathetic, and provincial doctrines and dogma do not make a legitimizing ideology of domination. Francis Fukuyama and Samuel Huntington—the best and most recent examples of the intellectual poverty that, from Tocqueville to Hofstadter, has been recognized and diagnosed in this country—protest too much. The period of Civilizational thinking is over, and the aggressive provincialism of the United States has in fact acted as catalyst for all other cosmopolitan cultures around the globe to degenerate into equal provincialism at the mercy of American parochialism. The Islamic republic and the Jewish state mirror and reflect the Christian predilection of this Empire they alternately oppose or befriend, and they all wish to clone themselves around the globe. Thus we have the fundamental problem of Israel with Lebanon, the long-term project of the Islamic Republic of Iran for Iraq, and the possibility of a cross—sectional coalition in Palestine. Iraq, Lebanon, and Palestine can potentially be sites of a cosmopolitan political culture in which Islam (Mahdi’s Army in Iraq, Hezbollah in Lebanon, Hamas in Palestine) remains integral but not definitive. That mere possibility is precisely the mutual nightmare of both the Islamic Republic and the Jewish state and above all the Christian imperialist United States, with all of them having degenerated into fanatical religious states seeking to clone themselves around the region}; As a potential ideology of domination, Neo-conservatism (a la William Kristol’s Project Bar the New American C€H[u1`}')I6 has done nothing but make Americans detested the world over, and, along with Israel, considered (global poll after global poll) to be the chief sources of menace and mayhem around the globe}7 American imperialism (under the banal disguise of globalization) is universalizing the most provincial aspects of American culture, destroying cosmopolitan cultures and nourishing tribalism and religious fanaticism with a militant triumphalism run amuck, squarely embedded in the heartbeat of its Christian (and Christian Zionist in particu- lar) fundamentalism 
Imperialism Ev – Culture Impact

Without culture we are robbed of humanity and society as we know it; the human race would be extinct

Aldous Leonard Huxley was an English writer and one of the most prominent members of the famous Huxley family. He spent the later part of his life in the United States, living in Los Angeles from 1937 until his death in 1963. Best known for his novels including Brave New World and wide-ranging output of essays, Huxley also edited the magazine Oxford Poetry, 1963, http://www.psychedelic-library.org/huxcultr.htm
BETWEEN CULTURE and the individual the relationship is, and always has been, strangely ambivalent. We are at once the beneficiaries of our culture and its victims. Without culture, and without that precondition of all culture, language, man would be no more than another species of baboon. It is to language and culture that we owe our humanity. And "What a piece of work is a man!" says Hamlet: "How noble in reason! how infinite in faculties! ... in action how like an angel! in apprehension, how like a god!" But, alas, in the intervals of being noble, rational and potentially infinite, (man, proud man, Dressed in a little brief authority, Most ignorant of what he is most assured, His glassy essence, like an angry ape, Plays such fantastic tricks before high heaven As make the angels weep) Genius and angry ape, player of fantastic tricks and godlike reasoner—in all these roles individuals are the products of a language and a culture. Working on the twelve or thirteen billion neurons of a human brain, language and culture have given us law, science, ethics, philosophy; have made possible all the achievements of talent and of sanctity. They have also given us fanaticism, superstition and dogmatic bumptiousness; nationalistic idolatry and mass murder in the name of God; rabble-rousing propaganda and organized Iying. And, along with the salt of the earth, they have given us, generation after generation, countless millions of hypnotized conformists, the predestined victims of power-hungry rulers who are themselves the victims of all that is most senseless and inhuman in their cultural tradition. Thanks to language and culture, human behavior can be incomparably more intelligent, more original, creative and flexible than the behavior of animals, whose brains are too small to accommodate the number of neurons necessary for the invention of language and the transmission of accumulated knowledge. But, thanks again to language and culture, human beings often behave with a stupidity, a lack of realism, a total inappropriateness, of which animals are incapable. Trobriand Islander or Bostonian, Sicilian Catholic or Japanese Buddhist, each of us is born into some culture and passes his life within its confines. Between every human consciousness and the rest of the world stands an invisible fence, a network of traditional thinking-and-feeling patterns, of secondhand notions that have turned into axioms, of ancient slogans revered as divine revelations. What we see through the meshes of this net is never, of course, the unknowable "thing in itself." It is not even, in most cases, the thing as it impinges upon our senses and as our organism spontaneously reacts to it. What we ordinarily take in and respond to is a curious mixture of immediate experience with culturally conditioned symbol, of sense impressions with preconceived ideas about the nature of things. And by most people the symbolic elements in this cocktail of awareness are felt to be more important than the elements contributed by immediate experience. Inevitably so, for, to those who accept their culture totally and uncritically, words in the familiar language do not stand (however inadequately) for things. On the contrary, things stand for familiar words. Each unique event of their ongoing life is instantly and automatically classified as yet another concrete illustration of one of the verbalized, culture-hallowed abstractions drummed into their heads by childhood conditioning. It goes without saying that many of the ideas handed down to us by the transmitters of culture are eminently sensible and realistic. (If they were not, the human species would now be extinct.) But, along with these useful concepts, every culture hands down a stock of unrealistic notions, some of which never made any sense, while others may once have possessed survival value, but have now, in the changed and changing circumstances of ongoing history, become completely irrelevant. Since human beings respond to symbols as promptly and unequivocally as they respond to the stimuli of unmediated experience, and since most of them naively believe that culture-hallowed words about things are as real as, or even realer than their perceptions of the things themselves, these outdated or intrinsically nonsensical notions do enormous harm. Thanks to the realistic ideas handed down by culture, mankind has survived and, in certain fields, progresses. But thanks to the pernicious nonsense drummed into every individual in the course of his acculturation, mankind, though surviving and progressing, has always been in trouble. History is the record, among other things, of the fantastic and generally fiendish tricks played upon itself by culture-maddened humanity. And the hideous game goes on. 
Patriarchy Advantage - Inherency 

The US militaristic presence in Okinawa is imperialistic and justifies and perpetuates unthinkable abuses against women. 

Party for Socialism and Liberation, 3/4/08, http://www.pslweb.org/site/News2?page=NewsArticle&id=8600
The United States military presence in Japan has stoked fresh anger and resentment after a recent series of attacks on women.

Staff Sgt. Tyrone Luther Hadnott, 38, was arrested on Feb. 10 amid the outcry of the people of Okinawa for the rape of a 14-year-old girl. Shortly thereafter, another U.S. soldier was accused of sexually assaulting a Filipino woman at a hotel—the second such incident in less than ten days. Four months earlier, U.S. servicemen from the Iwakuni U.S. Marine Corp Air Station gang raped a woman in Hiroshima City.

The population’s justified rage has forced the U.S. military to take face-saving measures restraining its occupying forces. The U.S. military limited some 45,000 troops, civilian employees and their families to bases, workplaces or off-base homes indefinitely on Feb. 20, going beyond a midnight curfew already in place.

On Feb. 29, prosecutors released Hadnott and dropped charges against him, reportedly because the victim chose not to pursue the case.

By March 3, the military had already announced an end to the curfew for civilians and a relaxation of the curfew for military personnel to only cover late night and early morning hours. The announcement came despite violations of the curfew, including one where an intoxicated soldier smashed an office window with a steel pipe.

More often than not, U.S. soldiers are permitted to do as they please and criminal actions are hushed up or the offender is given a slap on the wrist. These heinous criminal acts only add to the grievances behind decades of opposition to U.S. presence on the island chain.

It is a typical trend for U.S. military personnel camped out on foreign lands to abuse the local population. Such incidents rarely surface.

Violence against women is a common offense committed by imperialist soldiers. Such recurring criminal acts are not merely coincidental nor do they spring from a handful of "bad apples" such as Hadnott. Violence against the local population near U.S. military bases abroad is the direct result of the racism each soldier is indoctrinated with, and women are particularly vulnerable.

The Army does its fair share to create the conditions for such crimes. The U.S. military uses 7,000 Filipinas to serve its soldiers in Okinawa. During the first Gulf War, rest-and-recreation ships were reportedly floated for the U.S. servicemen with 50 Filipino women each. As of one year ago, 900 Filipinas worked for $200 a month at "massage parlors" inside U.S. camps and bases in Iraq.

In that context, the November 2005 rape of a 22-year-old Filipino woman by U.S. soldiers in Olongapo City, Philippines may have been shocking, but was hardly surprising. When Lance Corporal Daniel Smith was found guilty, the U.S. government quickly negotiated his release into U.S. custody by threatening to suspend joint military exercises in the Philippines.

U.S. military presence in Japan

It is not commonly highlighted that the United States has several major bases in Japan. Following its defeat in World War II, Japan was reduced to the status of a regional junior partner to the United States, who has established a number of military bases in Japanese territory. The bases are a springboard for projecting of U.S. power into the Korean peninsula and the rest of East Asia.

Okinawa was the site of significant battle in World War II. The United States has kept bases in Japan despite returning formal control of the islands to Japan by 1972.

The U.S. base in Okinawa is highly valuable for its hegemony in the region. Okinawans, an oppressed nation within Japanese territory, have long fought back against U.S. occupation.

For decades, Okinawans have voiced their opposition to the crime, crowding and noise brought by U.S. troops. Protests in the 1990s forced the closing of a Marine air station, and now a plan to build a new airstrip on the island has stirred persistent opposition.

The United States does not want any element of a popular threat to its presence in Okinawa. U.S. military officials have apologized profusely and Ambassador Thomas Schieffer traveled to Okinawa in order to avert a larger crisis.

The week following Hadnott's arrest, Okinawan lawmakers passed resolutions demanding tighter discipline among U.S. troops. Demonstrations of hundreds have been organized to voice outrage at the ghastly crime and to demand an end to the occupational U.S. base on their island.

It would not be the first time that outcry to a crime committed by U.S. personnel in Okinawa resulted in popular pressure to end the U.S. occupation. Hadnott’s crime is being compared to the 1995 rape of a 12-year-old Okinawan girl by three U.S. servicemen. That incident triggered massive protests against the U.S. military, including a march of 85,000 people. The three men were convicted and sentenced to prison.

Patriarchy Advantage – Inherency
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The U.S.-Japan Status of Forces Agreement, signed in 1960, has also been a focus of protest. The agreement restricts the jurisdiction of the Japanese government and allows the U.S. military to maintain custody of someone accused of a crime until a formal indictment is filed in a Japanese court. These types of legal agreements that provide protection or full exemption from local law have always been an integral element of colonial relations, and the U.S. government demands nothing less for its soldiers.

U.S. troops out of Japan and all of Asia!
The recent cases of sexual assault are only the most well known. Unknown numbers of women have been the victims of sexual and other violence for the entirety of the U.S. presence in Japan. There are also many other incidents, such as murder, harassment, drunk driving and property destruction that are regularly carried out by U.S. military personnel around bases.

The crimes committed by U.S. troops are a product of the colonial mentality instilled by the military to serve the needs of imperialism. They take place in the context of the current plans of the U.S. government to expand its military presence Okinawa, Iwakuni and Kanagawa, Japan.

Only the removal of U.S. bases abroad can bring such atrocities to an end. A growing movement in Okinawa, the Japanese mainland and throughout Asia is voicing this demand.
Patriarchy Advantage – Inherency  

Negotiations have resulted in Japan’s agreement to move the U.S. Okinawa military base to Henoko– locals are demanding its removal. 

San Francisco Examiner, 5/27/10, http://www.sfexaminer.com/world/95072834.html#ixzz0uSHICvcZ
Washington and Tokyo agreed Friday to keep a contentious U.S. Marine base in the southern island of Okinawa, reaffirming the importance of their security alliance and the need to maintain American troops in Japan.

In a joint statement, the two allies agreed to move the Marine Corps Air Station Futenma to Henoko, in a less crowded, northern part of the island. The decision is broadly in line with a 2006 deal forged with the previous, conservative Tokyo government, but represents a broken campaign promise on the part of Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama.

Hatoyama came to office last September promising to create a "more equal" relationship with Washington and move the Marine base off the island, which hosts more than half the 47,000 U.S. troops stationed in Japan under a 50-year-old joint security pact.

But after months of searching and fruitless discussions with Washington and Okinawan officials, the prime minister acknowledged earlier this month that the base needed to stay in Okinawa. His decision, which he had pledged to deliver by the end of May, has angered tens of thousand of island residents who complain about base-related noise, pollution and crime, and want Futenma moved off the island entirely.
Patriarchy Advantage – Inherency 

The United States has ignored the norms and international precedent established by the UN Commission on Human Rights in context of rapes by the military in Okinawa. 

Yumiko Mikanagi, senior researcher at Columbia University's Weatherhead East Asian Institute, 2004, Okinawa: Women, Bases, and U.S.-Japan Relations, pg. 6-7

First, on the normative level, the period during which the US and Japanese governments were negotiating over US military bases in Okinawa corresponded to the period when the international community began to formally acknowledge that rape by soldiers is a war crime. For example, the United Nations Commission on Human Rights resolution 1994/77, of 9 March 1994, entitled ‘Rape and abuse of women in the territory of the former Yugoslavia’. and UN General Assembly resolutions 48/143 of 20 December 1993 and 49/205 of 23 December 1994, both entitled Rape and abuse of women in the areas of armed con Ii jet in the former Yugoslavia’, have indicated that organized rape by a military force is a crime that requires a commitment from national governments to its prevention and resolution. While the US government often acted unilaterally at the apex of its power. The willingness of the US government to acquire UN endorsement in its military conduct, as shown in the case of the Gulf War and the more recent war against terrorism, indicates that the US government could have taken the above changes in international norms more seriously. It is true that rapes by American soldiers in Okinawa were individual crimes and should not be considered as organized rape, i.e. rape licensed by the military, but changes in international norms could have made the US government sensitive to any sexual violence by soldiers. The Japanese government, too, while it has always been sensitive to the needs of the US government, could have paid more attention to the UN resolutions in part due to its strong desire to gain a permanent seal on the UN Security Council.

Patriarchy Advantage – Inherency

The Clinton administration failed to meaningfully withdraw troops, meaning now is the time to stop the violent and patriarchal attacks on Japanese women by American soldiers. 
Mary Jordan, staff writer for Washington Post, 12/27/96, lexisnexis.com, “New Okinawa Rape Fuels Anti-U.S. Feelings”

Allegations of a second rape of a minor by a U.S serviceman on Okinawa has further inflamed Japanese citizens who want American soldiers to go home.

The new charges, filed Thursday against a 24-year-old airman, involve a 14-year-old American girl. Because the alleged rape occurred on the U.S. base, the case is being handled entirely by U.S. authorities.


Senior airman Anthony T. Williams Jr., of San Antonio, Tex., has been charged with raping the girl in a house where a party was being held. He also has been charged with wrongfully giving alcohol to a minor and with indecent sexual acts with a minor. He has been restricted to Kadena Air Force base pending a preliminary hearing Feb. 7 to determine if he should face a court-martial.

Because Williams is married, he also was charged with adultery under the U.S. military justice system. If convicted of rape, he would face a maximum penalty of life imprisonment.

On Monday, the rape trial of three American servicemen in Japanese court continues, with prosecutors expected to announce the sentence they seek for the men accused of kidnapping and raping a 12-year-old Okinawan girl on a beach Sept. 4. All three men are in a Japanese jail.

That rape caused so much outrage among Okinawans that American officials agreed to reduce the significant U.S. military presence in Okinawa. By the time President Clinton comes to Tokyo for a state visit in April, both countries are expected to have worked out an agreement that would diminish the amount of land the U.S. military occupies and the kind of exercises they conduct there. There also may be a small reduction in the 47,000 troops stationed on the island.

The new rape charge has not caused the same uproar that the one involving the Okinawan girl did, but the crime adds to the anti-American feelings. Earlier this month, a Marine accidentally killed a woman and her two daughters, ages 1 and 10, when she ran them over with her car. Investigators determined the lance corporal was speeding when her car skidded onto the sidewalk.

U.S. servicemen have made concerted efforts recently to stay on their bases, keep away from bars and nightspots and perform good works on the island such as painting schools and entertaining orphans.

Some Okinawan citizens also say they worry that if the United States withdraws, it could hurt the island's economy. Some estimates put the annual revenue generated by U.S. military at more than $ 1 billion.

But a group of Okinawan women activists who are traveling to Washington, New York and other American cities next month to publicize their desire to get the U.S. military off their island say the new rape proves that the violence will only stop if the military leaves.

Suzuyo Takazato, an Okinawan legislator and organizer of the Okinawan Women Against Military Violence group, said the latest rape again attests to the "nature of the military," which seems to silently condone sexual crimes.

The rape allegedly occurred Dec. 2, and the charges were announced after the military newspaper Stars and Stripes reported it this week. The 14-year-old is the daughter of a serviceman based on Okinawa.
Patriarchy Advantage – Inherency 

US military stationed in Japan have repeatedly sexually assaulted locals in the name of improved relations between the two nations. 

Women’s Asia, Japanese activism journal, 2/11/10, http://www.ajwrc.org/english/sub/voice/20-2-1.pdf
On October 14 2007, four marines from the US Marine Corps Iwakuni Air Station allegedly gang-raped a 19-year-old Japanese woman in Hiroshima City. The marines who left the victim crying in the parking area later claimed that the sexual acts were on mutual agreement. This shocking event was followed by a rape case of a 14-year-old girl by a 38-year-old U.S. Marine in the city of Okinawa. The staff sergeant at Camp Courtney, arrested on February 11, denied raping the girl, saying he only forced her down and kissed her. Further on February 20, another US military serviceman was accused of raping a 21-year-old Filipino woman at a hotel in Okinawa. The series of sexual assaults by US soldiers, especially the attack against a 14-year-old girl, provoked grave anger in the small island of Okinawa, which bears 75% of the US military bases in Japan and has suffered from rape, murder and other crimes and accidents caused by the US military for the past six decades. Okinawan Women Act Against Military Violence (OWAAMV), a leading feminist group in Okinawa, expressed their sentiments in a statement that the existence of the military bases is the structural violence against women and girls. They called for closure of the bases and moving the US marines out of communities. Gabriella, a major feminist organization in the Philippines that had led protest actions against the 2006 rape case against a Filipina by US Marines in Subic, also raised voice of anger against yet another case of sexual assault by US military. On the other hand, some in mass media openly attacked the girl for not being “well-educated,” shifting the blame on the victim rather than the perpetrator or the Japanese and the US military authorities that have failed to prevent such crimes around the bases. Sankei Shimbun, a major daily newspaper, even accused the anti-military parties for “exploiting the case” in an editorial claiming that the girl herself is responsible for the crime. Asia-Japan Women’s Resource Center (AJWRC) has led series of protest actions, including petition campaign, protest against insensitive media report, and organizing protest vigil, together with other women’s groups in communities hosting US military bases. In the evening of February 19, women in Okinawa and Tokyo held women’s protest vigil and gathering against the military bases and attack on the victims. The series of the sexual assaults point not only to the nature of the military alliance that actually endangers safety of women and children, but also to the fundamental flaw in the Japanese criminal justice system. In the rape case in Hiroshima, while the Japanese Prosecutors’ Office decided to drop charges against the suspects without clarifying the reason in November, while the US military in Japan decided to prosecute the perpetrators in the military court. The Okinawa Police Office also dropped charge against the Marine and released him on February 29, after the girl dropped the accusation against him, explaining that she does not want to be involved in the case anymore. In Japanese criminal law, public prosecutor cannot press charge of sexual crime when a victim does not wish to make such a claim. As victims of sexual assaults are put under huge pressure and further suffering, their voices have been silenced and thus the US-Japan military alliance has been maintained.
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U.S. military bases in Japan are a direct threat to women, causing rape, murder, and theft. 

Suvendrini Kakuchi, staff writer for IPS News, 12/31/07, http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=36377
Japan's plans to boost its defence capability with the support of the United States is being opposed by women's rights activists who say that U.S. military bases in this country are a danger to women who live in their vicinities. 

More than a hundred women activists and their supporters, including Korean anti-American base groups, held a meeting on Monday night to mark the first anniversary of the murder of a 56-year-old woman who was robbed and killed by an American sailor on January 2006, close to Camp Zama in Yokusuka, Kanagawa prefecture, a suburb of Tokyo. 

Reiko Ashizawa, one of the organisers, blamed ‘'sheer lack of respect for Asian women in the U.S. military and the Japanese government as the root cause of the problem.'' 

‘'We are up against a culture where women's rights are considered secondary. Our demonstration drew attention to this situation,'' she told IPS. 

Activists say they are ready to fight jointly with their counterparts in Asia - particularly in the Philippines and South Korea - as Tokyo prepares to strengthen collaboration with the U.S. military in Japan. 

Already Ashizawa has joined other activists to collect signatures and raise funds for a Filipina rape victim. The perpetrator was convicted in December, but was afterwards controversially removed to custody within the premises of the U.S. embassy in Manila under the visiting forces agreement (VFA) between the two countries. 

According to the Gabriella Women's Party in the Philippines there were 82 cases of sexual abuse committed against women and 15 cases against children by U.S. servicemen before the U.S. Bases Agreement, signed in 1947, was finally terminated in September 1991. 

Criminal acts and cases of sexual abuse, including the rape of a 12-year-old Japanese girl by three Marines in 1995, resulted in the relocation of the U.S. base within Okinawa prefecture. The U.S. currently maintains 50,000 troops on Japanese soil. 

Plans have been passed in the Diet (parliament) that provides for the deployment of carrier-based fighter jets in Okinawa and the setting up of a new U.S. radar system for ballistic missile defence on the island. 

Suzuyo Takasato, a leading activist in Okinawa, heads one of several movements that record in detail instances of violence committed by U.S. military personnel on women in Japan. 

Takasato points to a survey by activists who scoured newspapers and other publications and also conducted their own research, to find at least six cases of serious crimes perpetrated against women that have led to arrests of U.S. servicemen stationed on Okinawa. 

‘'The numbers could be much higher because women do not report every harassment that occurs,'' explained Takasato 

One argument being advanced against U.S. bases in Japan by activists here is that they are contributing to the fear of abuse of women in other parts of Asia. 

‘'The provision of bases on Okinawa for American military personnel make Japanese women feel guilty and they want to increase solidarity with activists from other parts of Asia that are protesting against violations by U.S. servicemen in their countries,'' Takasato told IPS. 

Official records also indicate that crimes and other incidents involving U.S. military personnel and civilian employees stationed in Japan are rising, though documentation is weak. 

Japan's defence agency, which was upgraded to the level of a ministry this month, has records that show 1,866 cases in 2004 and 
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2,079 cases in 2003 - nearly 50 percent higher than a decade ago. 

Traffic violations, robberies, rape and murder were reported. Under the U.S.-Japan Armed Forces Agreement, American soldiers arrested for crimes against local civilians can either be handed over to Japanese police or placed under U.S. custody but primacy is given to U.S. authority. 

Protests against such protection go unheeded because of the official argument that U.S. bases are crucial for Japan's security. But women's rights activists and their supporters are not ready to buy that and say respect for women must come first. 
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Military violence perpetrated by U.S. soldiers stationed in Okinawa is rooted in patriarchal militarism and threatens the lives of women and children. 

Margo Okazawa-Rey, co-founder of the East Asia/U.S./Puerto Rico Women's Network against militarism, 2/26/00, http://www.cfd-ch.org/pdf/frieden/womanoeuvres/margo_engWS.pdf, “Women’s Networks against US Militarism in East Asia” 
During this fiscal year, the US is spending $1.26 billion per day on military expenditures for both US

and overseas operations. Current direct military conflict is being waged in the Middle East, primarily in

Iraq and Afghanistan. Preparing and training for open conflict takes place in East Asia, the “second

front” of the current war on Iraq. The presence and operations of US military in East Asia has its roots

in unequal power and structural inequalities between race, class, gender, and nation defined and

fueled by interrelated systems of globalization and militarism.

U.S. bases in South Korea and Japan date from the end of World War II and currently house over

80,000 U.S. troops who are constantly preparing for war. South Korea is home to 95 US military

facilities; 39 facilities are located in Okinawa, the largest facilities adjacent to urban centers where

approximately one million people live. And in the Philippines, although its national Senate cancelled a

44-year-old base agreement with the United States in 1991, it ratified a new Visiting Forces

Agreement (VFA) in 1999 allowing U.S. access to 22 ports on all main islands for refueling, repairs,

and R&R – far greater access than before and without the expense of maintaining permanent bases.

In their daily lives, women, children and their families in communities near these US bases are

confronted by military violence and crimes committed by US servicemen, environmental toxics and

threats to the public health, and economic development that privileges the US military at the expense

the local well being of host communities and nations. Conditions facing women and children in East

Asia are directly linked to women, children and the environment in low-income and communities of

color in the US who also often live near military facilities and in the nation where military spending

dominates public spending priorities on basic needs as housing, sustaining jobs, health care, and education.
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The neocolonization of Okinawa has brought about exploitation of women’s sexuality through patriarchal policies, naturalizing masculine violence. 

Ayano Ginoza, prof women’s studies, Washington State University, September 2005, http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/4/0/7/1/pages40718/p40718-1.php, “The American Village as a Space of Militarism and Tourism: U.S. Militarism, Gender Hierarchy, Class, and Race in Okinawa,” p. 10-14

In the American Village, traditional Japanese gender roles seems to be less restrictive due to the absence of the Japanese and Okinawan cultural presence. However, once women are freed and alienated from the Japanese social gender norms in the American Village, their sexuality becomes subjugated to the militarization of GIs. As Teaiwa affirms: “This collaboration between militarism and tourism affects the complex process of displacement and social mobility for Islanders, affecting the physical, mental, and emotional health of island bodies” (252). Thus, the space of the American village negotiates and fluctuates with Japanese women’s social class, gender, and race relations. The carefully designed popular images of an American landscape entice younger GIs and Japanese women in particular. Suzuyo Takazato, a politician and feminist activist against military violence, also points out that, through media, “Japanese young girls” 10 constantly receive images of “U.S. soldiers as friendly foreigners” and “images of movie heroes” which make them “dream of…the opportunity to court U.S. soldiers” (Takazato 263). The imagined American popular landscape exploits that dream and supposedly provides an opportunity to experience that dream. The idealization of the American landscape prevents Okinawan women and tourists from questioning, challenging, and explaining the militarization of Okinawan women’s sexualities. Further, Okinawan women in the American Village who enjoy the access to the American style commodities and entertainment in the space neutralize the tension between Okinawan conflicts with U.S. imperialism and mitigate the restlessness of the Okinawan- U.S. issue. Masahide Ota, the former Okinawan governor and a tireless critic of the U.S. military bases, laments that the younger generation of Okinawan women who “[have] no immediacy” to military violence “freely accept the bases” (148). Both Takazato and Ota lament Okinawan women’s incapability and lack of knowledge about militarization. However, they seem to dismiss the sociopolitical process of naturalizing the militarization of the Okinawan landscape. Most of the time, the militarization process is so naturally constructed in the landscape of Okinawa through media that people, even politicians, easily dismiss the process and end up blaming and lamenting the women’s behaviors. This shows the vulnerability of younger Okinawans who interpret the neocolonization of the space as urbanization. In this space, thus, Okinawan women are the ones most sexually visible and easily seen as a cause of the sexual assaults and militarization of their bodies although they are the ones most impacted and sexually and racially violated. While Okinawan women consume the positive image of America and romanticize the idea of dating GIs, GIs objectify and exploit the women’s sexuality. This often results in sexual abuse and rape of Okinawan women. An article in Time titled “Sex and Race in 11 Okinawa: U.S. Servicemen and Local Women Can Be A Volatile Mix, A Rape Allegation Against An American Casts Harsh Light on The Island’s Race Relations” describes a rape case in the American Village. This article illustrates a militarized situation of the American Village with a hypersexualized image of female tourists from mainland Japan as “dream seekers” whose “biggest draws” are “the real live Americans” (August 27, 2001, p39). In the article, the American Village is depicted as “[r]eminders of Uncle Sam abound— America Mart, America Hotel and Club America”: A two-story emporium called American Depot stands in the shadow of a giant Ferris wheel emblazoned with a Coca-Cola logo. Even at traditional matsuri, or summer festivals, children wave cotton candy, shirtless skateboarders do stunts on open walkways and women in shorts and bikini tops lick jewel-colored snow cones. Tourists and dream seekers from the Japanese mainland flock [there]. The biggest draws, especially for Japanese women, are the real live Americans. (39) This not only provides the American journalists’ view of the American Village, but also stereotypes hypersexualized Asian women’s bodies which are available to desire “the real live American” males. The sexual objectification of women’s bodies—“lick[ing] jewel- colored snow cones”—is constructed to justify the rape against Japanese women. At the same time, Americans are on display and commodified as well. According to Lynn Lu, description of Asian women’s bodies by the Western media derives from “the Western (male) popular imagination” which constructed “the exotic mysteries of [Asian women’s] sex” (17). However, a crucial aspect to be noticed here is that in the American Village the young generations of Okinawans are able to perform and dress like younger generations of Americans, and GIs racialize this performance as exotic and sexual. As Enloe points out, popular media “can become the basis for crafting patriarchal and militarized public 12 policies” (The Curious Feminist 228). This “public policy discourse,” she argues, “acknowledges a woman either as silently symbolic or silently victimized” and privileges masculinity (229). Thus, the hypersexualization of women’s bodies is a product of dynamic political and patriarchal ideas which valorize women’s sexuality. The women’s hypersexualized bodies are also racialized in the media. In an interview for the online Time Magazine, a “U.S. Air Force guy” arrogantly generalizes Okinawan women’s attitudes towards GIs: [Okinawan women] come out to bars. They know we’re there. What do you think they’re looking for? I mean, come on, they know what can happen, they’ve heard the stories, too. I mean, they live in Okinawa, and they still keep coming, looking for us. So what does that tell you? So they come in, have a good time, and the guy says, so you want to come home with me, and they say, sure, because that sounds like fun and you 
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know we Americans treat them a helluva lot better than the Japanese guys do, right? (2 July 2001) This demonstrates the ways in which GIs conceive of Okinawan women’s sexuality as compared to “Japanese guys.” Those GIs not only sexualize Okinawan women’s bodies, but at the same time racialize them by generalizing all Okinawan women’s bodies as sexually available to GIs. Moreover, the implication is that GIs masculinize themselves by denigrating Japanese men. This also justifies GIs’ sexual abuse of Okinawan women in the American Village where they consider Okinawan women are GIs’ objects. That is, they are claiming the western masculine centrality against Okinawan women’s bodies. The hypersexualization and racialization of Okinawan women’s bodies by U.S. 13 media and GIs demonstrate the dynamics of sociopolitical processes that militarize Okinawan women’s bodies and naturalize masculinized violence.
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U.S. soldiers use aggression and sexual violence against girls and women in the localities surrounding the bases, in acts that aren’t taken seriously by the government. 

Gwyn Kirk, research analyst with the Global Fund for Women and a Foreign Policy In Focus columnist & John Feffer, author and international affairs representative in Eastern Europe and East Asia, March 14, 2008, http://www.fpif.org/articles/gender_and_us_bases_in_asia-pacific, "GENDER AND U.S. BASES IN ASIA PACIFIC" 

Military personnel are trained to dehumanize “others” as part of their preparation for war. Their aggressiveness, frustration, and fear spill over into local communities, for example in acts of violence against girls and women. Although most U.S. troops do not commit such violations, these incidents happen far too often to be accepted as aberrations. Racist and sexist stereotypes about Asian women – as exotic, accommodating, and sexually compliant – are an integral part of such violence. These crimes inflame local hostility and resistance to U.S. military bases and operations, and have long-lasting effects on victims/survivors. Cases are seriously underreported due to women’s shame and fear or their belief that perpetrators will not be apprehended.

This pattern of sexual violence reveals structural inequalities between Asian communities and the U.S. military, encoded in Status of Forces Agreements and Visiting Forces Agreements. The military sees each crime as an isolated act committed by individual soldiers. Local communities that protest these crimes see gendered violence as a structural issue that is perpetuated by legal, political, economic, and social structures.

Military prostitution continues despite the military’s declared “zero tolerance” policy, affirmed in Department of Defense memoranda and Executive Order 13387 that President George W. Bush signed in October 2005. These days, most women working in clubs near U.S. bases in South Korea and Japan/Okinawa are from the Philippines due to low wages, high unemployment, and the absence of sustainable economic development at home. These governments admit Philippine women on short-term entertainer visas.

Servicemen are still protected from prosecution for many infringements of local laws and customs. The sexual activity of foreign-based troops, including (but not exclusively) through prostitution, has had serious effects on women’s health, boosting rates of HIV/AIDS, sexually transmitted diseases, unwanted pregnancies, unsafe abortions, drug and alcohol dependency, and mental illness. U.S. Navy ships visit the Philippines for R & R and make stops at Pattaya (Thailand) where the sex-tourism industry flourished during the Vietnam War.
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The U.S.’s cultural imperialism over Okinawa is creating a militarized society via its military bases. 

Ayano Ginoza, prof women’s studies, Washington State University, September 2005, http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/4/0/7/1/pages40718/p40718-1.php, “The American Village as a Space of Militarism and Tourism: U.S. Militarism, Gender Hierarchy, Class, and Race in Okinawa,” p. 6-7

Grab a Grande size coffee at Starbucks and enjoy live outdoor entertainment by some of Okinawa’s rising young performers. There’s even a Dragon Palace that keeps the children entertained. It offers a 3-D virtual ride, tea cup ride, balloon corner, and a candy store that never ends! Other than the free parking, the best part of Mihama is the 150-foot Ferris Wheel that offers a view of the entire Mihama area. Ride it in the evening to enjoy a beautiful sunset or at night to enjoy the fluorescent lights. This landscape picture of the American Village with the above statement portrays a layer of bilateral power structures which camouflage the intersections of tourism and militarism. Teresia Teaiwa’s neologism “militourism,” is useful in discussing the American Village of the neocolonial landscape. According to Teaiwa, militourism “is a phenomenon by which military or paramilitary force ensures the smooth running of a tourist industry, and that same tourist industry masks the military force behind it” (251). This militourism signifies the Chatan Town’s use of the U.S. military history on Okinawa and describes the militarized and imagined American paradise as a profitable commercial tourist site. In the same web site, the Ferris wheel glares in the night landscape of the American Village as an indication of the power of America, and triumph of Western technology. It’s a sign that tells you that you are in America. In other words, this space provides an escape from the feeling of being in Okinawa, and a place where America is accepted as cultural hegemony over Okinawan indigenous landscape. The message is of America as the center of culture, rather than Okinawa. The rhetoric reveals a state- promoted reaffirmation of U.S. cultural imperialism over Okinawan landscape. Thus, the imperialism systematically operates to transform and redefine the militarized Okinawan society.

 Also on this web site, the Okinawan government strategically posits the U.S. military as “a great influence” on Okinawan culture, and uses it as a cultural resource for their development of the tourist economy. Thus, for them, the U.S. military bases in the town are politically and economically indispensable. The politically constructed, imagined American landscape and buildings provide tourists with “the feeling of being in America” (bankoku shinryokan). Here, the landscape offers an image of “America” as positive and powerful—powerful enough that this American space nurtures young Okinawans to be famous performers. According to Cynthia Enloe, this is a process of militarization which “managed to slip [the military bases] into the daily lives of the nearby community” to make the military bases “politically invisible” (Bananas 66). This political invisibility of the U.S. military bases further leads young Okinawans to easily associate America with a road to their dreams. The political is camouflaged as cultural and the domination of American culture as both political and economic enterprises. This is hidden behind notions of entertainment and allows Okinawans, especially younger generations of Okinawans, to become part of this entertainment and cultural landscape. By accepting and valuing the military bases as the economic and cultural developers for the American Village, the town at the same time embraces the ideology of militarism 8 and militarizing young Okinawans’ view of America. According to Enloe in The Curious Feminist, the process of militarization is not “automatic,” but it is “a sociopolitical process” which rests on “entrenchment of ideas about ‘manly men’ and ‘real women’” (219). Thus, the militarization 9 is re-encouraged in 8 See Enloe (2004), Chapter 16: “Demilitarization—or More of the Same?” According to the article, militarism is a set of naturalized ideologies and a package of ideas. By embracing the ideology of militarism, a person, institution, or community is also accepting an ideology about how the world works, about what makes humans tick (219). 9 Enloe (2004) states that the militarization process is deliberately nurtured during “what is misleadingly labeled ‘peacetime’” (220).
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This militarist ideology is inherently masculine and encourages the interpretation of dependent, feminine Okinawa and strong, masculine America to justify mistreatment of locals. 

Ayano Ginoza, prof women’s studies, Washington State University, September 2005, http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/4/0/7/1/pages40718/p40718-1.php, “The American Village as a Space of Militarism and Tourism: U.S. Militarism, Gender Hierarchy, Class, and Race in Okinawa,” p.7-8

By accepting and valuing the military bases as the economic and cultural developers for the American Village, the town at the same time embraces the ideology of militarism 8 and militarizing young Okinawans’ view of America. According to Enloe in The Curious Feminist, the process of militarization is not “automatic,” but it is “a sociopolitical process” which rests on “entrenchment of ideas about ‘manly men’ and ‘real women’” (219). Thus, the militarization 9 is re-encouraged in 8 See Enloe (2004), Chapter 16: “Demilitarization—or More of the Same?” According to the article, militarism is a set of naturalized ideologies and a package of ideas. By embracing the ideology of militarism, a person, institution, or community is also accepting an ideology about how the world works, about what makes humans tick (219). 9 Enloe (2004) states that the militarization process is deliberately nurtured during “what is misleadingly labeled ‘peacetime’” (220). It is also “the mulitracked process by which the roots of militarism are given deep 7the space by privileging American masculinity and feminizing Okinawa. The idea of masculinist America is expressed fully in a landscape picture of night in a website called Another Japan. In the picture, while the colorful and glaring neon of the Ferris Wheels in the night sky symbolizes the power of America, the only signifier of Okinawa—the background subtropical landscape—visually disappears. The neon from the surrounding American buildings also helps romanticize American night life in the American Village as the darkness erases indigenous landscape of the ocean, sunset, and seashore and the rainbow color neon spotlights the landscape of America. At the same time, along with the landscape picture, the web site emphasizes that “the presence of Kadena Air Base” in town “has played a role in developing” the town’s society and culture. This naturalizes American militarism in Okinawa and Okinawa’s economic dependency on militarism and tourism. At night, when the Okinawan landscape disappears and highlights the American landscape, people who gather there take part in interpreting and consuming the power of America. In a larger sense, through tourist promotion, the Okinawan government seems to embrace U.S. colonization of Okinawa in the service of Japanese colonization through promoting Japanese tourism. The imagined American landscape is consumed and recreated by the younger generation of Okinawans, tourists, and GIs from the nearby bases.
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U.S. militarism has been the dominant national ideology for seventy years – objections of patriarchal colonialism from the Japanese will be ignored under militarism without the plan. 

James M. Cypher, ph.D. in economics from UC-Riverside, June 2007, From Military Keynesianism to Global-Neoliberal Militarism

There is a well-known and all too little used term for a society that has a predilection for deference to all things military-militarism. In the United States militarism is and has been since the late 1940s a hegemonic societal perception-the prism through which global political events and U.S. foreign policy are interpreted. Shaping and responding to such events is the function of grand strategy, which is about the strategic application of military force or threat of force to change the surrounding world environment so as to achieve an end. These ends are defined by the power elite and propounded by "defense intellectuals" (often operating from key foundations and research centers) and state managers. Once formulated, policy is disseminated via Pentagon national security documents, presidential speeches, and State Department pronouncements to the underlying population.

Joseph V. Femia describes hegemony as a state in which "one concept of reality is dominant, informing with its spirit all modes of thought and behavior." As James Martin tells us, "a successful hegemony will seek to render itself incontestable."1 Like other taboo words, militarism is often disallowed as inapplicable because its form has evolved while the terminology is seemingly locked in historical place. One does not need a military caste or a Prussian-style political system replete with swaggering, medal-bedecked generals to maintain that militarism is the dominant concept of reality informing all modes of thought and behavior with regard to the forcible actions of the state. A civilian-led military establishment achieved a certain level of autonomy as a result of and in the aftermath of the second World War-particularly due to the rise of the Cold War.

But, militarism's hegemony in the organization of the U.S. state and the conduct of foreign policy is fragile. It is not what followers of Antonio Gramsci's concept would term "integral hegemony" based upon a very broad level of consent. Consent has had to be constructed and reconstructed: The Cold War construct-a battle between good and evil according to the Manichean view of President Reagan-was all but incontestable until deep protest and analysis broke through the hegemonic barriers that had circumscribed critical analysis of the precepts of the Cold War during the Vietnam era. In the late 1940s, when the U.S. leviathan began to string its military bases around the globe (numbering over three thousand small-to-large facilities by the late 1960s) serious voices of dissent were heard from 1949 on-particularly in Monthly Review and Monthly Review Press where Paul Baran and I. F. Stone fearlessly challenged mainstream distortions.2

But, this had limited effect at the time. Later, of course, the Monthly Review analysis of U.S. militarism was fundamental in the late 1960s-particularly the work of Harry Magdoff-providing a theoretical starting point.3 As a result of the war in Vietnam, Cold War militarism fell apart, giving way to what conservatives called the Vietnam Syndrome. No one knew this better than the professional military.

Getting U.S. militarism back to a level of incontestable, integral ideological hegemony has been a long sought goal that appeared well in reach after 9/11. The shock and awe unleashed on Iraq in 2003 was to restore U.S. militarism as the premier ideological construct. Behind this construct U.S. power could fluidly unfold, as the world's only superpower demonstrated that no form of nationalist defiance would go unpunished. A new era of neoliberal militarism was consolidating, according to the architects of the new model-Paul Wolfowitz, Richard Pearle, Douglas Feith, Dick Cheney, and Donald Rumsfeld (among others). From time to time some critical or restraining voices were to be heard, most particularly within the Pentagon, but also in the CIA and other intelligence agencies, and at the State Department where the fantasies of antiseptic high-tech warfare were understood as delusional. Nonetheless, long before 9/11, as we now know, the architects of neoliberal militarism were intent upon making Iraq a showcase of their resolve. Preemption of any form of defiance would yield long-term benefits as other nations curbed their nationalist impulses lest they suffer the consequences of U.S. destabilization or invasion. Meanwhile, a very substantial part of the U.S. public, confident in the righteousness of U.S. military power, could be counted on to consent-offering their tax dollars, their allegiance, and their enthusiasm to the application, expansion, and maintenance of revitalized militarism.
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The mere presence of our military bases in Japan is due to the U.S.’s patriarchal goals and increases gender inequality. 

Gwyn Kirk, research analyst with the Global Fund for Women and a Foreign Policy In Focus columnist & John Feffer, author and international affairs representative in Eastern Europe and East Asia, March 14, 2008, http://www.fpif.org/articles/gender_and_us_bases_in_asia-pacific, "GENDER AND U.S. BASES IN ASIA PACIFIC"
Militarism is a system of institutions, investments, and values, which is much wider and more deeply entrenched than any specific war. To create alternate definitions of genuine peace and security, it is important to understand institutionalized gendered relations and other unequal power dynamics including those based on class, colonialism, and racism inherent in U.S. military policy and practice.

Demilitarization requires a de-linking of masculinity and militarism, stopping the glorification of war and warriors, and defining adventure and heroism in nonmilitary terms. It also requires genuinely democratic processes and structures for political and economic decision-making at community, national and transnational levels. In addition, the United States must take responsibility for cleaning up all military contamination in the Asia-Pacific region.

Instead of undermining indigenous control of lands and resources in Guam, for example, the United States and local government agencies should support the self-determination of the Chamorro people. The proposed Marines base for Henoko (Okinawa) should be scrapped and the Japanese government should redirect funds earmarked for it to economic development to benefit Okinawan people.

Since military expansion is a partner in corporate capitalist expansion, economic, political, and social development based on self-sufficiency, self-determination, and ecological restoration of local resources must be encouraged. Communities adjoining U.S. bases in all parts of the region suffer from grossly distorted economies that are overly reliant on the services (legal and illegal) that U.S. soldiers support. This economic dependency affects local men as well as women. Locally directed projects, led by those who understand community concerns, should be supported, together with government reforms to redistribute resources for such initiatives.

In addition, the United States and Asian governments need to revise their legal agreements to protect local communities. Local people need transparency in the implementation of these policies, in interagency involvement (Pentagon, State Department, Department of the Interior, Environmental Protection Agency) and in executive orders that affect U.S. military operations in the region. Such revisions should include the ability for host governments to prosecute perpetrators of military violence so that the U.S. military can be held accountable for the human consequences of its policies.

U.S. military expansion and restructuring in the Asia-Pacific region serve patriarchal U.S. goals of “full spectrum dominance.” Allied governments are bribed, flattered, threatened, or coerced into participating in this project. Even the apparently willing governments are junior partners who must, in an unequal relationship, shoulder the costs of U.S. military policies.

For the U.S. military, land and bodies are so much raw material to use and discard without responsibility or serious consequences to those in power. Regardless of gender, soldiers are trained to dehumanize others so that, if ordered, they can kill them. Sexual abuse and torture committed by U.S. military personnel and contractors against Iraqi prisoners in Abu Ghraib prison illustrate a grim new twist on militarized violence, where race and nation “trumped” gender. White U.S. women were among the perpetrators, thereby appropriating the masculinized role. The violated Iraqi men, meanwhile, were forced into the feminized role.

Gendered inequalities, which are fundamental to U.S. military operations in the Asia-Pacific region, affect men as well as women. Young men who live near U.S. bases see masculinity defined in military terms. They may work as cooks or bartenders who provide rest and relaxation to visiting servicemen. They may be forced to migrate for work to larger cities or overseas, seeking to fulfill their dreams of giving their families a better future.

U.S. peace movements should not only address U.S. military involvement in the Middle East, but also in other parts of the world. Communities in the Asia-Pacific region have a long history of contesting U.S. militarism and offer eloquent testimonies to the negative impact of U.S. military operations there. These stories provide insights into the gendered dynamics of U.S. foreign and military policy, and the complicity of allied nations in this effort. Many individuals and organizations are crying out for justice, united by threads of hope and visions for a different future. Our job is to listen to them and to act accordingly.

Patriarchy Advantage – Environment Impact

U.S. bases in Japan cause environmental pollution that severely affects local residents. 

Foreign Policy In Focus, 3/1/99, http://www.fpif.org/reports/women_and_the_us_military_in_east_asia, “Women and the U.S. Military in East Asia”
Health effects linked to environmental contamination caused by military operations also need detailed investigation. In Okinawa, a 1996 report on babies born to women living near Kadena Air Force Base showed significantly lower birth weights than those born in any other part of Japan, attributable to severe noise generated by the base. At White Beach, a docking area for nuclear submarines, regional health statistics show comparatively high rates of leukemia in children and cancers in adults. In 1998, for example, two women from White Beach who were in the habit of gathering local shellfish and seaweed died of liver cancer.
The drinking water from wells in the area of former Clark Air Force Base (Philippines) is contaminated with oil and grease. At 21 of the 24 locations where groundwater samples were taken, pollutants that exceeded drinking water standards were found, including mercury, nitrate, coliform bacteria, dieldrin, lead, and solvents. These contaminants persist in the environment for a long time and bioaccumulate as they move up the food chain.
Patriarchy Advantage – Environment Impact

Military bases are huge contaminators to their surrounding environment, affecting women more significantly than men. 

Foreign Policy In Focus, 3/1/99, http://www.fpif.org/reports/women_and_the_us_military_in_east_asia, “Women and the U.S. Military in East Asia”

Environmental contamination affects whole communities but is most significant for women and children, because they tend to show signs of disease earlier than men. Militaries cause more pollution than any other institutions. Bases store fuel, oil, solvents, and other chemicals as well as weapons, including defoliants like Agent Orange, depleted uranium-tipped bullets, and nuclear weapons. The SOFAs with Japan and Korea do not hold the U.S. responsible for the cleanup of contamination.

In the Philippines, records of environmental contamination were incomplete and unavailable to concerned nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) for several years. Studies—both by the People’s Task Force for Bases Cleanup and by environmental consultants—show that the U.S. military did not follow its own guidelines on cleanup. In Okinawa, community leaders are trying to get information about contamination and assurances that the U.S. will take responsibility for cleanup, even though the SOFA with Japan explicitly excludes this. In both the Philippines and Okinawa, women are gathering information from local people who have worked on the bases or who live nearby.

Host governments have downplayed contamination or denied its existence for fear of fueling antibase sentiment (Korea) or deterring prospective investors (Philippines). Environmentally induced illnesses may not be apparent for many years, and it is difficult to establish a clear cause-and-effect relationship. Determined efforts by NGOs, researchers, and some elected Philippine officials, as well as deaths of children born in contaminated areas have at last resulted in official recognition of the existence of military contamination in the Philippines.
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