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Strategy Sheet

Ideal 1NC: 

T 

F-22 Compensation Disad 

Security K (with Pan links if it has a China advantage) 

Condition China CP (if China advantage) 

Politics 

Case answers on each advantage 

2NR options (choose one and only one) : 

1. T 

2. Security K (perhaps a few case args as well) 

3. Politics and case

4. F-22 and case

5. Condition CP 

***Topicality***

Topicality: Subsets 1NC
1. In means throughout

Words and Phrases, 8 (Words and Phrases Permanent Edition, “In,” Volume 20A, p. 205-215 March 2008, Thomson West)

Colo. 1887. In the act of 1861 providing that justices of the peace shall have jurisdiction “in” their respective counties to hear and determine all complaints, ect., the word “in” should be construed to mean throughout such counties.

2. The affirmative violates the spirit of the resolution – they remove troops from a specific part of the U.S. They don’t remove troops from throughout Japan.

3. Negative resolutional interpretation is superior:

A. Fair Limits – there are plenty of affirmatives that remove troops from throughout the country, i.e. removing all troops from Japan, Afghanistan, Iraq, Kuwait, etc.

B. Our interpretation is contextual – our definition talks about “in” in the context of countries and nations, like Japan.

C. Increases affirmative and negative ground. Affirmative can predicate advantages off of removing troops throughout Japan, while the negative can present off-case arguments off of troops being removed all over Japan.

4. Topicality is a voting issue – it’s a prima facia requirement.

Topicality: Substantially means >50% 1NC

1. Interpretation - In a military context, a “substantial reduction” is defined as at least 50%.

Comprehensive Base Closure Reform and Recovery Act 92 1992 H.R. 4421 ; 102 H.R. 4421, text of the Comprehensive Base Closure Reform and Recovery Act of 1992, introduced by Olympia Snowe, lexis

TITLE I-ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AT MILITARY INSTALLATIONS TO BE CLOSED
SEC. 101. CLEANUP SCHEDULE FOR CERTAIN BASES ON SUPERFUND NATIONAL
PRIORITIES LIST.
  (a) CLEANUP SCHEDULE FOR CERTAIN BASES ON NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST.-(1)
With respect to each military installation described in subsection (b)-
      (A) before the installation is closed or substantial reductions in its operations have occurred, at least 75 percent of the remedial action required on the installation pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.) shall be completed; and
      (B) not later than two years after the installation is closed or substantial reductions in its operations have occurred, all of the remedial action required on the installation pursuant to such Act shall be completed.
  (2) For purposes of paragraph (1), substantial reductions in the operations of a military installation shall be considered to have occurred if more than 50 percent of the personnel assigned to the installation, including employees and members of the Armed Forces, have been reassigned and moved to another installation.
2. Violation: The removal of the Okinawan bases is not a 50% reduction of the military presence in Japan

3. Standards: 

A. Limits and Ground – with the aff removing such a small portion of the troops in Japan, they open the door to some potentially unsubstantial affirmatives that remove even one troop from the country. This also provides a great limit for the affirmative to abide by – it gives both sides plenty of ground as well.
B. Predictability – we provided a contextual definition that shows how in a military context, and when speaking about removing troops (which is the very premise of the resolution), substantially is more than 50%. This is the most predictable definition because it is provided in the exact context of the resolution itself.

C. Education – the affirmative could easily advocate a pullout from tiny places in Iraq or tiny islands off the coast of South Korea, decreasing the ability of the negative to predict the debate. This decreases clash and education. Additionally, we can’t talk in depth about large areas of the topic. We end up talking about small issues having to do with the surface of the resolution.

4. Topicality is a voting issue – it’s a prima facia requirement.

***Advantage Frontlines***

Environment 1NC

1. The Futenma Air Base has been in Japan since 1945- this proves that either biodiversity loss in Okinawa has no impact or the base isn’t causing enough damage to trigger the impact

2. Overfishery, climate change, carbon dioxide emissions, coral diseases, and increased globalization are all alternate causes to coral reefs

Makoto Tsuchiya, Dean, and professor of the Department of Science, Ryukyu University, René Galzin, Professor at Center of Tropical and Mediterranean Biology and Ecology, University of Perpignan, and Neil Davies, director of University of California-Berkeley's South Pacific Research Station in French Polynesia, PhD in zoology Univeristy of Hawaii, July 2008, Pacific Science (“Biodiversity Research on Coral Reef and Island Ecosystems: Scientific Cooperation in the Pacific Region

“, http://www.bioone.org/doi/full/10.2984/1534-6188%282008%2962%5B299%3ABROCRA%5D2.0.CO%3B2)

The event was timely for the Pacific region, where natural environments, including coral reef and island ecosystems, are increasingly disturbed by human activities. Cooperative science-based projects are urgently required for the conservation and sustainable use of insular ecosystems. Global climate change is having its most dramatic and immediate impact on polar regions and low-lying tropical islands. In the Pacific, phenomena such as increasing ocean temperatures and rising sea levels have impacts on coral reef ecosystems that are undoubtedly serious but remain insufficiently understood. Coral bleaching is probably one of the gravest consequences of climate change, with current bleaching events reported occurring widely with destructive results for coral reef ecosystems. In addition to rising temperatures, global carbon dioxide emissions and the potential acidification of oceans could add to the devastation of coral reefs. Furthermore, coral diseases have been reported recently in many reefs, and these might also be related to the current environmental deterioration. More research is needed to understand the local impact of global changes on small island ecosystems; only then can effective approaches be developed to protect and restore degraded habitats. There is no time for delay if coral reefs are to recover their healthy condition and to maintain the ecosystem function and services on which so many Pacific societies depend. Another worldwide trend that has particularly important impacts on island ecosystems is the rapid increase in trade and travel (globalization), which spreads species to new geographic locations. Islands, which by definition evolved in relative isolation, are particularly threatened by invasive species. The most dramatic and tragic effects of biological invasions are already well documented for terrestrial island ecosystems; however, what makes some species more damaging and some systems more resistant or resilient to invasions is unclear. Islands represent a unique opportunity (a natural laboratory) to address this issue; they are also the places where its resolution is of far more than academic interest. In addition to the impacts of globalization and climate change, there are more direct threats associated with increasing human population pressure on natural resources. Over the last 100 years, the human population has doubled worldwide and tripled in Japan. This explosive rate of growth far exceeds that of the past 10–15 centuries and has severely taxed global resources. For example, to meet food demands, the fishing industry has harvested larger catches, ignoring the rules and balances of nature, and resulting in overfishing and great disturbance to fishery grounds. Human activities on land have degraded terrestrial ecosystems through habitat destruction. Consequences include not only the irreversible loss of endemic species from “biodiversity hotspots” but also the erosion of human cultural diversity (which is often tightly linked to its unique natural heritage). Unsustainable terrestrial development also threatens marine systems through large in-flows of exogenous materials and fine particles to coastal zones and the eutrophication of some reefs. Such conditions have allowed increased population growth of algal species, which has also tipped coral reef systems toward a new ecological equilibrium that does not favor human well-being. Most seriously and devastatingly, some coral reefs have become the targets of “reclamation” projects and have disappeared completely. 

3. There is no spillover evidence which says the damage to the coral reefs in Okinawa will affect the global environment- their evidence is in the context of coral reefs in general
Environment 1NC

4. Biodiversity loss doesn’t cause extinction 

Mark Sagoff, Senior Research Scholar at the Institute for Philosophy and Public Policy in the School of Public Affairs at the University of Maryland, March 1997, College of William & Mary Law Review 38 Wm and Mary L. Rev. 825  (“INSTITUTE OF BILL OF RIGHTS LAW SYMPOSIUM DEFINING TAKINGS: PRIVATE PROPERTY AND THE FUTURE OF GOVERNMENT REGULATION: MUDDLE OR MUDDLE THROUGH? TAKINGS JURISPRUDENCE MEETS THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT”, Lexis Nexis) 

Perhaps twenty species of birds have vanished in the United States since 1492; of those, fifteen have vanished in Hawaii. n340 What specific losses in ecosystem services, such as those listed above, have occurred as a result? Mammals that have become extinct include Goof's pocket gopher, Shaman's pocket gopher, and the Tacoma pocket gopher-all of which disappeared this century. "The loss of a species from a particular area may have little or no net effect on the ability of the ecosystem to perform its ecological processes if competitors take the species' place." n341 Has any ecosystem service diminished owing to the loss of these gophers? Or have other species, including many other kinds of gophers, simply taken their place?  [*905]  To be sure, if extinctions continue at present rates indefinitely, at some point there may be too few viable species ready, willing, and able to substitute for those that have been lost. How much of a "buffer" exists? How many "extra" rivets are in the wings? Many ecologists follow Paul Ehrlich, Peter Raven, and others in declaring that with every extinction we run the risk of calamitous damage to the environment. n342 Although one may agree with ecologists such as Ehrlich and Raven that the earth stands on the brink of an episode of massive extinction, it may not follow from this grim fact that human beings will suffer as a result. On the contrary, skeptics such as science writer Colin Tudge have challenged biologists to explain why we need more than a tenth of the 10 to 100 million species that grace the earth. Noting that "cultivated systems often out-produce wild systems by 100-fold or more," Tudge declared that "the argument that humans need the variety of other species is, when you think about it, a theological one." n343 Tudge observed that "the elimination of all but a tiny minority of our fellow creatures does not affect the material well-being of humans one iota." n344 This skeptic challenged ecologists to list more than 10,000 species (other than unthreatened microbes) that are essential to ecosystem productivity or functioning. n345 "The human species could survive just as well if 99.9% of our fellow creatures went extinct, provided only that we retained the appropriate 0.1% that we need." n346  [*906]  The monumental Global Biodiversity Assessment ("the Assessment") identified two positions with respect to redundancy of species. "At one extreme is the idea that each species is unique and important, such that its removal or loss will have demonstrable consequences to the functioning of the community or ecosystem." n347 The authors of the Assessment, a panel of eminent ecologists, endorsed this position, saying it is "unlikely that there is much, if any, ecological redundancy in communities over time scales of decades to centuries, the time period over which environmental policy should operate." n348 These eminent ecologists rejected the opposing view, "the notion that species overlap in function to a sufficient degree that removal or loss of a species will be compensated by others, with negligible overall consequences to the community or ecosystem." n349 Other biologists believe, however, that species are so fabulously redundant in the ecological functions they perform that the life-support systems and processes of the planet and ecological processes in general will function perfectly well with fewer of them, certainly fewer than the millions and millions we can expect to remain even if every threatened organism becomes extinct. n350 Even the kind of sparse and miserable world depicted in the movie Blade Runner could provide a "sustainable" context for the human economy as long as people forgot their aesthetic and moral commitment to the glory and beauty of the natural world. n351 The Assessment makes this point. "Although any ecosystem contains hundreds to thousands of species interacting among themselves and their physical environment, the emerging consensus is that the system is driven by a small number of . . . biotic variables on whose interactions the balance of species are, in a sense, carried along." n352 
Environment 1NC

5. No species snowball – Ecosystems are resilient 

Roger A Sedjo 2k, Sr. Fellow, Resources for the Future, Conserving Nature’s Biodiversity: insights from biology, ethics & economics, eds. Van Kooten, Bulte and Sinclair, p 114

As a critical input into the existence of humans and of life on earth, biodiversity obviously has a very high value (at least to humans).  But, as with other resource questions, including public goods, biodiversity is not an either/or question, but rather a question of “how much.”  Thus, we may argue as to how much biodiversity is desirable or is required for human life (threshold) and how much is desirable (insurance) and at what price, just as societies argue over the appropriate amount and cost of national defense. As discussed by Simpson, the value of water is small even though it is essential to human life, while diamonds are inessential but valuable to humans.  The reason has to do with relative abundance and scarcity, with market value pertaining to the marginal unit.  This water-diamond paradox can be applied to biodiversity. Although biological diversity is essential, a single species has only limited value, since the global system will continue to function without that species.  Similarly, the value of a piece of biodiversity (e.g., 10 ha of tropical forest) is small to negligible since its contribution to the functioning of the global biodiversity is negligible. The global ecosystem can function with “somewhat more” or “somewhat less” biodiversity, since there have been larger amounts in times past and some losses in recent times. Therefore, in the absence of evidence to indicate that small habitat losses threaten the functioning of the global life support system, the value of these marginal habitats is negligible. The “value question” is that of how valuable to the life support function are species at the margin.  While this, in principle, is an empirical question, in practice it is probably unknowable. However, thus far, biodiversity losses appear to have had little or no effect on the functioning of the earth’s life support system, presumably due to the resiliency of the system, which perhaps is due to the redundancy found in the system. Through most of its existence, earth has had far less biological diversity. Thus, as in the water-diamond paradox, the value of the marginal unit of biodiversity appears to be very small. 

Environment 2NC- Ext. 3- Biodiversity

 

Impact is small – Scientists confirm.

Stevens 91 –Journalist of the New York Times [William K. , “Species Loss: Crisis or False Alarm,” New York Times. August 20,. http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?res= 9D0CE1D61E3EF933A1575BC0A967958260&sec=&spon=&pagewanted=all] AP
While species constitute a "valuable endowment" and should be protected, there is "a total lack of evidence" of a biological holocaust, said Dr. Julian Simon, a University of Maryland economist. He is perhaps better known for arguing that the world's resources, coupled with human ingenuity, can support a surging population. "We're being asked to take the entire scenario on faith" and on the judgment of those who advance it, he said. The warnings of mass extinction, he said, "seem like guesswork and hysteria." Other dissenters say there is a problem, but that its dimensions simply cannot be known at the moment. No one even knows the true number of species in the world, they say. This is acknowledged by Dr. Wilson and others who share his view.  Only 1.4 million species have been identified worldwide, but estimates of South American species alone range from 5 million to 50 million, and estimates of global species range up to 100 million.  "When you deal with that kind of error, it's hard to say what's happening," said Dr. Michael A. Mares, a zoologist at the University of Oklahoma who is an expert on neotropical habitats.  Likewise, he said, it is difficult to come up with a rate of extinction when the geographical distribution of organisms is not known. "Most of them are invertebrates," he said. "We really don't have a good handle on whether or not they're going extinct and how rapidly. The problem is data right now."  More should be known, he said, before the poor countries of the world are asked to make large sacrifices to preserve tropical forests.  For his part, Dr. Mares said, he believes that the wolf is not yet at the door. "The wolf is coming," he said, "but he's coming later."  It is "understandable that there's disagreement," said Dr. Jared Diamond, an ecologist at the University of California at Los Angeles who has examined the problem. "What people are arguing about is what's going to happen in the future."  Predicting the stock market, with its well-known variables and wealth of data, is a far more certain pursuit than predicting the future of species, he said.  

Warming 1NC

1. The aff’s own Embassy of Japan evidence indicates that Japan and the United States are already cooperating on global warming now

(if 1AC doesn’t read the Embassy of Japan evidence)

The US and Japan are cooperating on global warming now

Embassy of Japan 2/08 (“Overview of Japan-U.S. Relations” “http://www.us.emb-japan.go.jp/english/html/japanus/japanu
soverview2009.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

2. Warming will be solved in the future

NYT 7/25/10 (Ross Douthat, “The Right and the Climate” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/26/opinion/26douthat.html?_r=2)

But this doesn’t mean that we should mourn the death of cap-and-trade. It’s possible that the best thing to do about a warming earth — for now, at least — is relatively little. This is the view advanced by famous global-warming heretics like Bjorn Lomborg and Freeman Dyson; in recent online debates, it has been championed by Jim Manzi, the American right’s most persuasive critic of climate-change legislation. Their perspective is grounded, in part, on the assumption that a warmer world will also be a richer world — and that economic development is likely to do more for the wretched of the earth than a growth-slowing regulatory regime. But it’s also grounded in skepticism that such a regime is possible. Any attempt to legislate our way to a cooler earth, the argument goes, will inevitably resemble the package of cap-and-trade emission restrictions that passed the House last year: a Rube Goldberg contraption whose buy-offs and giveaways swamped its original purpose. Liberals disagree, of course. They think the skeptics underestimate the potential for catastrophe, and overestimate the costs of regulation. They, too, look to the past for lessons, but their model is the Clean Air Act and its various modifications, which reduced domestic air pollution relatively cheaply. But the Clean Air Act didn’t require collective action on a global scale — the kind of action that last year’s Copenhagen conference placed ever further out of reach. What’s more, a crucial technology, the catalytic converter, was already on the way as the act’s provisions went into effect. Cap-and-trade is more of a leap in the dark. 

Warming 1NC

3. Models are skewed and ignore multiple factors – satellites are more reliable and prove no anthropogenic warming

Fred Singer, professor emeritus of environmental sciences at the University of Virginia, 3/08 “Nature, Not Human Activity, Rules the Climate <www.sepp.org/ publications/ NIPCC-Feb%2020.pdf>

In this Nongovernmental International Panel on Climate Change report, we have presented evidence that helps provide answers to all three questions. The extent of the modern warming-- the subject of the first question -- appears to be less than is claimed by the Intergovernmental panel on Climate Change and in the popular media. We have documented shortcomings of surface data, affected by urban heat islands and by the poor distribution of land-based observing stations. Data from oceans, covering 70% of the globe, are also subject to uncertainties. The only truly global observations come from weather satellites, and these have not shown any warming trend since 1998, for the past 10 years.  This report shows conclusively that the human greenhouse-gas contribution to current warming is insignificant. Our argument is based on the well-established and generally agreed upon "fingerprint" method. Using data published by the IPCC, we have shown that observed temperature-trend patterns disagree sharply with those calculated from green-house models.  It is significant that the IPCC has never made such a comparison, or it would have discovered the same result: namely, that the current warming is primarily of natural origin rather than anthropogenic. Instead, the IPCC relied for its conclusion on circumstantial "evidence" that does not hold up under scrutiny. We show that the 20th century is in no way unusual and that warming periods of greater magnitude have occurred in the historic past -- without any catastrophic consequences. We also discuss the many shortcomings of climate models in trying to simulate what is happening in the real atmosphere.  If the human contribution to global warming due to increased levels of greenhouse gases is insignificant, why do greenhouse-gas models calculate large temperature increases, i.e., show high values of "climate sensitivity"? The most likely explanation is that models ignore the negative feedbacks that occur in the real atmosphere. New observations from satellites suggest it is the distribution of water vapour that could produce such strong negative feedbacks. If current warming is not due to increasing greenhouse gases, what are the natural causes that might be responsible for both warming and cooling episodes -- as so amply demonstrated in the historic, pre-industrial climate record? Empirical evidence suggests very strongly that the main cause of warming and cooling on a decadal scale derives from solar activity via its modulation of cosmic rays that in turn affect atmospheric cloudiness. According to published research, cosmic-ray variations are also responsible for major climate changes observed in the paleo-record going back 500 million years.  The third question concerns the effects of modest warming. A major scare associated with a putative future warming is a rapid rise in sea level, but even the IPCC has been scaling back its estimates. We show here that there will be little, if any, acceleration, and therefore no additional increase in the rate of ongoing sea-level rise. This holds true even if there is a decades-long warming, whether natural or man-made.  Other effects of a putative increase in temperature and carbon dioxide are likely to be benign, promoting not only the growth of crops and forests but also benefitting human health. Ocean acidification is not judged to be a problem, as indicated by available data. 
Warming 2NC- Ext. 2- Warming solved now

Obama solving warming now
Grist, 11/17/09 (David Roberts, 11/17/09, " Is Bill mckibben right to be angry with Obama? ", http://www.grist.org/article/2009-11-17-is-bill-mckibben-right-to-be-angry-with-obama/)

Alas, despite the far-reaching powers people tend to ascribe to the U.S. presidency in general and Obama specifically, it seems to me the real culprit is—yes, I'm going to say the same thing again, I'm boring!—the U.S. Senate.

Bill says Obama is using the Senate like Bush used China, as an excuse for delay. The analogy is apt insofar as China was out of Bush's control and the Senate is out of Obama's. But it's inapt in that there's plenty Bush could have done without China and he didn't; there's plenty Obama can do outside the Senate and he's doing it. When it comes to matters under executive branch control, the progress over the last 10 months has been amazing—new fuel-economy rules, new enforcement of efficiency standards, EPA moving forward on CO2 regulations, energy standards and goals for all federal departments, tons of green stimulus money, national retrofit programs, delay of mining and drilling permits, sustained bi- and multi-lateral international climate diplomacy ... the list goes on. Obama is doing what a president can do—more than any president has ever done.
Warming 2NC- Ext. 3- No Warming

Warming is a myth
New American 11/17/09 (Jack Kenny, 11/17/09, " Scientists Say 'Whoa!' on Climate Legislation ", http://www.thenewamerican.com/index.php/tech-mainmenu-30/environment/2337-scientists-say-whoa-on-climate-legislation)

More than a few conscientious scientists are trying to call "Whoa!" to the "herd of independent minds" that is using the issue of ";climate change" to urge a stampede to legislation putting unprecedented controls in the hands of government to control climate, which is a broad field, indeed.

In a letter sent to all 100 members of the United States Senate, five scientists from Princeton University, the University of Virginia, and the University of California, Santa Barbara have warned the Senators that any supposed consensus of the scientific community on climate change is "a fake, designed to stampede you into actions that will cripple our economy, and which you will regret for many years. There is no consensus, and even if there were, consensus is not the test of scientific validity. Theories that disagree with the facts are wrong, consensus or no."

The scientists sent their letter, dated October 29, in response to a letter the Senators received from the American Association for the Advancement of Science claiming a "consensus" of the scientific community on climate change and asserting that "immediate and drastic action is needed to avert a climactic catastrophe."

The same five signatories and others had also sent a previous open letter to the Senators, saying,

The sky is not falling. The earth has been cooling for 10 years, without help. The present cooling was NOT predicted by the alarmists' computer models, and has come as an embarrassment to them...

We are flooded with claims that the evidence is clear, that the debate is closed, that we must act immediately, etc., but in fact there is no such evidence. It doesn't exist.

The October 29 letter also notes that the American Physical Society, an organization of physicists, did not sign the AAAS letter and states the society is "at this moment reviewing its stance on so-called global warming, having received a petition from its membership to do so. That petition was signed by 160 distinguished members and fellows of the society, including one Nobelist and 12 members of the National Academies. Indeed a score of the signers are Members and Fellows of the AAAS, none of whom were consulted before the AAAS letter to you," the dissenting scientists wrote.

The petition reads in part: "Studies of a variety of natural processes, including ocean cycles and solar variability, indicate that they can account for variations in the Earth's climate on the time scale of decades and centuries. Current climate models appear insufficiently reliable to properly account for natural and anthropogenic contributions to past climate change, much less project future climate.

"The APS supports an objective scientific effort to understand the effects of all processes — natural and human — on the Earth's climate."

The 160 signees of the petition range alphabetically from Harold M. Agnew, former White House science councilor and former director of the Los Alamos National Laboratory, to Martin V. Zombeck, a physicist formerly with the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics, and include Ivar Giaever, who shared the Nobel Prize in physics in 1973.

While the herd mentality on "global warming” or ";climate change" has been difficult to resist, a firm and growing number of scientists have been speaking up against jumping to conclusions that may be unwarranted and will surely be expensive, both in terms of dollars and in the freedom of action that will be constricted by new environmental regulations that will be imposed to conserve energy consumptions and reduce the "carbon footprint" on the Earth. The statements of the dissenting scientists have given both moral support and intellectual ammunition to those who have opposed the climate-control crusade as a ply to increase the power of government in developed countries and accelerate the trend toward one-world government under a "new world order." Skeptics have long been pointing out that some of the same alarmists who are now warning of the Earth's warming were some 30 years ago warning of cooling temperatures and a coming ice age. They also note that similar variations in temperatures have occurred on other planets within the same time frame in which they have been noted on Earth. Mars, for example, has been said to have undergone the same rise in temperature as the Earth has in recent decades.

Democracy 1NC

1. Japanese democracy high now- DPJ proves

Ian Buruma, professor of human rights at Bard College, New York, 8/31/2009, guardian.co.uk (“Re-birth of Japanese Democracy”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2009/aug/31/japan-election)
The victorious DPJ may not immediately set off any political fireworks. Its leader, Yukio Hatoyama, is an uncharismatic scion of yet another established dynasty – his grandfather, Hatoyama Ichiro, took over as prime minister in 1954 from Yoshida Shigeru, who was the grandfather of the last LDP Prime Minister Taro Aso.

The DPJ's aims are excellent: more authority to elected politicians, less bureaucratic meddling, more independence from the US, better relations with Asian neighbors, more power to voters and less to big business, and so on. Whether Hatoyama and his colleagues have the wherewithal to achieve these aims remains an open question.

But it would be wrong to belittle the importance of what has happened. Even if the DPJ fails to implement most of its reforms in short order, the fact that Japanese voters opted for change will invigorate their country's democracy. Even if the system were to become something like Japan's democracy in the 1920s, with two more or less conservative parties competing for power, this would still be preferable to a one-party state. Any opposition is better than none. It keeps the government on its toes.

A firm rejection of the one-party state will also reverberate far beyond Japan's borders. It shows clearly that the desire for political choice is not confined to a few fortunate countries, mostly in the Western world. This is a vital lesson, especially at a time when China's economic success is convincing too many leaders that citizens, especially but not only in Asia, want to be treated like children.
2. No evidence says staying in Okinawa would collapse Japanese democracy- their evidence just says it would hurt the DPJ

3. Democracy doesn’t solve war – unstable transitions
John M. Owens, associate professor of politics at the University of Virginia and author of “Liberal Peace, Liberal War.”  November/December 2005, Foreign Affairs (“Iraq and the Democratic Peace.”)
Enter Mansfield and Snyder, who have been contributing to the democratic peace deb ate for a decade. Their thesis, first published in 1995, is that although mature democracies do not fight one another, democratizing states -- those in transition from authoritarianism to democracy -- do, and are even more prone to war than authoritarian regimes. Now, in Electing to Fight, the authors have refined their argument. As they outline in the book, not only are "incomplete democratizing" states -- those that develop democratic institutions in the wrong order -- unlikely ever to complete the transition to democracy; they are also especially bellicose. According to Mansfield and Snyder, in countries that have recently started to hold free elections but that lack the proper mechanisms for accountability (institutions such as an independent judiciary, civilian control of the military, and protections for opposition parties and the press), politicians have incentives to pursue policies that make it more likely that their countries will start wars. In such places, politicians know they can mobilize support by demanding territory or other spoils from foreign countries and by nurturing grievances against outsiders. As a result, they push for extraordinarily belligerent policies. Even states that develop democratic institutions in the right order -- adopting the rule of law before holding elections -- are very aggressive in the early years of their transitions, although they are less so than the first group and more likely to eventually turn into full democracies. Of course, politicians in mature democracies are also often tempted to use nationalism and xenophobic rhetoric to buttress their domestic power. In such cases, however, they are usually restrained by institutionalized mechanisms of accountability. Knowing that if they lead the country into a military defeat or quagmire they may be punished at the next election, politicians in such states are less likely to advocate a risky war. In democratizing states, by contrast, politicians know that they are insulated from the impact of bad policies: if a war goes badly, for example, they can declare a state of emergency, suspend elections, censor the press, and so on. Politicians in such states also tend to fear their militaries, which often crave foreign enemies and will overthrow civilian governments that do not share their goals. Combined, these factors can make the temptation to attack another state irresistible. 
4. No one models Japanese democracy- this means they can’t access their impact

Democracy 1NC- A2: Environment Adv.

Democracies increase environmental damage- four reasons – resource exploitation, local-level action, interest groups, and policy paralysis
Quan Li, Prof. at Penn State University, and Raefael Reuveny, Prof at Indiana University, December 2006, International Studies Quarterly 50 (4): 935-956 (“Democracy and Environmental Degradation”)  

The view that democracy may not reduce environmental degradation or may even increase it relies on several mechanisms. First, Hardin (1968) warns about the impending hazards of unchecked natural resource exploitation and environmental mismanagement by self-interested individuals and groups. When private property rights of natural resources are not well defined, as is often the case with "the commons" (e.g., clean air, oceans, forests), free individuals or interest groups tend to over exploit such resources and ignore the damage that their economic actions inflict on the environment. Gleditsch and Sverdrup (2003:70) note that Hardin's "Tragedy of the Commons" does not encourage confidence in the effect of economic and political freedom on environmental quality. Second, Paehlke (1996:28) argues that "the great danger for both democracy and the environment is that, while economy and environment are now global in character, democracy functions on only national and local decision levels." Thus, global environmental problems may not necessarily be attended to in a timely manner. Heilbronner (1974) argues that global population growth threatens global environmental quality. Being autonomous decision makers, autocracies can curtail human reproduction, but democracies are held accountable by the public and therefore respect citizen rights, including those involving human procreation. Third, Dryzek (1987) notes that democracies tend to be market economies, where business interest groups have considerable clout. His argument highlights the asymmetric influence of profit-oriented corporate interests in capitalist democracies. Dryzek (1987:121) lists countries in which democracy is systematically skewed in favor of corporate interests, while "environmental groups have a hard time getting a foot in the door." Corporate interests, in turn, seek to maximize profit, not necessarily to better environmental quality. Thus, democratic leaders accountable to business interests that support their coming to power may not necessarily value environmental quality. "Polyarchy," Dryzek argues, "will normally yield to the imperatives of the market, if not always to the interests of large corporations … At their corporatist worst, polyarchies degenerate into caricatures of the ideal, with some dire consequences for ecological rationality" (Dryzek 1987:125).1 Fourth, Midlarsky (1998) argues that democracies often experience public policy inaction where environmental degradation is concerned. Democratic leaders have the tendency to please competing interest groups in the public in order to win as many votes as possible. "Corporations and environmental groups can fight each other to a standstill, leaving a decision making vacuum instead of a direct impact of democracy on the environment. As a result of budget constraints, democracies may not be responsive to environmental imperatives but to more pressing issues of the economic subsistence of major portions of the voting public" (Midlarsky 1998:159). In addition, democracy may be reluctant to alleviate environmental degradation because some groups are expected to benefit (or lose) from environmental policies more than others (Midlarsky 1998:159).

Democracy 2NC- Ext. 1- Japanese Democracy High

Japan has a stable democracy

Franziska Seraphim, assistant professor of modern and contemporary Japanese history at Boston College, March 2003, Asia Program Special Report (“Participatory Democracy and Public Memory in Postwar Japan” from “Durable Democracy: Building the Japanese State” p.16)
Contemporary observers have tried to capture these developments and understand their implica- tions in different ways. Fujiwara Kiichi speaks of an emerging new order that might be called the “empire of democracy,” characterized not by power balancing between nations, but by the limiting of national power on the basis of universally accepted standards of justice and civil society. “If ideals have universal resonance and are broadly subscribed to by the peoples of the world, and if governments are willing to take on the task of building that civil soci- ety, then nonintervention in other countries’ domestic affairs ceases to be an ironclad principle, and the line between domestic and foreign policy becomes blurred.”13 Gerrit Gong, on the other hand, stresses the potentially vast conflicts that such an “empire of democracy” unleashes as evidenced by the “clash of histories” we are witnessing in East Asia today. Central to the ways in which economic, polit- ical, and security relations will hence be negotiated, he argues, is the “revolution in perception manage- ment,” which, “unlike the revolutions in military affairs and financial affairs ...will depend most on non-material psychological and perceptual factors ...will reflect divergent histories, cultures, and national purposes.”14 Japan as the most seasoned democracy in East Asia occupies a central position in this re-negotiation of regional and global rela- tions on the terrain of historical memory, precisely because Japan’s domestic struggles over meanings of the war and the postwar do not, under today’s glob- al gaze, entirely satisfy the civil-rights standards of a democracy.

Japanese democracy high- mass media and public opinion

John W. Dower, Prof of History at, March 2003, Asia Program Special Report (“Democracy in Japan” from “Durable Democracy: Building the Japanese State” p.5)
All this is by way of suggesting that while democ- racy in Japan faces serious and even fundamental problems, we must keep this in perspective. The Japan of today has advanced a long way from the repressive, militaristic state that lay in ruins in 1945. It is a democracy, however flawed. It is not merely prosperous but also more egalitarian in its distribu- tion of wealth than many developed countries, including the United States. The mass media are lively, and offer a considerable range of opinion (cer- tainly as broad, if not broader, than the mainstream U.S. media). However great and unresponsive to popular control bureaucratic and corporate influ- ence may be, no military-industrial complex drives the state. Indeed, where issues of remilitarization are concerned, public opinion still plays a critical role in maintaining constraints that neither Japan’s conser- vative leaders nor their patrons in Washington endorse.

Japan incorporates many social democratic ideas

John W. Dower, Prof of History at, March 2003, Asia Program Special Report (“Democracy in Japan” from “Durable Democracy: Building the Japanese State” p.5)
In spite of such problems, it accomplishes little to deny Japan’s present-day status as one of the world’s major democracies. We Americans get off track, I would suggest, by holding Japan to uniquely high standards—and, indeed, by commonly setting the Japanese case against a highly rarified and romanti- cized notion of democracy in our own country. Indeed, I would go further and suggest that it is more interesting to compare Japan to the major democracies of Europe. Democracy is a process, an on-going struggle that may take different forms. And in many ways, in terms of both recent historical experience and what we might call national tem- perament, it can be argued that Japan is closer to the great nations of Europe than it is to the United States.

The fit is far from perfect, of course. Germany and other European democracies have more robust two-party systems, and at the same time differ in various ways among themselves. Still, modern Japan does embrace a number of political traditions and attitudes that are closer to the European experience than to the American. These include familiarity with and respect for serious social-democratic ideas; tol- erance and even encouragement of responsible state intervention in the political economy; acceptance of labor and leftwing voices as natural and legitimate contributors to political discourse and contention; and a general notion of economic “democracy” that contrasts quite sharply to the winner-take-all capi- talism currently in vogue in the United States.

US-Japan Alliance 1NC
1. There’s no brink—either the alliance is already so weak the impact is inevitable, or it proves small deteriorations don’t undermine the entire alliance.

2. The new parties coming into power will work to strengthen the U.S.-Japan alliance.

Daily Yomiuri, Japanese newspaper, 7-10-2010, http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/editorial/20100710TDY02T02.htm

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. 
3. U.S.-Japan Alliance is unshakable and continues to be strong and enduring. 
Michele Flournoy, U.S. undersecretary of defense for policy, 7-16-2010, http://www.asahi.com/english/TKY201007150534.html

There have been many challenges over the last 50 years, and there are bound to be more in the future. But the alliance has shown that it is mature, strong and enduring. The American and the Japanese people have never lost sight of the shared values, democratic ideals and common interest in peace, stability and prosperity of the Asia-Pacific region that make for an unshakable alliance. As President Barack Obama and Prime Minister Naoto Kan recently affirmed at the Group of 20 summit in Toronto, the U.S.-Japan alliance continues to be indispensable not only for the defense of Japan, but also for the peace and prosperity of the entire Asia-Pacific region. The positive value of the U.S.-Japan alliance is not lost on other countries in the region; the enduring presence of U.S. forces in Japan is the bedrock for prosperity in the region. 

4. Cheonan incident resolved Japan basing issue—no longer a source of tension in alliance. 

Kim Jin-Young, professor at the Department of Political Science and Diplomacy of Pusan National University, 7-26-2010. [Xinhuanet, Debate: US-ROK drill, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/indepth/2010-07/26/c_13415169.htm]
The US has made two important gains from the Cheonan incident. Taking advantage of the ROK government's resentment against the DPRK and disappointment with the way China has dealt with the issue, the US has got the opportunity to show off its state-of-the-art naval armament in the East Sea (Sea of Japan) and demonstrate to the world, especially China and the DPRK, its willingness to protect its precious Asian ally. Plus, it made former Japanese prime minister Yukio Hatoyama concede to its demand of maintaining the American air-force base in Okinawa, because of the seemingly heightened security threat from the DPRK.

The US had been angry with its faithful Asian ally, Japan, after its former prime minister vowed to shift the US air-force base in Futenma out of Okinawa. The US realized that any such move could weaken its military power in the Asia-Pacific region and feared that its old ally was trying to change its submissive ways.

In such circumstances occurred the tragic incident of Cheonan, providing a valuable opportunity to the US to recharge the security alignment in East Asia. The long-drawn Futenma air-force base issue, which was like a fish-bone stuck in America's throat, was thus solved in one stroke.
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5. The US-Japan alliance is strong and deepening – recent meetings prove.

Consulate General of Japan in NY, February 2010, http://www.ny.us.emb-japan.go.jp/en/c/2010/japaninfo1002.html

One week later, on January 19th, the two countries marked the 50th anniversary of the signing of the Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security between the United States and Japan, the lynchpin of the U.S.-Japan security relationship. The treaty was signed by American and Japanese delegates in Washington, DC in January 1960 in the midst of the Cold War. Under the treaty, the United States is committed to defending Japan and keeping the Asia-Pacific region stable. In return, Japan provides military bases to US forces. This anniversary gave Japanese and American leaders another chance to reaffirm their commitment to the U.S.-Japan alliance. In commemoration of the 50th anniversary, Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama announced his intention to "work jointly with the U.S. Government to further deepen the US-Japan alliance...in order to adapt to the evolving environment of the twenty-first century." President Barack Obama called on both countries to "renew our alliance for the 21st century and enhance the bonds of friendship and common purpose that unite our nations." In addition, Minister of Foreign Affairs Okada and Minister of Defense Toshimi Kitazawa joined with their American counterparts, Secretary of State Clinton and Secretary of Defense Robert Gates to pay tribute to the alliance and the indispensable role it plays in ensuring the security and prosperity of the two countries as well as regional peace and stability. In their joint statement, Okada, Kitazawa, Clinton, and Gates also pointed to the need for the alliance to "remain alert, flexible, and responsive" given the new variety of emerging global threats. Japan and the United States are already putting these words into practice as they continue to work together on issues such as North Korean denuclearization, cooperation with China, and disaster relief. 
6. Okinawa base issue is only a small part of Japan-US relations—won’t derail broader alliance. 

Tze M. Loo, assistant professor of East Asian history at the University of Richmond, Virginia, June 10, 2010; http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/11/opinion/11iht-edloo.html?_r=1

Was Hatoyama doomed to fail from the beginning? Maybe. The Futenma base issue is only the most visible tip of a much larger configuration of issues relating to the foundations of the postwar Japanese state and U.S.-Japan relations. It was naïve to think that Hatoyama could singlehandedly undo a situation that has been more than 60 years in the making. But there are many ways to fail, and Hatoyama failed particularly badly. He reached an agreement with the United States on May 28 about Futenma’s relocation despite the strong, vocal and frequent expressions of opposition from Okinawans. The anger at Hatoyama’s betrayal shut down channels of communication between Okinawa and the central government and aggravated local mistrust of the center. It has also exacerbated the sense among Okinawans that “mainland Japan” is perfectly willing to continue its discriminatory treatment of Okinawa by leaving the island to carry the burden of the U.S.-Japan security relationship from which all Japan benefits. But this is not only about Okinawa. Any serious attempt to address the question of bases on Okinawa cannot avoid the inextricably linked question of the entire U.S.-Japan security arrangement. In mishandling the Futenma issue, Hatoyama squandered the opportunity to start a frank discussion — and perhaps even a rethinking — of what Japan’s role in that relationship is, and what it wants from it. This is crucial for Japan as a whole because a conversation about the country’s future direction (including its existing security relationships) within a rapidly changing East Asia is becoming increasingly necessary. Hatoyama cast his resignation as taking responsibility for failure on the Futenma issue, but this too, looks likely to hurt the situation. Since his resignation, Japanese media and popular attention to the Futenma issue has collapsed, and Okinawa’s base issue faces the very real risk of getting lost in the transition to the new government. Indeed, the new prime minister, Naoto Kan, has made the Japanese economy his primary focus. Regarding Futenma, he reaffirmed the government’s commitment to the May 28 agreement with the U.S. while promising (vaguely) to give attention to reducing Okinawa’s base burdens.
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7. Removing troops decreases the perception of a strong US commitment, which weakens the alliance.

Michael Austin, House Foreign Affairs Committee, 3-17-2010, http://www.aei.org/speech/100130

Relations are further influenced, despite the laudable efforts of U.S. officials here and in Tokyo, by the continued worry of Japanese opinion leaders and policymakers over long-term trends in America's Asia policy, thereby fueling part of their interest in China.  I will mention perhaps the two main concerns: first, that the United States will, over time, decrease its military presence in the Asia-Pacific, thereby weakening the credibility of its extended deterrence guarantee, and second, that Washington will itself consider China in coming decades as the indispensable partner for solving problems both regional and global.  Both these concerns exist despite repeated U.S. assurances that our military presence will not shrink, and despite the very public problems cropping up in Sino-U.S. relations in recent years.  Ironically, perhaps, these Japanese concerns almost exactly mirror U.S. worries, from frustrations over Japan's continued reluctance to increase its security activities abroad to our casting a wary eye on exchanges between Beijing and Tokyo.

US-Japan Alliance 2NC– Ext. Alliance Strong
Even if some Japanese people are unhappy with our presence, the alliance is resilient – mutual goals and Clinton visit proves. 

CNAS, Center for New American Security, 5-21-2010, http://www.cnas.org/node/4528

Secretary of State Hilary Clinton’s trip through Tokyo comes at an auspicious moment in the US-Japan alliance. Hope remains that an agreement on basing is within reach, though it is clear that Okinawan officials remain opposed to any continued US military presence in the prefecture. At best, the alliance will probably be left with an agreement largely similar to that finalized in 2006 – one that is acceptable to Washington and Tokyo, but cannot be implemented due to local-level opposition. The festering disagreement about basing, and disappointment about the behavior of both sides, has left several analysts wondering if the alliance is in drift or, worse, in decline. These concerns are overblown. The basing issue, while important, is not the foundation of the alliance. Mutual democratic values, shared interests in regional stability and prosperity, and close personal bonds are the alliance’s bedrock, and these have not changed. The strategic environment in the Asia-Pacific region is evolving too quickly for the US and Japan to focus on basing alone. The challenges we face today call for a robust and enduring alliance that can adjust to evolving regional and global challenges and overcome specific issues of disagreement. While it may not appear so at first glance, Secretary Clinton’s visit represents a historic opportunity for the US and Japan to move beyond disagreements on basing and demonstrate the enduring strength of the alliance by pursuing a broad agenda for the 21st century. Secretary Clinton’s visit to Tokyo, and the agenda she will pursue, is a testament to the resilience and enduring importance of the alliance. While she will address the basing issue, issues of substance will consume most of the visit. The United States and Japan must discuss a common approach toward Iran, and a coordinated engagement of China. Most pressingly, both sides will seek to solidify a unified reaction to the recently concluded investigation of the sinking of the South Korean cruiser Cheonan, which clearly lays the blame for the death of 46 sailors at Pyongyang’s doorstep. The breadth and depth of the issues we face is a clear sign that, despite disagreements on basing, the alliance remains strong. Mutual regional and global interests will also help ensure the alliance remains strong. Both the United States and Japan have a significant stake in ensuring the stability and openness of the world’s commons spaces (the high seas, air, space, and cyberspace), and the alliance will be an essential element of both country’s efforts. The alliance also has an important role to play in addressing global natural security challenges, such as resource scarcity and climate change. Past experience has also demonstrated that the alliance can be effective in bringing stability to failed and failing states, which will likely be a major challenge in the coming years and decades.

US-Japan Alliance 2NC– Ext. Alliance Strong
Hatoyama built a strong foundation with Obama that will be sturdy enough to carry the US-Japan alliance through the Kan administration.

ABC News, 9-2-2009, http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/wireStory?id=8476771

The Obama administration is not worried that a landslide election victory by Japan's opposition party signals a drift from close ties with the United States, senior U.S. diplomats said Wednesday.

Assistant Secretary of State Kurt Campbell, the top U.S. diplomat for East Asia, said that American officials will "take great care" as they work with the Democratic Party of Japan, which has suggested it would push for more independence from Washington and closer ties to Asia.

"Will there be some challenges along the way? Undoubtedly," Campbell told an audience at the Center for Strategic and International Studies think tank. He added, however, that "the foundation is there for a very strong relationship going forward."
Japan's incoming leader, Yukio Hatoyama, and President Barack Obama pledged Wednesday in their first telephone conversation to strengthen ties between their countries.
Japan’s role as our most important trading partners will guarantee the alliance will gain in strength.

Joseph Donovan, Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary, Bureau of East Asian and Pacific Affairs, 3-17-2010, http://www.state.gov/p/eap/rls/rm/2010/03/138481.htm
Japan is among our most important trading partners and a staunch and important ally. We work together on a broad range of important issues: from the United Nations and the Six-Party Talks to increasing regional economic integration, promoting democracy and human rights, climate change, nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament, and coordinating humanitarian assistance and disaster relief. Japan continues to be an increasingly active partner in global affairs, and our bilateral and multilateral cooperation transcends the Asia-Pacific region. Japan is working with us and others on post-earthquake recovery in Haiti and Chile, is a vital international supporter of reconstruction, reintegration, and development in Afghanistan, and is combating piracy off the Horn of Africa to ensure freedom of navigation and safety of mariners. Whatever challenges we may face in the next half century, I am confident that our relationship with Japan will be an important element of our success. Our relationship continues to develop and evolve, and continues to contribute to peace, prosperity and security throughout the region and the globe. 
 China 1NC
1. Japan and China cooperation is high now – ASEAN proves

Joel Rathus, a Phd candidate at Adelaide university, a Monbusho Scholar at Meiji university and researches East Asian regional integration, 7-15-2010, “China-Japan-Korea Trilateral Cooperation.”
Since its inception on the sidelines of the ASEAN Plus Three (APT) summit over a decade ago, China-Japan-Korea trilateral cooperation has deepened significantly. Former Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama, Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao and South Korean President Lee Myung-bak before the third trilateral summit in South Korea, May 2010. The trilateral cooperation is an important development in regional politics and economics. But the way in which it will affect an East Asian economic community remains uncertain. Cooperation between China, Japan and Korea has historically been stunted. In 1999, an agreement was reached for heads of state from each of the three countries to meet on the sidelines of the APT summit. This agreement initially constituted little more than an annual informal breakfast, and was established more to right perceived imbalances between the ‘plus three’ countries and ASEAN within the APT than because of any desire to improve problematic relations. In any case, Japan’s worsening relations with its neighbours under the Koizumi administration precluded any deepening of the process. In December 2008, the trilateral cooperation finally formally separated itself from the ASEAN Plus Three process and acquired its own identity. But the scope of the trilateral cooperation remained relatively limited, focusing upon annual meetings at Head of State and Foreign Minister level, discussions in the areas of environment, energy and education, and continued informal study of a trilateral free trade area. Even as a separate forum, it seemed unlikely that the trilateral cooperation would prove to be able to lead the creation of an East Asian community and therefore be of any great significance.

2. U.S. presence decreases regional tensions-only a risk of decreased cooperation if U.S. loses its mediator role by withdrawing.
Kent Calder, Ph.D and Director of the Japan Studies program at John Hopkins University, “China and Japan’s Simmering Rivalry,” April 2006, pg. 10

Once the alliance between Tokyo and Washington is consolidated, the best way to defuse the rivalry between China and Japan would be to increase multilateral contacts, both through official mechanisms and through unofficial relations among nongovernmental actors ("Track II"). Enhancing trilateral cooperation among China, Japan, and the United States, especially regarding energy policy, should be a priority. Together, the three countries account for over 40 percent of the world's energy consumption, and they are the three largest oil importers, making their cooperation especially vital. Japan could take a useful step by creating an "energy and environment exception" to its contemplated 2008 termination of development assistance to China, possibly including a provision for U.S.-Japanese-Chinese energy cooperation. The United States, Japan, and China should also form the core of a new North Pacific Regional Energy Consortium, to focus on improving energy efficiency, particularly in China (which currently operates at 40 percent of the United States' efficiency levels and 11 percent of Japan's). Measures such as these could be a balm for the greatest sore in the region, the spiraling rivalry across the East China Sea. Given rising strategic dangers and political uncertainties, a broad Northeast Asia Strategic Dialogue involving China, Japan, the United States, and others is also needed. Such a body could be a spin -off of the existing six-party talks over North Korea's nuclear program (which include China, Japan, North Korea, Russia, South Korea, and the United States), omitting North Korea if necessary. The group's creation should be supplemented by confidence-building measures such as a Sino-Japanese military-to-military dialogue and multilateral contingency planning for disaster-relief activities. Multilateralism keeps nationalism in check, as has been demonstrated by Europe's experience with the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, which provides the continent with a regional security framework. 

China 1NC
3. The US needs to help with communication between China and Japan – a withdrawal of troops makes this virtually impossible.

Kent Calder, Ph.D and Director of the Japan Studies program at John Hopkins University, “China and Japan’s Simmering Rivalry,” April 2006, pg. 11

The United States should encourage regional cultural communication as well. In many areas, such an approach will be far more effective than official action, given the importance of personal networks in Asia. Using mechanisms such as the State Department's International Visitors Program to bring to the United States Japanese and Chinese experts who specialize in the other country's affairs could help create new intellectual networks and generate specific ideas for improving trilateral relations. Informal groups and more formal deliberative forums, such as congressional hearings, should address the deteriorating SinoJapanese relationship, which is the storm center of the political and military crisis in Northeast Asia. Such discussions could also usefully consider the diplomatic implications of the Yasukuni issue in addition to pressing security concerns such as China's military buildup. Change in Japan's policy toward China ultimately must come from within. It is unlikely that any significant shift in foreign policy can be made while Koizumi remains in office. He is locked into his positions, such as his promise to go to Yasukuni annually, and it would be difficult for him to escape such pledges, particularly in the context of continuing geopolitical challenges in Northeast Asia. A window of opportunity could well open this September, when Koizumi is scheduled to leave office. Japan's new leader will have opportunities to innovate pragmatically in relations with Beijing without being seen to knuckle under to Chinese influence-by resuming summit meetings between Japan and China, reinvigorating energy and environmental dialogues, exploring the concept of a secular war memorial, and tacitly refraining from visits to Yasukuni, even as he or she comprehensively strengthens relations with India, Australia, and the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), and takes a hardheaded approach to deepening security concerns. Such actions would enable Japan to take the diplomatic high ground, and allow both Japan and China to focus on the very real challenges of stabilizing their relationship, less distracted by the peripheral yet politically contentious issues of history. Stabilizing the Sino-Japanese relationship is crucial for both the region and the world. Doing so is a matter primarily for China and Japan, but there is an important role for the United States as well. The United States must honor its vital alliance with Japan. Yet it will also have to transcend its "hub and spoke" diplomacy and recognize that many issues need multilateral treatment. If it can do so, the United States will indeed be the "essential power" in Asia, as its diplomatic rhetoric has so often claimed. 
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5. Social Turmoil, Unemployment and impending leadership change prevent China from challenging U.S. hegemony

Friedberg, 2010(Aaron, July 21st, professor of politics at Princeton University, Implications of a Financial Crisis for U.S. – China Rivalry, Survival, 52: 4,

34-5) 
Despite its magnitude, Beijing’s stimulus programme was insufficient to forestall a sizeable spike in unemployment. The regime acknowledges that upwards of 20 million migrant workers lost their jobs in the first year of the crisis, with many returning to their villages, and 7m recent college graduates are reportedly on the streets in search of work.9 Not surprisingly, tough times have been accompanied by increased social turmoil. Even before the crisis hit, the number of so-called ‘mass incidents’ (such as riots or strikes) reported each year in China had been rising. Perhaps because it feared that the steep upward trend might be unnerving to foreign investors, Beijing stopped publishing aggregate, national statistics in 2005.10 Nevertheless, there is ample, if fragmentary, evidence that things got worse as the economy slowed. In Beijing, for example, salary cuts, layoffs, factory closures and the failure of business owners to pay back wages resulted in an almost 100% increase in the number of labour disputes brought before the courts.11 Since the early days of the current crisis, the regime has clearly been bracing itself for trouble. Thus, at the start of 2009, an official news-agency story candidly warned Chinese readers that the country was, ‘without a doubt … entering a peak period of mass incidents’.12 In anticipation of an expected increase in unrest, the regime for the first time summoned all 3,080 county-level police chiefs to the capital to learn the latest riot-control tactics, and over 200 intermediate and lower-level judges were also called in for special training.13 At least for the moment, the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) appears to be weathering the storm. But if in the next several years the economy slumps again or simply fails to return to its previous pace, Beijing’s troubles will mount. The regime probably has enough repressive capacity to cope with a good deal more turbulence than it has thus far encountered, but a protracted crisis could eventually pose a challenge to the solidarity of the party’s leadership and thus to its continued grip on political power. Sinologist Minxin Pei points out that the greatest danger to CCP rule comes not from below but from above. Rising societal discontent ‘might be sufficient to tempt some members of the elite to exploit the situation to their own political advantage’ using ‘populist appeals to weaken their rivals and, in the process, open[ing] up divisions within the party’s seemingly unified upper ranks’.14 If this happens, all bets will be off and a very wide range of outcomes, from a democratic transition to a bloody civil war, will suddenly become plausible. Precisely because it is aware of this danger, the regime has been very careful to keep whatever differences exist over how to deal with the current crisis within bounds and out of view. If there are significant rifts they could become apparent in the run-up to the pending change in leadership scheduled for 2012.

China 1NC
6. China won’t challenge the US.

Straits Times, 3-4-10, http://www.straitstimes.com/BreakingNews/Asia/Story/STIStory_497827.html

CHINA'S growing military has no intention of challenging the United States, a senior People's Liberation Army officer said, before the likely unveiling of the country's annual defence budget on Thursday. PLA Senior Colonel Luo Yan was responding to a new book by a fellow PLA officer, who argues China should aim to displace the United States militarily, the official China Daily reported. At a news conference on Thursday ahead of the convening of the annual session of China's national parliament on Friday, a parliament spokesman is likely to follow past practice and announce the country's defence budget for the year. Some PLA officers, including Col Luo, have called for a rise in military spending that will send a defiant signal to the United States after Washington went ahead with plans to sell $6.4 billion of arms to Taiwan, the self-ruled island that Beijing says is its territory. Col Luo indicated China's military spending was focused on protecting its claims to the island, but not spoiling for a confrontation with the United States, which remains much more powerful economically and militarily.
7. China is not a threat to the US.

China Daily, 4-14-2005, http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/english/doc/2005-06/14/content_451423.htm

Former U.S. Secretary of State Colin Powell said in Bangkok on Monday, June 13 that China is not a military threat to the United States. He also urged Beijing to do a better job explaining the benefits of cheap Chinese imports to American consumers. Speaking to delegates at a business conference in Bangkok, Powell said China's increasing spending on its military does not make it a threat to the United States. "The threat comes from the capability to execute these plans and the intention to do so," he said. "My analysis in the last four years is that China has no such intention. China wishes to live in peace with its neighbors and the U.S." Tension between China and the U.S. has escalated in recent days over a trade dispute on Chinese textile imports. On Monday, Chinese Vice Premier Wu Yi criticized America's recent decision to impose a 7.5 percent cap on the increase in Chinese textiles this year before talks could resolve the disagreement. 
8. Chinese aggression also stems from fear of Russian aggression.

UPI Asia, 11-4-2008, http://www.upiasia.com/Security/2008/10/31/chinas_potential_for_military_aggression/3967/

Toronto, ON, Canada, — Can China risk a major war in Asia or even a military adventure beyond its borders? The answer is no. Why then is China building its military machine at an annual cost of more than US$60 billion? The answer: to intimidate its neighbors. Does the military build-up reflect misplaced Chinese reasoning that India can be dismissed as too orthodox to be taken seriously? The Chinese publication Global Times implied exactly that on Sept. 16. The answer is that China, in the last 50 years, has never taken India seriously. Today, the Chinese military is a hugely expanded and modernized force, much stronger than what the United States faced in Korea in 1950, or India encountered in 1962, or the Russians faced in 1967 at the Ussuri River. China’s US$60 billion plus military expenditure supports the 2.4 million People’s Liberation Army, 300,000 air force personnel and 200,000 servicemen in the navy. In addition, about US$30 billion a year is spent on a military industrial complex in central China, which is at the center of its three-tier modernization program. Although the military expenditure appears very large, it supports a very large manpower base and therefore is average. China keeps about 1 million men on its eastern seaboard across from Taiwan, 200,000 at the Vietnamese border and about the same number in Tibet opposite India. Around 600,000 are based on the northern border to confront any Russian aggression and the balance lie in central China as reserves. In the past two decades, China’s military logistics have benefitted from greatly improved communications systems. Although China appears to possess an intimidating force, it is simply too many military boots deployed across the country. In comparison, Taiwan with U.S. help, Russia with its own military power and India with Israeli, Russian and U.S. hardware are not sitting idly waiting for the Chinese to walk over them. Their combined military strength far exceeds China’s. Their military hardware, excluding nuclear weapons and strategic missiles, is on par or better than China’s. So China cannot pose a grave danger to them.

 China 1NC
9. Other factors scare China – China perceives BMD cooperation as attempted space domination – they’ll respond by modernizing their space weapons arsenal.

Eric Hagt, director of the China Program at the World Security Institute, "China's ASAT Test: Strategic Response," 2007, in China Security, Winter, pp. 31-51 | VP

China’s testing of a direct-ascent anti-satellite weapon on Jan. 11, 2007, was an unambiguous challenge not to U.S. power in space but to its dominance in space. With little explanation emanating from officialdom in China, their principal motivation has not been made clear. A number of alternative intentions have also been offered up, for example, it was a clumsy maneuver to force the United States to the negotiating table for a space arms control treaty. Or, with a turbulent year expected in the run up to Taiwan elections, it was a grave reminder of Beijing’s resolve to defend the nation’s sovereignty at all cost. Or, that it was a raw show of force, a flexing of its growing military muscle. It is possible that all these motivations played a part in China’s decision to test an ASAT. But behind the test was a simpler message and arguably one more benign to international space security than this spectacular test and the orbital debris cloud it created would suggest. In fact, the test is consistent with both China’s notion of active defense and its deterrence doctrine, and should not have been a surprise in light of the growing threats that China perceives in space.
While the fundamental aim of the test may have been relatively straightforward the process and conflict within China’s political and military system associated with deciding to conduct the test are far less clear. That process has been marked by 1) diverging domestic influence over China’s space program and its direction and 2) the differing responses by constituencies within China to the nations’ perceived security threats in space. Understanding the domestic actors and their objectives does not alter the danger this test poses to the security of space. It can, however, illuminate the critical defects in the present strategic architecture in space and may point a way forward to avoid an arms race in space.

ASAT Test as a Response

In the past decade, China has derived a number of key conclusions from its observations of U.S. military activities in space that have fundamentally shaped China’s own strategic posture. The first is the profound implications of space for information and high-tech wars. China witnessed with awe and alarm the power of the U.S. military using satellite communication, reconnaissance, geo-positioning and integration capabilities for an impressive show of force beginning first with the Gulf war in 1991 to the recent campaign in Afghanistan and Iraq.1 The U.S. military’s almost complete dependence on space assets has also not escaped the close examination of Chinese analysts.2

Coupled with a number of key U.S. policy and military documents that call for control in space and the development of space weapons as well as the U.S. refusal to enter into any restrictive space arms control treaty, China has concluded that America is determined to dominate and control space.3 This perceived U.S. intent leads Beijing to assume the inevitable weaponization of space.4 Even more worrisome for China is the direct impact of these developments on China’s core national interests. The accelerated development of the U.S. ballistic missile system, especially as it is being developed in close cooperation with Japan, has been cited as threatening China’s homeland and nuclear deterrent.5 The ‘Shriever’ space war games conducted by the U.S. Air Force in 2001, 2003 and 20056 strongly reinforced the conclusion that U.S. space control sets China as a target.7 Most central to China’s concerns, however, is the direct affect U.S. space dominance will have on China’s ability to prevail in a conflict in the Taiwan Straits.8
As U.S. military space developments have evolved, China’s observations and subsequent conclusions have engendered a fundamental response: we cannot accept this state of affairs. For reasons of defense of national sovereignty as well as China’s broader interests in space – civilian, commercial and military – America’s pursuit of space control and dominance and its pursuit to develop ASATs and space weapons pose an intolerable risk to China’s national security.9 China’s own ASAT test embodied this message. Attempting to redress what China perceives as a critically imbalanced strategic environment that increasingly endangers its interests, China demonstrated a deterrent to defend against that threat. Its willingness to risk international opprobrium through such a test conveys China’s grim resolve to send that message. 
China 2NC- Ext. 2 China Prefers Alliance
China is realistic about US-Japan relations—prefers strong alliance to alternatives. 

Robert Eldridge, Associate Professor, School of International Public Policy, Osaka University, 2002. [Stimson Center, US Security Strategy and US–Japan–China Relations: Stabilizer and Engager, http://www.stimson.org/pub.cfm?ID=64]

This writer has yet to see any in-depth study with regard to the Chinese favorable response, from China, but would suggest that the Chinese government had in mind public reaction in the United States (first, and the United Nations/International community, second) when it expressed its understanding for Japan’s new role. In this sense, in judging China’s response to the US–Japan alliance today and in the future, we can probably employ Thomas J. Christenson’s excellent analysis, which suggests that China fears an end of the US–Japan alliance, believing that incremental changes in Japan’s role within the Alliance is both unavoidable and the price to be paid to prevent Japan’s fullblown remilitarization.
The US presence in Japan is key to ease tensions between Japan and China.

Kent Calder, Ph.D and Director of the Japan Studies program at John Hopkins University, “China and Japan’s Simmering Rivalry,” April 2006, pg. 8

The United States has a crucial role to play in easing the tensions between Japan and China. Rather than prescribing specific solutions for every problem, the U.S. approach should continue to be what it has been since the mid -1980s: reaffirming the importance of the U.S. Japanese alliance while encouraging Japan and China to develop a dialogue of their own. The United States' long-standing alliance with Japan has been the pillar of U.S. policy in the Pacific for over half a century. Much has been achieved over the past decade on the military side of the relationship, including operational planning since the late 1990S for emergencies in "areas surrounding Japan," as opposed to Japan itself. Since the attacks of September 11, 2001, the SDF has extended its area of operational responsibility to the Arabian Sea, and in January 2004 Japan sent troops to Iraq. In December 2005, Chief Cabinet Secretary Abe announced Japan's decision to begin developing a next-generation missile interceptor with the United States. 

 China 2NC- Ext. 6 China Peaceful
China is peaceful and doesn’t seek to disrupt the international system

Hachigian, Nina and Peng, Yuan  ( a Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress,  Director of the Institute for American Studies at the China Institutes of Contemporary International Relations in Beijing, ) 2010  “The US-China Expectations Gap: An Exchange”, Survival, 52: 4, 67-86

The international system is currently undergoing a fundamental change. The new international order requires that all the big powers cooperate with each other. The United States, as the only superpower, must assume an especially important role, and China as a rising power should also take its place. But peaceful coexistence is a precondition for peaceful cooperation. China does not intend to challenge US hegemony, nor to change the current international system. On the contrary, it aims to build a good relationship with America through gradual and constructive cooperation, as it achieves its peaceful rise.
China 2NC- Ext. 7 China- No Economic Capability
Beijing’s response to financial crisis destroys economic capability

Friedberg, 2010(Aaron, July 21st, professor of politics at Princeton University, Implications of a Financial Crisis for U.S. – China Rivalry, Survival, 52: 4, 33-4) 
Whether or not China can sustain its initial recovery remains to be seen. At least in the near term, Beijing responded to the crisis by doubling down on a development model that was already approaching the limits of its utility. Rather than taking aggressive steps to boost consumer spending as a share of GDP, a course that both outside experts and many Chinese officials have identified as essential to sustaining long-term growth, the regime chose initially to pump even more money into infrastructure projects and to provide both direct and indirect support for a variety of export industries.6 While this approach may have been effective in preventing an even steeper shortterm drop in output, it threatens to create massive excess capacity, fuelling asset bubbles, weighing down banks with more non-performing loans and setting the stage for another slowdown that will be even deeper and more difficult to manage. As economist Stephen Roach points out, Beijing appears to have acted on the assumption that, as in previous recessions, foreign (and especially US) demand would soon recover, leading to a rise in exports and a resumption of rapid growth. If this turns out not to be the case, however, Roach concludes that China ‘runs the real risk of facing a more pronounced shortfall in economic growth’.7 In sum, short-term expedients may end up hastening the day of reckoning for China’s investment-heavy, export-led development strategy. While the regime has recently taken steps to encourage domestic demand, permitting workers wages to rise and the renminbi to appreciate, the changes to date have been small and tentative.8

 Kan Credibility 1NC
1. Link evidence is terrible – no card states that not doing the plan will derail Kan’s political capital or popularity.

2. Japanese economy on the rise now.

Daily Times, 7-27-2010, http://www.dailytimes.com.pk/default.asp?page=2010\07\27\story_27-7-2010_pg5_24

Exports rose 27.7 percent to 5.87 trillion yen, their seventh consecutive monthly rise, beating market expectations of a 23.1-percent increase but still below May’s rise of 32.1 percent, the finance ministry said. Imports jumped 26.1 percent to 5.18 trillion yen, led by crude oil, liquefied natural gas and non-ferrous metals. Strong demand for automobiles, high tech products and factory parts have helped offset a weaker domestic picture, enabling Japan’s biggest companies to return to profit and bring about a tentative economic recovery.

3. Kan has support now. 

Pranamita Baruah, staff writer, 7-18-2010. [Global Politician, Tough Challenges of Naoto Kan, http://globalpolitician.com/26531-japan]

Under the circumstance, newly elected DPJ president and Japanese premier Naoto Kan has a challenging job ahead. He has already announced to carry the torch passed on by his predecessor while emphasizing on the following priority areas: the promotion of regional autonomy, the establishment of a ‘new public service’ system, the formation of East Asia community and curbing of global warming. Still, regaining public trust would be his administration’s first and foremost priority prior to the Upper House election.

According to two separate polls recently conducted by two major Japanese dailies- the Ashahi Shimbun and Mainichi Shimbun, about 60 percent people were optimistic about new Prime Minister Kan. 33 percent were willing to continue their support towards the ruling DPJ in the July election. It indicates an increase from 28 percent in the previous poll conducted shortly after Hatoyama’s announcement to quit. Recent poll result also indicates that support for the ruling party has been higher than 17 percent for the main opposition-LDP.

Although the poll results indicate an optimistic picture for Kan administration, to have a lasting tenure in office, the new Prime Minister has to take care of certain basic things, which were conspicuously absent during Hatoyama’s premiership. Besides restructuring the country’s economy and finances, he needs to take simultaneous steps in strengthening social welfare system. Kan also has to portray Japan as a responsible stakeholder in the international community. The new premier also needs to preserve cabinet unity and ensure sufficient coordination between himself and his cabinet colleagues so that there is no divergence, at least in the public statements, made by his cabinet colleagues on sensitive issues. Kan must also promote transparency in policy making process. Above all, he must present a convincing picture of future Japan. Kan also must take up certain ideal yet achievable promises left unfinished by Hatoama administration, such as the introduction of a ‘concept of new public service’, the empowerment of local governments and efforts towards reduction of the greenhouse gas emissions. (801 words)

Kan Credibility 1NC

4. Tax reform has broad support among legislators and the public – election losses signaled opposition to Kan, not the reforms.

Reuters, 7/13/2010, “WRAPUP 3-Japan signals tax reform, seeks to avoid deadlock” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTOE66C00G20100713

TOKYO, July 13 (Reuters) - Japan's government said on Tuesday it had to press on with tax reforms to cut a huge public debt despite a stunning election setback, and was looking to two opposition parties to help drive policy change. Prime Minister Naoto Kan's ruling coalition lost its upper house majority in a weekend election, putting his policies to deal with debt and generate growth at risk and prompting warnings by credit rating agencies S&P and Fitch on Japan's sovereign ratings. Kan has another pressing headache: a possible challenge from rivals in his own party including powerbroker Ichiro Ozawa, a critic of the sales tax hike proposal, ahead of a party leadership vote in September. A Kyodo news agency survey showing support for Kan's government had sunk to 36.3 percent from 43.4 percent before the election could undermine his efforts to keep his job. His Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) still controls the more powerful lower house. But it needs help from other parties to push bills through the upper chamber in the struggle to end decades of stagnation in the world's No.2 economy. "If we don't see a credible plan come through by the end of the year, it will send a negative signal for its rating, adding pressure to the credit rating," Andrew Colquhoun, Fitch Rating's sovereign analyst for Japan, told Reuters. Trying to soothe worries the election drubbing would sap political momentum for fiscal reform, National Strategy Minister Satoshi Arai said debate was still needed on a possible hike in the 5 percent sales tax, one of the lowest among major economies. Kan had floated the possibility of doubling the tax as a way to bring down public debt about twice the size of the $5 trillion economy and to stave off a Greek-style debt crisis as social security costs soar to care for an ageing population. Finance Minister Yoshihiko Noda conceded that Kan's proposal may have turned off voters in the election campaign. "But we must carry out an overhaul of the tax system including the consumption tax," he told a news conference. Most opposition parties support an eventual sales tax rise and the Kyodo survey showed a slight majority of voters do as well, but Kan's abrupt floating of the topic and seeming flipflops cost the Democrats support, analysts said. Unlike Greece, Japan's public debt has long been financed from its massive pool of domestic savings that mostly sits in the banking system and is recycled into Japanese government bonds. But fears are growing that the ageing population will start drawing on those savings, forcing Japan to rely on foreign investors to fund its debt and potentially creating market instability. The change has already started and Japan's savings rate has fallen to about 3 percent from over 10 percent a decade ago. The Fitch warning of the higher risk of a ratings downgrade helped send September Japanese government bond futures to the day's low at 141.33 2JGBv1. 

Kan Credibility 1NC

5. Kan’s potential coalition partners don’t oppose the US presence – it’s not key to his agenda.

Daisuke Wakabayashi and Yuka Hayashi, WSJ (Wall Street Journal), 7/12/2010, “Weakened Kan Faces Deadlines on Okinawa” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703580104575360660021162180.html

The tensions revolve around a 2006 agreement between the two countries to shuffle U.S. troops in Okinawa to make them more politically acceptable to the local population. The agreement calls for the U.S. to move 8,000 Marines to Guam by 2014 and to shift part of an existing Okinawa helicopter facility to a rural part of the island from a densely populated area. The aim is to diminish local hostility to the Marine presence, which has been stoked by a rape case and a helicopter crash. While the deal reduces the number of Marines on Okinawa, it leaves thousands there, and it doesn't go far enough for many Okinawans, who want the base moved off the island entirely. The ruling Democratic Party of Japan had endorsed that view last year and promised base opponents it would support their cause. But Mr. Hatoyama changed his position under pressure from the U.S. The issue didn't get much attention in a campaign dominated by domestic issues, such as Mr. Kan's pledge to raise the national sales tax to help cut the national debt. The parties that Mr. Kan is likely to invite into a new ruling coalition have either endorsed the U.S. plan or haven't vocally opposed it.  In that sense, Mr. Kan may be freer than Mr. Hatoyama to move forward in implementing the U.S. agreement. Mr. Hatoyama's coalition included the left-leaning Social Democratic Party of Japan, which strongly opposes the U.S. military presence in Okinawa—and which left the coalition when Mr. Hatoyama reversed course.  

Kan Credibility 2NC- Ext. 2 Japanese Economy Recovering

Japan’s economy is headed for sustainable growth.

RTT News (United States), 7/21/2010, http://www.rttnews.com/ArticleView.aspx?Id=1364934

(RTTNews) - The Japanese government said on Wednesday that the economy is picking up steadily, although it faces a difficult situation such as high unemployment rate. In its monthly economic report, the Cabinet Office said despite the severe labor market situation, the economy is expected to be headed for a self-sustaining recovery as corporate profits continue to improve. This assessment reflects the improvement in overseas economies and the effects of policy measures including the emergency economic measures.

Japan’s recovery is continuing now.

WSJ (Wall Street Journal), 7/5/2010, "Japan Economy Minister: Economic Recovery Trend Unchanged", http://online.wsj.com/article/BT-CO-20100705-706129.html, AT

TOKYO (Dow Jones)--Japan's economy minister said Tuesday that in spite of the weak Japanese share market and the rising yen, the economy is continuing to recover. "The Japanese economy's recovery trend hasn't changed," Satoshi Arai, Japan's Minister of State for Economic and Fiscal Policy, told a regular news conference. He also said he's watching moves in the domestic share market.

Japan’s economy is improving and headed for a self-sustaining recovery.

Tomoyuki Tachikawa, Megumi Fujikawa, WSJ (Wall Street Journal), 6/30/2010, " Manufacturers in Japan Turn Positive ", http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703426004575339561038102240.html, AT

TOKYO -- Sentiment among big manufacturers in Japan unexpectedly turned positive for the first time in two years, the Bank of Japan's June tankan survey showed Thursday, signaling that a solid expansion in exports has helped light a fire under sluggish domestic demand. The headline diffusion index in the central bank's quarterly survey of corporate sentiment showed that conditions among large manufacturers rose to 1 in June from minus 14 in the March survey. The reading was much better than the median forecast of economists surveyed by Dow Jones Newswires for minus 4. The figure represents the percentage of companies saying business conditions are good minus those saying conditions are bad. The reason behind the improvement in corporate confidence is that healthy demand for Japanese goods in emerging economies, including China, continues to benefit Japanese firms and is prompting them to increase capital spending. A recovery in corporate earnings, as well as government stimulus measures, has also helped income and employment conditions pick up, underpinning consumer spending at home. Japan's economy looks likely to advance along a self-sustaining recovery path, analysts say. "The tankan confirms that the economy keeps steadily recovering," said Tatsushi Shikano, senior economist at Mitsubishi UFJ Morgan Stanley Securities. "We expect the country's business sentiment to continue improving on the back of robust domestic and external demand."

Rising sales show that the Japanese economy is improving.

San Francisco Chronicle, 7-29-2010, http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/g/a/2010/07/29/bloomberg1376-L6AKXJ6LUTXC01-2RHPHP69PM5MBT3SK59N3A2G8O.DTL

Sales increased 3.2 percent from a year earlier, the sixth straight gain, helped by demand for cars, gasoline and clothes, the Trade Ministry said today in Tokyo. The result matched the median estimate of 14 economists surveyed by Bloomberg News.

Today's figures may provide a boost to the economy as demand from abroad shows signs of waning. While fading stimulus will damp the pace of the consumer spending rebound, people may start to buy a wider variety of goods and services, according to economist Masamichi Adachi.

Kan Credibility 2NC- Ext. 3 Kan Strong Now

Kan is strong now

Martin Fackler, staff writer, 7-9-2010. [NYT, Japan’s Election to Test Governing Party, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/10/world/asia/10japan.html]

Political experts credit Mr. Kan, a plain-spoken former social activist, with giving the governing party a renewed focus on pocketbook issues of more appeal to voters, after his predecessor, Mr. Hatoyama, was fatally sidetracked by a dispute with Washington over an air base on Okinawa.

***Counterplans***

China Advantage Counterplan

Text: The United States federal government should propose the creation of North Pacific Regional Energy Consortium with governments of Japan and China. The United States federal government should encourage the governments of Japan and China to participate in the Consortium. 

The Counterplan resolves tensions between Japan, US and China—energy cooperation is key 
Kent Calder, Ph.D and Director of the Japan Studies program at John Hopkins University, “China and Japan’s Simmering Rivalry,” April 2006, pg. 10

Once the alliance between Tokyo and Washington is consolidated, the best way to defuse the rivalry between China and Japan would be to increase multilateral contacts, both through official mechanisms and through unofficial relations among nongovernmental actors ("Track II"). Enhancing trilateral cooperation among China, Japan, and the United States, especially regarding energy policy, should be a priority. Together, the three countries account for over 40 percent of the world's energy consumption, and they are the three largest oil importers, making their cooperation especially vital. Japan could take a useful step by creating an "energy and environment exception" to its contemplated 2008 termination of development assistance to China, possibly including a provision for U.S.-Japanese-Chinese energy cooperation. The United States, Japan, and China should also form the core of a new North Pacific Regional Energy Consortium, to focus on improving energy efficiency, particularly in China (which currently operates at 40 percent of the United States' efficiency levels and 11 percent of Japan's). Measures such as these could be a balm for the greatest sore in the region, the spiraling rivalry across the East China Sea. Given rising strategic dangers and political uncertainties, a broad Northeast Asia Strategic Dialogue involving China, Japan, the United States, and others is also needed. Such a body could be a spin -off of the existing six-party talks over North Korea's nuclear program (which include China, Japan, North Korea, Russia, South Korea, and the United States), omitting North Korea if necessary. The group's creation should be supplemented by confidence-building measures such as a Sino-Japanese military-to-military dialogue and multilateral contingency planning for disaster-relief activities. Multilateralism keeps nationalism in check, as has been demonstrated by Europe's experience with the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, which provides the continent with a regional security framework. 

Cooperation will ensure that the alliance is reconstructed into a stronger partnership.

Hideki Wakabayshi, The US-Japan Alliance – A New Framework for Enhanced Global Security, October 2008
If the United States and Japan successfully rebuild their cooperative efforts to address global issues, and if they work on preventive diplomacy under the proposed new framework, they will create a more favorable global security environment, reduce the chances of war, and thereby reduce the need to use hard power. As a consequence of such cooperation, the U.S.-Japan relationship will remain strong and will be viewed by the international community as a public good. This vision should be endorsed by the next administrations of both countries. 
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