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**Afghan COIN Bad**
T Combat Violation
Afghanistan withdrawal is not combat

Carter 2

ROBERT S. CARTER Department of the Army Civilian, “CONSIDERATIONS FOR PLANNING OVERSEAS PRESENCE” Strategy Research Project http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA404187.

For purposes of this paper, the use of the term "overseas presence" is intended to refer to those units and personnel that are permanently based overseas - or - in the case of some assets (e.g., naval forces) - are deployed to a particular region on a regular, rotational basis. (For example, U.S. forces currently fighting terrorism in Afghanistan would not be considered part of U.S. overseas presence by this definition. 

NATO COIN is considered a combat force – Berlin dispute proves – star this card.

Schreer and Noetzel 2008 (Benjamin and Timo, analysts at the German Institute for International and Security Affairs in Berlin, “Counter-what? Germany and Counter-Insurgency in Afghanistan,” in Royal United Services Institute Journal, Feb, Vol. 153, No. 1, RUSI)

The third and probably most important factor to explain the benign neglect in German political debate on COIN is societal. German policy-makers from the beginning of NATO’s Afghanistan campaign have framed Bundeswehr participation domestically as a ‘non-combat’ operation. As a result, regular German forces would be involved in nation-building tasks only and would not conduct offensive operations against insurgents alongside NATO allies. Fighting the Taliban and other enemy forces would be left predominantly to US forces within the framework of Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) or to those ISAF forces operating in the south and east of Afghanistan. This message by successive German governments as well as most politicians in the German Parliament nurtured the public’s view that Bundeswehr units were predominantly support elements for civilian development organisations rebuilding Afghan society. Portraying the Bundeswehr mission in such a way also paid tribute to Germany’s ‘culture of restraint’ when it comes to the use of force. That is, a majority of Germans still favour an approach to the use of force which limits Bundeswehr deployments to defensive or supportive roles within the context of multinational operations. The overwhelming notion still prevailing in domestic German strategic debate is that fighting wars belongs to Germany’s political past. Yet, in the face of the evolving ‘small war’ such understanding of military power restrains the German ability to adapt politically and militarily to NATO’s COIN efforts in Afghanistan.  

A different concept of conflict 

One general lesson which can be derived from historical cases of Western forces taking on COIN operations is that such conflicts are predominantly lost on the home front. Western democratic societies are prone to losing the ‘political war of attrition’ such a campaign entails. Afghanistan is no different. Already, there are severe cracks within the Alliance, with political support becoming harder and harder to obtain. The German case, however, is particularly worrisome. While in other NATO countries – particularly in the UK, US and Canada – a discussion on the modern nature of COIN operations has begun, a German equivalent is notably absent. Even in the highest political and military echelons the term ‘counter-insurgency’ and its related strategic and operational implications often are not known, let alone understood. With very few exceptions, the German translation of counter-insurgency – Aufstandsbekämpfung – is absent in domestic debate. This could be attributed to the fact that, unlike many of its allies, the Federal Republic never engaged in a ‘small war’. Germany lacks historical memory of such conflicts which could inform current debate. Nevertheless, the remarkable absence of COIN as a concept in German domestic discussion is more likely due to unwillingness in large parts of the political elite to accept allies’ interpretation of the nature of conflict in Afghanistan. At its core, ‘counterinsurgency’ implies the fight against enemy resistance and ranks the military dimension equal to non-military instruments. It can also interchangeably be used with the concept of ‘small wars’. Such a conceptualisation of conflict in Afghanistan, however, runs counter to the German elite’s preferences which for the most part still deny the changing level of politically motivated violence even in the northern parts of Afghanistan. 

To accept the concepts of ‘counter-insurgency’ or ‘small wars’ would amount to a defeat of Berlin’s self-perception as a somewhat revised ‘civilian power’. This power perceives military force as only one instrument within a wider strategic framework that emphasises the non-military dimensions of security. Instead, the German government, in line with a majority in Parliament, has both domestically and abroad advocated for an approach which eschews the notion that the military dimension is one critical element of NATO strategy towards rebuilding Afghan society. The German consensus is on a ‘comprehensive approach’ to the Afghan problem, meaning in essence a strategy which integrates the political, economic and military aspects of the overall campaign. In addition, German politicians strongly emphasise that there is no military solution to the conflict. All of this is now conventional wisdom within the Alliance. The problem with the German insistence on the ‘comprehensive approach’, however, is that while NATO allies base their planning on a ‘comprehensive approach to counter-insurgency’, German political elites focus on a ‘comprehensive approach to post-conflict reconstruction’. This differentiation is of critical importance since the emphasis on ‘post-conflict’ obstructs an efficient German contribution to NATO’s COIN campaign in at least two ways. Firstly, given that it implies the absence of a high level of violence such as displayed by insurgent groups in Afghanistan, the term ‘post-conflict’ promotes a German understanding that civilian instruments will not be applied within the framework of ongoing military operations. Secondly, it also neglects the military instrument as the most essential tool in order to conduct targeted offensive actions against insurgents. 

Hegemony – War Fatigue CP
Reauthorization builds public support for the war

Susan Brooks Thistlethwaite and Brian Katulis 11/19/09, Rev. Susan Brooks Thistlethwaite is a Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress. Brian Katulis is a Senior Fellow at American Progress, where his work focuses on U.S. national security policy in the Middle East and South Asia. Katulis has served as a consultant to numerous U.S. government agencies, private corporations, and nongovernmental organizations on projects in more than two dozen countries “How to Make the Afghanistan War a “Just War” http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2009/11/just_war.html

Force is reasonable according to just war theory if it is in defense against aggression, or in the protection of the vulnerable or allies. The original justification for going to war in Afghanistan—defending against the aggression of the September 11th attacks—had broad global support. That support has waned at home and abroad as the nature of the threat has changed from a nonstate actor with a base in Afghanistan to a global network that has dispersed into Pakistan and around the world. There is a moral argument for continued efforts in Afghanistan in order to enhance regional stability—South Asia has two nuclear powers—India and Pakistan—and increased tensions and instability in this part of the world could have major implications for global security. Obama should return to Congress for a renewed authorization for the Afghanistan war. The initial authorization of the war is largely outdated, but the administration can, and should, make a strong case for additional resources and renewed focus based on the global security interests and need for stability in the broader region. The symbolism of a renewed commitment would help move beyond the notion of endless war that has been perpetuated by relying on supplemental funding mechanisms each year that have not offered an opportunity for renewed and broader public debate on the issue. President Obama should also consider returning to the United Nations Security Council to renew and update the resolutions guiding the U.S. and NATO presence in Afghanistan. The current language is broad, and lacks a clear focus. And it is essential as the administration makes changes to its policy on Afghanistan that there is deliberation with the bodies that can help address the moral question of intention in regard to this war. These two steps are not necessary from a legal standpoint, but the public debate could help further define how the war in Afghanistan is a just cause—seeking to advance regional stability, prevent the escalation of regional tensions, and perhaps even reaffirming basic rights enshrined in the U.N. Declaration of Human Rights.
Hegemony – Overstretch CP
Reallocating funds solves overstretch – this is their author

Norris and Sweet 10 [John, executive Director of Enough and Former Chief of Political Affairs for the UN Mission in Nepal, and Andrew, Research Assistant @ American Progress, “Less Is More,” June 8th, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2010/06/less_is_more.html]

Our current international posture is increasingly unsustainable. The reasons? First, the United States is simply spending too much continuing to fight wars in Afghanistan and Iraq while total defense spending over the past decade grew in an exponential and undisciplined fashion. Second, the relationship between our key foreign policy institutions (in defense, diplomacy, and economic and social development programs abroad) became wildly skewed in favor of defense at the expense of nonmilitary functions. This muscle-bound yet clumsy combination of assets leaves America poorly positioned to deal with the threats and opportunities we face as a nation around the globe today and in the future. Restoring a sense of balance and sustainability to our international posture is absolutely essential. The upshot: We need to spend less money overall on defense weaponry while investing a portion of those savings in sustainable security initiatives that simultaneously protect our national security and promote human and collective security. Shaping this more balanced approach will require sensible cuts in defense spending and concurrent but smaller strategic investments in sustainable security. This will be challenging amid a rising chorus of concern in Congress and from the general public about deficits and the national debt. This year’s deficit is expected to exceed $1.5 trillion, over 10 percent of our nation’s gross domestic product—the highest deficit level since World War II. Yet we pay surprisingly little attention to the staggering cost of our current defense posture. U.S. defense spending has more than doubled since 2002, and the nearly three-quarters of a trillion dollars that the United States is now spending annually on defense is the highest in real terms since General Dwight D. Eisenhower left occupied Germany in the wake of World War II. Military costs continue to constitute more than 50 percent of all federal discretionary spending. Greater and greater sacrifices will have to be made in domestic and international priorities if more isn’t done to strategically reduce defense spending. No one questions the need to fight terrorism and protect our country. That’s precisely why it is so important for us to develop an international posture that is sensible, sustainable, and effective in achieving its core goals. Bringing defense spending under control will clearly enhance the overall health of our economy and thus our overarching influence around the globe. But doing so without investing some of those savings in social and economic development and diplomacy abroad would be unwise. Indeed, Secretary Gates consistently notes that we need to strengthen U.S. civilian foreign policy and development institutions if we want to more effectively promote lasting stability and defend our interests around the globe. And he continually points out in public speeches, interviews, and congressional testimony that these institutions currently lack the capabilities and funding to be effective policy partners in promoting our interests internationally.

Heg Sustainable – Latent Power

Latent power solves overstretch

Wohlforth 7 (William, Olin Fellow in International Security Studies at Yale University, Unipolar Stability: The Rules of Power Analysis, A Tilted Balance, Vol. 29 (1) - Spring 2007, http://hir.harvard.edu/index.php?page=article&id=1611)

US military forces are stretched thin, its budget and trade deficits are high, and the country continues to finance its profligate ways by borrowing from abroad—notably from the Chinese government. These developments have prompted many analysts to warn that the United States suffers from “imperial overstretch.” And if US power is overstretched now, the argument goes, unipolarity can hardly be sustainable for long. The problem with this argument is that it fails to distinguish between actual and latent power. One must be careful to take into account both the level of resources that can be mobilized and the degree to which a government actually tries to mobilize them. And how much a government asks of its public is partly a function of the severity of the challenges that it faces. Indeed, one can never know for sure what a state is capable of until it has been seriously challenged. Yale historian Paul Kennedy coined the term “imperial overstretch” to describe the situation in which a state’s actual and latent capabilities cannot possibly match its foreign policy commitments. This situation should be contrasted with what might be termed “self-inflicted overstretch”—a situation in which a state lacks the sufficient resources to meet its current foreign policy commitments in the short term, but has untapped latent power and readily available policy choices that it can use to draw on this power. This is arguably the situation that the United States is in today.  But the US government has not attempted to extract more resources from its population to meet its foreign policy commitments. Instead, it has moved strongly in the opposite direction by slashing personal and corporate tax rates. Although it is fighting wars in Afghanistan and Iraq and claims to be fighting a global “war” on terrorism, the United States is not acting like a country under intense international pressure. Aside from the volunteer servicemen and women and their families, US citizens have not been asked to make sacrifices for the sake of national prosperity and security. The country could clearly devote a greater proportion of its economy to military spending: today it spends only about 4 percent of its GDP on the military, as compared to 7 to 14 percent during the peak years of the Cold War. It could also spend its military budget more efficiently, shifting resources from expensive weapons systems to boots on the ground. Even more radically, it could reinstitute military conscription, shifting resources from pay and benefits to training and equipping more soldiers. On the economic front, it could raise taxes in a number of ways, notably on fossil fuels, to put its fiscal house back in order. No one knows for sure what would happen if a US president undertook such drastic measures, but there is nothing in economics, political science, or history to suggest that such policies would be any less likely to succeed than China is to continue to grow rapidly for decades. Most of those who study US politics would argue that the likelihood and potential success of such power-generating policies depends on public support, which is a function of the public’s perception of a threat. And as unnerving as terrorism is, there is nothing like the threat of another hostile power rising up in opposition to the United States for mobilizing public support.  With latent power in the picture, it becomes clear that unipolarity might have more built-in self-reinforcing mechanisms than many analysts realize. It is often noted that the rise of a peer competitor to the United States might be thwarted by the counterbalancing actions of neighboring powers. For example, China’s rise might push India and Japan closer to the United States—indeed, this has already happened to some extent. There is also the strong possibility that a peer rival that comes to be seen as a threat would create strong incentives for the United States to end its self-inflicted overstretch and tap potentially large wellsprings of latent power. 

Heg Sustainable – Latent Power

We’ve been cutting taxes and keeping a volunteer military – that changes when we get really overstretched

Singh 8 (Robert Singh, Professor of Politics at the University of London, “The Exceptional Empire: Why the United States Will Not Decline — Again”, International Politics (2008) 45, 571–593. doi:10.1057/ip.2008.25) 

Finally, latent power — the degree to which resources can be mobilized by a government — should not be overlooked in assessing American predominance. Despite Bush’s declaration of a global war on terror, it has been the US military rather than America that has been at war since 9/11. Americans at large have neither been requested nor required to make serious material sacrifices to secure the homeland or assist the offensive struggle against radical Islam abroad. After two wars during which taxes were cut rather than raised, the overall tax burden remains low, the armed forces — while strained — remain exclusively volunteer and the many American fatalities and casualties in Iraq do not compare in either absolute or relative terms to those of Vietnam or Korea previously, let alone to WWII. The costs that America’s imperial role has imposed on ordinary Americans have been consequential but not nearly so burdensome as to prompt a domestic revolt against the Pax Americana. At least as important, America possesses ample reserves with which to defend its global role and primacy, if required. 
Heg Sustainable – Adaptation

US is uniquely adaptable – we can fix structural problems with hegemony

Haas 9 (Lawrence J. Haas, former White House strategist and award-winning journalist, Summer 2009, “Letter from Washington: Don’t Bet on America’s Decline”, http://www.dissentmagazine.org/democratiya/article.php?article=314)

After reviewing the ills that beset America, from a weak economy to a misguided energy policy, from failing schools to costly health care, Barack Obama focused on the nation’s mood. ‘Less measurable, but no less profound,’ the new President suggested in his inaugural address, ‘is a sapping of confidence across our land; a nagging fear that America’s decline is inevitable, that the next generation must lower its sights.’ If such fear nags at Americans, it may be because of what we so often hear. Journalists, scholars, and diplomats seem to compete for the pithiest way to pronounce that, when it comes to America, as a French foreign minister put it, ‘The magic is over… It will never be as it was before.’ Pithy enough? How about ‘Waving Goodbye to Hegemony’ (from a New York Times magazine headline) or ‘U.S. influence is in steep decline’ (from the Washington Post) or ‘The United States’ unipolar moment is over’ (from the Council on Foreign Relations’ Richard Haass) or ‘It will not be the New American Century’ (from a French scholar). We’ve been here before – not as a nation in decline, mind you, but as one stressing about it. Today, a cursory look at America might justify the fears. But a more serious survey of the global landscape suggests that, despite its current troubles, America will retain its top spot in the world’s pecking order, and that it may emerge from today’s global downturn even stronger than before relative to its competitors. While, in America, we face serious problems, our would-be challengers – from China to Russia, from Europe to the Middle East to Latin America – are mired in their own problems that may prove even more daunting. America’s path is in America’s hands. We have the power to fix every one of our problems, no matter how large any single one may seem. History suggests that we will do so – eventually. What Winston Churchill said of us still rings true: ‘Americans can always be counted on to do the right thing… after they have exhausted all other possibilities.’ Declinism of past and present Declinism, as it applies to America, has a rich tradition but, to date, a history of failed prophecy. Like the cicadas that blanket Washington’s trees and sidewalks every 17 years, the declinists rear their heads about once a generation, propagating the latest versions of their thesis, showcasing evidence of America’s creeping weakness – from economic stagnation to military setback to diplomatic reversal. From a momentary setback or perhaps a string of them for the United States, the declinists offer visions of long-term corrosion. The intellectual parlour game is as old as the Republic. Europeans widely expected the ‘American experiment’ to fail. British contempt for the young nation led to the War of 1812. Nor did America’s rise to global behemoth by the late 19th Century deter the doomsday-ers. If anything, they grew bolder. No sooner had the United States emerged victorious from World War II than critics lamented Soviet supremacy in the Cold War that had just begun. ‘We’ve lost the peace,’ John Dos Passos wrote in early 1946 in Life. ‘Friend and foe alike look you accusingly in the face and tell you how bitterly they are disappointed in you as an American.’ Mao’s victory in China in 1949, America’s stalemate in Korea in the early 1950s, Soviet suppression of Hungary in 1956, Moscow’s launch of Sputnik in 1957, and candidate John Kennedy’s warning of a U.S.-Soviet ‘missile gap’ in 1960 all seemed to prove that history favoured communism over capitalism. American prosperity and Kennedy-era optimism provided a short respite from further declinism. The U.S. debacle in Vietnam, North Korea’s capture of the USS Pueblo, Soviet and Cuban adventurism in Africa, Iran’s seizure of the U.S. embassy in Tehran, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, and America’s economic struggles in the 1970s painted the United States as a helpless giant. President Nixon transformed declinism into national policy, seeking détente with the Soviets to ease U.S. entry into a new world of balance with the Soviet Union, Europe, China, and Japan. President Carter reinforced decline fever, lamenting our ‘crisis of confidence’ in his ‘malaise’ speech. After President Reagan sought to reassert U.S. supremacy, launching a military build-up and confronting the Soviets in hotspots the world over, Yale’s Paul Kennedy warned (in his best-selling The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers) of America’s ‘imperial overstretch,’ in which our global obligations would surpass our ability to finance them. Other declinists of the period included David Calleo (Beyond American Hegemony) and Walter Russell Mead, (Mortal Splendor). America’s victory in the Cold War mocked declinism, but recent events have ignited its rebirth. Today’s declinists includes veterans of past battles, notably Kennedy, and new players – Fareed Zakaria (The Post-American World), Charles Kupchan (The End of the America Era), Francis Fukuyama (America at the Crossroads), Andrew Bacevich (The Limits of Power), and a host of government officials and journalists. They write books and op-eds and appear on TV and radio, reviewing America’s missteps while suggesting they presage a more multi-polar world. For some, like Kennedy, declinism is a life’s work, as his recent Wall Street Journal op-ed, ‘American Power Is on the Wane,’ makes clear. For others, it’s a step along an intellectual journey. While Fukuyama moved from Western triumphalism (in his The End of History and the Last Man of 1992) to declinism, Mead moved the other way, predicting recently in the New Republic that America will emerge from today’s global economic crisis in a stronger position atop the international power rankings. 

Primacy Inevitable – Walt
Obama will never change grand strategy – he’s focused domestically, surrounded by interventionist advisors, and it’s too difficult

Walt 9 (Stephen Walt, Robert and Rene Belfer Professor of International Relations at Harvard University, previously taught at Princeton University and the University of Chicago, resident associate of the Carnegie Endowment for Peace and a guest scholar at the Brookings Institution, November 2009, “Restoring Solvency”, http://www.americanreviewmag.com/articles/restoringsolvency)

It is by now a cliché to observe that Barack Obama took office facing the greatest challenge of any United States president since Franklin Roosevelt. The US economy had been in free-fall since the northern summer of 2008, the nation’s image around the world had taken a beating over the previous eight years. Obama inherited a losing war in Iraq, a deteriorating situation in Afghanistan and a wide array of unresolved foreign policy problems. No president in living memory had taken office with so much to solve and such limited room to manoeuvre. The new president wasted little time in responding. In his first 100 days, Obama pushed through an ambitious economic recovery program that included a major fiscal stimulus package, a controversial plan to buy up toxic assets in the banking industry, a limited bail-out for automobile manufacturers and proposals for a new regulatory regime for Wall Street. At the same time, he launched a dizzying set of foreign policy initiatives. After six months, Obama almost seemed to be the miracle worker his campaign had promised. As former advisor to President Clinton, William Galston, commented after Obama’s first 100 days: “If he’s right, our traditional notion of the limits of the possible—the idea that Washington can only handle so much at one time—will be blown to smithereens.” Yet appearances can be deceiving, and this is almost certainly the case when it comes to foreign policy. Although Obama has made a number of positive moves, his actions to date are more style than substance. To be blunt, anyone who expects Obama to produce a dramatic transformation in America’s global position is going to be disappointed. There are three reasons why major foreign policy achievements are unlikely. First, the big issue is still the economy, and Obama is going to focus most of his time and political capital there. Success in this area is critical to the rest of his agenda and to his prospects for re-election in 2012. Second, Obama is a pragmatic centrist and his foreign policy team is made up of mainstream liberal internationalists who believe active US leadership is essential to solving most international problems. Although they will undoubtedly try to reverse the excesses of the Bush administration, this group is unlikely to undertake a fundamental rethinking of the US’s global role. Third, and most important, there are no easy problems on Obama’s foreign policy “to-do” list. Even if he was able to devote his full attention to these issues, it would be difficult to resolve any of them quickly. In terms of grand strategy, his ultimate aim must be to bring US commitments back into alignment with its interests and resources—to restore what Walter Lippmann termed “solvency” to US foreign policy. This broad goal can be achieved by extricating the nation from some current obligations, by improving relations with adversaries, by getting other states to bear a greater share of America’s burden, or a combination of all three. Obama will try to keep US commitments within bounds and to improve relations with several adversaries, while taking symbolic steps to repair the damage the Bush administration did to the country’s global reputation. But he is unlikely to achieve any far-reaching breakthroughs. The foreign policy agenda at the end of his first term is likely to look a lot like it does today. To see why, let us look more closely at the crises he faces. 

Primacy Inevitable – Fear
Obama will maintain primacy – security addiction of the post-9/11 political environment

McDonough 9 (David. S. McDonough, Fellow at the Centre for Foreign Policy Studies at Dalhousie University, “Beyond Primacy: Hegemony and ‘Security Addiction’ in U.S. Grand Strategy”, Winter 2009, Orbis, ScienceDirect)

The George W. Bush administration embraced a particularly aggressive counter-terrorist and counter-proliferation strategy after the 9/11 terrorist attacks. The ‘‘Bush Doctrine,’’ as it became known, reflects a ‘‘primacist’’ approach to grand strategy that aims not only to eliminate global terrorist networks and cowl rogue state proliferators, but also to dissuade potential near-peer competitors from challenging the American-centered international system. Critics expect that this ambitious approach to strategic affairs has become unsustainable in the face of the growing quagmire in Iraq. But ‘‘security addiction’’ in the post-9/11 environment has instead created conditions for a bipartisan consensus on the overall direction, if not the particular modalities, of ‘‘primacist’’ grand strategies. Despite the unpopularity of the Bush administration and significant American commitments to Afghanistan and Iraq, it is highly unlikely that President Barack Obama will heed calls for military retrenchment or strategic restraint. 

Security outweighs concerns of overstretch – structural societal issues mean a strategy of primacy is inevitable

McDonough 9 (David. S. McDonough, Fellow at the Centre for Foreign Policy Studies at Dalhousie University, “Beyond Primacy: Hegemony and ‘Security Addiction’ in U.S. Grand Strategy”, Winter 2009, Orbis, ScienceDirect)

After 9/11, the Bush administration embraced a particularly expansive and ambitious approach to strategic affairs. Unprecedented financial and military resources were allocated to all areas of national security. An aggressive counter-terrorist and counter-proliferation campaign was initiated to eliminate global terrorist organizations, intimidate rogue states, and impose democracy in the Middle East. Countries such as Russia and China (and implicitly even trusted allies like Japan and Germany) would be dissuaded from strategic competition. American decision-makers have rarely felt such acute vulnerability, nor devoted so much attention to issues of strategy and doctrine in this Long War. President George W. Bush came into office initially dismissive of his predecessor’s cautious, reticent, and seemingly undisciplined strategy. Ambitious neoconservative strategists like Paul Wolfowitz were restrained by more pragmatic officials who advocated a mixture of unilateralism and selectivity. In the post-9/11 period, however, the vision of unrestrained strategic dominance would no longer be dismissed as infeasible. Strategic vulnerability necessitated an expansive definition of national interest, a dramatic infusion of resources into the national security apparatus and an ambitious international security policy to pacify the strategic landscape and transform the ‘‘unipolar moment’’ into an indefinite era. Yet the two costly interventions in Iraq and Afghanistan have stretched the country’s resources and raised the specter of ‘‘imperial overstretch.’’ Many critics expect that the growing quagmire in Iraq has made the current approach unsustainable. ‘‘Primacy’’ appears destined to be remembered as a temporary grand strategy aberration. However, these critics will be disappointed. The 9/11 attacks reinforced the long-standing American concern over its societal vulnerability and created a political support base for essentially ‘‘primacist’’ grand strategies. A bi-partisan consensus has emerged on the overall direction, if not the particular modalities, of grand strategy. The unpopularity of the current administration and recent expenditures in blood and treasure are unlikely to lead to American retrenchment or strategic restraint.
Primacy Inevitable – Fear
Fear trumps fatigue – the public will always back a primacist grand strategy

McDonough 9 (David. S. McDonough, Fellow at the Centre for Foreign Policy Studies at Dalhousie University, “Beyond Primacy: Hegemony and ‘Security Addiction’ in U.S. Grand Strategy”, Winter 2009, Orbis, ScienceDirect)

The reason that the current debate is currently mired in second-order issues of multilateral versus unilateral legitimacy can be attributed to the post 9/11 security environment. A grand strategy is, after all, ‘‘a state’s theory about how it can best cause security for itself.’’ 35 It would be prudent to examine why the neoconservative ‘‘theory’’ proved to be so attractive to American decision-makers after the 9/11 attacks, and why the Democrats have begun to rely on an equally primacist ‘‘theory’’ of their own. As Charles Kupchan has demonstrated, a sense of vulnerability is often directly associated with dramatic shifts in a state’s grand strategy. Kupchan is, of course, largely concerned with vulnerability to changes in the global distribution of power. 36 Even so, the 9/11 terrorist attacks have dramatically increased the U.S. sense of strategic vulnerability to both global terrorist organizations like Al Qaeda and even to more traditional threats that are seen, as Donald Rumsfeld said, ‘‘in a dramatic new light–through the prism of our experience on 9/11.’’ 37 Perhaps more than any previous terrorist action, these attacks demonstrated the potential inﬂuence of non-state terrorist groups like Al Qaeda. U.S. strategic primacy makes conventional responses unattractive and ultimately futile to potential adversaries. The country’s societal vulnerability to terrorist attacks will likewise lead to extremely costly defensive reactions against otherwise limited attacks. For both the United States and its asymmetrical adversaries, the advantage clearly favors the offense over the defense. With the innumerable list of potential targets, ‘‘preemptive and preventive attacks will accomplish more against. . .[terrorists or their support structures], dollar for dollar, than the investment in passive defenses.’’ 38 As former Undersecretary of Defense for Policy Douglas Feith has argued, a primary reliance on defense requires instrusive security measures that would inevitably endanger American civil liberties and curtail its free and open society. 39 Strategic preponderance ensures that the United States will continue to face adversaries eager to implement asymmetrical tactics, even as it offers the very resources necessary to implement both offensive and less effective defensive measures. Unfortunately, terrorist groups with strategic reach (i.e., capable of inﬂuencing the actions of states) will likely increase in the coming years due to a combination of factors, including the ‘‘democractization of technology,’’ the ‘‘privatization of war’’ and the ‘‘miniaturization of weaponry.’’ As more groups are imbued with sophisticated technological capabilities and are able to employ increasingly lethal weapons, the United States will be forced to rely even further on its unprecedented global military capabilities to eliminate this threat. The global war on terror, even with tactical successes against al Qaeda, will likely result in an inconclusive ending marked by the fragmentation and proliferation of terrorist spoiler groups. The ‘‘Israelization’’ of the United States, in which ‘‘security trumps everything,’’ will be no temporary phenomenon. 40 Realism provides an insufﬁcient means for understanding the current post-9/11 strategic threat environment and underestimates the potential impact of the terrorist threat on the American sense of vulnerability. Globalized terrorism must be confronted by proactive measures to reduce the domestic vulnerability to attack and to eliminate these organizations in their external sanctuaries. Even then, these measures will never be able to ensure ‘‘perfect security.’’ As a result, signiﬁcant public pressure for expanded security measures will arise after any attack. The United States will be consumed with what Frank Harvey has termed security addiction: ‘‘As expectations for acceptable levels of pain decrease, billions of dollars will continue to be spent by both parties in a never-ending competition to convince the American public that their party’s programs are different and more likely to succeed.’’ 41 This addiction has an important impact on the dramatically rising levels of homeland security spending. Indeed, while this increased spending is an inevitable and prudent reaction to the terrorist threat, it also creates high public expectations that will only amplify outrage in a security failure. 42 Relatedly, American strategic preponderance plays an important role in facilitating a vigorous international response to globalized terrorism, including the use of coercive military options and interventions. A primacist strategy has the dual attraction of both maximizing U.S. strategic dominance and convincing the public of a party’s national security credentials. Indeed, the Republicans had developed a strong advantage in electoral politics by its adherence to a strong military and aggressive strategy, and the Democrats in turn ‘‘learned the lesson of its vulnerability on the issue and [...] explicitly declared its devotion to national security and support for the military.’’ 43 The 9/11 attacks may not have altered the distribution of power amongst major states, but it has directly created a domestic political situation marked by an addiction to expansive security measures that are needed to satisfy increasingly high public expectations. In such a climate, it is easy to see why the neo-conservatives were so successful in selling their strategic vision. The fact that the United States has effectively settled on a grand strategy of primacy in the post-9/11 period should come as no surprise. It is simply inconceivable that a political party could successfully advocate a grand strategy that does not embrace military preeminence and interventionism, two factors that are seen to provide a deﬁnite advantage in the pursuit of a ‘‘global war on terror.’’ Political parties may disagree on the necessary tactics to eliminate the terrorist threat. But with increased vulnerability and security addiction, the United States will continue to embrace strategies of primacy– rather than going ‘‘beyond primacy’’–for much of the Long War. 

Primacy Inevitable – Singh

A move away from primacy would be political suicide – neither party will do it

Singh 8 (Robert Singh, Professor of Politics at the University of London, “The Exceptional Empire: Why the United States Will Not Decline — Again”, International Politics (2008) 45, 571–593. doi:10.1057/ip.2008.25) 

If America’s preponderance in hard power, its competitors’ internal limits and the resilience of American soft power together suggest that there is still life in the exceptional empire, so too do the contours of domestic US politics. It was hardly surprising in 2008 that no candidate for president ran on a platform offering ‘more Bush’. Iraq has been a bitterly divisive issue in America, as have most dimensions of post-9/11 policies from NSA wiretaps and water-boarding to enemy detainees and homeland security. The strongest assertion of executive privilege and prerogative in the post-1945 era also generated intense, albeit not especially effective, opposition from Congress, especially after Democrats won control of both houses in the 2006 mid-term elections. But partisanship has been a constant in US foreign policy. American politics never stopped at the water’s edge. The intensity of recent divisions over Iraq strongly echoes prior ones, Vietnam and Korea. To treat either the intensity or the depth of contemporary divisions as of an entirely different order of magnitude to those of the past would be an error. Equally, to take at face value the inevitable mantra of ‘change’ and ‘hope’ offered by competing candidates in the 2008 elections would be hasty. The apparent clamour for change should not obscure three deeper forces suggestive of a foreign policy after Bush that may resemble more of 2001–2009 than his critics would prefer. First, neither party wishes to be viewed by the 9/11 generation as ‘soft’ on national security. In part, this represents a legacy of the reliable advantage on national security that the Republicans have profited from in presidential elections since 1968. But it also reflects the Bush administration’s success in exploiting the terrorist threat for electoral advantage in the 2002 and 2004 elections. Appeals to ‘security moms’ after 9/11 assumed potent salience. With majorities narrow, elections expensive and prospects for change in partisan control of one or both houses of Congress resting on a handful of competitive seats, both parties could be forgiven for inverting Tip O’Neill’s famous dictum about congressional politics. Far from being simply local, or even national, US politics after 9/11 bore a heavy international imprint. But although the polarization, division and partisan attacks have been strong since 2003, these should not obscure the breadth of agreement that exists on foreign policy more broadly. Whoever occupies the White House and Congress into the 2010s, we should not anticipate a serious abandonment of the American political class’s commitment to maintaining US primacy and the exceptional empire that it facilitates. Crucially, while the Bush Doctrine has attracted widespread academic criticism, no competing paradigm for American grand strategy has won decisive support across both political parties. According to Campbell and O’Hanlon’s typology, the Republican and Democratic parties are each divided into four competing factions on foreign policy (Campbell and O’Hanlon, 2006, 241–5). The Republican Party coalition comprises ‘Oldsmobile conservatives’ (Wall Street Republicans and James Baker-style realists), neo-conservatives (journalists and think tank experts who argue strongly for hard power and are deeply sceptical of the UN), ‘America Firsters’ (paleo-conservatives such as Pat Buchanan, focused on immigration and protectionism) and ‘faith based interventionists’ (advocates of humanitarian intervention and the moral purpose of foreign policy). Democrats are divided among ‘hard power’ advocates (who view the flaw in the Bush Doctrine as its implementation, not its design), ‘globalists’ (focused on problems caused by globalization, broad definitions of security and uneasy about military interventions), ‘modest-power Democrats’ (who advocate retrenching and refocusing American energies and resources at home, viewing Clinton Democrats as ‘Republican-lite’) and ‘global rejectionists’ (leftists, unionists, environmentalists and activists prevalent in the blogosphere and academy). That both parties are coalitions of distinct tendencies is neither new nor remarkable. Nor should this lead us to expect a rapid realignment in US foreign policy. In terms of mainstream Democrat and Republican elected public officials, the substantive differences in worldview between McCain, Obama and Clinton are less on foreign affairs than the inevitably sharp-edged partisan rhetoric of election year campaigns might suggest. The notion, for example, that a serious presidential aspirant of either party would reject the premise that the world is more prosperous and secure with America as its major power, or would deny that America’s number one foreign policy priority should be winning the struggle against radical Islam (however it may be re-branded after Bush), or would repudiate the claim that America is ultimately safer when more of the world’s nations are mature constitutional democracies, is not credible. Such an aspirant would be unable to win a presidential election. 

CT Bad – Air Strikes

CT leads to more air strikes – turns terror

Hegghammer 9 (Thomas Hegghammer,  senior research fellow at the Norwegian Defence Research Establishment and an associate of the Initiative on Religion in International Affairs at Harvard Kennedy School's Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, 11/11/09, “The big impact of small footprint”, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/11/11/the_big_impact_of_small_footprints)

It is ironic that many proponents of troop reduction in Afghanistan are also critical of drone strikes in Pakistan. What they do not seem to realize is that the small footprint approach will increase our reliance on drone strikes in Afghanistan. Without a major ground presence, airstrikes will be our principal tool for keeping al Qaeda on the run and deterring the Taliban from hosting them. Such intermittent strikes may well create more anti-Americanism outside Afghanistan than the current occupation. For these reasons, the small footprint approach will almost certainly produce more terrorism in the West. However, this argument should not end the discussion. Given the enormous cost of the alternative strategies (status quo, a moderate troop reduction, or a surge), the small footprint approach is worth considering. How we weigh the cost of war in Afghanistan against the cost terrorism at home is a political question. Unfortunately, however, we cannot have it both ways.

Air strikes destabilize Pakistan and jack CT’s effectiveness – their author

Boyle 10 [Michael, Lecturer in International Relations and a Research Fellow at the Centre for the Study of Terrorism and Political Violence at the University of St Andrews, “Do counterterrorism and counterinsurgency go together?” International Affairs, March 10, InterScience]

The growing sense that the Pakistani government is paralysed in the face of US intervention has contributed to the countermobilization of militant networks. 75 This was precisely the fear of the Pakistani military, who warned after the first major US commando raid that ‘such action[s] are completely counterproductive and can result in huge losses because it gives the civilians a cause to rise against the Pakistani military’. 76 At present, there is only anecdotal evidence to suggest that recruitment into militant networks has increased out of a desire for revenge for commando raids and drone strikes. 77 Since no reliable data on the supply of militant recruits to Pakistani Islamist networks exist, no one knows whether the use of commando raids and drones creates more enemies than it kills. 78 But it is clear that the expansion of these strikes has accelerated the radicalization of existing militant groups and encouraged them to make common cause with jihadi groups. The result has been a political realignment among existing militant groups in opposition to the US and its alleged puppet government in Pakistan. The TTP, formed out of a coalition of disparate militant networks in December 2007, now comprises more than 40 militant groups, and has developed operational links with long standing Kashmiri and Punjabi groups, which themselves are showing increasing susceptibility to jihadi ideologies. The use of commando raids and Predator drone strikes has pushed the TTP closer to Al-Qaeda, the Haqqani network and its counterpart in the Afghan Taleban. Together, these groups now form an inchoate insurgency against the Zadari government. These strikes have also transformed the priorities of the Pakistani networks and turned some that were exclusively focused on challenging or overthrowing the incumbent regime in Islamabad towards actively countering the US and NATO in Afghanistan. Worse still, Al-Qaeda appears to gain from this dynamic: Hakimullah Mehsud, the former leader of the TTP, stated unequivocally in October 2009 that ‘we have respect for Al-Qaeda and the jihadist organizations—we are with them’. 79 He also declared his allegiance to Afghan Taleban leader Mullah Omar as the ‘amir’ of his movement. The use of commando raids and drone strikes against militant networks in Pakistan has furthered the radicalization of existing groups and expanded the international horizons of militant groups whose focus was previ- ously the Pakistani government or Kashmir. Ironically, the result of the expansion of strikes into Pakistan may be to encourage the process of fusion that Kilcullen described and to pull these groups even closer to Al-Qaeda. The expansion of raids and strikes in Pakistan has added to the ranks of the enemies that the US is now fighting. In doing so, it has turned the US into a party to the counterinsurgency efort in Pakistan, as the bureaucratic designa- tion ‘AfPak’ recognizes. But such involvement has direct and indirect costs to the counterterrorism effort. The direct cost becomes apparent when Al-Qaeda and Pakistani militant networks target US counterterrorism assets, as occurred on 30 December 2009 when the Jordanian Khalil Abu-Mulal al-Balawi blew himself up at a meeting with CIA agents in Afghanistan, killing seven American and one Jordanian intelligence ofcials. This attack was facilitated by Hakimullah Mehsud, who declared that the attack was ‘revenge’ for the killing of Baitullah Mehsud in a Predator drone strike. 80 This attack was particularly costly for the CIA, which lost senior operatives with the highly specialist skills needed to pursue high-ranking Al-Qaeda members. 81 The indirect costs are numerous. It is hard to measure what the US loses from the strikes, but it is obvious that it gains no intelligence from dead (as opposed to captured) operatives. It also loses the moral high ground if the strikes acciden- tally kill high numbers of civilians. But perhaps the greatest indirect cost is its contribution to instability in Pakistan. The pressure placed on Al-Qaeda and its afliates has accelerated the crisis facing the Pakistani government and encour- aged local militant networks (including ethnic separatist and tribal groups) to form tactical and ideological alliances with Al-Qaeda, thus magnifying the threat they pose. As a result, the US is now stumbling into a war across South Asia with a growing number of militant Islamist networks, many of whom have strong familial and tribal ties with the local population and stronger regenerative capabilities than Al-Qaeda. The creeping expansion of the target set has transformed a set of tactics originally reserved for counterterrorism operations into a tool for fighting an ever-widening circle of insurgents in Pakistan. The dilemma is that, while the counterterrorism benefits of these operations are clear, in adding to the ranks of its enemies the US now faces a more durable network of militants that will fuel the Taleban’s insurgency against the United States, Pakistan and the Karzai government.

CT Bad – Threat Magnification

A small footprint causes more terror – magnifies smaller incidents for recruiting

Hegghammer 9 (Thomas Hegghammer,  senior research fellow at the Norwegian Defence Research Establishment and an associate of the Initiative on Religion in International Affairs at Harvard Kennedy School's Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, 11/11/09, “The big impact of small footprint”, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/11/11/the_big_impact_of_small_footprints)

A growing number of people, led by Vice President Joe Biden, are advocating a so-called "small footprint" approach to the U.S. military mission in Afghanistan. They propose a significantly reduced military presence that focuses more on destroying al Qaeda than on building Afghanistan, and relies more on airstrikes and special forces than on conventional tactics. America will get about as much security as before, the argument goes, but at a much lower price. A return of the Taliban to power is not necessarily a problem, small footprint proponents argue, because the regime can be deterred from hosting al Qaeda by the threat of U.S. airstrikes or another invasion. One of the many assumptions behind this tempting argument is that there is a certain level of proportionality between the amount of force we use and the level of resistance we encounter. If we stop occupying Afghanistan and limit violence to the really bad guys, al Qaeda will be unable, and other radicalized Muslims unwilling, to attack the United States. This may be true for local insurgencies such as the Taliban, but not for small transnational movements such as al Qaeda. In fact, a significantly smaller U.S. presence in Afghanistan may paradoxically generate more anti-Americanism outside Afghanistan and ultimately more anti-Western terrorism than a more conventional military approach. This is because jihadi propaganda today relies on visually powerful symbols to mobilize people, and intermittent "surgical" strikes, and the casualties they cause, may create more such symbols than continuous conventional warfare. The history of jihadism is full of examples of seemingly small incidents having a major effect on mobilization. In August 1998, the U.S. launched missiles on Afghanistan and Sudan in retaliation for al Qaeda attacks on U.S. embassies in East Africa. The strikes made Mullah Omar work more closely with Osama Bin Laden and were followed by an increase in recruitment to al Qaeda camps in Afghanistan. In April 2002, the Israeli military's incursion into Jenin caused a veritable political earthquake in the Muslim world, and demonstrably helped recruitment to al Qaeda in Saudi Arabia and elsewhere. This was despite the relatively few casualties (a U.N. report concluded 52 Palestinian were killed, half of them civilians). In Pakistan, a few failed U.S. airstrikes in the Tribal Areas in 2006 and 2007 caused public outrage and dramatically increased anti-Americanism across the country. The power of small incidents has increased in the past decade thanks to the Internet. Increasing bandwidth, cheaper digital cameras and fast-learning activists have turned the world wide web into a giant propaganda tool which can generate powerful visual messages and project them instantly to a global audience. The smallest detail can be dramatically enlarged and turned into a symbol of "Muslim suffering at the hands of non-Muslims." On jihadi discussion forums such as Faloja (named after the Iraqi city whose 2004 battles between jihadis and U.S. forces made it an icon of Muslim suffering), high-quality video productions appear on a daily basis. The relationship between objective physical destruction and jihadi mobilization has never been less linear. (Of course, the non-linearity works both ways; more conventional power does not necessarily generate less powerful propaganda.) Why, then, would a small footprint approach in Afghanistan create more visual symbols of Muslim suffering? For a start, a troop reduction would not take away the occupation, at least not in the eyes of non-Afghan Islamists. Al Qaeda has a very wide definition of occupation and would frame any U.S. military presence in the region as such. Moreover, the surgical strikes would not be that surgical. A significantly smaller U.S. ground presence is likely to produce less good human intelligence, because it will be harder to protect informants. This will increase the risk of hitting, for example, wedding parties. In addition, fewer strikes means that each individual operation is more visible. This mitigates the problem of information saturation which currently frustrates jihadi propagandists. In war, many bad things happen, but individual incidents drown in the noise of the conflict. This may explain why interest in the Iraqi insurgency on jihadi forums has decreased steadily since 2005; there was so much going on that even jihadis were desensitized. A related dynamic may be behind the paradox that in Pakistan, public outrage over CIA drone strikes seems to have decreased in 2008 and 2009 as the frequency of strikes has gone up. For al Qaeda's propagandists, less can be more. Last but not least, the Taliban will be better placed to exploit the attacks politically. Surgical strikes can work, provided the government on whose territory they occur is a relatively friendly one. The killing of al Qaeda operative Abu Ali al-Harithi by a CIA drone in Yemen in 2002 was certainly controversial, but it did not become a major symbol of Muslim suffering, because there was no civilian collateral damage and no images of the incident. Likewise, drone strikes in Pakistan have been unpopular, but Islamabad's complicity gives Pakistani officials an incentive to keep photographers away from the aftermath. By contrast, a future Taliban-dominated government would do everything in its power to amplify the visual impact and exaggerate the collateral damage of American operations. It would use diplomatic and other channels to build international political pressure on the U.S. stop its attacks. There would be calls on Washington to offer concrete evidence and justification for each major attack, which would be hard to do without sharing sensitive intelligence. Meanwhile, al Qaeda would hide among civilians. For the Taliban, plausible deniability would be easy to establish: after all, Kabul cannot prevent Arab tourists, charity workers and preachers from entering the country. With the small footprint approach, al Qaeda will have a safe haven in Afghanistan, albeit a somewhat less open one than in the late 1990s. 

CT Bad – Taliban Takeover

CT would cede power to the Taliban

Cowper-Coles 8 (Sir Sherard Louis Cowper-Coles, of The Most Distinguished Order of Saint Michael and Saint George and The Royal Victorian Order, British diplomat, the Foreign Secretary's Special Representative to Afghanistan and Pakistan, 20th January 2008, “Are we failing in Afghanistan?”, http://www.prospectmagazine.co.uk/2008/01/arewefailinginafghanistan/)

Similarly, I don’t understand your thinking on our military posture. If we, and the Americans, Canadians, Dutch and others, did as you suggest, the Taliban would sweep back to power across the south and east, destroying all that has been achieved in the past six years. The people—especially the women—of the Pashtun belt would be plunged back into a new dark age. The warlords would regroup, and come down from the north. Kandahar would fall. Kabul would be fought over again. A new and even bloodier civil war would erupt while the west stood on the sidelines, engaging in what you call “counterterrorist” operations.

That causes civil war, destabilizes Pakistan, triggers Indopak war, and turns terror

Coll 9 (Steve Coll, president of New America Foundation, and a staff writer at The New Yorker, spent 20 years as a foreign correspondent and senior editor at The Washington Post, won Two Pulitzers, November 16, 2009, “What If We Fail in Afghanistan?”, http://www.newyorker.com/online/blogs/stevecoll/2009/11/what-if-we-fail-in-afghanistan.html)

First, the question requires a definition of failure. As I’ve argued, in my view, a purpose of American policy in Afghanistan ought to be to prevent a second coercive Taliban revolution in that country, not only because it would bring misery to Afghans (and, not incidentally, Afghan women) but because it would jeopardize American interests, such as our security against Al Qaeda’s ambitions and our (understandable) desire to see nuclear-armed Pakistan free itself from the threat of revolutionary Islamist insurgents. So, then, a definition of failure would be a redux of Taliban revolution in Afghanistan—a revolution that took control of traditional Taliban strongholds such as Kandahar and Khost, and that perhaps succeeded in Kabul as well. Such an outcome is conceivable if the Obama Administration does not discover the will and intelligence to craft a successful political-military strategy to prevent the Afghan Taliban from achieving its announced goals, which essentially involve the restoration of the Afghan state they presided over during the nineteen-nineties, which was formally known as the Islamic Emirate of Afghanistan. What would be the consequences of a second Islamic Emirate? My scenarios here are intended analytically, as a first-draft straw-man forecast: The Nineties Afghan Civil War on Steroids: Even if the international community gave up on Afghanistan and withdrew, as it did from Somalia during the early nineties, it is inconceivable that the Taliban could triumph in the country completely and provide a regime (however perverse) of stability. About half of Afghanistan’s population is Pashtun, from which the Taliban draw their strength. Much of the country’s non-Pashtun population ardently opposes the Taliban. In the humiliating circumstances that would attend American failure, those in the West who now promote “counterterrorism,” “realist,” and “cost-effective” strategies in the region would probably endorse, in effect, a nineties redux—which would amount to a prescription for more Afghan civil war. A rump “legitimate” Afghan government dominated by ethnic Tajiks and Uzbeks would find arms and money from India, Iran, and perhaps Russia, Europe and the United States. This would likely produce a long-running civil war between northern, Tajik-dominated ethnic militias and the Pashtun-dominated Taliban. Tens of thousands of Afghans would likely perish in this conflict and from the pervasive poverty it would produce; many more Afghans would return as refugees to Pakistan, contributing to that country’s instability. Momentum for a Taliban Revolution in Pakistan: If the Quetta Shura (Mullah Omar’s outfit, the former Islamic Emirate of Afghanistan, now in exile in Pakistan) regained power in Kandahar or Kabul, it would undoubtedly interpret its triumph as a ticket to further ambition in Pakistan. Al Qaeda’s leaders, if they survived American drone attacks, would encourage this narrative and support it as best they could. The Pakistani Taliban would likely be energized, armed and financed by the Afghan Taliban as they pursued their own revolutionary ambitions in Islamabad. In response, the international community would undoubtedly fall back in defense of the Pakistani constitutional state, such as it is. However, the West would find the Pakistan Army and its allies in Riyadh and perhaps even Beijing even more skeptical than they are now about the American-led agenda. In this scenario, as in the past, Pakistan’s generals would be tempted to negotiate an accommodation with the Taliban, Afghan and Pakistani alike, to the greatest possible extent, in defiance of Washington’s preferences. The net result might well be an increase in Islamist influence over the Pakistani nuclear arsenal, if not an outright loss of control. Increased Islamist Violence Against India, Increasing the Likelihood of Indo-Pakistani War: The Taliban and Al Qaeda are anti-American, yes. But they are equally determined to wage war against India’s secular, Hindu-dominated democracy. The Pakistani Taliban, whose momentum would be increased by Taliban success in Afghanistan, consist in part of Punjab-based, ardently anti-Indian Islamist groups, such as Lashkar-e-Taiba, which carried out the spectacular raid on Mumbai a year ago. The probable knock-on effect of a second Taliban revolution Afghanistan would be to increase the likelihood of irregular Islamist attacks from Pakistan against Indian targets—not only the traditional target set in Indian-held Kashmir, but in New Delhi, Mumbai, and other cities, as has occurred periodically during the last decade. In time, democratic Indian governments would be pressed by their electorates to respond with military force. This in turn would present, repetitively, the problem of managing the role of nuclear weapons in a prospective fourth Indo-Pakistani war. Increased Al Qaeda Ambitions Against Britain and the United States: Deliberately, I would list this problem as fourth in severity in my initial straw-man forecast. Al Qaeda’s current capability to carry out disruptive attacks on American soil is very low. Still, it is absurd to think, as some in the Obama Adminsitration apparently have argued, that Al Qaeda would not be strengthened by a Taliban revolution in Afghanistan. Of course it would. Whether this strengthening would directly or quickly threaten the security of American civilians is another question. London might well be more vulnerable than New York during the ensuing five or ten years after an Afghan Taliban revolution. The Afghan Taliban are essentially inseparable from the Pakistani Taliban. Because of the size and character of the Pakistani diaspora in Britain, currently, there are about six hundred thousand annual visits by civilians between the two countries, a flow of individuals that is almost impossible to police effectively. Therefore, as recent terrorist-criminal cases in Britain document, bad guys periodically get through the border. By comparison, the post-9/11 American border is much harder for Pakistani- or Afghanistan-originated terrorists to penetrate. Still, in a civil war-ridden, Taliban-influenced Afghan state Al Qaeda’s playbook against the United States would expand. As 9/11 and the current creativity of the regionally focussed Taliban amply demonstrate, their potential should not be complacently underestimated. If they did get through and score another lucky goal, it is easy to imagine the prospective consequences for American politics and for the constitution.

CT Bad – Intelligence

Destroys intelligence – jacks terror

Philips 9 James, Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, “Success in Afghanistan Requires Firm Presidential Leadership, Not Half-Measures” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/09/Success-in-Afghanistan-Requires-Firm-Presidential-Leadership-Not-Half-Measures//cp) 

The war in Afghanistan cannot be effectively waged merely with air power, predator drones, and special forces. In the late 1990s, the Clinton Administration hurled cruise missiles at easily replaceable al-Qaeda training camps in Afghanistan, but this "chuck and duck" strategy failed to blunt the al-Qaeda threat. The Bush Administration's minimalist approach to Afghanistan in 2001 was a contributing factor that allowed Osama bin Laden to escape from his mountain redoubt at Tora Bora. Afterwards, Washington opted to focus narrowly on counterterrorism goals in Afghanistan--rather than counterinsurgency operations--in order to free up military assets for the war in Iraq. This allowed the Taliban to regroup across the border in Pakistan and make a violent resurgence. The "small footprint" strategy also failed in Iraq, before it was abandoned in favor of General Petraeus's counterinsurgency strategy, backed by the surge of American troops, in early 2007. Despite this record of failure, some stubbornly continue to support an "offshore" strategy for landlocked Afghanistan today. But half-measures--the hallmark of the "small footprint" strategy--will not work. Precise intelligence is needed to use smart bombs smartly. Yet few Afghans would risk their lives to provide such intelligence unless they are assured of protection against the Taliban's ruthless retaliation. Providing such protection requires more American boots on the ground beyond the 68,000 that will be deployed by the end of the year. In Iraq, the surge of American troops encouraged Iraqis to climb down off the proverbial fence and offer a flood of valuable intelligence tips that enabled a much more effective targeting of al-Qaeda in Iraq and other insurgent forces. Another critical element necessary to defeat the Taliban is larger and more effective Afghan security forces, which are severely undermanned and poorly equipped. Today there is a total of only 173,000 men in the Afghan army and police, compared to over 600,000 in Iraq, which is a smaller and less populated country. The new strategy proposed by the McChrystal/Petraeus team is likely to put a high priority on expanding and improving these forces with better training, embedded advisers, and the partnering of Afghan units with nearby American units. The Afghan army and police will grow stronger, eventually reducing the need for U.S. troops.

No Terror – No Safe Haven
“Safe haven” is a myth – laundry list

Walt 9 (Stephen M. Walt, Robert and Renée Belfer professor of international relations at Harvard University, 8/17/09, “The "safe haven" myth”, http://walt.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/08/18/the_safe_haven_myth | Suo)

This is a significant statement. In effect, the president was acknowledging that the only strategic rationale for an increased commitment in Afghanistan is the fear that if the Taliban isn't defeated in Afghanistan, they will eventually allow al Qaeda to re-establish itself there, which would then enable it to mount increasingly threatening attacks on the United States. This is the kind of assertion that often leads foreign policy insiders to nod their heads in agreement, but it shouldn't be accepted uncritically. Here are a few reasons why the "safe haven" argument ought to be viewed with some skepticism. First, this argument tends to lump the various groups we are contending with together, and it suggests that all of them are equally committed to attacking the United States. In fact, most of the people we are fighting in Afghanistan aren't dedicated jihadis seeking to overthrow Arab monarchies, establish a Muslim caliphate, or mount attacks on U.S. soil. Their agenda is focused on local affairs, such as what they regard as the political disempowerment of Pashtuns and illegitimate foreign interference in their country. Moreover, the Taliban itself is more of a loose coalition of different groups than a tightly unified and hierarchical organization, which is why some experts believe we ought to be doing more to divide the movement and "flip" the moderate elements to our side. Unfortunately, the "safe haven" argument wrongly suggests that the Taliban care as much about attacking America as bin Laden does. Second, while it is true that Mullah Omar gave Osama bin Laden a sanctuary both before and after 9/11, it is by no means clear that they would give him free rein to attack the United States again. Protecting al Qaeda back in 2001 brought no end of trouble to Mullah Omar and his associates, and if they were lucky enough to regain power, it is hard to believe they would give us a reason to come back in force. Third, it is hardly obvious that Afghan territory provides an ideal "safe haven" for mounting attacks on the United States. The 9/11 plot was organized out of Hamburg, not Kabul or Kandahar, but nobody is proposing that we send troops to Germany to make sure there aren't "safe havens" operating there. In fact, if al Qaeda has to hide out somewhere, I’d rather they were in a remote, impoverished, land-locked and isolated area from which it is hard to do almost anything. The "bases" or "training camps" they could organize in Pakistan or Afghanistan might be useful for organizing a Mumbai-style attack, but they would not be particularly valuable if you were trying to do a replay of 9/11 (not many flight schools there), or if you were trying to build a weapon of mass destruction. And in a post-9/11 environment, it wouldn’t be easy for a group of al Qaeda operatives bent on a Mumbia-style operation get all the way to the United States. One cannot rule this sort of thing out, of course, but does that unlikely danger justify an open-ended commitment that is going to cost us more than $60 billion next year? 
No Terror – Pakistan

Can’t solve Pakistan – they harbor al Qaeda and will never cooperate – this is their author

Simon and Stevenson 9 (Steven Simon is Adjunct Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations. Jonathan Stevenson is a Professor of Strategic Studies at the US Naval War College. “Afghanistan: How Much is Enough?”, Survival: Global Politics and Strategy, vol. 51, no. 5, October–November 2009, pp. 47–67 | Suo)

It was clear even before the 11 September attacks that among Islamist groups, al-Qaeda posed the most dangerous strategic threat to the United States. Thus, after 11 September, the American priority was to unseat a regime - the Taliban - that was providing sanctuary and operational support to al-Qaeda, in order to prevent further attacks. Afghanistan was therefore the prime target. US officials knew that Pakistan had discreetly supported the Taliban for reasons largely unrelated to al-Qaeda's anti-Western and anti-American designs, and Washington's objective vis-a-vis Pakistan, subsidiary to that of eliminating Afghanistan as al-Qaeda's sanctuary and the Taliban as its patron, was to enlist Pakistan in ensuring the incapacity of al-Qaeda once coalition forces had succeeded in dislodging it. For a variety of familiar and well-documented reasons - American military commanders' tactical misjudgements at Tora Bora, the intensity of Pashtuns' crossborder kinship, Pakistan's regional strategic interest in maintaining a degree of instability in Afghanistan, and Islamist influences in Pakistan's Inter-Services Intelligence directorate - this effort to harness Pakistan as a robust counter-terrorism partner has not succeeded. Thus, eight years after the 11 September attacks, the core al-Qaeda infrastructure has re-materialised in Pakistan.

No Terror – No Al Qaeda

Uniqueness flows neg – al Qaeda is out of Afghanistan

AP citing Panetta 6/27 (Leon Panetta, CIA director, 06-27-10, “Leon Panetta: There May Be Fewer Than 50 Al Qaeda Fighters In Afghanistan”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/06/27/leon-panetta-there-may-be_n_627012.html)

WASHINGTON -- CIA Director Leon Panetta said on Sunday there may be fewer than 50 al-Qaida fighters in Afghanistan, with "no question" that most of the terrorist network is operating from the western tribal region of Pakistan. Panetta's remarks came as President Barack Obama builds up U.S. forces in Afghanistan to prop up the government and, in his words, "disrupt, dismantle, and defeat al Qaeda." About U.S. 98,000 troops will be in Afghanistan by fall. Asked by ABC's Jake Tapper to estimate the number of al Qaeda terrorists in Afghanistan, Panetta said, "I think the estimate on the number of Al Qaeda is actually relatively small. At most, we're looking at 50 to 100, maybe less. It's in that vicinity."
**Japan Gender**
Sexual Violence CP

Committing to women’s movements’ recommendations solves sexual violence– this is the concluding paragraph of their solvency advocate.

Kirk, 1AC Author, 1996 (Gwyn Kirk, Ph.D. is visiting faculty in Women’s and Gender Studies at University of Oregon (2009-10) and a founder member of Women for Genuine Security, Gwyn Kirk and Margo Okazawa-Rey are founder-members of the East Asia-U.S. Women's Network Against U.S. Militarism, Rachel Cornwell is Program Assistant for the Demilitarization and Alternative Security Program of the Asia Pacific Center for Justice and Peace., “Women and the U.S. Military in East Asia,” Edited by Martha Honey (IPS) and Tom Barry (IRC). http://www.lightparty.com/Politics/ForeignPolicy/WomanInMilitary.html)

Grassroots movements for national sovereignty and self-determination in East Asian countries have gained momentum in recent years. Women’s organizations play a key role in these movements and bring a gender perspective to protests against U.S. bases. Organizations in East Asia and the United States as well as international networks are developing alternatives to militarized security that address the security of women, children, and the physical environment. These advocates recommend a series of policy changes: The U.S. military should adopt international standards regarding women’s human rights and must take responsibility for violations committed by U.S. troops in East Asia. Military training should include substantial prestationing and early stationing education to sensitize all personnel to local customs and laws, gender issues, and violence prevention. Specific personnel in each unit should be responsible for monitoring the situation, maintaining accountability, and counseling. Severe sanctions must be imposed for human rights violations, and legal investigations should be conducted by the victim’s lawyers, by independent investigative and prosecuting bodies, or by both. All military personnel must be required to pass rigorous local driving tests and provide adequate insurance coverage for full compensation of damages done to local people in East Asia. Until this requirement can be implemented, the U.S. government must fully compensate local victims when accidents occur. SOFAs should be revised to protect host communities against crimes committed by U.S. troops and against environmental contamination from U.S. military operations. This includes the Visiting Forces Agreement with the Philippines, which should be revised to protect the human rights of women and children. Congress should pass the Violence Against Women Act II (HR 357/S 51). Title V has provisions that address U.S. military violence overseas. The U.S. military should support the research, counseling, and rehabilitation work of NGOs dealing with the negative effects of U.S. military operations. It should also encourage efforts to create employment opportunities for women besides military prostitution. The U.S. should take responsibility for Amerasian children. Congress should pass the American Asian Justice Act (HR 1128), an amendment to the Immigration and Nationality Act (HR 1128) to facilitate the immigration of Amerasians born in the Philippines, or Japan who were fathered by U.S. citizens. Immigration procedures will need flexibility in documentation requirements. The U.S. military should investigate contamination of land and water and should undertake cleanup to acceptable standards. It should conduct research into the health effects of military toxics and should publicize its findings widely in accessible languages. Policy debates should broadly consider the question: What is genuine security for women and children living near U.S. bases? The notion of security needs to be demilitarized. Women’s voices and a gender perspective should be included in U.S. foreign and security policy discussions as a matter of routine. The U.S. should work toward the progressive reduction and eventual elimination of the U.S. military presence in East Asia by seeking alternatives to an exclusive military approach to national, regional, and global security. 

Imperialism CP

Base drawdowns in Okinawa are used mask the violence of imperialism in Guam – it’s a critical starting point.

Campaign for Liberty 2010 ("Guam Resisting American Imperialism," March 22, http://www.campaignforliberty.com/blog.php?view=33850)

"Guam was not consulted in the decision to move 8,000 Marines -- about half those based in Okinawa -- to the island. The $13 billion move was negotiated in 2006 between the Bush administration and a previous Japanese government, with Japan paying about $6 billion of the non-civilian cost, as a way of reducing the large U.S. military footprint in Okinawa.

But in the past year, with new leadership in Tokyo, the Japanese role in the move has become complicated. Anti-military sentiment is growing in Okinawa; Japan's new leaders have yet to decide if they will allow a Marine air station to remain anywhere in the country. Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates has expressed irritation with Japan, even as the Pentagon presses ahead with its plan to shift the Marines to Guam by 2014.

The federal government's push to further militarize this island -- combined with its heel-dragging in paying for the impact on civilians -- has led many Guam residents to doubt the value of their relationship with the United States.

"This is old-school colonialism all over again," said Lisa Linda Natividad, an assistant professor of social work at the University of Guam and an activist opposing the buildup. "It boils down to our political status -- we are occupied territory." (Read Full Article)

The loyal, proud but poor American citizens of Guam are resisting American imperialism being expanded on their Pacific island, a military expansion that will seriously compromise Guam's infrastructure and environment. As I see it, Guam is being dumped on because of Japan controlled Okinawa's kicking American forces out of that country. The one time appreciated American liberators are now becoming unappreciated American occupiers. The United States can ill afford to pump billions of dollars into Guam in the current US economic climate. As a matter of fact, the United States can ill afford any wars or occupations in any foreign nation or territory. Bring our troops Home!

The plan makes imperialism invisible – the counterplan is key to expose its violence.

Junkerman 2010 (John, Japan Focus, "Making the Invisible Empire Visible," June 22, The Asia-Pacific Journal, http://www.japanfocus.org/-John-Junkerman/3359)

It is the singular misfortune of the residents of Guam and the Northern Marianas to have been born on tiny islands of great strategic value in the mid-Pacific Ocean. The consequence has been their colonial subordination for four centuries to a succession of empires: Spain, the United States, Germany, Japan, and, since the Pacific War, the US again.

A “colony” of the American “empire”? Of course, the US does not acknowledge that the “territory” of Guam and the “commonwealth” of the Northern Mariana Islands are colonies. But, as the film points out, the residents of these islands bear American passports yet have only token representation in the US Congress. They have the ‘right’ to fight in the US military (soldiers from Guam have died in Iraq and Afghanistan at a per capita rate four times as high as any US state), but they don’t have a vote in the election of the commander-in-chief. One third of Guam is controlled by the US military and the island is slated for a massive military buildup, but as a “non-self-governing territory,” the islanders have no say in the matter.

The principle of government with the consent of the governed, over which the American colonies fought the War of Independence, does not apply to the Mariana Islands. Yes, these are colonies.

It is one of the ironies of the American “empire of bases” (in Chalmer Johnson’s apt phrase) that the empire remains largely invisible to all but the soldiers who occupy these bases spread across the globe and the citizens of the lands that host them. What is true of the de facto American empire is even more true of these colonies: to Americans, they are no more than tiny specks in the ocean, 6,000 miles from the coast of California. This film, the first comprehensive telling of the story of the Marianas to the American public, performs the invaluable service of making this invisible empire visible.

The film could not be more timely. The transfer of 8,000 Marines (and nearly 10,000 dependents and civilians) to Guam from the Futenma air base on the equally militarized Japanese island of Okinawa is scheduled to take place in 2014. Preparations for the $12 billion base construction project (which will include extensive dredging of coral reef so the naval base can accommodate aircraft carriers, among numerous other expansions) are already underway. The project will bring in some 79,000 people, including temporary construction workers, boosting the population of the already crowded island by 40 percent. While welcomed by some sectors on Guam as an economic transfusion, the buildup threatens to destroy the island’s natural beauty and cause an environmental disaster. The US Environmental Protection Agency in February blasted the military’s draft environmental impact statement as “environmentally unsatisfactory,” citing expected shortages of drinking water, the over-burdening of the island’s crumbling sewage treatment infrastructure, and inadequate plans to mitigate ecological damage.

AT: Root Cause

Monocausal explanations for war fail and preclude real analysis.

Martin 1990 (Brian, Dr., Associate professor in science, technology, and society at the University of Wollongong, Uprooting War)

In this chapter and in the six preceding chapters I have examined a number of structures and factors which have some connection with the war system.  There is much more that could be said about any one of these structures, and other factors which could be examined.  Here I wish to note one important point: attention should not be focused on one single factor to the exclusion of others.  This is often done for example by some Marxists who look only at capitalism a root of war and other social problems, and by some feminists who attribute most problems to patriarchy.  The danger of monocausal explanations is that they may lead to an inadequate political practice.  The ‘revolution’ may be followed by the persistence or even expansion of many problems which were not addressed by the single-factor perspective.  The one connecting feature which I perceive in the structures underlying war is an unequal distribution of power.  This unequal distribution is socially organized in many different ways, such as in the large-scale structures for state administration, in capitalist ownership, in male domination within families and elsewhere, in control over knowledge by experts, and in the use of force by the military.  Furthermore, these different systems of power are interconnected.  They often support each other and sometimes conflict.  This means that the struggle against war can and must be undertaken at many different levels.  It ranges from struggles to undermine state power to struggles to undermine racism, sexism, and other forms of domination at the level of the individual and the local community.  Furthermore, the different struggles need to be linked together.  That is the motivation for analyzing the roots of war and developing strategies for grassroots movements to uproot them.

Gender oppression does not cause war – war causes gender oppression.
Joshua Goldstein, Int’l Rel Prof @ American U, 2001, War and Gender, p. 412

First, peace activists face a dilemma in thinking about causes of war and working for peace. Many peace scholars and activists support the approach, “if you want peace, work for justice.” Then, if one believes that sexism contributes to war, one can work for gender justice specifically (perhaps. among others) in order to pursue peace. This approach brings strategic allies to the peace movement (women, labor, minorities), but rests on the assumption that injustices cause war. The evidence in this book suggests that causality runs at least as strongly the other way. War is not a product of capitalism, imperialism, gender, innate aggression, or any other single cause, although all of these influence wars’ outbreaks and outcomes. Rather, war has in part fueled and sustained these and other injustices.9  So, “if you want peace, work for peace.” Indeed, if you want justice (gender and others), work for peace. Causality does not run just upward through the levels of analysis, from types of individuals, societies, and governments up to war. It runs downward too. Enloe suggests that changes in attitudes towards war and the military may be the most important way to “reverse women’s oppression.”  The dilemma is that peace work focused on justice brings to the peace movement energy, allies, and moral grounding, yet, in light of this book’s evidence, the emphasis on injustice as the main cause of war seems to be empirically inadequate.

They oversimplify war.

Martin 90 Professor of Social Sciences at the University of Wollongong (Brian, “Uprooting War.”)

While these connections between war and male domination are suggestive, they do not amount to a clearly defined link between the two. It is too simplistic to say that male violence against women leads directly to organised mass warfare. Many soldiers kill in combat but are tender with their families; many male doctors are dedicated professionally to relieving suffering but batter their wives. The problem of war cannot be reduced to the problem of individual violence. Rather, social relations are structured to promote particular kinds of violence in particular circumstances. While there are some important connections between individual male violence and collective violence in war (rape in war is a notable one), these connections are more symptoms than causes of the relationship between patriarchy and other war-linked structures. Even the link between overt sexism and the military is being attenuated as war becomes more bureaucratised and face-to-face combat is reduced in importance. Typical military tasks in a highly technological military force include flying a plane, servicing a computer, operating communications equipment, administering supplies and supervising launching of missiles. Such tasks are similar to duties in the civilian workforce, and the need for highly developed sexism of traditional military training is not present. Military training and activity, though still containing much emphasis on brutality and obedience, is becoming more oriented to technical competence and bureaucratic performance. To the extent that women can perform as competent technicians or bureaucrats, they too can serve the war system effectively. Furthermore, the functional value of women to the military does not demonstrate an automatic connection between war and domination over women: while women's services may be useful to the military, they are not necessarily essential to its survival. To get at the connection between patriarchy and war, it is necessary to look at the links between patriarchy and both the state and bureaucracy, as well as between patriarchy and the military.

AT: Imperialism

Multiple alternate causalities.

Gusterson 2008 (Hugh, professor of anthropology and sociology at George Mason University, Empire of bases, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/columnists/hugh-gusterson/empire-of-bases)

The old way of doing colonialism, practiced by the Europeans, was to take over entire countries and administer them. But this was clumsy. The United States has pioneered a leaner approach to global empire. As historian Chalmers Johnson says, "America's version of the colony is the military base." The United States, says Johnson, has an "empire of bases." These bases do not come cheap. Excluding U.S. bases in Afghanistan and Iraq, the United States spends about $102 billion a year to run its overseas bases, according to Miriam Pemberton of the Institute for Policy Studies. And in many cases you have to ask what purpose they serve. For example, the United States has 227 bases in Germany. Maybe this made sense during the Cold War, when Germany was split in two by the iron curtain and U.S. policy makers sought to persuade the Soviets that the American people would see an attack on Europe as an attack on itself. But in a new era when Germany is reunited and the United States is concerned about flashpoints of conflict in Asia, Africa, and the Middle East, it makes as much sense for the Pentagon to hold onto 227 military bases in Germany as it would for the post office to maintain a fleet of horses and buggies. Drowning in red ink, the White House is desperate to cut unnecessary costs in the federal budget, and Massachusetts Cong. Barney Frank, a Democrat, has suggested that the Pentagon budget could be cut by 25 percent. Whether or not one thinks Frank's number is politically realistic, foreign bases are surely a lucrative target for the budget cutter's axe. In 2004 Donald Rumsfeld estimated that the United States could save $12 billion by closing 200 or so foreign bases. This would also be relatively cost-free politically since the locals who may have become economically dependent upon the bases are foreigners and cannot vote retribution in U.S. elections. Yet those foreign bases seem invisible as budget cutters squint at the Pentagon's $664 billion proposed budget. Take the March 1st editorial in the New York Times, "The Pentagon Meets the Real World." The Times's editorialists called for "political courage" from the White House in cutting the defense budget. Their suggestions? Cut the air force's F-22 fighter and the navy's DDG-1000 destroyer and scale back missile defense and the army's Future Combat System to save $10 billion plus a year. All good suggestions, but what about those foreign bases? Even if politicians and media pundits seem oblivious to these bases, treating the stationing of U.Stroops all over the world as a natural fact, the U.S. empire of bases is attracting increasing attention from academics and  activists--as evidenced by a conference on U.S. foreign bases at American University in late February. NYU Press just published Catherine Lutz's Bases of Empire, a book that brings together academics who study U.S. military bases and activists against the bases. Rutgers University Press has published Kate McCaffrey's Military Power and Popular Protest, a study of the U.S. base at Vieques, Puerto Rico, which was closed in the face of massive protests from the local population. And Princeton University Press is about to publish David Vine's Island of Shame--a book that tells the story of how the United States and Britain secretly agreed to deport the Chagossian inhabitants of Diego Garcia to Mauritius and the Seychelles so their island could be turned into a military base. The Americans were so thorough that they even gassed all the Chagossian dogs. The Chagossians have been denied their day in court in the United States but won their case against the British government in three trials, only to have the judgment overturned by the highest court in the land, the House of Lords. They are now appealing to the European Court of Human Rights. American leaders speak of foreign bases as cementing alliances with foreign nations, largely through the trade and aid agreements that often accompany base leases. Yet, U.S. soldiers live in a sort of cocooned simulacrum of America in their bases, watching American TV, listening to American rap and heavy metal, and eating American fast food, so that the transplanted farm boys and street kids have little exposure to another way of life. Meanwhile, on the other side of the barbed-wire fence, local residents and businesses often become economically dependent on the soldiers and have a stake in their staying. These bases can become flashpoints for conflict. Military bases invariably discharge toxic waste into local ecosystems, as in Guam where military bases have led to no fewer than 19 superfund sites. Such contamination generates resentment and sometimes, as in Vieques in the 1990s, full-blown social movements against the bases. The United States used Vieques for live-bombing practice 180 days a year, and by the time the United States withdrew in 2003, the landscape was littered with exploded and unexploded ordinance, depleted uranium rounds, heavy metals, oil, lubricants, solvents, and acids. According to local activists, the cancer rate on Vieques was 30 percent higher than on the rest of Puerto Rico. It is also inevitable that, from time to time, U.S. soldiers--often drunk--commit crimes. The resentment these crimes cause is only exacerbated by the U.S. government's frequent insistence that such crimes not be prosecuted in local courts. In 2002, two U.S. soldiers killed two teenage girls in Korea as they walked to a birthday party. Korean campaigners claim this was one of 52,000 crimes committed by U.S. soldiers in Korea between 1967 and 2002. The two U.S. soldiers were immediately repatriated to the United States so they could escape prosecution in Korea. In 1998, a marine pilot sliced through the cable of a ski gondola in Italy, killing 20 people, but U.S. officials slapped him on the wrist and refused to allow Italian authorities to try him. These and other similar incidents injured U.S. relations with important allies.
**Japan Alliance**

T Substantial Violation (Futenma)
We deploy 36,000 troops in Japan.
Department of Defense 2009 (“ACTIVE DUTY MILITARY PERSONNEL STRENGTHS BY REGIONAL AREA AND BY COUNTRY (309A),” DECEMBER 31)
Regional Area/Country Total Army Navy Marine Corps Air Force
Japan 35,688 2,541 3,740 17,009 12,398
Futenma only has 4,000 troops – that’s 11%.
Casas 2010 (Gemma Q. Casas, Reporter - Marianas Variety, "Fitial says he will bring Futenma relocation issue to US," February 12, http://www.mvariety.com/2010021123798/local-news/fitial-says-he-will-bring-futenma-relocation-issue-to-us.php)
The Futenma Airbase is home to about 4,000 American troops located in Ginowan City, Okinawa.
Alliance CP

Broad cooperation and engagement reinforces the foundation of the alliance – key to overall stability of relations 
Abraham Denmark and Daniel Kliman 6/16/10, Denmark is  a Fellow with the Center for a New American Security (CNAS). At CNAS, Mr. Denmark directs the Asia-Pacific Security Program and several defense strategy and planning projects and Kliman is a visiting fellow at the Center for a New American Security. He contributes to the Asia-Pacific Security Program and other initiatives, a Japan Policy Fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and an Adjunct Research Associate with the Institute for Defense Analyses, “Cornerstone: A Future Agenda for the U.S.-Japan Alliance” http://www.cnas.org/node/4591
To advance U.S. and Japanese interests over the next fifty years, the alliance must stand on a firm founda​tion. That means getting the fundamentals of the alliance right: a clear rationale based on shared inter​ests and values, effective institutions to manage the alliance, public support and long-term fiscal health. The alliance's raison d'etre is not military coop​eration - a fact obscured by the Futenma dispute. Rather, the military dimension of the alliance is merely a means for achieving shared political ends: deterring North Korea, shaping the course of China's rise, providing the regional stability necessary for economic growth and promoting democratic values. Thus, at the next bilateral summit, the United States and Japan should begin by reemphasizing that the alliance transcends a transactional bargain in which the United States offers military protection in exchange for basing rights in Japan. To strengthen the alliance, mechanisms for manag​ing the alliance must be updated to reflect political and strategic realities. A handful of bureaucrats in Tokyo, plus a few politicians from the long- dominant Liberal Democratic Party, once served as the primary Japanese interlocutors for this vital alliance. The advent of a DPJ administration has shattered this cozy arrangement. Furthermore, the so-called "two-plus-two," a conclave where the U.S. Secretaries of Defense and State along with their Japanese counterparts meet to chart the future of the alliance, reflects a bygone era. Many of the security challenges the alliance now confronts require cooperation across a broader spectrum of government agencies such as the United States Agency for International Development and Japan's International Cooperation Agency, the U.S. Treasury Department and Japan's Ministry of Finance, and the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy and Japan's Council for Science and Technology Policy Future institutions for alliance management should therefore be inclusive, encompassing members of all the major political parties in Japan and repre​sentatives from more than just the Defense and State Departments and their Japanese equivalents. In practice, this will mean creating alliance task forces on specific issues rather than simply expand​ing the "two-plus-two" into an unwieldy whole of government dialogue. To buttress these updated institutions, the United States and Japan should create supporting networks among the next gen​eration of leaders across government, the private sector, academe, science and technology, and civil society. Washington and Tokyo also must do more to rein​force Japanese domestic support for the alliance. For most Americans the alliance is a rather abstract concept, one they occasionally see in the news. But for the Japanese people, it is a daily fact of life. Many Japanese communities host U.S. military bases and are subject to the noise, inconvenience and potential danger of living in such close prox​imity to active military training. Even Japanese communities located far from U.S. military bases encounter the alliance nearly every day in the news and political discourse. As such, the Japanese public's support for the alliance is essential for its long-term viability. Polling in Japan shows general support for the alliance running at close to 80 per​cent, but bubbling under the surface is a good deal of pent-up frustration, especially (and critically) in Okinawa.4 The U.S. and Japanese governments must address the frustration of the Japanese public. The Japanese government and its citizens need a strategic dialogue, especially in Okinawa, which hosts a dis​proportionate number of U.S. bases and is also the poorest of Japan's 47 prefectures. The United States must also come up with more creative - and effec​tive - ways to convey the value of the alliance to the Japanese public. Outreach to Okinawa is critical. A major public diplomacy effort in Okinawa - one that explains the purpose of American bases, listens to local concerns, and effectively addresses them - is in order. It is also time for the United States to revive long-dormant efforts to revitalize Okinawa's economy with foreign investment, educational aid and exchanges, and infrastructure improvements, gestures more than warranted by the basing burden Okinawa has long shouldered. Putting the alliance on a firmer foundation will also require a focus on fiscal health. Japan's declin​ing and aging population, coupled with a large national debt, will likely reduce its potential to cooperate with the United States on a host of regional and global challenges. Japan's defense spending and foreign aid are already decreasing, and Japanese politicians are preoccupied with issues that affect an elderly population, such as health care and social security. Fiscal constraints could also limit America's capacity to contribute to the alliance. As the baby-boomer generation retires, social spending will compete with funding allocated to defense and foreign affairs. Add to that payments on a mushrooming national debt, and the United States may have little choice but to dimin​ish its foreign commitments, including the military capabilities it brings to the alliance. Getting the alliance fundamentals right will provide a robust foundation for enhanced U.S.-Japan security coop​eration. Together, the two countries can renew the alliance to meet traditional challenges and new threats. Consequently, implementing policies to brighten the respective fiscal outlooks of both Japan and the United States is essential to the long-term health of the alliance. The United States and Japan can cooperate in ways that will boost economic growth, the ultimate solution to the looming budget squeeze. The two can expand collabora​tive research in technological fields with high commercial potential and promote demand-led growth in emerging markets to generate new export opportunities. Japan, an "infrastructure superpower," can help bring the United States into the 21st century by partnering with it on high-speed rail and starting other initiatives to modernize America's aging infrastructure. This would create jobs in both countries, enhance the overall competitiveness of the American economy and renew the bonds of affection that undergird the alliance. Likewise, the United States, a "start​up superpower," can support Japan's transition to an economy that is more hospitable to new, innovative corporations as well as large decades- old conglomerates.
Relations Resilient – Hype

The alliance won’t collapse – their evidence is hype
Rogin 9 (Josh Rogin, reports on national security and foreign policy for Foreign Policy magazine, December 31, 2009, “Are U.S.-Japan relations really in crisis?”, http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/12/31/are_us_japan_relations_really_in_crisis | Suo)
The U.S.- Japan relationship is in crisis, or at least that's the impression you would get from the major media coverage of the current dispute over the relocation of a Marine Corps base in Okinawa. But what's actually going on, Obama administration sources say, is a realignment of U.S.-Japan relations that has much more to do with how the U.S. government approaches its premier Pacific ally than whether or not a small airstrip moves to one place or another. "People tend towards the hyperbolic because that makes for more interesting cocktail conversation and better stories. I wouldn't exaggerate things," one administration official close to the issue told The Cable. "We're not burning down the alliance." 
Relations Resilient – Regional Security

Relations resilient despite Futenma – security concerns and empirics prove
Harris 10 (Tobias Harris, Japanese politics specialist who worked for a DPJ member of the upper house of the Diet 2006-2007. He is now a Ph.D. student in political science at MIT, May 23, 2010, “Hatoyama accommodates the US on Futenma”, http://www.observingjapan.com/2010/05/hatoyama-accommodates-us-on-futenma.html)
What of the US-Japan alliance? Despite the warnings from Washington of the damage that Hatoyama was doing to the alliance by asking for time to consider whether there might be a plan that would satisfy all parties, the reality is that the alliance is more durable than the Cassandras thought. That is at least in part thanks to China's latest maritime mischief and North Korea's torpedoing of the Cheonan. The idea of a desire on the part of the Hatoyama government to replace the US-Japan alliance with a Sino-Japanese entente was always far-fetched, but it seemed more plausible among some in the shadow of the Futenma. Indeed, in retrospect the reaction of US officials and commentators to the Hatoyama government's request seems even more overblown given the lack of histrionics in Washington in response to Britain's new coalition government, given that both Prime Minister David Cameron and Deputy Prime Minister Nicholas Clegg have questioned the US-UK "special relationship" in terms not altogether different from the DPJ. (Stephen Walt puts the attitudes of both governments in wider context here.) The difference, of course, is that whereas Britain has to find the right balance between its ties between the US and the European Union, Japan has to navigate between the US and China. It goes without saying that London's relations with Brussels do not cause nearly as much anxiety in Washington as Tokyo's with Beijing. But recognizing the difference does not excuse the overreaction. The Hatoyama government was not the first and will not be the last government of a US ally in Asia to argue with the US while trying to maintain a constructive relationship with China. The sooner Washington recognizes that the better it will be for both the US and its allies.
Relations Resilient – Regional Security – China

China rise means relations are resilient – this ev assumes Futenma
Caryl 10 (CHRISTIAN CARYL, contributing editor to Foreign Policy, MAY 18, 2010, “Naval Gazing in Asia”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/05/18/naval_gazing_in_asia | Suo)
If you follow East Asian affairs, you might have heard by now that Tokyo and Washington are squabbling over the future of a U.S. military base on the Japanese island of Okinawa. Angry Japanese demonstrators have demanded the base's removal. The Japanese government has waffled, the Americans have blustered. U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton is on her way to Japan to discuss the issue with the government in Tokyo. But that story is actually nothing new. It's part of a long saga that goes back for decades; the latest twist has to do with the arrival in office, last year, of the new Japanese prime minister, Yukio Hatoyama. During the election campaign Hatoyama pledged that he would get the base closed -- never mind a previous agreement between Tokyo and Washington designed to lessen burdens on the local population without closing the base altogether. The U.S. Defense Department expressed its displeasure in unusually crude terms, and the rumble was on. The resulting back and forth has poisoned relations between the two countries. Some experts have even taken to fretting that the fracas is endangering the half-century-old U.S.-Japan alliance. There's another story from the same part of the world, however, that isn't getting quite as much press outside of the countries involved -- and it's one that leads to some rather different conclusions about the continued relevance of U.S.-Japan ties. The short version: Irritation at the United States could prove less definitive than mounting fear of China. Earlier this month, a Japanese coast guard vessel was surveying the seafloor in an area considered by Tokyo to be part of its "Exclusive Economic Zone" (EEZ) in the East China Sea. The Chinese have a rather different opinion on the matter, and on this particular occasion they decided to send a message. A Chinese "marine surveillance ship" showed up and basically drove the Japanese ship out of the area. And that's not all. In the middle of April, a group of 10 vessels (including two submarines) from the Chinese Navy turned up in international waters not far from Okinawa. The Japanese defense minister called the presence of such a large group of ships "unprecedented" and vowed to bring the matter under investigation. A week earlier a Chinese helicopter zoomed into within 90 meters (295 feet) of a Japanese destroyer that was monitoring another Chinese naval force maneuvering off the Japanese coast. Nerves in Tokyo are officially rattled. The conservative newspaper Yomiuri Shimbun has accused the year-old government in Tokyo of abetting China's bad behavior by bending over backward to please the Chinese. (Hatoyama, whose Democratic Party of Japan won an election that essentially ended half a century of solo rule by the rival Liberal Democratic Party, had also made improving relations with China one of his priorities.) Hideaki Kaneda, a retired vice-admiral who is now director of the Okazaki Institute think tank in Tokyo, faults the government for waiting too long to scold the Chinese after some of the recent incidents. He says that both the political elite and the broader public are "deeply concerned about the Chinese moves." That Japan and China should be sparring like this is by no means a given. In many respects the two countries' relationship has never been better. China overtook the United States as Japan's leading trade partner back in 2006. It was largely demand from China that helped to pull Japan out of the recent economic crisis. And, of course, Hatoyama's expressed intention to improve relations ought to have helped a bit as well. Not that things were all that bad to begin with, says Robert Dujarric, a security expert at Tokyo's Temple University: "Every prime minister since Koizumi wanted to engage with China," referring to Junichiro Koizumi, who left office in 2006. So what's going on here? Some skeptics -- like Tokyo-based political consultant Michael Cucek -- say it's mostly smoke and mirrors: "Both the [Japanese] Self-Defense Force and the [Chinese] People's Liberation Army have an interest in intensifying the sense of tension between the two countries in order to loosen budgetary purse strings and for reasons of domestic prestige." There's undoubtedly an element of truth to this. Yet one suspects that parochial interests don't explain the whole story. As Kaneda points out, the Japanese government's defense policy over the past decade has been anything but hawkish: The Japanese military has watched defense spending slide for each of the past seven years. China's defense budget, meanwhile, has risen sharply -- admittedly from a relatively small base. And the trend of Chinese naval ships pushing their way into areas they used to shun is clear enough. One Japanese government official told the Financial Times that the incidents involving Chinese vessels passing through that same area off Okinawa has been steadily climbing over the past three years. Beneath the two countries' wrangling on the high seas lies a complicated tangle of legal and political issues. There are, for example, still unresolved territorial disputes between the two governments -- especially the one involving a set of islands (known as Diaoyutai to the Chinese and as the Senkakus to Japan) located between Taiwan and the tip of Japan's southern Ryukyu Island chain (of which Okinawa Island is part). Perhaps even more contentious, though, is the issue of natural resources. Both China and Japan are desperate for energy to power their industries. (The jury is still out, by the way, but it looks likely that China overtook Japan as the world's second-largest economy recently -- which presumably makes the tensions between the two a matter of some relevance to the world at large.) Tokyo and Beijing adhere to starkly different definitions of their respective EEZs -- and both fear establishing bad precedents if they give up so much as a square inch of ocean. In short, even though many economic issues bring the two closer together, there are others that drive them apart. There is one more layer to the maneuvering, though, and that has to do with Japan's role as America's closest and most powerful ally in the Western Pacific. China's present leadership seems to have made a strategic decision that the Middle Kingdom no longer has to hide its light under a bushel-- and that projecting military power is a legitimate way of defending its expanding interests. John Tkacik, who headed China intelligence analysis at the U.S. State Department during the Clinton administration, says, "China is now asserting that it, not Japan, is the preeminent Asian power and that both the Chinese people and the masses of Asia must acknowledge China's new preeminence." He notes that many of the recent Chinese maneuverings have taken place in waters near those islands that are claimed by both China and Japan. The Chinese, he says, are testing to see how far the Americans are really prepared to stand up for Japan's side of the argument. "China is probing the U.S.-Japan alliance for fissures." Of late the Chinese military has become more assertive in Southeast Asia, unnerving some countries there by using naval forces to assert its claims to the contested Spratly Islands, for example. Beijing has also demonstrated that it's prepared to stake out strategic strong points in the Indian Ocean region, even when that aggravates its biggest regional rival, India. And, of course, ensuring Taiwan's eventual accession to mainland rule remains a paramount goal of Chinese state policy -- so the PLA has been busily working to acquire the technology (like long-range anti-ship missiles) to ensure that it can push back against the U.S. Seventh Fleet if it needs to. (Chinese leaders have a painfully clear memory of how the Clinton administration forced them into a humiliating climbdown over Taiwan back in the mid-1990s, when the United States deployed its then-unassailable fleet to the Taiwan Strait. That was then.) Sumihiko Kawamura, another Japanese ex-admiral, says that the U.S., Japan, and their regional allies should respond by conducting more joint naval maneuvers, coordinating efforts to monitor Chinese naval movements, and pushing the Chinese "to observe the international standard of modus operandi at the high sea." Kawamura also points out that the Chinese have been mysteriously reluctant to conclude an "incidents at sea" agreement with the Japanese and the Americans. The first such agreement, concluded between the United States and the Soviet Union at the height of the Cold War, succeeded in dramatically reducing the sorts of in-your-face naval maneuvers that could have easily led to accidental escalation with potentially disastrous consequences. Establishing some sort of hotline between naval headquarters on both sides of the East China Sea might not be a bad idea, either. Pretty much all of the experts agree that war remains unlikely. One thing is reasonably certain, though: As China rises, a certain degree of tension with its neighbors is probably unavoidable. The trick will be keeping such tensions at a manageable level. And that is precisely the reason why it's probably a bit early to be worrying about the end of the U.S.-Japan alliance. For better or for worse, Tokyo and Washington still have clear reasons for making common cause in the realm of security. 
Relations Resilient – Regional Security – Korea

Cheonan caused Japan to back down on Futenma to strengthen the alliance
Ching 7/29 (Frank Ching, contributor to The Business Times Singapore, July 29, 2010¸” US assertion of interests in Asia riles China”, Lexis | Suo)
The Cheonan incident has also strengthened the Japan-American military alliance. After months of discord over the relocation of the Futenma military base in Okinawa, Japan backed down, citing the Cheonan sinking as proof of a need for placing the alliance on 'a solid relationship of mutual trust'. In fact, for the first time, Japanese officers are observing the joint American-Korean naval exercises, a demonstration of Tokyo's desire for cooperation with Washington and Seoul against the threat from Pyongyang.
Relations Stable – Relations Reset
We accommodated Japan on Futenma – the dispute caused Japan to retool its security policy toward more equality in the relationship – good for long-term relations
Bader 10 (Jeff Bader, senior director for Asian affairs on the National Security Council, Jun 07 2010, “Jeff Bader's Tough Love Talk on Japan, Futenma & Hatoyama”, http://www.thewashingtonnote.com/archives/2010/06/jeff_baders_tou/ | Suo) 
-- As we all know, PM Hatoyama decided in December Japan would not implement the FRF as agreed upon. He said Japan would reach agreement with us on a new proposal by the end of May and made clear his preference was to relocate the MCAS Futenma off Okinawa - if not off Japan altogether. - We thought this was a mistake, for various reasons. We made clear our disagreement to the Japanese government. At the same time, we did not reject Hatoyama's proposal to talk. We would have preferred to stay with the option so arduously negotiated over 15 years, and continued to say it was the "best" option, but we did not insist that it was the "only" option. Rather, we showed respect and understanding of the politics of Japan and the needs of the new government. We were frankly skeptical that delay would produce more positive results. But, that is how allies should treat each other, particularly in the "alliance of equals" about which Hatoyama spoke and which President Obama has accepted.    -- The President has always believed that US-Japan relations are much larger than a single base issue. We did not want relations to be overshadowed by this matter. But we couldn't ignore it. It came to be seen as an indicator of how the Japanese government viewed the security relationship and its own national security.   -- So this agreement is important, not only in its own right but in terms of what it reflects about political change in Japan. First of all, it shows that the old model of "gaiatsu" - the-Americans-made-me-do-it - is finished. We welcome its demise since that is simply not the way that President Obama does business. In its place, the DPJ leadership introduced a very messy and very public rethinking of Japan's security interests and the meaning of the U.S.-Japan Alliance. The outcome of their review of the options on the FRF is significant because Japan's leadership reached their own conclusion through an inclusive and (painfully) transparent process. This was not a handful of Japanese national security policy experts making a backroom deal and then selling it as something Japan is obligated to do for Washington. The agreement reflects Japanese public mainstream views about its own best interests. Lastly, this outcome reflects in my view, a maturation of the DPJ's understanding of the stakes and national security implications of the alliance.
Relations Stable – Relations Reset

Their internal link evidence is from before the new agreement was reached
JEN 6/30 (Japan Economic Newswire, June 30, 2010, Lexis | Suo)
Japan's relations with the United States were "reset" Sunday, so to speak, with Prime Minister Naoto Kan's first summit with President Barack Obama in Toronto. The two leaders reconfirmed the bilateral alliance as "a cornerstone" of peace and security in the Asia-Pacific region. Kan told Obama of his intention to visit the United States in September while the United Nations General Assembly is in session. The issue of relocating the U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma triggered the collapse of the Cabinet of Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama born of last year's historic regime change. Hatoyama's mishandling of this issue was largely to blame for this sorry outcome. Kan promised to honor the Japan-U.S. agreement made by his predecessor. Obama responded that he appreciates the difficulty this matter poses for Tokyo, and that he will strive to make the U.S. military presence more acceptable to the region.
Relations Stable – Relations Reset

Even with public opposition Kan is committed to implementing the current agreement – that solves relations
JEN 6/8 (Japan Economic Newswire, June 8, 2010, “Kan regards U.S. alliance as basis of foreign policy”, Lexis | Suo)
New Prime Minister Naoto Kan reaffirmed Tuesday that the Japan-U.S. security alliance is the basis of the nation's foreign policy and that he will honor a fresh bilateral accord on the relocation of a U.S. Marine base in Okinawa. Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada and Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa, who were reappointed to the Cabinet, echoed Kan's view later in the day, saying they will seek to implement the Japan-U.S. accord to move the base within Okinawa, while trying to seek locals' understanding by exploring ways to ease their base-hosting burdens. Kan stressed at his press conference the importance of Japan deepening its partnership with Asian neighbors and trying to resolve a long-standing territorial dispute with Russia. Okada said Japan will strive to boost ties with countries such as China, South Korea, India and Southeast Asian nations to promote an initiative to create an East Asian community. The foreign minister said immediate priorities in Japanese diplomacy, in addition to the Futenma issue, will be how to respond to Iran's nuclear ambitions and the sinking of a South Korean warship in March, for which North Korea is being held responsible. Kan also expressed hope that he will meet with U.S. President Barack Obama on the sidelines of the Group of Eight and Group of 20 summit meetings to be held in Canada later this month. Okada said he will strive to deepen the Japan-U.S. security alliance, which marks its 50th anniversary this year. Under the bilateral accord reached last month, the U.S. Marine Corps' Futenma Air Station in a crowded residential area will be moved to a less densely populated coastal zone in the same prefecture. The two countries are scheduled to decide by late August on details such as the location and construction methods for the replacement facility. "At present, I don't think we have earned enough support from people in Okinawa. We should try to meet the August deadline, while trying to win the understanding of Okinawans," Kan said, adding he will quickly work out a framework for a taskforce on the issue within his government since the involvement of various figures could cause confusion.
Relations Stable – Futenma Not Key

Futenma not enough to break the alliance – we still need each other
Campion 9 (Gilles Campion, staff writer for Agence-France Presse, Dec 16, 2009, “Despite base dispute, US-Japan security alliance solid”, Lexis | Suo)
TOKYO — A spat over the future of a US military base in Japan has strained ties between Tokyo and Washington but analysts say it is unlikely to cause permanent damage to an alliance both sides value highly. A new centre-left government took power in Japan in August after half a century of conservative rule, pledging to review past agreements on the US military presence and to deal with Washington on a more "equal" basis. US President Barack Obama's administration initially welcomed Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama but voiced irritation when his cabinet announced it may scrap the previously agreed relocation of Futenma airbase on southern Okinawa island. "This issue has not been well managed on either side," said Robert Dujarric, a Japan expert at Temple University in Tokyo. "There is a lot of frustration in the Pentagon towards Japan... but this is not a major issue for the Obama administration," he said. "The bases are useful for Japan but also for the United States, and Futenma is not worth a rupture of the alliance between the two countries." Hatoyama has suggested he intends to move the base to a new location on the sub-tropical island, or even outside Okinawa, breaching an agreement signed in 2006 between previous conservative governments in Washington and Tokyo. Since its defeat in World War II, officially pacifist Japan has relied on a massive US military presence to guarantee its security, initially as an occupier and later as an ally. But the dispute over Futenma has raised fears among some Japanese that this alliance might cool, at a time when a rising China is making its presence felt across Asia. Jean-Vincent Brisset, a researcher at the Institute of International and Strategic Relations in Paris, says Washington is unlikely to abandon its ally, despite recent irritations. "The US needs Japan's 'unsinkable aircraft-carrier,'" he said, referring to the name sometimes given to Okinawa, which is home to more than half of the 47,000 American forces stationed in Japan.
Relations Stable – Futenma Not Key

Japan has no political will to continue the Futenma dispute
Harris 9 (Tobias Harris, Japanese politics specialist who worked for a DPJ member of the upper house of the Diet 2006-2007. He is now a Ph.D. student in political science at MIT, December 11, 2009, “Preparing to retreat?”, http://www.observingjapan.com/2009/12/preparing-to-retreat.html | Suo)
Second, as noted above, I think the lasting damage from this dispute will be limited, especially if it works out in Washington's favor. Having been burned on this issue and facing an general election upper house election (I hope writing general election where I meant upper house election doesn't prove prescient) and a fight over the budget in the new year, we will be hearing less from the Hatoyama government on foreign policy in the months to come, perhaps clearing the air for a proper discussion of the future of the alliance and the future of US forces in Japan (what Hatoyama, Ozawa, and others are most interested in anyway). This discussion needs to happen, the sooner the better, and Futenma and Okinawa are sideshows to the bigger question of where the DPJ sees the alliance in its Asia-centered foreign policy and what is the minimum level of commitment the US will expect from Japan if the alliance indeed narrows its focus to the defense of Japan. Someone, if not Hatoyama, needs to start signaling how the Japanese government plans to translate its foreign policy ideals into concrete policy.
No Internal – Alliance Not Key

JASA not key to East Asia – regional actors fill in
Leddy 10 (Carolyn M. Leddy, Council on Foreign Relations-Hitachi Ltd. international affairs fellow at the National Institute for Defense Studies, May 11, 2010, “Moving Forward From Futenma”, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22085/moving_forward_from_futenma.html | Suo)
Third, for the U.S., it may be time to concede that the security alliance with Japan is unlikely to ever fulfill the laudable vision of the relationship as the linchpin of security in East Asia. For the past 65 years, Japan has failed consistently to match its economic might with an appropriate role in maintaining peace and security in its neighborhood and beyond. All these factors combined have real implications for the U.S. and other democratic allies in Asia Pacific. For instance, if U.S. naval vessels were engaged in training operations in international waters off the coast of Japan and came under attack from North Korea, Japan could not come to the aid of the U.S. A similar constitutional interpretation also prohibits Japan from acting to intercept a North Korean ballistic missile headed for the U.S. Recognizing the limitations of the U.S.-Japan alliance does not require that U.S. alliance managers throw in the towel. There are a number of areas where cooperation with Japan can and should be strengthened further, including in missile defense, force interoperability and intelligence sharing. But the U.S. must ensure that defense resources and operational planning for the Asia-Pacific region corresponds to its partners' capabilities and political will. Eventually that may mean the U.S. will rely more on other regional democracies such as South Korea, Australia and India to step into the void that Japan has created. Unless, of course, the next Japanese leader decides to reverse course and work to strengthen the relationship. Such a move would be in everyone's interests. Despite the Futenma flap, the U.S.-Japan alliance is still the ideal cornerstone of security in East Asia. Long may it remain that way.
No Solvency – Reverse Island Hop

Closing the Futenma base leads to wildfire movements that push the US out of Japan.
Feffer 10 (John Feffer is the co-director of Foreign Policy in Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies and writes its regular World Beat column, Mar 6, 2010, “Okinawa and the new domino effect”, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh02.html | Suo)
Wherever the US military puts down its foot overseas, movements have sprung up to protest the military, social, and environmental consequences of its military bases. This anti-base movement has notched some successes, such as the shut-down of a US navy facility in Vieques, Puerto Rico, in 2003. In the Pacific, too, the movement has made its mark. On the heels of the eruption of Mt Pinatubo, democracy activists in the Philippines successfully closed down the ash-covered Clark Air Force Base and Subic Bay Naval Station in 1991-1992. Later, South Korean activists managed to win closure of the huge Yongsan facility in downtown Seoul. Of course, these were only partial victories. Washington subsequently negotiated a Visiting Forces Agreement with the Philippines, whereby the US military has redeployed troops and equipment to the island, and replaced Korea's Yongsan base with a new one in nearby Pyeongtaek. But these not-in-my-backyard (NIMBY) victories were significant enough to help edge the Pentagon toward the adoption of a military doctrine that emphasizes mobility over position. The US military now relies on "strategic flexibility" and "rapid response" both to counter unexpected threats and to deal with allied fickleness. The Hatoyama government may indeed learn to say no to Washington over the Okinawa bases. Evidently considering this a likelihood, former deputy secretary of state and former US ambassador to Japan Richard Armitage has said that the United States "had better have a plan B". But the victory for the anti-base movement will still be only partial. US forces will remain in Japan, and especially Okinawa, and Tokyo will undoubtedly continue to pay for their maintenance. Buoyed by even this partial victory, however, NIMBY movements are likely to grow in Japan and across the region, focusing on other Okinawa bases, bases on the Japanese mainland, and elsewhere in the Pacific, including Guam. Indeed, protests are already building in Guam against the projected expansion of Andersen Air Force Base and Naval Base Guam to accommodate those Marines from Okinawa. And this strikes terror in the hearts of Pentagon planners. In World War II, the United States employed an island-hopping strategy to move ever closer to the Japanese mainland. Okinawa was the last island and last major battle of that campaign, and more people died during the fighting there than in the subsequent atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki combined: 12,000 US troops, more than 100,000 Japanese soldiers, and perhaps 100,000 Okinawan civilians. This historical experience has stiffened the pacifist resolve of Okinawans. The current battle over Okinawa again pits the United States against Japan, again with the Okinawans as victims. But there is a good chance that the Okinawans, like the Na'vi in that great NIMBY film Avatar, will win this time. A victory in closing Futenma and preventing the construction of a new base might be the first step in a potential reverse island hop. NIMBY movements may someday finally push the US military out of Japan and off Okinawa. It's not likely to be a smooth process, nor is it likely to happen any time soon. But the kanji (a form of Japanese writing) is on the wall. Even if the Yankees don't know what the Japanese characters mean, they can at least tell in which direction the exit arrow is pointing. 
No Solvency – Reverse Island Hop

A reverse island hop devastates US credibility in the region
Auslin 10 (Michael Auslin, director of Japan studies at the American Enterprise Institute, JUNE 16, 2010, “The Real Futenma Fallout”, http://online.wsj.com/article/NA_WSJ_PUB:SB10001424052748704324304575307471399789704.html | Suo)
Japanese military officials worry that this year's protests in Okinawa could have spillover effects, inspiring protesters around Atsugi to demand a reduced American presence, and possibly even agitating against the government plan to move Japanese planes there. Moreover, Iwakuni's mayor might reject the new burden of potentially hosting the George Washington's air wing. That, in turn, would embolden antinuclear protesters in Yokosuka, the U.S. Navy's main base, to step up their ongoing pressure to move the nuclear-powered George Washington, the Navy's only permanently forward deployed aircraft carrier, out of Japanese waters. This worst-case scenario would be a series of simultaneous, grassroots movements against the U.S. military presence in Japan that could potentially put fatal stress on the bilateral security alliance and effectively isolate Japan militarily in the western Pacific. Given Mr. Hatoyama's fate when he botched this issue, politicians now are more likely to respond to public demands or they will be replaced by those who do. The resulting political clash would either reaffirm tight ties with Washington or lead to endemic paralysis in Japan's national security establishment. Given that the U.S. has permanently forward deployed ships and planes only in Japan, any scenario like the one sketched out above could significantly weaken U.S. capability to operate in the western Pacific, and thus call into question U.S. credibility as the underwriter of regional stability at a time when a crisis is brewing on the Korean peninsula and China continues to flex its naval and air muscle. Anyone concerned about that scenario, even if unlikely, realizes that the next half-decade of U.S.-Japan relations will have to go back to basics: rebuilding trust in the relationship, agreeing on a common set of objectives in Japan's waters and throughout Northeast Asia, and strengthening a commitment to upholding the alliance's military capabilities. The good news is that Japan's bureaucrats and military leaders remain more committed than ever to revitalizing the alliance. Whether politicians on both sides of the Pacific are willing to follow them, however, is another matter. 
No Warming – Data/Consensus

No warming now – new data, IPCC inaccurate, not anthropogenic and no consensus
Jenkins 9 (Jon, an adjunct professor specialising in computer modelling at Bond University, and a former independent member of the NSW Legislative Council, Law/Science degree at Macquarie University and was awarded the University Prize for his postgraduate work, “The warmaholics' fantasy”, 1/6, http://www.theaustralian.news.com.au/story/0,25197,24876451-5013480,00.html)
THE warmaholics are fond of using the phrase "official records going back to 1850", but the simple facts are that prior to the 1970s, surface-based temperatures from a few indiscriminate, mostly backyard locations in Europe and the US are fatally corrupted and not in any sense a real record. They are then further doctored by a secret algorithm to account for heat-island effects. Reconstructions such as the infamously fraudulent "hockey stick" are similarly unreliable. The only precise and reliable temperature recording started with satellite measurements in the 1970s. They show minuscule warming, all in the northern hemisphere, which not only stopped in 2000 but had completely reversed by 2008 (see graph). The warmaholics also contend that global mean temperature and sea level rises are at the upper range of the Intergovernment Panel on Climate Change's projections. Well, no, actually they are not. Sea level rises since 1900 are of the order of 1-2mm a year, which is indistinguishable from tectonic movement, and the IPCC computer projections are simply completely wrong. The warmaholics argue that they have been able to model all of the complex processes occurring on the earth, below the oceans and in the atmosphere, and yet also admit in the same breath that they cannot predict the single biggest transfer of energy that dwarfs all others on the planet: El Nino. How can the two statements be resolved? They can not: the computer models cannot predict either weather or climate. Some scientists argue that human-induced changes to CO2 levels are more sudden, but this also does not stand up to scrutiny. Cataclysmic volcanic eruptions have often placed more greenhouse gases into the atmosphere in few minutes than man induces in a decade. But, more importantly, they fail to explain how it is possible for concentrations of CO2 to have exceeded 6000 parts per million (about 20 times present levels) and yet for temperatures to have been cooler than today's average? How is this possible if CO2 is the predominant driver of temperatures? Clear and unambiguous evidence against the warmaholics is dismissed with consummate ease. For example, freezing temperatures across the northern hemisphere and growing Antarctic ice sheets are explained away with unproven theories such as deep ocean currents and ozone hole-induced winds. And this in the same year that the theory of human-induced ozone depletion was shattered by hard scientific findings that the rate constant for one of the critical reactions in the computer models of chlorofluorocarbon-induced ozone depletion was in error by a factor of 10 and as a result CFCs alone cannot be responsible for observed ozone depletion. The warmaholics, drunk on government handouts and quasi-religious adulation from left-wing environmental organisations, often quote the consensus of scientists as being supportive of the Anthropogenic Global Warming theory and use the phrase "4000 scientists agree with the IPCC report" repeatedly. But again this does not stand up to scrutiny. The vast majority of the IPCC report is what-if scenarios, but all the what-if scenarios are centred around chapter nine, because it is this chapter that says "we humans are responsible". If chapter nine is wrong (that is, if the computer models are wrong) then the rest of IPCC computer projections are just useless hand-waving. More than two-thirds of all authors of chapter nine of the IPCC's 2007 climate science assessment are part of a clique whose members have co-authored papers with each other and, we can surmise, very possibly at times acted as peer reviewers for each other's work. Of the 44 contributing authors (no, not the 4000 often quoted, just 44) to chapter nine, more than half have co-authored papers with the co-ordinating lead authors of chapter nine. It is no surprise, therefore, that the majority of scientists, who are sceptical of a human influence on climate, were unrepresented in the authorship of chapter nine. So that's the real consensus: about 44 scientist mates who have vested interests in supporting IPCC computer modelling agreed that "we did it", and this has become the "consensus of thousands of the world's meteorologists". Compared with 31,000 (including 341 meteorologists) in the Oregon Institute of Science and Medicine petition, the IPCC's 44 have no right to claim consensus at all. Finally, to say "the question is not whether there is absolute certainty about the extent of global warming or its effects" is scientific blasphemy.
Warming Alt Caus – China/India

India and China make emissions inevitable 
Sensenbrenner 9 – Congressman and ranking minority member of the House Select Committee on Energy Independence and Global Warming (James, 4/3, Technology Is the Answer to Climate Change, WSJ, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123871985916184973.html#mod=loomia?loomia_si=t0:a16:g2:r3:c0.191864:b23626456)
The U.S. cannot reduce the growth of greenhouse gases in the earth's atmosphere without the developing nations cutting their emissions as well. A 2007 study by the Battelle Memorial Institute found that if China, India and the other developing countries keep growing at current rates, they will emit nearly three times as much carbon dioxide as will the developed countries by the end of this century. But will China and India join in the effort to reduce CO2 emissions? During December's U.N. climate-change conference in Poznan, Poland, I asked delegates from both of these nations if they would agree to cut their emissions. Both said, unequivocally, "no." The Poznan conference wasn't my first experience with the developing world's refusal to sign up for the West's global-warming agenda. I led the congressional delegation to the infamous Kyoto, Japan, negotiations in 1997, and the story then was the same as now. Without China and India, there can be no deal. It's understandable why the developing nations are reluctant to cut emissions -- it means higher energy costs and reduced growth. China and India are more concerned with growing their economy, expanding access to electricity, and reducing poverty. I don't blame them. 
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