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1AC
Observation 1 is Inherency

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

John Feffer, staff writer for Foreign Policy in Focus, 3/4/10, http://www.fpif.org/articles/can_japan_say_no_to_washington
For a country with a pacifist constitution, Japan is bristling with weaponry. Indeed, that Asian land has long functioned as a huge aircraft carrier and naval base for U.S. military power. We couldn’t have fought the Korean and Vietnam Wars without the nearly 90 military bases scattered around the islands of our major Pacific ally. Even today, Japan remains the anchor of what’s left of America’s Cold War containment policy when it comes to China and North Korea. From the Yokota and Kadena air bases, the United States can dispatch troops and bombers across Asia, while the Yokosuka base near Tokyo is the largest American naval installation outside the United States. You’d think that, with so many Japanese bases, the United States wouldn’t make a big fuss about closing one of them. Think again.  The current battle over the Marine Corps air base at Futenma on Okinawa -- an island prefecture almost 1,000 miles south of Tokyo that hosts about three dozen U.S. bases and 75% of American forces in Japan -- is just revving up.  In fact, Washington seems ready to stake its reputation and its relationship with a new Japanese government on the fate of that base alone, which reveals much about U.S. anxieties in the age of Obama.What makes this so strange, on the surface, is that Futenma is an obsolete base. Under an agreement the Bush administration reached with the previous Japanese government, the U.S. was already planning to move most of the Marines now at Futenma to the island of Guam. Nonetheless, the Obama administration is insisting, over the protests of Okinawans and the objections of Tokyo, on completing that agreement by building a new partial replacement base in a less heavily populated part of Okinawa.

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

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

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

Gwyn Kirk, research analyst with the Global Fund for Women and a Foreign Policy In Focus columnist & John Feffer, author and international affairs representative in Eastern Europe and East Asia, March 14, 2008, http://www.fpif.org/articles/gender_and_us_bases_in_asia-pacific, "GENDER AND U.S. BASES IN ASIA PACIFIC" 
Military personnel are trained to dehumanize “others” as part of their preparation for war. Their aggressiveness, frustration, and fear spill over into local communities, for example in acts of violence against girls and women. Although most U.S. troops do not commit such violations, these incidents happen far too often to be accepted as aberrations. Racist and sexist stereotypes about Asian women – as exotic, accommodating, and sexually compliant – are an integral part of such violence. These crimes inflame local hostility and resistance to U.S. military bases and operations, and have long-lasting effects on victims/survivors. Cases are seriously underreported due to women’s shame and fear or their belief that perpetrators will not be apprehended.

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

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

Servicemen are still protected from prosecution for many infringements of local laws and customs. The sexual activity of foreign-based troops, including (but not exclusively) through prostitution, has had serious effects on women’s health, boosting rates of HIV/AIDS, sexually transmitted diseases, unwanted pregnancies, unsafe abortions, drug and alcohol dependency, and mental illness. U.S. Navy ships visit the Philippines for R & R and make stops at Pattaya (Thailand) where the sex-tourism industry flourished during the Vietnam War.
Thus the plan: The United States federal government should remove all United States military presence from Japan. We’ll clarify.

Observation 2 is Harms

Contention 1 is Patriarchy
The US militaristic presence in Okinawa is imperialistic and justifies and perpetuates unthinkable abuses against women. 
Party for Socialism and Liberation, 3/4/08, http://www.pslweb.org/site/News2?page=NewsArticle&id=8600
 The United States military presence in Japan has stoked fresh anger and resentment after a recent series of attacks on women. Staff Sgt. Tyrone Luther Hadnott, 38, was arrested on Feb. 10 amid the outcry of the people of Okinawa for the rape of a 14-year-old girl. Shortly thereafter, another U.S. soldier was accused of sexually assaulting a Filipino woman at a hotel—the second such incident in less than ten days. Four months earlier, U.S. servicemen from the Iwakuni U.S. Marine Corp Air Station gang raped a woman in Hiroshima City. The population’s justified rage has forced the U.S. military to take face-saving measures restraining its occupying forces. The U.S. military limited some 45,000 troops, civilian employees and their families to bases, workplaces or off-base homes indefinitely on Feb. 20, going beyond a midnight curfew already in place. On Feb. 29, prosecutors released Hadnott and dropped charges against him, reportedly because the victim chose not to pursue the case. By March 3, the military had already announced an end to the curfew for civilians and a relaxation of the curfew for military personnel to only cover late night and early morning hours. The announcement came despite violations of the curfew, including one where an intoxicated soldier smashed an office window with a steel pipe. More often than not, U.S. soldiers are permitted to do as they please and criminal actions are hushed up or the offender is given a slap on the wrist. These heinous criminal acts only add to the grievances behind decades of opposition to U.S. presence on the island chain. It is a typical trend for U.S. military personnel camped out on foreign lands to abuse the local population. Such incidents rarely surface. Violence against women is a common offense committed by imperialist soldiers. Such recurring criminal acts are not merely coincidental nor do they spring from a handful of "bad apples" such as Hadnott. Violence against the local population near U.S. military bases abroad is the direct result of the racism each soldier is indoctrinated with, and women are particularly vulnerable. The Army does its fair share to create the conditions for such crimes. The U.S. military uses 7,000 Filipinas to serve its soldiers in Okinawa. During the first Gulf War, rest-and-recreation ships were reportedly floated for the U.S. servicemen with 50 Filipino women each. As of one year ago, 900 Filipinas worked for $200 a month at "massage parlors" inside U.S. camps and bases in Iraq. In that context, the November 2005 rape of a 22-year-old Filipino woman by U.S. soldiers in Olongapo City, Philippines may have been shocking, but was hardly surprising. When Lance Corporal Daniel Smith was found guilty, the U.S. government quickly negotiated his release into U.S. custody by threatening to suspend joint military exercises in the Philippines. U.S. military presence in Japan. It is not commonly highlighted that the United States has several major bases in Japan. Following its defeat in World War II, Japan was reduced to the status of a regional junior partner to the United States, who has established a number of military bases in Japanese territory. The bases are a springboard for projecting of U.S. power into the Korean peninsula and the rest of East Asia. Okinawa was the site of significant battle in World War II. The United States has kept bases in Japan despite returning formal control of the islands to Japan by 1972. The U.S. base in Okinawa is highly valuable for its hegemony in the region. Okinawans, an oppressed nation within Japanese territory, have long fought back against U.S. occupation. For decades, Okinawans have voiced their opposition to the crime, crowding and noise brought by U.S. troops. Protests in the 1990s forced the closing of a Marine air station, and now a plan to build a new airstrip on the island has stirred persistent opposition. The United States does not want any element of a popular threat to its presence in Okinawa. U.S. military officials have apologized profusely and Ambassador Thomas Schieffer traveled to Okinawa in order to avert a larger crisis. The week following Hadnott's arrest, Okinawan lawmakers passed resolutions demanding tighter discipline among U.S. troops. Demonstrations of hundreds have been organized to voice outrage at the ghastly crime and to demand an end to the occupational U.S. base on their island. It would not be the first time that outcry to a crime committed by U.S. personnel in Okinawa resulted in popular pressure to end the U.S. occupation. Hadnott’s crime is being compared to the 1995 rape of a 12-year-old Okinawan girl by three U.S. servicemen. That incident triggered massive protests against the U.S. military, including a march of 85,000 people. The three men were convicted and sentenced to prison. The U.S.-Japan Status of Forces Agreement, signed in 1960, has also been a focus of protest. The agreement restricts the jurisdiction of the Japanese government and allows the U.S. military to maintain custody of someone accused of a crime until a formal indictment is filed in a Japanese court. These types of legal agreements that provide protection or full exemption from local law have always been an integral element of colonial relations, and the U.S. government demands nothing less for its soldiers.  U.S. troops out of Japan and all of Asia! The recent cases of sexual assault are only the most well known. Unknown numbers of women have been the victims of sexual and other violence for the entirety of the U.S. presence in Japan. There are also many other incidents, such as murder, harassment, drunk driving and property destruction that are regularly carried out by U.S. military personnel around bases. The crimes committed by U.S. troops are a product of the colonial mentality instilled by the military to serve the needs of imperialism. They take place in the context of the current plans of the U.S. government to expand its military presence Okinawa, Iwakuni and Kanagawa, Japan. Only the removal of U.S. bases abroad can bring such atrocities to an end. A growing movement in Okinawa, the Japanese mainland and throughout Asia is voicing this demand. 
The origins of our military bases in Japan lie in the U.S.’s patriarchal goals – today, they actively condone and increase gender inequality. 

Gwyn Kirk, research analyst with the Global Fund for Women and a Foreign Policy In Focus columnist & John Feffer, author and international affairs representative in Eastern Europe and East Asia, March 14, 2008, http://www.fpif.org/articles/gender_and_us_bases_in_asia-pacific, "GENDER AND U.S. BASES IN ASIA PACIFIC"
 Militarism is a system of institutions, investments, and values, which is much wider and more deeply entrenched than any specific war. To create alternate definitions of genuine peace and security, it is important to understand institutionalized gendered relations and other unequal power dynamics including those based on class, colonialism, and racism inherent in U.S. military policy and practice. Demilitarization requires a de-linking of masculinity and militarism, stopping the glorification of war and warriors, and defining adventure and heroism in nonmilitary terms. It also requires genuinely democratic processes and structures for political and economic decision-making at community, national and transnational levels. In addition, the United States must take responsibility for cleaning up all military contamination in the Asia-Pacific region. Instead of undermining indigenous control of lands and resources in Guam, for example, the United States and local government agencies should support the self-determination of the Chamorro people. The proposed Marines base for Henoko (Okinawa) should be scrapped and the Japanese government should redirect funds earmarked for it to economic development to benefit Okinawan people. Since military expansion is a partner in corporate capitalist expansion, economic, political, and social development based on self-sufficiency, self-determination, and ecological restoration of local resources must be encouraged. Communities adjoining U.S. bases in all parts of the region suffer from grossly distorted economies that are overly reliant on the services (legal and illegal) that U.S. soldiers support. This economic dependency affects local men as well as women. Locally directed projects, led by those who understand community concerns, should be supported, together with government reforms to redistribute resources for such initiatives. In addition, the United States and Asian governments need to revise their legal agreements to protect local communities. Local people need transparency in the implementation of these policies, in interagency involvement (Pentagon, State Department, Department of the Interior, Environmental Protection Agency) and in executive orders that affect U.S. military operations in the region. Such revisions should include the ability for host governments to prosecute perpetrators of military violence so that the U.S. military can be held accountable for the human consequences of its policies. U.S. military expansion and restructuring in the Asia-Pacific region serve patriarchal U.S. goals of “full spectrum dominance.” Allied governments are bribed, flattered, threatened, or coerced into participating in this project. Even the apparently willing governments are junior partners who must, in an unequal relationship, shoulder the costs of U.S. military policies. For the U.S. military, land and bodies are so much raw material to use and discard without responsibility or serious consequences to those in power. Regardless of gender, soldiers are trained to dehumanize others so that, if ordered, they can kill them. Sexual abuse and torture committed by U.S. military personnel and contractors against Iraqi prisoners in Abu Ghraib prison illustrate a grim new twist on militarized violence, where race and nation “trumped” gender. White U.S. women were among the perpetrators, thereby appropriating the masculinized role. The violated Iraqi men, meanwhile, were forced into the feminized role. Gendered inequalities, which are fundamental to U.S. military operations in the Asia-Pacific region, affect men as well as women. Young men who live near U.S. bases see masculinity defined in military terms. They may work as cooks or bartenders who provide rest and relaxation to visiting servicemen. They may be forced to migrate for work to larger cities or overseas, seeking to fulfill their dreams of giving their families a better future. U.S. peace movements should not only address U.S. military involvement in the Middle East, but also in other parts of the world. Communities in the Asia-Pacific region have a long history of contesting U.S. militarism and offer eloquent testimonies to the negative impact of U.S. military operations there. These stories provide insights into the gendered dynamics of U.S. foreign and military policy, and the complicity of allied nations in this effort. Many individuals and organizations are crying out for justice, united by threads of hope and visions for a different future. Our job is to listen to them and to act accordingly. 
The neocolonization of Okinawa has brought about exploitation of women’s sexuality through patriarchal policies, naturalizing masculine violence. 

Ayano Ginoza, prof women’s studies, Washington State University, September 2005, http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/4/0/7/1/pages40718/p40718-1.php, “The American Village as a Space of Militarism and Tourism: U.S. Militarism, Gender Hierarchy, Class, and Race in Okinawa,” p. 10-14
In the American Village, traditional Japanese gender roles seems to be less restrictive due to the absence of the Japanese and Okinawan cultural presence. However, once women are freed and alienated from the Japanese social gender norms in the American Village, their sexuality becomes subjugated to the militarization of GIs. As Teaiwa affirms: “This collaboration between militarism and tourism affects the complex process of displacement and social mobility for Islanders, affecting the physical, mental, and emotional health of island bodies” (252). Thus, the space of the American village negotiates and fluctuates with Japanese women’s social class, gender, and race relations. The carefully designed popular images of an American landscape entice younger GIs and Japanese women in particular. Suzuyo Takazato, a politician and feminist activist against military violence, also points out that, through media, “Japanese young girls” 10 constantly receive images of “U.S. soldiers as friendly foreigners” and “images of movie heroes” which make them “dream of…the opportunity to court U.S. soldiers” (Takazato 263). The imagined American popular landscape exploits that dream and supposedly provides an opportunity to experience that dream. The idealization of the American landscape prevents Okinawan women and tourists from questioning, challenging, and explaining the militarization of Okinawan women’s sexualities. Further, Okinawan women in the American Village who enjoy the access to the American style commodities and entertainment in the space neutralize the tension between Okinawan conflicts with U.S. imperialism and mitigate the restlessness of the Okinawan- U.S. issue. Masahide Ota, the former Okinawan governor and a tireless critic of the U.S. military bases, laments that the younger generation of Okinawan women who “[have] no immediacy” to military violence “freely accept the bases” (148). Both Takazato and Ota lament Okinawan women’s incapability and lack of knowledge about militarization. However, they seem to dismiss the sociopolitical process of naturalizing the militarization of the Okinawan landscape. Most of the time, the militarization process is so naturally constructed in the landscape of Okinawa through media that people, even politicians, easily dismiss the process and end up blaming and lamenting the women’s behaviors. This shows the vulnerability of younger Okinawans who interpret the neocolonization of the space as urbanization. In this space, thus, Okinawan women are the ones most sexually visible and easily seen as a cause of the sexual assaults and militarization of their bodies although they are the ones most impacted and sexually and racially violated. While Okinawan women consume the positive image of America and romanticize the idea of dating GIs, GIs objectify and exploit the women’s sexuality. This often results in sexual abuse and rape of Okinawan women. An article in Time titled “Sex and Race in 11 Okinawa: U.S. Servicemen and Local Women Can Be A Volatile Mix, A Rape Allegation Against An American Casts Harsh Light on The Island’s Race Relations” describes a rape case in the American Village. This article illustrates a militarized situation of the American Village with a hypersexualized image of female tourists from mainland Japan as “dream seekers” whose “biggest draws” are “the real live Americans” (August 27, 2001, p39). In the article, the American Village is depicted as “[r]eminders of Uncle Sam abound— America Mart, America Hotel and Club America”: A two-story emporium called American Depot stands in the shadow of a giant Ferris wheel emblazoned with a Coca-Cola logo. Even at traditional matsuri, or summer festivals, children wave cotton candy, shirtless skateboarders do stunts on open walkways and women in shorts and bikini tops lick jewel-colored snow cones. Tourists and dream seekers from the Japanese mainland flock [there]. The biggest draws, especially for Japanese women, are the real live Americans. (39) This not only provides the American journalists’ view of the American Village, but also stereotypes hypersexualized Asian women’s bodies which are available to desire “the real live American” males. The sexual objectification of women’s bodies—“lick[ing] jewel- colored snow cones”—is constructed to justify the rape against Japanese women. At the same time, Americans are on display and commodified as well. According to Lynn Lu, description of Asian women’s bodies by the Western media derives from “the Western (male) popular imagination” which constructed “the exotic mysteries of [Asian women’s] sex” (17). However, a crucial aspect to be noticed here is that in the American Village the young generations of Okinawans are able to perform and dress like younger generations of Americans, and GIs racialize this performance as exotic and sexual. As Enloe points out, popular media “can become the basis for crafting patriarchal and militarized public 12 policies” (The Curious Feminist 228). This “public policy discourse,” she argues, “acknowledges a woman either as silently symbolic or silently victimized” and privileges masculinity (229). Thus, the hypersexualization of women’s bodies is a product of dynamic political and patriarchal ideas which valorize women’s sexuality. The women’s hypersexualized bodies are also racialized in the media. In an interview for the online Time Magazine, a “U.S. Air Force guy” arrogantly generalizes Okinawan women’s attitudes towards GIs: [Okinawan women] come out to bars. They know we’re there. What do you think they’re looking for? I mean, come on, they know what can happen, they’ve heard the stories, too. I mean, they live in Okinawa, and they still keep coming, looking for us. So what does that tell you? So they come in, have a good time, and the guy says, so you want to come home with me, and they say, sure, because that sounds like fun and you  know we Americans treat them a helluva lot better than the Japanese guys do, right? (2 July 2001) This demonstrates the ways in which GIs conceive of Okinawan women’s sexuality as compared to “Japanese guys.” Those GIs not only sexualize Okinawan women’s bodies, but at the same time racialize them by generalizing all Okinawan women’s bodies as sexually available to GIs. Moreover, the implication is that GIs masculinize themselves by denigrating Japanese men. This also justifies GIs’ sexual abuse of Okinawan women in the American Village where they consider Okinawan women are GIs’ objects. That is, they are claiming the western masculine centrality against Okinawan women’s bodies. The hypersexualization and racialization of Okinawan women’s bodies by U.S. 13 media and GIs demonstrate the dynamics of sociopolitical processes that militarize Okinawan women’s bodies and naturalize masculinized violence. 
Patriarchy sanctions and perpetuates war and environmental destruction – we must take a stance against patriarchy to move away from militarism. 

Karen Warren and Duane Cady, Assistant Professors @ Macalester College and Hamline University, 1996, “Bringing peace home: feminism, violence, and nature,” p. 12-13
Operationalized, the evidence of patriarchy as a dysfunctional system is found in the behaviors to which it gives rise, (c) the unmanageability, (d) which results. For example, in the United States, current estimates are that one out of every three or four women will be raped by someone she knows; globally, rape, sexual harassment, spouse-beating, and sado-masochistic pornography are examples of behaviors practices, sanctioned, or tolerated within patriarchy. In the realm of environmentally destructive behaviors, strip-mining, factory farming, and pollution of the air, water, and soil are instances of behaviors maintained and sanctioned within patriarchy. They, too, rest on the faulty beliefs that it is okay to “rape the earth,” that it is “man’s God-given right” to have dominion (that is, domination) over the earth, that nature has only instrumental value, that environmental destruction is the acceptable price we pay for “progress.” And the presumption of warism, that war is a natural, righteous, and ordinary way to impose dominion on a people or nation, goes hand in hand with patriarchy and leads to dysfunctional behaviors of nations and ultimately to international unmanageability. Much of the current “unmanageability” of contemporary life in patriarchal societies, (d), is then viewed as a consequence of a patriarchal preoccupation with activities, events, and experiences that reflect historically male-gender-identified beliefs, values, attitudes, and assumptions. Included among these real-life consequences are precisely those concerns with nuclear proliferation, war, environmental destruction, and violence towards women, which many feminists see as the logical outgrowth of patriarchal thinking. In fact, it is often only through observing these dysfunctional behaviors—the symptoms of dysfunctionality—that one can truly see that and how patriarchy serves to maintain and perpetuate them. When patriarchy is understood as a dysfunctional system, this “unmanageability” can be seen for what it is—as a predictable and thus logical consequence of patriarchy. The theme that global environmental crises, war, and violence generally are predictable and logical consequences of sexism and patriarchal culture is pervasive in ecofeminist literature. Ecofeminist Charlene Spretnak, for instance, argues that “a militarism and warfare are continual features of a patriarchal society because they reflect and instill patriarchal values and fulfill needs of such a system. Acknowledging the context of patriarchal conceptualizations that feed militarism is a first step toward reducing their impact and preserving life on Earth.” Stated in terms of the foregoing model of patriarchy as a dysfunctional social system, the claims by Spretnak and other feminists take on a clearer meaning: Patriarchal conceptual frameworks legitimate impaired thinking (about women, national and regional conflict, the environment) which is manifested in behaviors which, if continued, will make life on earth difficult, if not impossible. It is a stark message, but it is plausible. Its plausibility lies in understanding the conceptual roots of various woman-nature-peace connections in regional, national, and global contexts.



Rejecting sexual violence comes first – our discussion of international politics must include discussions of sexuality or the oppression of women will continue unabated. 


Gayle Rubin, Assistant Professor @ University of Michigan , 1999, http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=MlZbFt6421gC&oi=fnd&pg=PA143&dq=Thinking+Sex:+Notes+for+a+Radical+Theory+of+the+Politics+of+Sexuality&ots=hTjBW1cmQu&sig=K7cCfpBTDnMz_4Jlf0LFTwWZFk4, [CJL] , "Culture, Society, and Sexuality," p.143
The time has come to think about sex. To some, sexuality may seem to be an unimportant topic, a frivolous diversion from the more critical problems of poverty, war, disease, racism, famine, or nuclear annihilation. But it is precisely at times such as these, when we live with the possibility of unthinkable destruction, that people are likely to become dangerously crazy about sexuality. Con temporary conflicts over sexual values and erotic conduct have much in common with the religious disputes of earlier centuries. They acquire immense symbolic weight. Disputes over sexual behaviour often become the vehicles for displacing social anxieties, and discharging their attendant emotional intensity. Consequently, sexuality should be treated with special respect in times of great social stress. The realm of sexuality also has its own internal politics, inequities, and modes of oppression. As with other aspects of human behaviour, the concrete institutional forms of sexuality at any given time and place are products of human activity. They are imbued with conflicts of interest and political maneuver, both deliberate and incidental. In that sense, sex is always political. But there are also historical periods in which sexuality is more sharply contested and more overtly politicized. In such periods, the domain of erotic life is, in effect, renegotiated.
Contention 2 is Imperialism

Japan, especially Okinawa, has long suffered the wrath of American imperialism

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

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

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

STEPHEN R. SHALOM is the author of Imperial Alibis: Rationalizing U.S. Intervention After the Cold War (South End Press, 1993), and is on the editorial board of NEW POLITICS, Winter 1999, New Politics, <http://ww3.wpunj.edu/newpol/issue26/shalom26.htm>
If nuclear weapons are to remain part of the U.S. arsenal and if military interventions are still to be relied on, then Washington will continue to need foreign military bases. And sure enough, U.S. officials have continued their persistent effort to secure military access wherever they can. Thus, though the U.S. Navy was thrown out of Subic by a nationalist Philippine Senate in 1991, the Pentagon has been working with compliant Philippine officials to find some backdoor way to obtain some form of basing rights. In Japan, despite the overwhelming opposition of the people of Okinawa, the Pentagon and Tokyo politicians are intent on maintaining U.S. military facilities. And military access agreements have been concluded with Singapore, Malaysia, Indonesia, and Thailand. Such U.S. bases serve two principle purposes. First, they allow Washington to intervene, to threaten intervention, or simply to act provocatively wherever it chooses. Of course we are told that these bases help to maintain regional stability. But consider, for example, the case of North Korea. Washington reached an agreement to provide the North Koreans with civilian nuclear power technology and oil in return for assurances that Pyongyang would end its nuclear weapons program. Emboldened by its regional military bases and its stepped up military exercises in South Korea, the United States has simply refused to keep its side of the deal. When North Korea responded to U.S. bad faith with reckless cruise missile tests, U.S. saber-rattling escalated. And, tellingly, Secretary of Defense William Cohen has declared that there will be a U.S. presence on the Korean peninsula even when there is a unified Korea (remarks to World Affairs Council, Los Angeles, June 29, 1998). A second purpose of foreign bases is to ensure the dependence of Washington's major allies. Ostensibly defensive alliances, such as NATO and the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty, have been intended to keep potential rivals in a state of military -- and thus political and ultimately economic -- dependency. The United States has been trying to get its allies to pick up an increasingly larger share of the costs of the U.S. bases, but Washington has resolutely blocked any effort for independent action on the part of its partners. Thus, Washington has refused to turn over any part of NATO's southern command to a European, and rejected any peacetime European planning within NATO. Military action by the allies in support of U.S. interests is welcome -- in fact, the U.S. has continually pressed Japan to ignore its constitutional prohibition on war -- whether in the Middle East or in defense of Pacific sealanes. Independent action, however, is unacceptable.
American imperialism is based off the skewed vision of self-imposed leadership via military expansionism; we cannot explain the problems we face without getting rid of this illusion 
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…only a few missiles in essentially doctored tests have hit their targets- but it is unquestionably expensive, and arms sales, both domestic and foreign, have become one of the Pentagon’s most important missions. I believe the profligate waste of our resources on irrelevant weapons systems and the Asian economic meltdown, as well as the continuous trail of military “accidents” and of terrorist attacks on American installations and embassies, are all portents of a twenty-first century crisis in America’s informal empire, an empire based on the projection of military power to every corner of the world and on the use of American capital and markets to force global economic integration on our terms, at whatever costs to others. To predict the future is an undertaking no thoughtful person would rush to embrace. What form our imperial crisis is likely to take years or even decades from now is, of course, impossible to know. But history indicates that, sooner or later, empires do reach such moments, and it seems reasonable to assume that we will not miraculously escape that fate. What we have freed ourselves of, however, is any genuine consciousness of how we might look to others on this globe. Most Americans are probably unaware of how Washington exercises its global hegemony, since so much of this activity takes place either in relative secrecy or under comforting rubrics. Many may, as a start, find it hard to believe that our place in the world even adds up to an empire. But only when we come to see our country as both profiting from and trapped within the structures of an empire of its own making will it be possible for us to explain many elements of the world that otherwise perplex us. Without good explanations, we cannot possibly produce policies that will bring us sustained peace and prosperity in a post—Cold War world. What has gone wrong in Japan after half a century of government-guided growth under U.S. protection? Why should the emergence of a strong China be to anyone’s disadvantage? Why do American policies toward human rights, weapons proliferation, terrorism, drug cartels, and the environment strike so many foreigners as the essence of hypocrisy? Should American-owned and -managed multinational firms be instruments, beneficiaries, or adversaries of United States foreign policy? Is the free flow of capital really as vulnerable as free trade in commodities and manufactured goods? These kinds of questions can only be answered once we begin to grasp what the United States really is. If Washington is the headquarters of a global military-economic dominion, the answers will be very different than if we think of the United States as simply one among many sovereign nations. There is a logic to empire that differs from the logic of a nation, and acts committed in service to an empire but never acknowledged as such have a tendency to haunt the future.  

The problem with American imperialism is America itself; it has metamorphosized into a militarist institution where its original democratic foundations have withered into oblivion   
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… his dispute with Congress. But much like the warfare between Gorbachev and the Communist old guard in the Soviet Union, it had the effect of further weakening the structures of political authority. Congressional willingness to resort to so untested a device as impeachment combined with a president willing to try to divert attention through warlike actions suggests a loss of prudence, even a recklessness, on the part of American elites that could be fatal to the American empire in a time of crisis. Even though the United States at century’s end appears to have the necessary firepower and economic resources to neutralize all challengers, I believe our very hubris ensures our undoing. A classic mistake of empire managers is to come to believe that there is nowhere within their domain—in our case, nowhere on earth—in which their presence is not crucial. Sooner or later, it becomes psychologically impossible not to insist on involvement everywhere, which is, of course, a definition of imperial overextension. Already, the United States cannot afford its various and ongoing global military deployments and interventions and has begun extracting ever growing amounts of “host-nation support” from its clients, or even direct subsidies from its “allies."  Japan, one of many allied nations that helped finance the massive American military effort in the Gulf War, paid up to the tune of $13 billion. (The U.S. government even claimed in the end to have made a profit on the venture.)  Japan also pays more generously than any other nation for the American troops on its soil. On the economic front, the arrogance, contempt, and triumphalism with which the United States handled the East Asian Financial crisis guarantees blowback for decades to come. Capitals like Jakarta and Seoul smolder with the sort of resentment that the Germans had in the 1920s, when inflation and the policies of Britain and France destabilized the Weimar regime. ln the long run, the people of the United States are neither militaristic enough nor rich enough to engage in the perpetual police actions, wars, and bailouts their government’s hegemonic policies will require, Moreover, in Asia the United States now faces a renascent China, not only the world’s oldest continuously existent civilization but the product of the biggest revolution among all historical cases. Today, China is both the world’s most populous society and its fastest growing economy. The United States cannot hope to “contain" China; it can only adjust to it. But our policies of global hegemony leave us unprepared and far too clumsy in even our limited attempts to arrive at such an adjustment. Meanwhile, the Chinese are very much aware of the large American expeditionary force deployed within striking distance of their borders and the naval units permanently off their coastline. It does not take a Thucydides to predict that this developing situation portends conflict. The indispensable instrument for maintaining the American empire is its huge military establishment. Despite the money lavished on it, the endless praise for it in the media, and the overstretch and blowback it generates, the military always demands more. In the decade following the end of the Cold War, military budgets consistently gave priority to an arms race that had no other participants. For example, the Pentagon’s budget for the fiscal year 2000 called for replacing the F-15, “the world’s most advanced aircraft," with the 1:-22, also “the world’s most advanced aircraft." The air force wanted 339 F-22s at $188 million each, three times the cost of the airplane it is replacing, The United States already has 1,094 F»15s, against which there is no equal or more capable aircraft on earth. The last Clinton defense budget included funds for yet more nuclear-attack submarines, for which there is no conceivable use or contingency. They merely provide work for local defense contractors and will join the fleet of America's “floating Chernobyls," along with its nuclear-powered aircraft carriers, cruising the seas waiting for an accident to occur. The American military at the end of the century is becoming an autonomous system. We no longer have a draft army based on the obligation of citizens to serve their nation. When the Vietnam War exposed the inequities of the draft—for example, the ease with which college students could gain deferments—Congress decided to abolish conscription rather than enforce it in an equitable manner. Today, the military is an entirely mercenary force, made up of volunteers paid salaries by the Pentagon. Although the military still tries to invoke the public’s support for a force made up of fellow citizens, this force is increasingly separated from civilian interests and devoted to military ones. Equipped with the most advanced precision-guided munitions, high- performance aircraft, and intercontinental-range missiles, the American armed forces can unquestionably deliver death and destruction to any target on earth and expect little in the way of retaliation. Even so, these forces voraciously demand more and newer equipment, while the Pentagon now more or less sets its own agenda. Accustomed to life in a half-century-old, well-established empire,

several means that a democratic government might employ to implement its policies. As their size and prominence grow over time, the armed forces of an empire tend to displace other instruments of foreign policy implementation. What also grows is militarism, “a vast array of customs, interests, prestige, actions, and thought associated with armies and wars and yet transcending true military purpose"—and certainly a reasonable description of the American military ethos today.7 “Blowback“ is shorthand for saying that a nation reaps what it sows, even if it does not fully know or understand what it has sown. Given its wealth and power, the United States will be a prime recipient in the foreseeable future of all of the more expectable forms of blowback, particularly terrorist attacks against Americans in and out of the armed forces anywhere on earth, including within the United States. But it is blowback in its larger aspect—the tangible costs of empire—that truly threatens it. Empires are costly operations, and they become more costly by the year. The hollowing out of American industry, for instance, is a form of blowback—an unintended negative consequence of American policy— even though it is seldom recognized as such. The growth of militarism in a once democratic society is another example of blowback. Empire is the problem. Even though the United States has a strong sense of invulnerability and substantial military and economic tools to make such a feeling credible, the fact of its imperial pretensions means that a crisis is inevitable. More imperialist projects simply generate more blowback. 
American imperialism is the root cause of nuclear war; the aff is the only plausible module of solving

Robert William Jensen is a professor of journalism at the University of Texas at Austin College of Communication. Jensen also is director of the Senior Fellows Program, the honors program of the UT College of Communication. 6/15/10, < http://www.commondreams.org/view/2010/06/15-3>
If we are serious about the abolition of nuclear weapons, we have to place the abolition of the U.S. empire at the center of our politics.  That means working toward a world free of nuclear weapons demands we not only critique the reactionary wing of the U.S. power structure, the Bushes and Cheneys and Rumsfelds -- call them the reckless hawks. A serious commitment to a future free of nuclear weapons demands critique of moderate wing, the Obamas and Bidens and Clintons -- call them the reasonable hawks. The former group is psychotic, while the latter is merely cynical. After eight years of reckless reactionary psychotics, it's easy to be lulled into a false sense of security by reasonable moderate cynics. But we should remember that a hawk is a hawk. The next step is asking whose interests are advanced by the hawks. Even though in the post-World War II era the hawks have sometimes differed on strategy and tactics, they have defended the same economic system: a predatory corporate capitalism. Let's call those folks the vultures. Different groupings of hawks might be associated with different groupings of vultures, giving the appearance of serious political conflict within the elite, but what they have in common is much more important than their differences. The political empire of the contemporary United States serves the corporate empires that dominate not only the domestic but the global economy, and it all depends on U.S. military power, of which the nuclear arsenal is one component. George W. Bush was the smirking frat-boy face of the U.S. empire. Barack Obama is the smiling smart-guy face of the U.S. empire. Whoever is at the helm, the U.S. political/economic/military empire remains in place, shaky at the moment, but still the single greatest threat to justice and peace on the planet. Any serious project to rid the world of the particular threat of nuclear weapons has to come to terms with the more general threat of the empire.  We shouldn't expect our leaders, Republican or Democrat, to agree with that assessment of course. And they don't. Here's a paragraph from the Obama administration's 2010 Nuclear Posture Review:  The conditions that would ultimately permit the United States and others to give up their nuclear weapons without risking greater international instability and insecurity are very demanding. Among those conditions are success in halting the proliferation of nuclear weapons, much greater transparency into the programs and capabilities of key countries of concern, verification methods and technologies capable of detecting violations of disarmament obligations, enforcement measures strong and credible enough to deter such violations, and ultimately the resolution of regional disputes that can motivate rival states to acquire and maintain nuclear weapons. Clearly, such conditions do not exist today. http://www.defense.gov/npr/docs/2010%20Nuclear%20Posture%20Review%20Report.pdf  Nowhere on the list is a recognition of a more crucial fact: nuclear abolition depends on the death of the American empire.  The reason that is not on the list is because nuclear weapons are a key component of U.S. empire-building. That is as true today as it was when Harry S Truman dropped the first nuclear weapon to end World War II and begin the Cold War. Although tonight we want to focus on the present, it's useful to return to that moment to remind ourselves of the harsh reality of empires.

Though the culture can't come to terms with this history, the consensus of historians is that the U.S. decision to drop atomic weapons on Japan had little to do with ending WWII and everything to do with sending a message to the Soviet Union. The barbaric act that ended the barbarism of WWII opened up a new chapter in the tragedy of empire, leading to more barbarism in the U.S. assault on the developing world over the past six decades. Even though it was clear that after WWII the United States could have lived relatively secure in the world with its considerable wealth and extensive resources, the greed that drives empire demanded that U.S. policy-makers pursue a policy not of peace but of domination, as seen in this conclusion of the State Department's Policy Planning Staff in 1947: "To seek less than preponderant power would be to opt for defeat. Preponderant power must be the object of U.S. policy."[1] Preponderant power means: We run the world. We dictate the terms of the global economy. Others find a place in that structure or they risk annihilation. No challenge from another system or another state is acceptable. In service of this quest, elites created the mythology of the Cold War -- that we were defending ourselves against a Soviet empire bent on destroying us -- which was grafted easily onto the deeper U.S. mythology about a shining city upon the hill and Manifest Destiny, about the divine right of the United States to dominate. As a result, much of the U.S. public is easily convinced of the righteousness of the U.S. imperial project and persuaded to believe the lie that we maintain nuclear weapons only as a deterrent. 

Observation 3 is Solvency
In response to various abuses by the U.S. military, Okinawan women have organized in favor of the removal of the soldiers from bases – only our aff solves for the ongoing crimes against humanity. 

International Network for the Abolition of Foreign Military Bases, local and national campaigns from numerous countries, all opposing foreign military bases, fleets, and other forms of unwanted military presence, 2009, http://www.no-bases.org/show_campaign/okinawan_women_act_against_military_violence

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

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

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

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

“Women do not represent, they are what is represented.…This observation opens theoretical space to think about the differences between symbolization and representation, often held to be the same.” In many countries, women symbolize the nation, but men represent it, and often the nation is referred to as female and represented as a female statue. Most fundamentally, “because of their symbolic association with land, women are, in a sense, the ground over which national identity is played out.”14
As symbol, the 1995 rape and the rape victim can serve in many capacities to many Okinawans, and as such, the event and the girl made it possible, beyond the immediate exigencies of political protest, for a variety of groups with different goals and competing agendas to come together as a unified Okinawan voice of dissent. Identity politics is implicitly one of resistance —in this case, against the Japanese state and the powerful myth of Japanese cultural homogeneity, and against U.S. military power. This article explores the nature and practice of hegemony within a politics of protest, including the ways in which activists in the Okinawa anti-war movement appropriate and apply the rape as a symbol of Okinawan subjugation.
America must step back and realize that withdrawal is the ONLY solution in the post-Cold War world    
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More generally, the United States should seek to lead through diplomacy and example rather than through military force and economic bullying. Such an agenda is neither unrealistic nor revolutionary. It is appropriate for a post—Cold War world and for a United States that puts the welfare of its citizens ahead of the pretensions of its imperialists. Many U.S. leaders seem to have convinced themselves that if so much as one overseas American base is closed or one small country is allowed to manage its own economy, the world will collapse. They might better ponder the creativity and growth that would be unleashed if only the United States would relax its suffocating embrace. They should also understand that their efforts to maintain imperial hegemony inevitably generate multiple forms of blowback. Although it is impossible to say when this game will end, there is little doubt about how it will end. World politics in the twenty-first century will in all likelihood be driven primarily by blowback from the second half of the twentieth century—that is, from the unintended consequences of the Cold War and the crucial American decision to maintain a Cold War posture in a post—Cold War world. U.S. administrations did what they thought they had to do in the Cold War years. History will record that in some places they did exemplary things; in other places, particularly in East Asia but also in Central America, they behaved no better than the Communist bureaucrats of their superpower competitor. The United States likes to think of itself as the winner of the Cold War, In all probability, to those looking back a century hence, neither side will appear to have won, particularly if the United States maintains its present imperial course. 

Imperialism and the crimes that come with it can only end by withdrawal
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In March, New York Times op-ed columnist Bob Herbert noted, "Rape and other forms of sexual assault against women is the great shame of the U.S. armed forces, and there is no evidence that this ghastly problem, kept out of sight as much as possible, is diminishing." He continued: "New data released by the Pentagon showed an almost 9 percent increase in the number of sexual assaults -- 2,923 -- and a 25 percent increase in such assaults reported by women serving in Iraq and Afghanistan [over the past year]. Try to imagine how bizarre it is that women in American uniforms who are enduring all the stresses related to serving in a combat zone have to also worry about defending themselves against rapists wearing the same uniform and lining up in formation right beside them." The problem is exacerbated by having our troops garrisoned in overseas bases located cheek-by-jowl next to civilian populations and often preying on them like foreign conquerors. For example, sexual violence against women and girls by American GIs has been out of control in Okinawa, Japan's poorest prefecture, ever since it was permanently occupied by our soldiers, Marines, and airmen some 64 years ago. That island was the scene of the largest anti-American demonstrations since the end of World War II after the 1995 kidnapping, rape, and attempted murder of a 12-year-old schoolgirl by two Marines and a sailor. The problem of rape has been ubiquitous around all of our bases on every continent and has probably contributed as much to our being loathed abroad as the policies of the Bush administration or our economic exploitation of poverty-stricken countries whose raw materials we covet. The military itself has done next to nothing to protect its own female soldiers or to defend the rights of innocent bystanders forced to live next to our often racially biased and predatory troops. "The military's record of prosecuting rapists is not just lousy, it's atrocious," writes Herbert. In territories occupied by American military forces, the high command and the State Department make strenuous efforts to enact so-called "Status of Forces Agreements" (SOFAs) that will prevent host governments from 

gaining jurisdiction over our troops who commit crimes overseas. The SOFAs also make it easier for our military to spirit culprits out of a country before they can be apprehended by local authorities. This issue was well illustrated by the case of an Australian teacher, a long-time resident of Japan, who in April 2002 was raped by a sailor from the aircraft carrier USS Kitty Hawk, then based at the big naval base at Yokosuka. She identified her assailant and reported him to both Japanese and U.S. authorities. Instead of his being arrested and effectively prosecuted, the victim herself was harassed and humiliated by the local Japanese police. Meanwhile, the U.S. discharged the suspect from the Navy but allowed him to escape Japanese law by returning him to the U.S., where he lives today. In the course of trying to obtain justice, the Australian teacher discovered that almost fifty years earlier, in October 1953, the Japanese and American governments signed a secret "understanding" as part of their SOFA in which Japan agreed to waive its jurisdiction if the crime was not of "national importance to Japan." The U.S. argued strenuously for this codicil because it feared that otherwise it would face the likelihood of some 350 servicemen per year being sent to Japanese jails for sex crimes. Since that time the U.S. has negotiated similar wording in SOFAs with Canada, Ireland, Italy, and Denmark. According to the Handbook of the Law of Visiting Forces (2001), the Japanese practice has become the norm for SOFAs throughout the world, with predictable results. In Japan, of 3,184 U.S. military personnel who committed crimes between 2001 and 2008, 83% were not prosecuted. In Iraq, we have just signed a SOFA that bears a strong resemblance to the first postwar one we had with Japan: namely, military personnel and military contractors accused of off-duty crimes will remain in U.S. custody while Iraqis investigate. This is, of course, a perfect opportunity to spirit the culprits out of the country before they can be charged.
Within the military itself, the journalist Dahr Jamail, author of Beyond the Green Zone: Dispatches from an Unembedded Journalist in Occupied Iraq (Haymarket Books, 2007), speaks of the "culture of unpunished sexual assaults" and the "shockingly low numbers of courts martial" for rapes and other forms of sexual attacks. Helen Benedict, author of The Lonely Soldier: The Private War of Women Serving in Iraq (Beacon Press, 2009), quotes this figure in a 2009 Pentagon report on military sexual assaults: 90% of the rapes in the military are never reported at all and, when they are, the consequences for the perpetrator are negligible. It is fair to say that the U.S. military has created a worldwide sexual playground for its personnel and protected them to a large extent from the consequences of their behavior. As a result a group of female veterans in 2006 created the Service Women's Action Network (SWAN). Its agenda is to spread the word that "no woman should join the military." I believe a better solution would be to radically reduce the size of our standing army, and bring the troops home from countries where they do not understand their environments and have been taught to think of the inhabitants as inferior to themselves.

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

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

Yes, the world can change --- if the dominant military power in the world, the United States, can change. If the United States could give up the quest to consume a disproportionate share of the world's resources and disavow its reliance on securing that unjust distribution of wealth through the largest and most destructive military in the history of the world, things could change.   That's why most U.S. elites are interested in non-proliferation, not abolition. The goal of abolition will remain safely out of reach, on the horizon, just beyond our ability to accomplish in the near future -- while the United States continues to imagine a future in which the rest of the world accepts U.S. domination. Since countries threatened by the empire won't accept non-proliferation unless there is a meaningful commitment to abolition and a scaling back of imperial designs, the U.S. policy will fail. That's because it's designed to fail. U.S. policy is designed to keep a hold on power and wealth, and the people running the country believe nuclear weapons are useful in that quest. That's why the Nuclear Posture Review of the Obama administration is not all that different from the Bush administration's, as Zia Mian (an analyst at Princeton University's Program on Science and Global Security) pointed out at a gathering of activists preceding the May 2010 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference. That's why Obama's policy includes a commitment to nuclear weapons, conventional missile defense, and modernization of the nuclear complex. That's why Obama is increasing expenditures on nuclear weapons, now over $50 billion a year, for modernization.

Our task is to make sure we aren't conned by politicians, either those who push the fear button or pull on our hope strings. When we take up questions of military strategy and weapons, our task is to understand the underlying political and economic systems, name the pathologies of those systems, identify the key institutions in those systems, withhold our support from those institutions when possible, create alternative institutions when possible, and tell the truth. We may support cynical politicians and inadequate policy initiatives at times, but in offering such support we should continue to tell the truth.  This commitment to telling the truth about our leaders, Republican and Democrat alike, also means telling the truth about ourselves. I have argued that any call for the elimination of nuclear weapons that does not come with an equally vociferous call for the elimination of the U.S. empire is empty rhetoric, and that a call for the end of an empire also must come with a deep critique of our economic system.  I want to end by taking the argument one step further: Such critiques ring hollow if we don't engage in critical self-reflection about how many of us in the United States have grown comfortable in these systems. We decry injustice but spend little time talking about how our own material comfort is made possible by that injustice. A serious commitment to the end of nuclear weapons, the end of empire, the end of a predatory corporate capitalist system demands that we also commit to changing the way we live.  We cannot wake up tomorrow and extract ourselves from all these systems. There are no rituals of purification available to cleanse us. But we can look in the mirror, honestly, and start the hard work of reconfiguring the world.  
2AC Blowback Add-On
Despite Obama’s Nobel Peace Prize, American imperialism is deeply entrenched and hard to reverse; democracy is only used to veil self-interest, preventing any real progression in foreign policy issues

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

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

Imperialist actions justified by “stability” or “democratic” principles are misguiding, often acted upon hypocritically
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…such as drug smuggling that were extremely deleterious to the welfare of Americans. The establishment press-the Washington Post, the New York Times, or the Los Angeles Times——then accuses the regional paper of sloppy journalism; the publisher of the regional paper apologizes and fires the reporters who filed the story. Meanwhile, the CIA orders its inspector general to investigate the charges. He duly releases a report saying that not a shred of evidence can be found in the official files to support the story. Months or even years later, a research organization, such as the National Security Archive at the George Washington University, discovers that there was a second internal report by the inspector general. The second report still disputes the newspaper account but also acknowledges that the substance of its charges was accurate. As the CIA’s internal response to the Baltimore Sun’s report put it in the gingerly and euphemistic language of imperial- ism, “CIA reporting to Congress in the early l980s underestimated Honduran involvement in abuses.”‘7 The United States now faces an agenda of problems that simply would not exist except for the imperial commitments and activities, open and covert, that accompanied the Cold War, The most common government argument for such continued imperialist activism in the wake of that half-century-long superpower confrontation is still a version of the old “domino theory," discredited during the Vietnam War: America’s armed forces and covert warriors—for the sake of the world’s good——have no choice but to hold off “instability" wherever it may threaten. The Department of Defense’s East Asia Strategy Report of 1998 explains the one hundred thousand troops “forward deployed” in Okinawa and South Korea as necessary to maintain “stability” in the region. But stability, a nebulous concept at best, is the normal state of affairs in an international system of sovereign states. Instability as such does not threaten the security of the United States, particularly when there is no superpower rival eager to exploit it. Actual military intervention in brutal civil wars or civil strife in places like Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, and Kosovo has been justified as “deterrence by example." Even though the United States may have no obvious or vital interest in the outcome of ethnic, religious, or internecine struggles in such places, advocates of military activism argue that it is a good thing for us to intervene because it shows allies and adversaries alike that we will not be “bullied” or “blackmailed.” Such interventions, it is thought, will cause others to respect our power and authority—and hesitate to plunge into similar bloody strife in their own areas. But deterrence by example does not work. As foreign policy analyst Barbara Conry puts it, “The aborted U.S. intervention in Haiti . . . is not going to lead to a rash of military dictatorships any more than strong American responses to Manuel Noriega and Saddam Hussein deterred Serbian president Slobodan Milosevic from pursuing his aims in Bosnia."8 Not only are such military interventions often ineffective, but the use of military force in the name of democracy or human rights regularly makes a mockery of these very principles. More serious yet, an injudicious intervention can create threats where none existed before, as was the case in Truman’s intervention in the Chinese civil war and in General MacArthur’s menacing of China’s borders during the Korean War. 

American imperialism extended past the Cold War causes lethal backlash
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…no less real, nor does it lack consequences just because it is not part of any ongoing domestic discussion, I believe it is past time for such a discussion to begin, for Americans to consider why we have created an empire—a word from which we shy away—and what the consequences of our imperial stance may be for the rest of the world and for ourselves. Not so long ago, the way we garrisoned the world could be discussed far more openly and comfortably because the explanation seemed to lie at hand—in the very existence of the Soviet Union and of communism. Had the Italian disaster occurred two decades earlier, it would have seemed no less a tragedy, but many Americans would have argued that, given the Cold War, such incidents were an unavoidable cost of protecting democracies like Italy against the menace of Soviet totalitarianism. With the disappearance of any military threat faintly comparable to that posed by the former Soviet Union, such “costs" have become easily avoidable. American military forces could have been withdrawn from Italy, as well as from other foreign bases, long ago. That they were not and that Washington instead is doing everything in its considerable powers to perpetuate Cold War structure, even without the Cold War’s justification, places such overseas deployments in a new light. They have become striking evidence, for those who care to look, of an imperial project that the Cold War obscured. The byproducts of this project are likely to build up reservoirs of resentment against all Americans – tourists, students, and businessmen, as well as members of the armed forces – that can have lethal results. For any empire, including an unacknowledged one, there is a kind of balance sheet that builds up over time. Military crimes, accidents, and atrocities make up only one category on the debit side of the balance sheet that the United States has been accumulating, especially since the Cold War ended. To take an example of quite a different kind of debit, consider South Korea, a longtime ally, On Christmas Eve 1997, it declared itself financially bankrupt and put its economy under the guidance of the International Monetary Fund, which is basically an institutional surrogate of the United States government. Most Americans…

Blowback is a self-perpetuating process that put us in a state of never-ending hostility 
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Hussein’s efforts to develop weapons of mass destruction, has ensured that one of the most promising experiments in nonproliferation controls has been tainted forevet.6 Blowback itself can lead to more blowback,   a spiral of destructive behavior. A good illustration of this lies in the governments reaction to the August 7, 1998, bombings of American embassy buildings in Nairobi and Dar es Salaam, with the loss of 12 American and 212 Kenyan and Tanzanian lives and some 4,500 injured. The U.S. government promptly placed the blame on Osama bin Laden, a Saudi who had long denounced his country’s rulers and their American allies. On August 20, the United States retaliated by firing nearly eighty cruise missiles (at a cost of $750,000 each) into a pharmaceutical plant in Khartoum, Sudan, and an old mujahideen camp site in Afghanistan. (One missile went four hundred miles off course and landed in Pakistan.) Both missile targets had been identified by American intelligence as enterprises or training areas associated with bin Laden or his followers. lt was soon revealed, however, that the intelligence on both places had been faulty and that neither target could be connected with those who were suspected of attacking the embassies. On September 2, 1998, the U.S. secretary of defense said that he had been unaware that the plant in Khartoum made medicines, not nerve gas, when he recommended that it be attacked. He also admitted that the plant’s connection to bin Laden was, at best, “indirect.”7 Nonetheless, President Clinton continued to insist that he had repelled an “imminent threat to our national security," and Secretary of State Madeleine Albright called Sudan a “viper’s nest of terrorists." Government spokesmen continue to justify these attacks as “deterring” terrorism, even if the targets proved to be irrelevant to any damage done to facilities of the United States. In this way, future blowback possibilities are seeded into the world. The same spokesmen ignore the fact that the alleged mastermind of the embassy bombings, bin Laden, is a former protégé of the United States. When America was organizing Afghan rebels against the USSR in the 1980s, he played an important role in driving the Soviet Union from Afghanistan and only turned against the United States in 1991 because he regarded the stationing of American troops in his native Saudi Arabia during and after the Persian Gulf War as a violation of his religious beliefs. Thus, the attacks on our embassies in Africa, if they were indeed his work, are an instance of blowback rather than unprovoked terrorism. Instead of bombing sites in Sudan and Afghanistan in response, the United States might better have considered reducing or removing our large-scale and provocative military presence in Saudi Arabia. There are more effective-—and certainly less destructive—ways of dealing with the threat of “terrorism" than instant military retaliation. In 1994, patient and firm negotiations finally resulted in the Sudan’s turning over the terrorist known as Carlos to the French government for trial; and in September 1998, Libya finally agreed to surrender to a Dutch court the two men charged with bombing the Pan Am airliner over Lockerbie, Scotland. The latter agreement came about through a multi- lateral reliance on international law and an economic embargo of Libya and so avoided the spiral of blowback and retaliation that is undoubtedly not yet at an end in the case of bin Laden. Needless to say, blowback is not exclusively a problem faced by Americans. One has only to look at Russia and its former satellites today to see exactly how devastating imperial blowback can be. The hostage crisis of 1996-97 at the Japanese embassy in Lima, in which a handful of Pemvian revolutionaries took virtually the entire diplomatic corps hostage, was probably blowback from Japan’s support for the antiguerrilla policies of President Alberto Fujimori and for the operations of Japanese multinational corporations in Peru. Israel’s greatest single political problem is the daily threat of blowback from the Palestinian people and their Islamic allies because of Israeli policies of displacing Palestinians from their lands and repressing those that remain under their jurisdiction. The United States, however, is the world’s most prominent target for blow- back, being the world’s lone imperial power, the primary source of the sort of secret and semisecret operations that shore up repressive regimes, and by far the largest seller of weapons generally. It is typical of an imperial people to have a short memory for its less…  
2AC Environment Add-On
US bases cause long-term environmental damages – US doesn’t want to amend SOFA because of fear of spillover
Otley Anne Lee, reporter for Morning Star, 5/31/10, Lexis


Your report of the demonstration at the US military base on Okinawa (M Star May 17) did not say why the Japanese government has failed to take action to relocate the station. The Japanese are trying to get the Status of Forces Agreement amended. They object to the massive environmental damage created by the US military. According to the terms of the agreement, environmental protection and remediation are the responsibility of the host nation. The Pentagon does not want to agree any amendment because it would establish a precedent for its global network of 743 bases. Here in Britain there were 102 US bases during the cold war. Greenham Common is one example. When the US troops vacated the station they switched off the lights and left the mess behind. The built-up area has since been converted into an industrial estate. The restoration of the surface of the common will continue at least until 2014. The underground contamination has been ignored as the cost of an inspection was too prohibitive. It was not until the runway had been dug up and used as aggregate on several building sites that the 1958 accident causing a release of radioactivity was exposed. The incident was covered up, even from the US personnel later serving on the station. Currently the US bases are causing huge environmental problems in Iraq and Afghanistan because there are no proper waste disposal facilities. They are burning toxic chemicals. The land and water will be contaminated for generations.
Long-term environmental abuse and degradation is a consequence of imperialist policy
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…includes serious soil erosion from artillery firing and damage to coral reefs by ships and amphibious landing practice (despite a U.S. commitment to an international initiative to save the globe’s dying coral reefs). Runoff jet fuel and other toxic substances permeate the soil and water supplies in certain areas of the island and have generally neither been controlled nor cleaned up. As the U.S. Congress’s General Accounting Office reported in 1998, “Marine Corps Bases, Japan, and other Okinawa-based U.S. forces were informed by a letter dated August 25, 1997, from the Govemment of Japan’s Naha Defense Facilities Administration Bureau that the toxic substances mercury and polychlorinated biphenyls were found on the Onna communications site. The United States had closed the base and returned the land to Japan in November 1995 .... The letter indicated that the presence of these substances has prevented the land from being returned to its owners and thus being available for reuse. The letter concludes by requesting that the United States conduct a survey, identify any contamination that may exist, and clean up bases scheduled for closure in the future."21 The government, while proclaiming itself devoted to protecting the environment, has also claimed that the security treaty explicitly exempts the United States from any responsibility for environmental cleanup. The most spectacular documented environmental outrage to date has been a barrage of some 1,520 “depleted uranium" shells Bred in December 1995 and January 1996 into Torishima Island, located about a hundred kilometers west of the main island of Okinawa. These 25 mm. armor-piercing shells, each of which contained 147 grams of uranium, were first used by the United States in the Gulf War. It is suspected that the uranium oxide produced when this kind of projectile hits its tar- get (along with other gases released when the Americans demolished Saddam Hussein’s armories) may have been a cause of so-called Gulf War syndrome? For over a year the Americans failed to inform Japanese officials about this open violation of Pentagon regulations specifying that Such ammunition should be used only at specific Bring ranges on the U.S. mainland. No one, in fact, would ever have known, had the Washington Times not broken the story. Clearly fearing its culpability, however, the military had already sent troops into Torishima in March and April 1996 but had recovered only 192 of the shells. The use of any weapon laced with uranium in any capacity in the only nation on earth to have experienced atomic warfare firsthand-—and especially given that the “hands" that destroyed Hiroshima and Nagasaki were American—was hardly likely to engender good publicity, to say the least. When the story broke, in fact, a deeply embarrassed Prime Minister Hashimoto had to reveal that he had learned about the depleted uranium shells still on Torishima from the Americans (who undoubtedly knew that the story would soon break) and had done nothing. When the unauthorized use of such ammunition in Okinawa was exposed, the assistant secretary of defense for public affairs assured the media, “There is no danger to the human body or to the environment. The level of radiation [emitted by depleted uranium bullets] is just about half that of a TV set in the 195Os.”Z‘* But a TV set emits ultraviolet rays, not gamma or X·rays, and ultraviolet rays do not cause cancer—as the Japanese media were quick to point out. Depleted uranium bullets, on the other hand, gasify into uranium oxide upon hitting a target, such as a tank or the ground. This gas is then carried as particles in the air or dust into the lungs, bloodstream, kidneys, and bone marrow, leading to possible leukemia and tumors. Each mini crisis like this is in itself a mini example of blowback, as American imperial policies and attitudes, long established, manifest themselves in particular incidents. Each of these further undermines not only long term American policy in Asia but, far more important, long·term attitudes of the Japanese toward Americans in general. The Americans have a record of degrading some of the most exquisite sub» tropical terrain in the Pacific and also of depriving the Okinawan people of the livelihoods they might have reasonably expected if the bases were not located in their midst. It is a common bit of American folklore that such bases are valuable to local economies, whose peoples have vested interests in them. In the case of Okinawa, this could not be further from the truth. 
Severe long-term environmental ramifications

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

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

In Hawai’i, Guam, the Philippines, South Korea, and Japan, the U.S. military has taken no responsibility for cleaning up contamination caused by its operations. This includes heavy metals (mercury and lead), pesticides (dieldrin and malathion), solvents (including benzene and tuolene), PCBs, pesticides, and JP–4 jet fuel. The resulting toxic health effects on local communities are compounded as the years go on without remediation of contaminated land and water. In Korea, environmentalists are urging National Assembly members to secure U.S. commitment to clean up the pollution on the many bases slated for closure there, or this will be an expense borne by Korean taxpayers. The proposed heliport at Henoko (Okinawa), meanwhile, threatens the dugong, an endangered manatee, as well as the surrounding coral reefs. Kadena Air Base in Okinawa is a hub of U.S. airpower in the Pacific, with Air Force planes training overhead a daily reality. A 1996 Okinawa Prefecture report on babies born to women living near Kadena Air Force Base showed significantly lower birth weights than those born in any other part of Japan, due to severe noise generated by the base.
2AC Culture Add-On
American imperialism and the myopic ideologies that accompany it replicate and multiply, replacing cosmopolitanism with military fanaticism

Hamid Dabashi is an Iranian-American historian, cultural critic and literary theorist. He is the Hagop Kevorkian Professor of Iranian Studies and Comparative Literature at Columbia University in New York City. He is the author of nineteen books. Among them are his Authority in Islam; Theology of Discontent; Truth and Narrative; Close Up: Iranian Cinema; Staging a Revolution: The Art of Persuasion in the Islamic Republic of Iran; an edited volume, Dreams of a Nation: On Palestinian Cinema; and his one-volume analysis of Iranian history Iran: A People Interrupted. 2008, http://www.campaigniran.org/casmii/files/08%20The%20American%20Empire_Triumph%20of%20Triumphalism%20%28H.Dabashi,Unbound%29.pdf
This is the most immediate short—term memory of this catastrophe. But the more enduring question remains if this renewed post-Vietnam Syndrome resurrection of U.S. militancy will amount to a full-fledged imperial project. The combined calamity of Neo-conservatism and Neo-liberalism makes one thing clear: if anything, this is an empire with no commanding ideology; an empire with no hegemony. A constellation of bankrupt, pathetic, and provincial doctrines and dogma do not make a legitimizing ideology of domination. Francis Fukuyama and Samuel Huntington—the best and most recent examples of the intellectual poverty that, from Tocqueville to Hofstadter, has been recognized and diagnosed in this country—protest too much. The period of Civilizational thinking is over, and the aggressive provincialism of the United States has in fact acted as catalyst for all other cosmopolitan cultures around the globe to degenerate into equal provincialism at the mercy of American parochialism. The Islamic republic and the Jewish state mirror and reflect the Christian predilection of this Empire they alternately oppose or befriend, and they all wish to clone themselves around the globe. Thus we have the fundamental problem of Israel with Lebanon, the long-term project of the Islamic Republic of Iran for Iraq, and the possibility of a cross—sectional coalition in Palestine. Iraq, Lebanon, and Palestine can potentially be sites of a cosmopolitan political culture in which Islam (Mahdi’s Army in Iraq, Hezbollah in Lebanon, Hamas in Palestine) remains integral but not definitive. That mere possibility is precisely the mutual nightmare of both the Islamic Republic and the Jewish state and above all the Christian imperialist United States, with all of them having degenerated into fanatical religious states seeking to clone themselves around the region}; As a potential ideology of domination, Neo-conservatism (a la William Kristol’s Project Bar the New American C€H[u1`}')I6 has done nothing but make Americans detested the world over, and, along with Israel, considered (global poll after global poll) to be the chief sources of menace and mayhem around the globe}7 American imperialism (under the banal disguise of globalization) is universalizing the most provincial aspects of American culture, destroying cosmopolitan cultures and nourishing tribalism and religious fanaticism with a militant triumphalism run amuck, squarely embedded in the heartbeat of its Christian (and Christian Zionist in particu- lar) fundamentalism 
Without culture we are robbed of humanity and society as we know it; the human race would be extinct

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

2AC Implosion Add-On
The American imperialist strategy is self-defeating – all of its military objectives achieve the opposite of what it intends
G. John Ikenberry is Peter F. Krogh Professor of Geopolitics and Global Justice at Georgetown University and Transatlantic Fellow at the German Marshall Fund of the United States (article is a review of books and authors of such subject matter, by which this passage has heavy reference to Benjamin Barber). March/April 2004, <http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/59727/g-john-ikenberry/illusions-of-empire-defining-the-new-american-order>

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

Imperialist militarism cannot last; decline is inevitable

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

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

American hegemony through imperialism will lead to domestic implosion

Chalmers Johnson is an American author and 

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

Empire" 
American Empire
: Blowback, The Sorrows of Empire, and Nemesis: The Last Days of the American Republic. 7/30/09, Lexis

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

2AC Inherency

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

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

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

Hatoyama came to office last September promising to create a "more equal" relationship with Washington and move the Marine base off the island, which hosts more than half the 47,000 U.S. troops stationed in Japan under a 50-year-old joint security pact. But after months of searching and fruitless discussions with Washington and Okinawan officials, the prime minister acknowledged earlier this month that the base needed to stay in Okinawa. His decision, which he had pledged to deliver by the end of May, has angered tens of thousand of island residents who complain about base-related noise, pollution and crime, and want Futenma moved off the island entirely.
The United States has ignored the norms and international precedent established by the UN Commission on Human Rights in context of rapes by the military in Okinawa. 

Yumiko Mikanagi, senior researcher at Columbia University's Weatherhead East Asian Institute, 2004, Okinawa: Women, Bases, and U.S.-Japan Relations, pg. 6-7
First, on the normative level, the period during which the US and Japanese governments were negotiating over US military bases in Okinawa corresponded to the period when the international community began to formally acknowledge that rape by soldiers is a war crime. For example, the United Nations Commission on Human Rights resolution 1994/77, of 9 March 1994, entitled ‘Rape and abuse of women in the territory of the former Yugoslavia’. and UN General Assembly resolutions 48/143 of 20 December 1993 and 49/205 of 23 December 1994, both entitled Rape and abuse of women in the areas of armed con Ii jet in the former Yugoslavia’, have indicated that organized rape by a military force is a crime that requires a commitment from national governments to its prevention and resolution. While the US government often acted unilaterally at the apex of its power. The willingness of the US government to acquire UN endorsement in its military conduct, as shown in the case of the Gulf War and the more recent war against terrorism, indicates that the US government could have taken the above changes in international norms more seriously. It is true that rapes by American soldiers in Okinawa were individual crimes and should not be considered as organized rape, i.e. rape licensed by the military, but changes in international norms could have made the US government sensitive to any sexual violence by soldiers. The Japanese government, too, while it has always been sensitive to the needs of the US government, could have paid more attention to the UN resolutions in part due to its strong desire to gain a permanent seal on the UN Security Council.

The Clinton administration failed to meaningfully withdraw troops, meaning now is the time to stop the violent and patriarchal attacks on Japanese women by American soldiers. 

Mary Jordan, staff writer for Washington Post, 12/27/96, lexisnexis.com, “New Okinawa Rape Fuels Anti-U.S. Feelings”
Allegations of a second rape of a minor by a U.S serviceman on Okinawa has further inflamed Japanese citizens who want American soldiers to go home. The new charges, filed Thursday against a 24-year-old airman, involve a 14-year-old American girl. Because the alleged rape occurred on the U.S. base, the case is being handled entirely by U.S. authorities. 
Senior airman Anthony T. Williams Jr., of San Antonio, Tex., has been charged with raping the girl in a house where a party was being held. He also has been charged with wrongfully giving alcohol to a minor and with indecent sexual acts with a minor. He has been restricted to Kadena Air Force base pending a preliminary hearing Feb. 7 to determine if he should face a court-martial. Because Williams is married, he also was charged with adultery under the U.S. military justice system. If convicted of rape, he would face a maximum penalty of life imprisonment. On Monday, the rape trial of three American servicemen in Japanese court continues, with prosecutors expected to announce the sentence they seek for the men accused of kidnapping and raping a 12-year-old Okinawan girl on a beach Sept. 4. All three men are in a Japanese jail. That rape caused so much outrage among Okinawans that American officials agreed to reduce the significant U.S. military presence in Okinawa. By the time President Clinton comes to Tokyo for a state visit in April, both countries are expected to have worked out an agreement that would diminish the amount of land the U.S. military occupies and the kind of exercises they conduct there. There also may be a small reduction in the 47,000 troops stationed on the island. The new rape charge has not caused the same uproar that the one involving the Okinawan girl did, but the crime adds to the anti-American feelings. Earlier this month, a Marine accidentally killed a woman and her two daughters, ages 1 and 10, when she ran them over with her car. Investigators determined the lance corporal was speeding when her car skidded onto the sidewalk. U.S. servicemen have made concerted efforts recently to stay on their bases, keep away from bars and nightspots and perform good works on the island such as painting schools and entertaining orphans. Some Okinawan citizens also say they worry that if the United States withdraws, it could hurt the island's economy. Some estimates put the annual revenue generated by U.S. military at more than $ 1 billion. But a group of Okinawan women activists who are traveling to Washington, New York and other American cities next month to publicize their desire to get the U.S. military off their island say the new rape proves that the violence will only stop if the military leaves. Suzuyo Takazato, an Okinawan legislator and organizer of the Okinawan Women Against Military Violence group, said the latest rape again attests to the "nature of the military," which seems to silently condone sexual crimes. The rape allegedly occurred Dec. 2, and the charges were announced after the military newspaper Stars and Stripes reported it this week. The 14-year-old is the daughter of a serviceman based on Okinawa. 
US military stationed in Japan have repeatedly sexually assaulted locals in the name of improved relations between the two nations. 
Women’s Asia, Japanese activism journal, 2/11/10, http://www.ajwrc.org/english/sub/voice/20-2-1.pdf
On October 14 2007, four marines from the US Marine Corps Iwakuni Air Station allegedly gang-raped a 19-year-old Japanese woman in Hiroshima City. The marines who left the victim crying in the parking area later claimed that the sexual acts were on mutual agreement. This shocking event was followed by a rape case of a 14-year-old girl by a 38-year-old U.S. Marine in the city of Okinawa. The staff sergeant at Camp Courtney, arrested on February 11, denied raping the girl, saying he only forced her down and kissed her. Further on February 20, another US military serviceman was accused of raping a 21-year-old Filipino woman at a hotel in Okinawa. The series of sexual assaults by US soldiers, especially the attack against a 14-year-old girl, provoked grave anger in the small island of Okinawa, which bears 75% of the US military bases in Japan and has suffered from rape, murder and other crimes and accidents caused by the US military for the past six decades. Okinawan Women Act Against Military Violence (OWAAMV), a leading feminist group in Okinawa, expressed their sentiments in a statement that the existence of the military bases is the structural violence against women and girls. They called for closure of the bases and moving the US marines out of communities. Gabriella, a major feminist organization in the Philippines that had led protest actions against the 2006 rape case against a Filipina by US Marines in Subic, also raised voice of anger against yet another case of sexual assault by US military. On the other hand, some in mass media openly attacked the girl for not being “well-educated,” shifting the blame on the victim rather than the perpetrator or the Japanese and the US military authorities that have failed to prevent such crimes around the bases. Sankei Shimbun, a major daily newspaper, even accused the anti-military parties for “exploiting the case” in an editorial claiming that the girl herself is responsible for the crime. Asia-Japan Women’s Resource Center (AJWRC) has led series of protest actions, including petition campaign, protest against insensitive media report, and organizing protest vigil, together with other women’s groups in communities hosting US military bases. In the evening of February 19, women in Okinawa and Tokyo held women’s protest vigil and gathering against the military bases and attack on the victims. The series of the sexual assaults point not only to the nature of the military alliance that actually endangers safety of women and children, but also to the fundamental flaw in the Japanese criminal justice system. In the rape case in Hiroshima, while the Japanese Prosecutors’ Office decided to drop charges against the suspects without clarifying the reason in November, while the US military in Japan decided to prosecute the perpetrators in the military court. The Okinawa Police Office also dropped charge against the Marine and released him on February 29, after the girl dropped the accusation against him, explaining that she does not want to be involved in the case anymore. In Japanese criminal law, public prosecutor cannot press charge of sexual crime when a victim does not wish to make such a claim. As victims of sexual assaults are put under huge pressure and further suffering, their voices have been silenced and thus the US-Japan military alliance has been maintained. 
US is increasingly losing faith in Japan; they’ll withdraw eventually

Agence France Presse, French international news agency, 4/18/10, Lexis
When he took office, US President Barack Obama moved quickly to show his commitment to Japan. He welcomed its then prime minister as his first White House guest and Hillary Clinton made the Asian ally her first destination as secretary of state. What a difference a year makes. When Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama came to Washington last week for a summit on nuclear security, his face-time with Obama consisted of approaching him at a dinner when the president asked guests to enjoy the food before discussions. Diplomats said the 10-minute encounter consisted mostly of Hatoyama telling Obama that he was still making a decision on the Futenma air base, which some of the prime minister's left-leaning supporters want off Okinawa island. US officials have publicly said they are willing to consider Hatoyama's ideas. But privately, many are exasperated that Japan has not put any concrete proposal on the table on a dispute that has been building for months. Still, advocates for the half-century alliance have voiced alarm that tensions are becoming so visible. Nuclear security is an issue close to Japan's heart and Obama found the time to meet 13 other leaders on the summit sidelines including Chinese President Hu Jintao. "I found it absolutely shocking that the two countries couldn't find a way to arrange a meeting," said George Packard, president of the United States-Japan Foundation. Senator Jim Webb, who heads the Senate Foreign Relations subcommittee on East Asia, said that while it was understandable to focus on a rising China, it was vital to keep emphasizing the importance of the alliance with Japan. The strategy is "kind of like birth control. If you cease taking the proper precautions, the possibility of an incident is elevated," said Webb, a member of Obama's Democratic Party from Virginia. The United States stations 47,000 troops in Japan, part of an alliance reached after World War II when Tokyo was stripped of its right to maintain a military. Hatoyama, whose coalition swept out the long-entrenched conservatives in August elections, pledged in his campaign to review a 2006 agreement in which the United States would move 8,000 troops to Guam. Under the deal, the Futenma air base would shift from an urban area where it has long been a source of grievance to a quiet part of Okinawa. But some of Hatoyama's supporters want the base out of Okinawa entirely. Hatoyama has pledged to make a decision by the end of May. Weston Konishi, a Japan expert at the Mansfield Foundation think-tank, said that while US officials have not always been delicate on the Futenma issue, the Hatoyama government also had itself to blame for "self-marginalization." "American officials are well aware that things move at a glacial pace in Japan and that's why they gave some slack to the new government after they took power," Konishi said. "But there have been some very mixed signals that have emanated from Tokyo that have frustrated the American side," Konishi said. "I think the president and some policy-makers have now in a way written Japan off -- not on everything, but the leadership coming from Tokyo on a number of key global issues has been mixed," he said. Hatoyama has insisted that the US alliance remains the "bedrock" for Japan's security. But Packard, a former assistant to the US ambassador in Japan, said it was not realistic to expect the alliance to continue unchanged forever. The original treaty was negotiated between "a victor and an occupied nation, not between two sovereign states, and every Japanese voter knows that," Packard said. Some Japanese view the Status of Forces Agreement, under which the United States is under no obligation to hand over troops suspected of wrongdoing, as "an extension of the extraterritorial arrangements that characterize Western imperialism in Asia in the 19th century," Packard said. "It is only natural that a new generation of Japanese who did not live through the Cold War will increasingly question why they should put up with foreign troops in bases on their soil," Packard said. "The US has reduced its military footprint in South Korea, Germany and the Philippines, and it should not be surprising that a new generation of Japanese is growing restive."
2AC Patriarchy
1. U.S. military bases in Japan are a direct threat to women, causing rape, murder, and theft. 

Suvendrini Kakuchi, staff writer for IPS News, 12/31/07, http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=36377
Japan's plans to boost its defence capability with the support of the United States is being opposed by women's rights activists who say that U.S. military bases in this country are a danger to women who live in their vicinities. More than a hundred women activists and their supporters, including Korean anti-American base groups, held a meeting on Monday night to mark the first anniversary of the murder of a 56-year-old woman who was robbed and killed by an American sailor on January 2006, close to Camp Zama in Yokusuka, Kanagawa prefecture, a suburb of Tokyo. Reiko Ashizawa, one of the organisers, blamed ‘'sheer lack of respect for Asian women in the U.S. military and the Japanese government as the root cause of the problem.'' ‘'We are up against a culture where women's rights are considered secondary. Our demonstration drew attention to this situation,'' she told IPS. Activists say they are ready to fight jointly with their counterparts in Asia - particularly in the Philippines and South Korea - as Tokyo prepares to strengthen collaboration with the U.S. military in Japan. Already Ashizawa has joined other activists to collect signatures and raise funds for a Filipina rape victim. The perpetrator was convicted in December, but was afterwards controversially removed to custody within the premises of the U.S. embassy in Manila under the visiting forces agreement (VFA) between the two countries. According to the Gabriella Women's Party in the Philippines there were 82 cases of sexual abuse committed against women and 15 cases against children by U.S. servicemen before the U.S. Bases Agreement, signed in 1947, was finally terminated in September 1991. Criminal acts and cases of sexual abuse, including the rape of a 12-year-old Japanese girl by three Marines in 1995, resulted in the relocation of the U.S. base within Okinawa prefecture. The U.S. currently maintains 50,000 troops on Japanese soil. Plans have been passed in the Diet (parliament) that provides for the deployment of carrier-based fighter jets in Okinawa and the setting up of a new U.S. radar system for ballistic missile defence on the island. Suzuyo Takasato, a leading activist in Okinawa, heads one of several movements that record in detail instances of violence committed by U.S. military personnel on women in Japan. Takasato points to a survey by activists who scoured newspapers and other publications and also conducted their own research, to find at least six cases of serious crimes perpetrated against women that have led to arrests of U.S. servicemen stationed on Okinawa. ‘'The numbers could be much higher because women do not report every harassment that occurs,'' explained Takasato One argument being advanced against U.S. bases in Japan by activists here is that they are contributing to the fear of abuse of women in other parts of Asia. ‘'The provision of bases on Okinawa for American military personnel make Japanese women feel guilty and they want to increase solidarity with activists from other parts of Asia that are protesting against violations by U.S. servicemen in their countries,'' Takasato told IPS. Official records also indicate that crimes and other incidents involving U.S. military personnel and civilian employees stationed in Japan are rising, though documentation is weak. Japan's defence agency, which was upgraded to the level of a ministry this month, has records that show 1,866 cases in 2004 and 2,079 cases in 2003 - nearly 50 percent higher than a decade ago. Traffic violations, robberies, rape and murder were reported. Under the U.S.-Japan Armed Forces Agreement, American soldiers arrested for crimes against local civilians can either be handed over to Japanese police or placed under U.S. custody but primacy is given to U.S. authority. Protests against such protection go unheeded because of the official argument that U.S. bases are crucial for Japan's security. But women's rights activists and their supporters are not ready to buy that and say respect for women must come first. 
2. Military violence perpetrated by U.S. soldiers stationed in Okinawa is rooted in patriarchal militarism and threatens the lives of women and children. 

Margo Okazawa-Rey, co-founder of the East Asia/U.S./Puerto Rico Women's Network against militarism, 2/26/00, http://www.cfd-ch.org/pdf/frieden/womanoeuvres/margo_engWS.pdf, “Women’s Networks against US Militarism in East Asia” 

During this fiscal year, the US is spending $1.26 billion per day on military expenditures for both US and overseas operations. Current direct military conflict is being waged in the Middle East, primarily in Iraq and Afghanistan. Preparing and training for open conflict takes place in East Asia, the “second front” of the current war on Iraq. The presence and operations of US military in East Asia has its roots in unequal power and structural inequalities between race, class, gender, and nation defined and fueled by interrelated systems of globalization and militarism. U.S. bases in South Korea and Japan date from the end of World War II and currently house over 80,000 U.S. troops who are constantly preparing for war. South Korea is home to 95 US military facilities; 39 facilities are located in Okinawa, the largest facilities adjacent to urban centers where approximately one million people live. And in the Philippines, although its national Senate cancelled a 44-year-old base agreement with the United States in 1991, it ratified a new Visiting Forces Agreement (VFA) in 1999 allowing U.S. access to 22 ports on all main islands for refueling, repairs, and R&R – far greater access than before and without the expense of maintaining permanent bases. In their daily lives, women, children and their families in communities near these US bases are confronted by military violence and crimes committed by US servicemen, environmental toxics and threats to the public health, and economic development that privileges the US military at the expense the local well being of host communities and nations. Conditions facing women and children in East Asia are directly linked to women, children and the environment in low-income and communities of color in the US who also often live near military facilities and in the nation where military spending dominates public spending priorities on basic needs as housing, sustaining jobs, health care, and education.
3. The neocolonization of Okinawa has brought about exploitation of women’s sexuality through patriarchal policies, naturalizing masculine violence. 

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

In the American Village, traditional Japanese gender roles seems to be less restrictive due to the absence of the Japanese and Okinawan cultural presence. However, once women are freed and alienated from the Japanese social gender norms in the American Village, their sexuality becomes subjugated to the militarization of GIs. As Teaiwa affirms: “This collaboration between militarism and tourism affects the complex process of displacement and social mobility for Islanders, affecting the physical, mental, and emotional health of island bodies” (252). Thus, the space of the American village negotiates and fluctuates with Japanese women’s social class, gender, and race relations. The carefully designed popular images of an American landscape entice younger GIs and Japanese women in particular. Suzuyo Takazato, a politician and feminist activist against military violence, also points out that, through media, “Japanese young girls” 10 constantly receive images of “U.S. soldiers as friendly foreigners” and “images of movie heroes” which make them “dream of…the opportunity to court U.S. soldiers” (Takazato 263). The imagined American popular landscape exploits that dream and supposedly provides an opportunity to experience that dream. The idealization of the American landscape prevents Okinawan women and tourists from questioning, challenging, and explaining the militarization of Okinawan women’s sexualities. Further, Okinawan women in the American Village who enjoy the access to the American style commodities and entertainment in the space neutralize the tension between Okinawan conflicts with U.S. imperialism and mitigate the restlessness of the Okinawan- U.S. issue. Masahide Ota, the former Okinawan governor and a tireless critic of the U.S. military bases, laments that the younger generation of Okinawan women who “[have] no immediacy” to military violence “freely accept the bases” (148). Both Takazato and Ota lament Okinawan women’s incapability and lack of knowledge about militarization. However, they seem to dismiss the sociopolitical process of naturalizing the militarization of the Okinawan landscape. Most of the time, the militarization process is so naturally constructed in the landscape of Okinawa through media that people, even politicians, easily dismiss the process and end up blaming and lamenting the women’s behaviors. This shows the vulnerability of younger Okinawans who interpret the neocolonization of the space as urbanization. In this space, thus, Okinawan women are the ones most sexually visible and easily seen as a cause of the sexual assaults and militarization of their bodies although they are the ones most impacted and sexually and racially violated. While Okinawan women consume the positive image of America and romanticize the idea of dating GIs, GIs objectify and exploit the women’s sexuality. This often results in sexual abuse and rape of Okinawan women. An article in Time titled “Sex and Race in 11 Okinawa: U.S. Servicemen and Local Women Can Be A Volatile Mix, A Rape Allegation Against An American Casts Harsh Light on The Island’s Race Relations” describes a rape case in the American Village. This article illustrates a militarized situation of the American Village with a hypersexualized image of female tourists from mainland Japan as “dream seekers” whose “biggest draws” are “the real live Americans” (August 27, 2001, p39). In the article, the American Village is depicted as “[r]eminders of Uncle Sam abound— America Mart, America Hotel and Club America”: A two-story emporium called American Depot stands in the shadow of a giant Ferris wheel emblazoned with a Coca-Cola logo. Even at traditional matsuri, or summer festivals, children wave cotton candy, shirtless skateboarders do stunts on open walkways and women in shorts and bikini tops lick jewel-colored snow cones. Tourists and dream seekers from the Japanese mainland flock [there]. The biggest draws, especially for Japanese women, are the real live Americans. (39) This not only provides the American journalists’ view of the American Village, but also stereotypes hypersexualized Asian women’s bodies which are available to desire “the real live American” males. The sexual objectification of women’s bodies—“lick[ing] jewel- colored snow cones”—is constructed to justify the rape against Japanese women. At the same time, Americans are on display and commodified as well. According to Lynn Lu, description of Asian women’s bodies by the Western media derives from “the Western (male) popular imagination” which constructed “the exotic mysteries of [Asian women’s] sex” (17). However, a crucial aspect to be noticed here is that in the American Village the young generations of Okinawans are able to perform and dress like younger generations of Americans, and GIs racialize this performance as exotic and sexual. As Enloe points out, popular media “can become the basis for crafting patriarchal and militarized public 12 policies” (The Curious Feminist 228). This “public policy discourse,” she argues, “acknowledges a woman either as silently symbolic or silently victimized” and privileges masculinity (229). Thus, the hypersexualization of women’s bodies is a product of dynamic political and patriarchal ideas which valorize women’s sexuality. The women’s hypersexualized bodies are also racialized in the media. In an interview for the online Time Magazine, a “U.S. Air Force guy” arrogantly generalizes Okinawan women’s attitudes towards GIs: [Okinawan women] come out to bars. They know we’re there. What do you think they’re looking for? I mean, come on, they know what can happen, they’ve heard the stories, too. I mean, they live in Okinawa, and they still keep coming, looking for us. So what does that tell you? So they come in, have a good time, and the guy says, so you want to come home with me, and they say, sure, because that sounds like fun and you know we Americans treat them a helluva lot better than the Japanese guys do, right? (2 July 2001) This demonstrates the ways in which GIs conceive of Okinawan women’s sexuality as compared to “Japanese guys.” Those GIs not only sexualize Okinawan women’s bodies, but at the same time racialize them by generalizing all Okinawan women’s bodies as sexually available to GIs. Moreover, the implication is that GIs masculinize themselves by denigrating Japanese men. This also justifies GIs’ sexual abuse of Okinawan women in the American Village where they consider Okinawan women are GIs’ objects. That is, they are claiming the western masculine centrality against Okinawan women’s bodies. The hypersexualization and racialization of Okinawan women’s bodies by U.S. 13 media and GIs demonstrate the dynamics of sociopolitical processes that militarize Okinawan women’s bodies and naturalize masculinized violence.
4. Withdrawal is our only solution – patriarchy is the root cause of the negative’s impacts and should be weighed before them in the round – that’s Feffer in 8
5. And, rejection comes first – we have a moral obligation to dismantle the construct that patriarchy provides – that’s Rubin
6. Impact calculus: we can’t evaluate the round based off of the negative’s straightforward principles of body counts – we win on magnitude based off the fact that we are the root cause of the negative’s terminal impacts and the only way to solve is to vote for the 1AC. Additionally, probability and timeframe are certain because we live in a world of systemic impacts – the only we can solve is our advocacy. That’s Jensen.

Next, on the line by line… 
2AC Imperialism
1. Abuses in Okinawa are the direct result of American imperialism

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

2. Our two advantages are inextricably linked; imperialist power is also projected through sexual abuse

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

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

Chalmers Johnson is an American author and 

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

Empire" 
American Empire
: Blowback, The Sorrows of Empire, and Nemesis: The Last Days of the American Republic. 2000. Pg. 17,18 of Blowback

…of nuclear arms at American bases in Japan, fearing that their publication might result in the kind of blowback of which a poor Third World country like Guatemala would be incapable, but which Japan might well undertake. In a sense, blowback is simply another way of saying that a nation reaps what it sows. Although people usually know what they have sown, our national experience of blowback is seldom imagined in such terms because so much of what the managers of the American empire have sown has been kept secret. As a concept, blowback is obviously most easy to grasp in its more straightforward manifestation. The unintended con· sequences of American policies and acts in country X are a bomb at an American embassy in country Y or a dead American in country Z. Certainly any number of Americans have been killed in that fashion, from Catholic nuns in El Salvador to tourists in Uganda who just happened to wander into hidden imperial scenarios about which they knew nothing. But blowback, as demonstrated in this book, is hardly restricted to such reasonably straightforward examples. From the hollowing out of key American industries due to Japan’s export-led economic policies to refugee flows across our southern borders from countries where US – supported repression has created genocidal conditions or where US – supported economic policies have led to unbearable misery, blowback can hit in less obvious and more subtle ways and over long periods of time. It can also manifest itself domestically in ways that are often not evident, even to those who created or carried out the initial imperial policies. Because we live in an increasingly interconnected international sys- tem, we are all, in a sense, living in a blowback world. Although the term originally applied only to the unintended consequences for Americans of American policies, there is every reason to widen its meaning. Whether, for example, any unintended consequences of the American policies that fostered and then heightened the economic collapse of Indonesia in ` 1997 ever blow back to the United States, the unintended consequences for Indonesians have been staggering levels of suffering, poverty, and loss of hope. Similarly, the unintended consequences of American-supported coups and bombing in Cambodia in the early 1970s were unimaginable chaos, disruption, and death for Cambodians later in the decade.  

4. Impact calculus:

A. Imperialism is the root cause of nuclear war – the very use of nuclear bombs and the way we use them is critically integrated into US imperialism and the only way to end it is to dismantle the American empire – that’s Jensen – we outweigh in every instance of magnitude

B. We are living in the world of the impacts – every single conflict that has occurred in the world ever since the world was carved up by imperialist powers is a result of imperialism in itself. Korea, Vietnam, Iraq, Afghanistan, Kosovo, you name it; they were all caused by imperialism and all future conflicts through the status quo will be caused by imperialism. The aff gains full weight
5. And, even if hegemonic decline is inevitable, it has only led to more imperialistic interventions and imperial overkill
Francis Shor teaches history at Wayne State University. A contributor to Foreign Policy In Focus, he is the author of Dying Empire: U. S. Imperialism and Global Resistance (Routledge 2010). 7/27/10, <http://www.fpif.org/articles/imperial_overkill_and_the_death_of_us_empire?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+FPIF+%28Foreign+Policy+In+Focus+%28All+News%29%29>
The oft-cited reference to Afghanistan as the “graveyard of empires” haunts the increasingly desperate military measures of the United States in that beleaguered country. However, beyond Afghanistan and the hydrocarbon-rich Caspian basin region, the imperial projects of the United States are, more and more, a commitment to Pentagon aggression and profligacy. Imperial overstretch has transmogrified into imperial overkill. While all empires have had to contend with imperial overstretch, the particular historical situation confronting the United States after the fall of the Soviet Union led to an asymmetrical hyper-power, reliant especially on the reach of the Pentagon. The compulsion to rely even more heavily on the military to compensate for a waning hegemony in other domains — and to contend with shrinking resources (especially hydrocarbons), rising adversaries (especially China) and growing resistance (especially non-state Islamic militants and Latin American national-popular governments) — led to a record number of direct U. S. interventions. In turn, two of the most massive interventions, those in Iraq and Afghanistan, underscored the inability of Washington to realize all of its imperial goals.  In effect, out of frustration with unfulfilled geostrategic results, the United States has turned to expanded and deadly military imperial overkill. 
6. Anything short of complete and total withdrawal won’t solve – by maintaining its “big stick” policy America ignores the always changing international scene
Francis Shor teaches history at Wayne State University. A contributor to Foreign Policy In Focus, he is the author of Dying Empire: U. S. Imperialism and Global Resistance (Routledge 2010). 7/27/10, <http://www.fpif.org/articles/imperial_overkill_and_the_death_of_us_empire?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+FPIF+%28Foreign+Policy+In+Focus+%28All+News%29%29>
In the face of enormous budget constraints, the Pentagon still manages to receive the equivalent of what all of the other nations around the globe spend on their militaries. While the United States remains the overwhelming leader in military exports to the tune of 70 percent of the weapons market, it also continues to flout international treaties, such as those on cluster bombs. By ignoring these accords, the United States thereby erodes international legal standards. To project its forward-basing power, the Pentagon garrisons the globe with what Chalmers Johnson calls an “empire of bases.” This land presence — massive permanent bases like those in Germany and Okinawa, smaller “lily-pads” that now dot Central Asia, seven new bases in Colombia — is complimented by naval flotillas, particularly evident in the Persian Gulf and Indian Ocean. This imperium is under attack not only by adversaries, but also by those who no longer accept U. S. economic and ideological models, especially in the aftermath of the financial crisis of 2007.  Continuing resistance in Okinawa has roiled Japanese politics. In Latin America, leftist leaders from Rafael Correa in Ecuador to Hugo Chavez in Venezuela have challenged the United States. In the aftermath of his election in 2006, Correa declared his intention not to renew the U. S. lease on the Eloy Alfaro Air Base near the Pacific seaport of Manta when it expired in 2009, unless Washington offered Quito the right to establish its own military base in Miami. Correa’s decision was made even more urgent as a consequence of the Columbian military’s March 2008 attack on Colombian insurgents in Ecuador, probably assisted by the Eloy Alfaro Air Base. Other so-called provocative moves have been undertaken by Chavez. Beyond terminating all Venezuelan military connections with the United States, including further training at the notorious former School of the Americas, Chavez has replaced U.S. military contracts with those of Russian and Chinese companies, and created a new military alliance with Russia that brought Russian naval vessels to Venezuela. In turn, the United States has very recently expanded its military operations in Curaçao, under the cover of so-called drug interdiction. With its eventual support of the Honduran coup against President Zelaya and military exercises in Costa Rica and other Latin American sites, the United States is reverting to a big-stick policy. Yet it no longer can bully its way in Latin America.
7. We are in denial – our perceived hegemonic importance is overshadowed by a self-constructed illusion of American superpower

Francis Shor teaches history at Wayne State University. A contributor to Foreign Policy In Focus, he is the author of Dying Empire: U. S. Imperialism and Global Resistance (Routledge 2010). 7/27/10, <http://www.fpif.org/articles/imperial_overkill_and_the_death_of_us_empire?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+FPIF+%28Foreign+Policy+In+Focus+%28All+News%29%29>
The United States appears to be nothing more than a pitiless and punitive giant, to paraphrase and revise Richard Nixon’s famous reference. Foreign critics of the declining U. S. global hegemony, such as Emmanuel Todd, decry the “theatrical micromilitarism” that “is pretending to remain the world’s indispensable superpower by attacking insignificant adversaries.” Todd claims that “this America — a militaristic, agitated, uncertain, anxious country projecting its own disorder around the globe — is hardly the indispensable nation it claims to be and is certainly not what the rest of the world really needs now.” Even as Todd’s perspectives on decline are repeated in the 2008 National Intelligence Council’s report on “Global Trends 2025,” other U. S. intelligence officials darkly hint at a U. S. foreign policy that “will excite hatreds without precedent (and)…do a fair amount of killing.” In turn, U. S. critics of that policy, such as Carl Boggs in his Imperial Delusions, denounce the “deadly cycle of militarism and terrorism, involving perpetual war waged from the White House and Pentagon.” Such perpetual war is no longer about achieving victory, whatever that means, but perpetrating military imperialism. Although that imperialism is anchored in protecting economic prerogatives, it's also an obsession with a matrix of control and destruction, resulting in imperial overkill. That matrix of control and destruction is bound to what psychologist-historian Robert Jay Lifton calls a “superpower syndrome.” In the case of the United States, the insistence of its “ownership of history” projects a fantasy of “infinite power and control…that is as self-destructive as it is dazzling.” Contending that the “American superpower is an artificial construct, widely perceived as illegitimate,” Lifton also asserts that its “reign is…inherently unstable…and its reach for full-scale domination marks the beginning of its decline.” Hence, whether represented by the Bush Doctrine of “full-spectrum dominance” or the “smart power” of counterinsurgency by the Obama administration, the United States is a dying empire in denial of its perilous condition. 
8. All of the negative’s positions only fuel our addiction to war; not only do we fight, but we plant the seeds for never ending conflict in the process 

Francis Shor teaches history at Wayne State University. A contributor to Foreign Policy In Focus, he is the author of Dying Empire: U. S. Imperialism and Global Resistance (Routledge 2010). 7/27/10, <http://www.fpif.org/articles/imperial_overkill_and_the_death_of_us_empire?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+FPIF+%28Foreign+Policy+In+Focus+%28All+News%29%29>
As resources are stretched to the limit and permanent war becomes the defining feature of the empire, the selection for imperial overkill gains prominence as the modus operandi for U. S. foreign policy. Among the stretched resources are the $1 trillion in expenditures for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. Using a multiplier effect, the economist Joseph Stiglitz has estimated the long-term expenses for those wars to be in excess of three times the expended amount. This is all part of a growing debt of $13 trillion dollars. Moreover, with U. S. casualties rising in Afghanistan and with a record number of closed head injuries among American soldiers, the costs in human terms are enormous. And still, the Pentagon is seeding future wars by the extensive operations of Special Forces. Given this seeming addiction to war, perhaps the reference to imperial overstretch is not elastic enough to contain the contradictions and absurdities in these war-making policies. Among the most absurd, reminiscent of the antics of the fictional operator Milo Minderbinder from Joseph Heller’s satirical antiwar novel Catch 22, is the $2.2 billion Host Nation Trucking contract underwritten by the Pentagon for security companies in Afghanistan. These same companies, in turn, contribute money to Taliban warlords in order to guarantee safe delivery of U. S. supplies over Afghan routes. These payoffs also allow an unending cycle of violence that stokes the military machine and its imperial enablers. It's hard to imagine the persistence of a U. S. empire that relies on imperial overkill.  In fact, much evidence of a dying empire can be found on the blood-soaked landscapes invaded by the U. S. military and the mad mindscapes of imperial policymakers. From the “shock and awe” bombing campaigns unleashed on Iraq by former Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, to the death squads fostered by the Bush and Obama administrations in Iraq and Afghanistan, to the drone attacks in Pakistan, the U. S. political elite seems committed to what C. Wright Mills called “crackpot realism.” Such policies can only lead to increased resistance to U. S. hegemony. Perhaps if the terminal crisis of U. S. empire isn't evident to the political elite, the absurdity of its operation and trajectory is all too apparent to those with any historical sensibility. The Afghanistan invasion clearly put the finishing touches to the overextended and military-heavy Soviet empire, even with the last-ditch efforts of Gorbachev to withdraw and reorganize the Soviet system. Many voices on the left and the right are calling for Washington to admit it cannot “win” in Afghanistan. However, like other empires of the past, those in power remain convinced that they have a global mission to perform, even if it leads to self-destructive imperial overkill.  
2AC Imperialism – Other
Imperialist presence and abuses in Okinawa have led to political upheaval

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

Robert D. Kaplan, 

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

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

Chalmers Johnson is an American author and 

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

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

Imperialism, meaning militarily stronger nations dominating and exploiting weaker ones, has been a prominent feature of the international system for several centuries, but it may be coming to an end. Overwhelming majorities in numerous countries now condemn it—with the possible exception of some observers who believe it promotes "stability" and some United States politicians who still vigorously debate the pros and cons of America's continuing military hegemony over much of the globe. Imperialism's current decline began in 1991 with the disintegration of the former Soviet Union and the collapse of its empire. The United States now seems to be the last of a dying species—the sole remaining multinational empire. (There are only a few vestiges of the old Dutch, English, and French empires, mostly in the form of island colonies and other enclaves in and around the Caribbean.) As the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have made clear, the United States is increasingly stressed by the demands of maintaining its empire through its own military resources. Change is in the air. According to the Pentagon's 2008 "Base Structure Report," its annual unclassified inventory of the real estate it owns or leases around the world, the United States maintains 761 active military "sites" in foreign countries. (That's the Defense Department's preferred term, rather than "bases," although bases are what they are.) Counting domestic military bases and those on US territories, the total is 5,429. The overseas figure fluctuates year to year. The 2008 total is down from 823 in the Pentagon's 2007 report, but the 2007 number was up from 766 in 2006. The current total is, however, substantially less than the Cold War peak of 1,014 in 1967. Still, given that there are only 192 countries in the United Nations, 761 foreign bases is a remarkable example of imperial overstretch—even more so considering that official military reports understate the actual size of the US footprint. (The official figures omit espionage bases, those located in war zones, including Iraq and Afghanistan, and miscellaneous facilities in places considered too sensitive to discuss or which the Pentagon for its own reasons chooses to exclude—e.g. in Israel, Kosovo, or Jordan.) "The characteristic form of US power outside its territory is not colonial, or indirect rule within a colonial framework of direct control, but a system of satellite or compliant states," observes Eric Hobsbawm, the British historian of modern empires. In this sense America behaves more like the Soviet empire in Europe after World War II than the British or French empires of the 19th century. To garrison its empire, as of last December, the United States had 510,927 service personnel (including sailors afloat) deployed in 151 foreign countries. This includes some 196,600 fighting in Iraq and 25,700 in Afghanistan. The reach of the US military expanded rapidly after World War II and the Korean truce, when we acquired our largest overseas enclaves in the defeated countries of Germany, Italy, and Japan, and on Allied turf in Great Britain and South Korea. But despite the wartime origins of many overseas bases, they have little to do with our national security. America does not necessarily need forward-deployed military forces to engage in either offensive or defensive operations, because domestic bases are more than sufficient for those purposes. The Air Force can shuttle troops and equipment or launch bombers from continental American bases using aerial refueling, which has been standard Strategic Air Command doctrine and practice since 1951. Only after the Cold War was well under way did the Strategic Air Command expand into several overseas bases in Canada, England, Greenland, Japan, Oman, Spain, and Thailand in an effort to complicate Soviet retaliatory strategy. We also project power through our fleet of strategic submarines, armed with either nuclear-tipped or conventional high-explosive ballistic missiles, and some 10 naval task forces built around nuclear-powered aircraft carriers. With these floating bases dominating the seas, we need not interfere with other nations' sovereignty by forcing land bases upon them. In fact, the purpose of our overseas bases is to maintain US dominance in the world, and to reinforce what military analyst Charles Maier calls our "empire of consumption." The United States possesses less than 5 percent of global population but consumes about one-quarter of all global resources, including petroleum. Our empire exists so we can exploit a much greater share of the world's wealth than we are entitled to, and to prevent other nations from combining against us to take their rightful share. Some nations have, however, started to balk at America's military presence. Thanks to the policies of the Bush administration these past eight years, large majorities in numerous countries are now strongly anti-American. In June 2008, a House Foreign Affairs subcommittee issued a report titled The Decline in America's Reputation: Why? It blames falling approval ratings abroad on the Iraq War, our support for repressive governments, a perception of US bias in the Israeli-Palestinian dispute, and the "torture and abuse of prisoners." The result: a growing number of foreign protest movements objecting to the presence of American troops and their families, mercenaries, and spies. The most serious erosion of American power appears to be occurring in Latin America, where a majority of countries either actively detest us—particularly Venezuela, Bolivia, Ecuador, and Cuba—or are hostile to our economic policies. Most have been distrustful ever since it was revealed that the US stood behind the late 20th-century tortures, disappearances, death squads, military coups, and right-wing pogroms against workers, peasants, and the educated in such countries as Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Guatemala, Nicaragua, Panama, and Uruguay. The citizens of Paraguay appear to be recent converts to anti-Americanism thanks to speculation that the US is trying to establish a US military presence there. The only places where American troops are still more or less welcome in Latin America are Colombia, El Salvador, Honduras, and, tentatively, Peru, plus a few European colonial outposts in the Caribbean. In Ecuador, the primary battleground has been Eloy Alfaro Air Base, located next door to Manta, Ecuador's most important Pacific seaport. In 1999, claiming to be interested only in interrupting the narcotics traffic and assisting the local population, the US military obtained a 10-year deal to use the airfield and then, after 9/11, turned it into a major hub for counterinsurgency, anti-immigrant activities, and espionage. Ecuadorians are convinced that the Americans based at Manta provided the intelligence that enabled Colombian forces to launch a March 2008 cross-border attack, killing 21 Colombian insurgents on Ecuador's turf. In 2006, newly elected Ecuadorian president Rafael Correa declared that he wouldn't renew the American lease when it expires in November 2009—unless, he tauntingly proposed the following year, the United States would let Ecuador have a base in Miami. Correa has since offered to lease the air base to the Chinese for commercial use. Ecuador also rejected a US bid to set up a base on the island of Baltra in the Galápagos, a protected wildlife refuge. The 180 US soldiers and several hundred contractors (according to the New York Times) at Manta are said to be seeking a new home in either Colombia or Peru. Peru has proved problematic for the Pentagon. In July 2008, the US sent close to 1,000 soldiers to "dig wells and do public health work" in the southern Ayacucho region, an area once controlled by the Shining Path guerrillas. The US deployment, while seemingly harmless, has provoked demonstrations in many Peruvian cities, where such "friendship" missions are viewed as a pretext for an expanded US military presence. There is an airfield in Ayacucho—Los Cabitos—that the Americans would like to occupy, as it might provide easy access to Bolivia and Colombia. At the end of July, Colombia's defense minister chimed in, declaring that the country will not welcome a US base, although it will continue to cooperate with US military efforts in the region. The US faces popular protests against its bases in numerous other countries. Disputes over military pollution and the handling of soldiers suspected of crimes have led to widespread resentment of US troop presence in South Korea and the Japanese prefecture of Okinawa. Meanwhile, in Italy, where the United States still has at least 83 military installations, demonstrations erupted in 2006 when it was revealed that the government would let the US Army greatly enlarge its base in the northern city of Vicenza. A town of about 120,000 nestled midway between Venice and Verona, Vicenza was home and showplace of the renowned Renaissance architect Andrea Palladio, whose work so impressed Thomas Jefferson that he incorporated Palladian themes into his plantation at Monticello and the Rotunda at the University of Virginia. Vicenza already housed 6,000 US troops when, in late 2003, US officials began secretly negotiating to bring in four more Army battalions from Germany. The Americans proposed closing Vicenza's small municipal airport at Dal Molin, across town from the existing base, so they could build barracks and other facilities at the airport for 1,750 additional troops. But locals still haven't forgotten the 1998 incident in which a US Marine pilot from nearby Aviano Air Base severed an Italian gondola cable with his jet, killing 20 skiers. The pilot, who'd been flying his Prowler faster and lower than Pentagon regulations permit, was later acquitted by a US military court, although he did serve five months in prison for destroying evidence in the form of a cockpit video. Local opposition to the Vicenza proposal led local judges to suspend work at Dal Molin in June, leading to a standoff with the Berlusconi government, which supports the base expansion. A month later, the Council of State, Italy's highest court, overturned the local decision, declaring that "the authorization of a military base is the exclusive competency of the state.” Similar disputes are unfolding in Poland, the Czech Republic, South Korea, and Japan. For several years the Pentagon has been negotiating with the Polish and Czech governments to build bases in their countries for radar-tracking and missile-launching sites as part of its proposed anti-ICBM (Intercontinental Ballistic Missile) network against an alleged threat from Iran. Russia, however, does not accept the US explanation, and believes these bases are aimed at it. In July, Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice successfully concluded a missile defense deal with the Czech government, but it still requires ratification by the Parliament, with two-thirds of the population said to be opposed. While the Polish government had been slow to sign on, Russia's recent attack on Georgia appears to have changed its attitude. In light of Russian assertiveness, the Poles quickly accepted the American proposal to base anti-missile missiles on their soil. It remains to be seen whether this will solidify American defensive commitments to Poland or further inflame Russia's relations with NATO. In South Korea, America faces massive protests over its attempt to construct new headquarters at Pyeongtaek, some 40 miles south of Seoul, where it hopes to locate 17,000 troops and associated civilians, for a total of 43,000 people. Pyeongtaek would replace the Yongsan Garrison, the old Japanese headquarters in central Seoul that US troops have occupied since 1945. Meanwhile, the United States and Japan are locked in a perennial dispute over the $1.86 billion Japan pays annually to support US troops and their families on the main islands of Japan and Okinawa. The Japanese call this the "sympathy budget" in an expression of cynicism over the fact that the US cannot seem to afford its own foreign policy. The Americans want Japan to pay more, but the Japanese have balked. All overseas US bases create tensions with the people forced to live in their shadow, but one of the most shameful examples involves the Indian Ocean island of Diego Garcia. During the 1960s, the US leased the island from Great Britain, which, on behalf of its new tenant, forcibly expelled the entire indigenous population, relocating the islanders some 1,200 miles away in Mauritius and the Seychelles. (See "Homesick for Camp Justice.") Today Diego Garcia is a US naval and bomber base, espionage center, secret CIA prison, and transit point for prisoners en route to harsh interrogation at Guantanamo Bay and elsewhere. It has an anchorage for some 20 ships, a nuclear-weapons storage facility, a 12,000-foot runway, and accommodations and amenities for 5,200 Americans and 50 British police. According to many sources, including retired General Barry McCaffrey, the base was used after 9/11 as a prison for high-value detainees from the Afghan and Iraq wars. It is called Camp Justice. Perhaps the most recent sign of trouble brewing for America's overseas enclaves is the world's condemnation of its long-term ambitions in Iraq. In June, it was revealed that the US was secretly pressing Iraq to let it retain some 58 bases on Iraqi soil indefinitely, plus other concessions that would make Iraq a long-term dependency of the United States. (See "Our Way or the Highway.") The negotiations over a long-term American presence have been a debacle for the rule of law and what's left of America's reputation, even if the lame-duck Bush administration backs down in the end. Like all empires of the past, the American version is destined to come to an end, either voluntarily or of necessity. When that will occur is impossible to foretell, but the pressures of America's massive indebtedness, the growing contradiction between the needs of its civilian economy and its military-industrial complex, and its dependence on a volunteer army and innumerable private contractors strongly indicate an empire built on fragile foundations. Over the next few years, resistance to America's military overtures is likely to grow, meaning the agenda of national politics will be increasingly dominated by issues of empire liquidation—peacefully or otherwise. 
2AC Solvency
10 ways that withdrawing solves the US’s imperialist problem; it’s either that or collapse

Chalmers Johnson is an American author and 
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professor emeritus
 of the University of California, San Diego. He served in the Korean war, was a consultant for the CIA from 1967–1973, and led the Center for Chinese Studies at the University of California, Berkeley for years.[1] He is also president and co-founder of the Japan Policy Research Institute (now based at the University of San Francisco), an organization promoting public education about Japan and Asia.[2] He has written numerous books including, most recently, three examinations of the consequences of 
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: Blowback, The Sorrows of Empire, and Nemesis: The Last Days of the American Republic., 7/30/09, Lexis

10 Steps Toward Liquidating the Empire

Dismantling the American empire would, of course, involve many steps. Here are ten key places to begin:
1. We need to put a halt to the serious environmental damage done by our bases planet-wide. We also need to stop writing SOFAs that exempt us from any responsibility for cleaning up after ourselves.
2. Liquidating the empire will end the burden of carrying our empire of bases and so of the "opportunity costs" that go with them -- the things we might otherwise do with our talents and resources but can't or won't.
3. As we already know (but often forget), imperialism breeds the use of torture. In the 1960s and 1970s we helped overthrow the elected governments in Brazil and Chile and underwrote regimes of torture that prefigured our own treatment of prisoners in Iraq and Afghanistan. (See, for instance, A.J. Langguth, Hidden Terrors [Pantheon, 1979], on how the U.S. spread torture methods to Brazil and Uruguay.) Dismantling the empire would potentially mean a real end to the modern American record of using torture abroad.
4. We need to cut the ever-lengthening train of camp followers, dependents, civilian employees of the Department of Defense, and hucksters -- along with their expensive medical facilities, housing requirements, swimming pools, clubs, golf courses, and so forth -- that follow our military enclaves around the world.
5. We need to discredit the myth promoted by the military-industrial complex that our military establishment is valuable to us in terms of jobs, scientific research, and defense. These alleged advantages have long been discredited by serious economic research. Ending empire would make this happen.
6. As a self-respecting democratic nation, we need to stop being the world's largest exporter of arms and munitions and quit educating Third World militaries in the techniques of torture, military coups, and service as proxies for our imperialism. A prime candidate for immediate closure is the so-called School of the Americas, the U.S. Army's infamous military academy at Fort Benning, Georgia, for Latin American military officers. (See Chalmers Johnson, The Sorrows of Empire [Metropolitan Books, 2004], pp. 136-40.)
7. Given the growing constraints on the federal budget, we should abolish the Reserve Officers' Training Corps and other long-standing programs that promote militarism in our schools.
8. We need to restore discipline and accountability in our armed forces by radically scaling back our reliance on civilian contractors, private military companies, and agents working for the military outside the chain of command and the Uniform Code of Military Justice. (See Jeremy Scahill, Blackwater:The Rise of the World's Most Powerful Mercenary Army [Nation Books, 2007]). Ending empire would make this possible.
9. We need to reduce, not increase, the size of our standing army and deal much more effectively with the wounds our soldiers receive and combat stress they undergo.
10. To repeat the main message of this essay, we must give up our inappropriate reliance on military force as the chief means of attempting to achieve foreign policy objectives.
Unfortunately, few empires of the past voluntarily gave up their dominions in order to remain independent, self-governing polities. The two most important recent examples are the British and Soviet empires. If we do not learn from their examples, our decline and fall is foreordained.
2AC Consequentialism
We should view the framework of the debate through of the lens of consequentialism.
1. Moral absolutism is logically untenable
James Rachels, 1994. Professor of Philosophy at UAB, Absolutism and its Consequentialist Critics

However it may be possible to convict the absolutist not merely of lack of human feeling but of arguing from a logically incoherent position as well. The most obvious objection to moral absolutism which I have so far not mentioned has to do with the possibility of conflict-cases. If it is held to be absolutely wrong to do A in any circumstances, and also wrong to do B in any circumstances, then what of the case in which an agent is faced with the choice between doing A and B, when he must do something and when there are no other alternatives open? If we can produce any convincing cases of this sort, then the absolutist view will be shown to be logically untenable.
2. Those who reject consequentialism often justify killings as preventative  
Kai Nielsen, 1994. Adjunct Professor of Philosophy at Concordia University, Absolutism and its Consequentialist Critics

Anticonsequentialists often point to the inhumanity of people who will sanction such killing of the innocent, but cannot the compliment be returned by speaking of the even greater inhumanity, conjoined with evasiveness, of those who will allow even more death and far greater misery and then excuse themselves on the ground that they did not intend the death and misery but merely forbore to prevent it? In such a context, such reasoning and such forbearing to prevent seems to be to constitute a moral evasion. I say it is evasive because rather than steeling himself to do what in normal circumstances would be a horrible and vile act but in this circumstance is a harsh moral necessity he allows, when he has the power to prevent it, a situation which is still many times worse. He tries to keep his ‘moral purity’ and avoid ‘dirty hands’ at the price of utter moral failure and what Kierkegaard called ‘double-mindedness.’ It is understandable that people should act in this morally evasive way but this does not make it right.”

3. On the other extreme, utilitarianism exhibits an arbitrary moral framework – only consequentialism provides the appropriate middle ground for action

Alan Donagan, 1994, Professor of Philosophy at University of Chicago, Absolutism and its Consequentialist Critics

Whenever a defender of traditional morality protests that there are moral rules which, whatever the consequences, must not be broke, such as the rule prohibiting murder- the killing of the materially innocent- a national reaction is to confront him with imaginary horror upon imaginary horror, and to inquire whether it would not be permissible, nay right, to commit murder if these horrors would be the consequences of his not committing it. And so it has come to seem natural to accept as much of utilitarianism as this: that no moral system can be philosophically acceptable unless it is supplemented by an escape clause, to the effect that, in all cases of a choice of evils, if one of those evils is so great that incurring it rather than any of the other would be calamitous, and if it can only be avoided by taking a certain action, then that action is to be taken even if it is in breach of a precept of the system.

2AC A2 No Spillover
1. Japan has always been the linchpin of American imperialism

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

The fact and the fiction of the Vietnam war, the rationality and the irrationality, are not easily separated out. The domino theory contained an element of truth, however deeply enmeshed in Cold War fantasy. A successful socialist or communist regime in one post-colonial state might indeed become a model for others, however different the local realities. Vietnam was of little importance in itself to American imperialism, but it was located in a region of strategic concern. America wanted Southeast Asia to remain a part of the capitalist world economic system. The immediate issue was the future orientation of Japan, which became the linchpin of American policy in the Pacific following the ‘loss’ of China to communism in 1949. Southeast Asia was a vital alternative source of markets, raw materials and rice for Japan if it was not to be tempted into a regional alliance with China from which the United States might be excluded. An abiding theme of American policy was the fear that the globe would break down into a series of separate trading blocs. The United States favoured a largely open world economy that it, as the single greatest power, could control. America was also able to further intervention from France. French troops could return home, where their presence eased fears about the postwar redevelopment of Germany that had become central to S policy. Economically, the war in Vietnam and the neighbouring states might appear to have been an irrational enterprise for America, costing thousands of lives and billions of dollars. It was much less so for some American-based corporate interests, not to mention the domestic profits made by those involved in the provision of military hardware.
2. Japan is the key bastion of American empire – there’s historical proof and specific warrants in our Koikari 2 evidence from the 1AC

3. The neg misinterprets our solvency story:

A. We don’t cause a spillover, we let it happen – there are anti-US and anti-imperialist movements everywhere and by taking out the critical brick in the wall it allows the dam to break and let these movements permeate all over the world
B. Our evidence indicates that the last remnants of the American empire only lies in the military strength of its military-industrial complex and its export oriented industry – by dismantling it, it causes the American empire to collapse and forces politicians to either admit or realize that they have overstretched both militarily and economically
C. Action must come NOW – within the next couple of years the deficit and other domestic problems will render the problem of US overstretch so extreme that change isn’t good enough and collapse becomes imminent – such a story is real and practical – this is exactly what happened to the Soviet Union with Gorbachev.
4. Anti-base movement is a network, action in places like Okinawa will spillover

(Andrew Yeo, PhD in Politics from and professor for Catholic University of America, 2009, “Not in Anyone’s Backyard: The Emergence and Identity of a Transnational Anti-Base Network”, International Studies Quarterly Volume 53 Issue 3, pg 577-578) 

The shift in scale of localized action to the transnational level can be observed by emulation of protest tactics across all three locations in the form of a human chain extending around the contested military bases in Vieques, Maehyangri, and Okinawa.5 Differing from merely repeated forms of local contention on the national or international stage, scale shift represents a transformation in the nature and meaning of both movement and actors. For anti-base movements, scale shift requires moving the scope of object of anti-base claims beyond specific military base sites to foreign bases in other regions or countries. The movement’s target will also expand to include governments of other countries hosting bases, as well as the United States. Likewise, the addition of new actors and alliances mobilized under broadened frames will recast the shape and possibly the identity of antibase campaigns as the movement shifts from the domestic to transnational level (della Porta et al. 2006, 62; Tarrow 2005, 121). Local anti-base actors gradually gained awareness and networked with other local and national anti-base campaigns taking place in different parts of the world to form the beginnings of a broader transnational anti-base network. However, prior to the post-Seattle wave of transnational global peace and justice movements, attempts by internationally conscious local anti-base activists to shift beyond national borders took place on an ad hoc basis. Activists were able to jointly plan anti-base events and create space for international collaboration, but were unable to maintain broadened objects and frames beyond the level of rhetoric. Local and national activists were still largely caught up in their own domestic struggle, wearing their transnational hats only when participating in international events.6 Among ‘‘local’’ actors, some anti-base activists, in conjunction with their local or national organization, joined international coalition groups which were part of the larger global justice movements. This shift in activity from local anti-base actors into larger, transnational campaigns is denoted in Figure 1 by the dottedline arrow between A1 to B1. Although many of these campaigns focused on broader globalization issues, international campaigns and forums created an alternative transnational space for ‘‘local’’ anti-base actors to share and discuss their anti-base struggles. Thus the rise of the broader anti-globalization movement helped facilitate transnational interaction regarding foreign military bases. Horizontal Movement Spillover In addition to this vertical process, the emergence of the transnational anti-base network also entailed a horizontal process at the transnational level where organizations and actors ‘‘spilled over’’ from one movement to another (from B1 to A2). Here, ‘‘spillover’’ is understood as a process where actors from the original movement overflow into a new or emerging movement addressing a different set of issues (Hadden and Tarrow 2007, 360; Meyer and Whittier 1994; Reitan 2007a; 13). New political opportunities often enable movement brokers to bridge and extend frames, drawing activists from an existing movement into a new campaign or network. Thus the emergence of transnational movements, such as the global anti-base network, often evolve out of pre-existing networks and actors’ experiences in transnational activity (Bandy and Smith 2005, 4; della Porta et al. 2006, 28; Pianta and Marchetti 2007).
2AC A2 Utilitarianism
1. Turn, utilitarianism justifies the destruction of those deemed disadvantaged – this further bolsters imperialism.  Vote against the utilitarianism mindset of the neg.
Weber 93 [Darren Weber, post-doctoral fellow at UCSF, Environmental Ethics and Species "To be or not to be?" November 1993 http://dnl.ucsf.edu/users /dweber/essays/env_tp2.pdf 
A problem with utilitarian ethics is that the principle of the greatest good for the greatest number could entail that some species are disadvantaged or actively exterminated. Firstly, the utilitarian calculus of the greatest good for the greatest number is very difficult when it is restricted to humanity. The present satisfaction of a portion of humanity, let alone all of humanity, is very difficult to evaluate and the different degrees of satisfaction to be had by various people from various sources of satisfaction is very difficult to predict, so the determination of the greatest good for the greatest number after the distribution of limited resources is very, very difficult to evaluate. As applied to all sentient species, it is virtually impossible to evaluate, since it is very difficult to know the feelings of sentient animals other than people. Secondly, utilitarianism can lead to significant inequalities in the distribution of limited resources. For example, among a group of people with 50 units of satisfaction there could be a small group with about 80 units of satisfaction and another larger group with about 40 units of satisfaction, since the small group have exclusive control of some equipment. According to utilitarianism, another 10 units of satisfaction should be distributed to the small group when it can use its equipment to transform 10 units of simple satisfaction into 20 units of added value satisfaction. Assuming that it is possible to know the feelings of sentient animals, a sentient species (e.g., a predator) that inflicts pain on another sentient species should be disadvantaged or extinguished when the satisfaction of that species is less than the satisfaction of the species that suffer pain. Thus, although the utilitarian principle may apply to all sentient species, the difficulties of utilitarianism are insurmountable or the inequalities implied by utilitarianism are likely to promote the extinction of species. 

2. Consequentialism is the best method of evaluation.  We must consider the material consequences of our actions in an ethical framework.  This is the best middle ground—it allows the best value to life to be obtained for the most people
3. Group the neg’s impact args – we challenge impact rhetoric – Jensen 10 explicitly says that the only way we can rid ourselves of the threat of nuclear annihilation is to end our imperialist ways.  The aff calculates risks and creates a policy response to the risk of war

4. Our first Johnson 2K evidence from the 1AC specifically states that policies that are meant to maintain America’s position in the squo is based on falsified utilitarianism logic; getting rid of the imperialist mindset is the only way to view policy through an unbiased, consequentialist realm.
5. And, even if you don’t buy our consequentialist framework, we still win on util – the neg concedes that we’re the root cause of nuclear war so at the end of the day the 1AC possesses the only long-term solution

2AC A2 Japan Prolif DA
1. X-apply our first Johnson 2K card from the solvency flow; withdrawal from Japan will not lead to a super-sized impact; it’s only the product of militarist perceptions

2. Japan has no intention of going nuclear

Newsweek, written by staff writer Takashi Yokota, The N Word: Why Japan Won’t Go Nuclear, 6/12/09, <http://www.newsweek.com/2009/06/12/the-n-word.html>

North Korea's recent nuclear test has spawned many nightmare scenarios, including the possibility that pacifist Japan will go nuclear, triggering a new arms race. Both U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and Defense Secretary Robert Gates have warned of just that possibility, and on May 31 former secretary of state Henry Kissinger said that unless Beijing reins in Pyongyang, it should expect to "live in an Asia in which South Korea and Japan have nuclear weapons." It sounds plausible. After all, Japan is one of the only great powers that doesn't already boast its own nuclear deterrent. Though Tokyo has officially vowed never to possess, build or even allow nuclear weapons onto its territory—promises born from Hiroshima and the pacifist constitution imposed on Japan by its U.S. occupiers after the war—some big-name Tokyo politicians have questioned that stance in recent years. In April, Goji Sakamoto, a lawmaker from the ruling Liberal Democratic Party, said that Japan should at least "threaten" to go nuclear. Shinzo Abe, who was prime minister from 2006 to 2007, once reportedly told a room full of college students that possessing nukes wouldn't violate Japan's constitution as long as the arsenal was "small in scale." And after Pyongyang's first nuclear test in 2006, senior LDP member Shoichi Nakagawa and Prime Minister Taro Aso (then foreign minister) called for public debate on the question. Yet this is all just rhetoric. For one thing, despite North Korea's threats and China's growing military and political power, the Japanese people remain dead set against building nuclear weapons. Polls conducted over the past three years show that less than 20 percent of the public currently says it favors possessing such a deterrent. 

3. Japan can’t go nuclear; physical constraints prevent prolif

 Newsweek, written by staff writer Takashi Yokota, The N Word: Why Japan Won’t Go Nuclear, 6/12/09, <http://www.newsweek.com/2009/06/12/the-n-word.html>

For another, Japan—a crowded island nation—lacks the space to test a bomb. Japan has large stockpiles of plutonium for its nuclear-energy industry. But plutonium-type bombs require physical testing to verify their efficacy. (Uranium bombs are considerably simpler and so may not need physical testing, but Japan doesn't have the weapons-grade uranium to make such a device.) While some experts argue that Japan could test a plutonium weapon by detonating it underground, others—including former defense chief Shigeru Ishiba—insist that there is simply nowhere to do so in such a densely populated nation. Simulations would not be sufficient; those only work after at least one actual test.

4. Japan’s nuclear lobby has little political power; prolif is impossible

Newsweek, written by staff writer Takashi Yokota, The N Word: Why Japan Won’t Go Nuclear, 6/12/09, <http://www.newsweek.com/2009/06/12/the-n-word.html>

There's one other roadblock to consider: Japan's top nuclear hawks have seen their power weaken considerably in recent years. Abe lost most of his clout after abruptly resigning as prime minister two years ago. In February, Nakagawa resigned as finance minister in disgrace after appearing drunk at a news conference. And Aso is practically a lame duck these days, with little room for bold moves. Of course, the political environment may change if North Korea continues to act belligerently or if China proves to be a real threat, as Japanese hawks fear. But even then, most Japanese experts believe that their country would stop short of building a bomb of its own. At most, it might temporarily allow the United States to base nukes on Japanese territory. Another option would be to develop the means to stage a conventional strike against North Korea's launchpads. But even the strike plan won't become reality anytime soon, as senior lawmakers and experts say current proposals are "amateurish" and poorly thought out. And any revision of the non-nuke policy would be a much greater stretch, given the weakness of the hawkish wing of the ruling LDP. There are still many good reasons to try to rein in North Korea's nuclear program, and its attempts to build missiles that could deliver those weapons to the U.S. and Japan. But the risk that Japan will go nuclear is not one of them.
5. Many alt causalities to nuclear prolif

Dr. Peter R. Lavoy and Mr. Robin Walker, Peter R. Lavoy is Director of the Center for Contemporary Conflict and Senior Lecturer in the Department of National Security Affairs at the Naval Postgraduate School. Robin Walker is a national security scholar and policymaker who specializes in South Asia (India, Pakistan, Afghanistan), nonproliferation, WMD, nuclear strategy, and great power politics. 2006, < http://www.nps.edu/ccc/conferences/recent/NuclearWeaponsProliferation2016Jul06_rpt.html>

Two theoretical perspectives compete to explain most proliferation phenomena. The realist perspective, which holds that states pursue nuclear weapons to offset international security threats, generally explains most cases of proliferation. However it cannot explain the timing of proliferation decisions because it is conducted at a systemic level of analysis and thus cannot account for specific internal political or psychological factors involved in any nuclear weapons program. At that level of analysis, the idealist perspective does a better job, as it is concerned with national, cultural, or individual attributes, and thus can capture key shifts in the motivation and decision-making of specific states. Decisions to go nuclear are made by individuals, so understanding the psychological mindsets of individual leaders is crucial to nonproliferation efforts . Leaders of a country typically make the ultimate decision to start a nuclear program and continue to make or test an actual bomb. Based on historical experience, those leaders can on occasion be persuaded not to pursue nuclear weapons, especially when fellow heads of state make pointed appeals. Apart from national leaders, influential figures both within states and at the international level can have a profound influence on states’ decisions of whether and how to pursue nuclear weapons. Knowing who these “mythmakers” are, the substance of their beliefs and claims, and the influence they have within a country at any given time can allow outside analysts and decision-makers to make more accurate predictions about the direction and speed of that country’s attempts to obtain nuclear weapons. Nuclear bomb programs can acquire a self-perpetuating technological momentum, which can propel the program faster than the political decisions to develop nuclear weapons or the strategic judgments about what to do with them . In some countries the nuclear program is moving quickly and strong enough that it may not be possible to point to a single point of decision about making a device. Or, to put it differently, nuclear development programs are divided into dozens or even thousands of political, technological, and financial decisions, not one of which, on its own, might be sufficient to derail the overall program. “Disaffected disarmers,” countries that abandoned nuclear bomb programs in the past but maintain some capability, are some of the biggest threats to restart nuclear weapons development programs. These countries can rearm quickly and may view themselves as major regional or international powers with a right to nuclear weapons. Even more significantly, the forces that motivated their original quest for nuclear weapons might reassert themselves as either the international security environment or domestic ruling elite changes. Engaging diplomatically with actual or potential nuclear problem states can often buy enough time for the international community to develop long-term nonproliferation solutions, or for other unforeseen forces, such as the change of national leadership, or a severe economic crisis, to reorient the priorities of the proliferating state. In this spirit, the Chinese consistently have attempted to engage North Korea as part of a longer-term effort to convince them to give up their nuclear weapons program. This strategy ultimately proved effective in convincing Argentina, Brazil, and South Africa to abandon their nuclear weapons programs. Membership in international political, economic, or security institutions, such as NATO and the European Union, can play a major role in constraining nuclear proliferation. This has proved especially true in Europe, where institutional membership has been a carrot that has kept states with the potential for nuclear armament from developing nuclear weapons. These institutions work on both a realist level, providing for allies to ensure mutual defense, and on an idealist level, allowing countries to develop closer ties, reorient their priorities, and to work cooperatively to solve pressing problems. There are several new factors that could fundamentally change the proliferation environment in 2016. Some observers worry that a renewed interest in nuclear energy could trigger a new round of nuclear proliferation. However, even a sharp increase in the demand for nuclear energy would not have a significant impact, because the lengthy lead-time for reactor production and commissioning means that 2016’s reactors would already be well along the development stage now. However, in twenty years, real problems could emerge. More disconcerting is the potential rise of non-state actors in the supply side of the proliferation market, as evidenced by the A. Q. Khan proliferation network. Khan might have shown the way for more to follow. On the whole, the U.S. intelligence community has done a good job of providing timely warning of significant proliferation events. Despite well-known intelligence failures, such as incorrectly anticipating the timing of the Soviet Union’s first nuclear weapons test or both sets of India’s 1974 and 1998 nuclear tests, it has provided policymakers with an accurate assessment of proliferation dynamics. However, in many of these cases, policymakers have been unable (or unwilling) to effectively influence the proliferation motivations or behavior in question. The U.S. government has generally done a better job in constraining nuclear proliferation when it could significantly offset the security threats facing a potential proliferator . For example, Washington was able to discourage Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan from ramping up nuclear bomb programs by demonstrating its commitment to their security. However, in cases where the United States was a perceived threat, such as Iran or North Korea, U.S. nonproliferation efforts have been much less effective. 
6. We win on timeframe; future attempts at nuclearization are getting increasingly difficult and slow

Dr. Peter R. Lavoy and Mr. Robin Walker, Peter R. Lavoy is Director of the Center for Contemporary Conflict and Senior Lecturer in the Department of National Security Affairs at the Naval Postgraduate School. Robin Walker is a national security scholar and policymaker who specializes in South Asia (India, Pakistan, Afghanistan), nonproliferation, WMD, nuclear strategy, and great power politics. 2006, < http://www.nps.edu/ccc/conferences/recent/NuclearWeaponsProliferation2016Jul06_rpt.html>

None of the eight most recent nuclear states had joined the nuclear nonproliferation treaty as a non-nuclear state, thus Pakistan had no need to actually test a weapon or declare itself a nuclear power until India tested, and Israel has not tested that we know of and still manages to maintain a strategic ambiguity. The pathways to nuclear weapons were wide open for those states, but in the future, going nuclear will be more complicated, efforts will be more cautious, slower, more circuitous, and more covert. Dual-use facilities, nuclear hedging, not making a final decision to go for weapons and settling for less, or deciding a country’s national objectives can be served by stopping short of a tested weapon all make this easier. An NPT-compliant breakout capability might be enough for many countries.
7. The aff solves ALL of the disad. Our Jensen 10 evidence says that the only way to eliminate nuclear weapons is to eliminate American imperialism

2AC A2 East Asia Politics DA – Plan Popular 
US presence is unpopular
ChannelNews Asia, Okinawa residents protest at US air base, 5/17/10 < http://www.channelnewsasia.com/stories/afp_asiapacific/view/1057038/1/.html>

TOKYO: Thousands of people Sunday formed a human chain surrounding a US Marines air base on Okinawa in a protest to demand the closure of the unpopular military facility on the southern Japanese island.  Organisers said 17,000 people turned out in pouring rain to form the 13-kilometre (eight-mile) chain as emotions ran high against the heavy US military presence on the island.  Anti-base sentiment intensified after Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama backtracked on a key election pledge last year to scrap a pact with Washington and promised to move the US Marine Corps Air Station Futenma off Okinawa. Hatoyama recently told Okinawans that he had decided to honour the 2006 plan agreed between the US and Japan's previous government, and now wanted to move the base from residential Ginowan city to a coastal area in Henoko, Nago. After the human chain was formed, Ginowan city mayor Yoichi Iha told reporters that Hatoyama had to stand by his original promise. "We have publicly demonstrated the local public's opposition to the central government, which is trying to change its position to the relocation within the prefecture," he said. "I want the government to negotiate with the United States by maintaining their original position of getting (the base) removed, at least outside Okinawa," he said. Okinawa hosts more than half the 47,000 US troops stationed in Japan. - AFP/fa  

Okinawa is a potent political disruption; Hatoyama’s resignation proves

Huffington Post, written by Michelle Chen, 6/3/10, < http://www.huffingtonpost.com/michelle-chen/american-occupation-casts_b_598700.html>

On Memorial Day, America honored its war dead. Across the Pacific Ocean, the ghosts of war continue to haunt the coastline of Japan, now awash in political angst over the military base on the island of Okinawa.  This week, the Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama announced his resignation, bringing to an end a short reign marred by public outrage over Okinawa. Earlier, he had apologized profusely to the public for reneging on his earlier commitment to get rid of the U.S. military presence looming over the small island. For years, local communities have grown increasingly frustrated and disgusted with the legacy of the postwar American occupation. The noise disruption and fears of violence and crime related to the base have strained the relationship between service members and the civilians whose land has been taken over in the name of security.  After months of campaigning and massive protest, public opinion about Japan's conciliatory posture toward the U.S. (no doubt influenced by tensions surrounding North and South Korea) has been unforgiving, in large part because Hatoyama campaigned on a promise of removing the Marine Corps Air Station Futenma from the island.  Many hoped the Prime Minister would revise a 2006 accord with the U.S. and move the base off its current location, a bustling urban area. But the government ran into logistical hurdles and in the end caved to its own political timidity. 

The Okinawa issue and Hatoyama’s resignation devastated the DPJ

BBC, 6/2/10, < http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/10211314>

It comes after he broke an election pledge to move an unpopular US military base away from the island of Okinawa. Mr Hatoyama's Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) is struggling to revive its chances in an election due in July. He said he had also asked DPJ Secretary General Ichiro Ozawa, who has been embroiled in a funding scandal, to step down to "revitalise" the party. The centre-left DPJ's election landslide last year ended half a century of conservative rule in Japan. Mr Hatoyama, 63, was Japan's fourth prime minister in four years. He will remain in office until a the DPJ meets on Friday to appoint a new leader who will almost certainly become prime minister. Finance Minister and Deputy Prime Minister Naoto Kan, widely considered a potential winner, has already declared his intention to run for the post.  

The Okinawa issue is a political hot potato; Kan won’t approach it

Irish Times, 6/26/10, < http://www.irishtimes.com/newspaper/world/2010/0626/1224273366535.html>

Hatoyama’s bungling on Futenma lost him his government’s coalition partner and much political credibility. He resigned this month, leaving Futenma in the hands of his wilier successor, Naoto Kan.  “This is only the second time in post-war Japan that a popular grassroots movement has brought down a government,” says Lummis, alluding to the fierce protests over the 1960 US-Japan Security Treaty that precipitated the resignation of prime minister Nobusuke Kishi. “Something has changed here.”  Kan, who as a citizen’s activist once protested against the US bases himself, has been careful so far not to stir up this hornets’ nest. This week he visited the island to commemorate the 65th anniversary of the Battle of Okinawa, apologising “as a representative of all Japanese people” and promising to “ease the burden” of hosting the bases. Okinawa’s contribution has helped secure the peace and stability of the Asia-Pacific region, he added.
2AC A2 East Asia Politics DA – Plan Unpopular
Japan opposes a total withdrawal of the US presence.

William Breer, Senior Adviser, Center for Strategic and International Studies, 5/2010, Brookings, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/05_east_asia_breer.aspx
Despite periodic outbursts of opposition to nuclear ship home-porting or other aspects of the U.S. deployment in Japan, support among the Japanese people for the security relationship has remained at a remarkably high level. As a result the U.S. has had a relatively free hand in the use of our facilities and in the deployment of forces there. Generations of Japanese leaders have cooperated with U.S. security needs. These include a contribution of $13 billion in support of the first Gulf War, the dispatch of ground forces in support of our operations against Saddam Hussein, and generous foreign assistance to many places in which we have a strategic interest, including Afghanistan. Japan has also for the past 25 years made major contributions - $4-5 billion per year - to the support of U.S. forces in Japan. Who would have imagined 60 years ago that there would be significant U.S. military facilities in Japan in 2010?
Japan wants to maintain a strong alliance with the US.

Michael Green, senior adviser and holds the Japan Chair at CSIS, associate professor of international relations at Georgetown University, 8/7/2009, http://csis.org/publication/reluctant-realism-redux-us-japan-ties-under-dpj

They have mostly chosen the latter—for good reason. While the public has some specific complaints about the alliance, overall support for the alliance is high, particularly in the wake of North Korean provocations and China’s rapidly growing power. Mismanaging the alliance would undermine public confidence in the DPJ and open the party to fissures between conservatives and liberals that the LDP could exploit. Japan remains a center-right nation. Ozawa and Hatoyama know that the DPJ must shift to the center and demonstrate competence if it wants to deal a knockout blow to the LDP. As a result, in the new election Manifesto issued July 26, the DPJ expressed support for the US-Japan alliance (including a bilateral Free Trade Agreement) and dropped opposition to MSDF refueling operations in the Indian Ocean until at least January when the current law expires. On the other problematic issues of revising the SOFA, and base agreements, the Manifesto only expressed a vague “desire to move towards revision.” Party leaders have told the press they will focus on building a personal relationship with President Obama and his key cabinet officials before raising difficult bilateral issues.

2AC A2 Politics DA – Cap-and-Trade
1. N/U: Little time, Democratic divisions and Republican Opposition mean no risk of passage
Peter Roff writer for the US News “Democrats' Energy Bill Efforts Are Running Out of Gas” 7/19/10 http://politics.usnews.com/opinion/blogs/peter-roff/2010/07/19/Democrats-Energy-Bill-Efforts-Are-Running-Out-of-Gas

The Democrats’ inability to move an energy bill through Congress has been a major disappointment to those who thought Barack Obama’s election meant an end to the nation’s reliance on fossil fuels. Despite their early optimism, buoyed by the successful passage in the House of a cap-and-trade energy tax bill, it’s looking more and more like nothing moves in the Senate before August.  “The most likely scenario for energy and climate legislation is that the Senate will pass no bill at all prior to the August recess,” says Capital Alpha Partners’ James Lucier, whose firm puts the odds of no bill “at 40 percent and rising.”  Part of the problem is the calendar. With a draft bill expected no sooner than the week of July 26, the effort to pass something—anything--runs up against the Democrats’ need to proceed to a vote on the confirmation of Elena Kagan and other business that should take them right up to the start of the break.  [Check out our editorial cartoons on Elena Kagan's Supreme Court nomination.]  They likely won’t get much help from the Republicans, who seem to be rejecting the idea that the now-capped well in the Gulf of Mexico provides a sufficient reason to move faster. “You have a crisis over here and you try to use that as an excuse to pass a piece of legislation over here,” Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell said Sunday. “I think there are things in the energy area we could and should do. What I am not interested in doing is using the oil spill as an excuse to pass a national energy tax.”  [See who supports McConnell.]  It would be one thing if there was broad agreement on a specific approach. Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid could twist enough arms and secure a GOP defection or two to get something through, but as Lucier points out, nobody agrees on what the bill should look like. “There is no consensus on a positive agenda that touches all four bases--carbon, renewable electricity, efficiency, oil spill--and gets to sixty votes,” says Lucier. “Meanwhile, there is a long list of guaranteed ‘No’ votes on issues that split the Democratic caucus: carbon, EPA regulation, rural coops, transmission, offshore royalties, offshore drilling, ethanol, oil and gas tax increases, and more."  [See which members of Congress get the most from the electric utilities industry.]  Compounding the problem is that there are a number of House members who, having voted for the energy tax back when it looked like a certainty, now find themselves exposed and vulnerable in an increasingly hostile political climate. They want the Senate to act so they can get a bill to a conference committee, ostensibly to iron out the differences that exist between the bills, but in reality to give incumbents the opportunity to cast a few votes to blur the issue and provide political cover.  In the face of this pressure it is possible Reid will try to keep the Senate in session past the start of the scheduled break in order to get something done before Labor Day--but that would put him at odds with members of his own caucus, who, seeing a national environment that is increasingly favorable to the Republicans and puts control of the Senate in play, feel the need to get home and campaign--Reid among them. It is just possible that, as far as a major energy bill goes, the Democrats have run out of gas.
2. N/U: Healthcare was the controversial issue of the decade – it should have triggered the link
3. Winners win: controversial legislation reinvigorates presidency – healthcare proves
International Institute for Strategic Studies April 2010
“Obama's presidency bolstered by political success” http://www.iiss.org/publications/strategic-comments/past-issues/volume-16-2010/april/obamas-presidency-bolstered-by-political-success/

The health-care bill passed without a single Republican vote, underscoring the fiercely partisan nature of contemporary American politics and increasing scepticism about Obama's ability to usher in the epoch of 'post-partisan' government about which he had spoken hopefully during his campaign and early days in office. To be sure, 'Tea Party' Republicans have continued to attack the new law as 'socialist' and vowed its repeal after anticipated Republican victories in midterm elections in November 2010, while 14 state attorneys-general have filed lawsuits challenging its constitutionality. But such threats and challenges are probably overblown.  Obama's display of political muscle in pushing through the most significant and controversial piece of domestic US legislation since the 1960s has reinvigorated his presidency. It has ended a stream of media articles suggesting that in spite of his rhetoric he was proving politically ineffectual, and overly intellectual in his approach to office.
4. Fiat solves the link – the plan passes unanimously
5. No spillover between domestic and foreign policy

Andrew Lee – The Rose Institute of State & Local Government – Claremont McKenna College - 2005
(“Invest or Spend?:Political capital and Statements of Administration Policy in the First Term of the George W. Bush

Presidency,” http://a-s.clayton.edu/trachtenberg/2005%20Proceedings%20Lee.pdf)

The idea of investing political capital also supports the notion that the chief executive specializes in foreign and defense policy. The president may increase his domestic capital by cooperating on domestic legislation and then spend it implementing foreign policies. In executing foreign policy, the president will not issue SAPs on his own foreign policy. For example, if the president signs a treaty, Congress may or may not ratify it, but there is no opportunity for veto. Therefore, the president’s use of foreign policy is a spend maneuver, whereas his domestic policy is an invest maneuver. The 107th Congress, during which the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq began, supports this theory. President Bush may have spent his political capital towards executing those wars and attempted to invest his capital by cooperating on domestic legislation. 
6. Uniqueness overwhelms the link – if cap-and-trade’s on the way to pass now the plan won’t stop it

7. The neg’s link evidence says nothing about east asia being controversial foreign policy – default aff on specificity

8. No impact – Obama will regulate emissions through the EPA 

Hansen – NPR – 10-18-09
Liane, 'The EPA Is Back On The Job' National Public Radio (NPR), lexis

HANSEN: Let's talk about whether it's going to come out of Congress or going to come out of the EPA. There was a recent op-ed in The New York Times. Democratic Senator John Kerry, Republican Senator Lindsay Graham said this, and I'll quote about the climate change legislation that's working its way through the Senate. "If Congress does not pass legislation dealing with climate change, the Obama administration will use the Environmental Protection Agency to impose new regulations. Imposed regulations are likely to be tougher, and they certainly will not include the job protections and investment incentives, we," meaning the Senate, "are proposing." What is your response to them?
9. Energy bill won’t solve – alt causalities to global warming

National Geographic, no date, http://environment.nationalgeographic.com/environment/global-warming/gw-causes/
Scientists have spent decades figuring out what is causing global warming. They've looked at the natural cycles and events that are known to influence climate. But the amount and pattern of warming that's been measured can't be explained by these factors alone. The only way to explain the pattern is to include the effect of greenhouse gases (GHGs) emitted by humans. To bring all this information together, the United Nations formed a group of scientists called the International Panel on Climate Change, or IPCC. The IPCC meets every few years to review the latest scientific findings and write a report summarizing all that is known about global warming. Each report represents a consensus, or agreement, among hundreds of leading scientists. One of the first things scientists learned is that there are several greenhouse gases responsible for warming, and humans emit them in a variety of ways. Most come from the combustion of fossil fuels in cars, factories and electricity production. The gas responsible for the most warming is carbon dioxide, also called CO2. Other contributors include methane released from landfills and agriculture (especially from the digestive systems of grazing animals), nitrous oxide from fertilizers, gases used for refrigeration and industrial processes, and the loss of forests that would otherwise store CO2. Different greenhouse gases have very different heat-trapping abilities. Some of them can even trap more heat than CO2. A molecule of methane produces more than 20 times the warming of a molecule of CO2. Nitrous oxide is 300 times more powerful than CO2. Other gases, such as chlorofluorocarbons (which have been banned in much of the world because they also degrade the ozone layer), have heat-trapping potential thousands of times greater than CO2. But because their concentrations are much lower than CO2, none of these gases adds as much warmth to the atmosphere as CO2 does. In order to understand the effects of all the gases together, scientists tend to talk about all greenhouse gases in terms of the equivalent amount of CO2. Since 1990, yearly emissions have gone up by about 6 billion metric tons of "carbon dioxide equivalent" worldwide, more than a 20% increase.    

10. No impact brink – we win on timeframe

11. Case outweighs, default to the aff framework of discourse before any other impact

2AC A2 Politics DA – Plan Unpopular
Polls prove the public opposes the plan.
Rassmussen 2009 [pollster, Rassmussen Reports, November 15, http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/politics/general_politics/november_2009/26_favor_pulling_all_u_s_troops_out_of_japan]

Twenty-six percent (26%) of Americans say the United States should remove all its military troops from Japan, a central issue in President Obama’s trip to that country Friday and Saturday. A new Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey finds that 49% disagree and oppose the removal of all U.S. troops from Japan. Twenty-five percent (25%) are not sure. 
Congress doesn’t trust Japan – empirically fights base reductions.
Daily Yomiuri 2009 [“U.S. Senate move threat to realignment; 
Attempt to slash budget seen by some as warning to Hatoyama over Futenma,” November 8, http://archive.wn.com/2009/11/08/1400/japanpolitical/]
A U.S. Senate move concerning the fiscal 2010 budget could jeopardize the realignment of U.S. forces stationed in Okinawa Prefecture. A Senate committee has voted for a budget bill that slashes 211 million dollars, or about 70 percent, from the 300 million dollars (27.2 billion yen) sought by the U.S. administration for the planned relocation of 8,000 marines from Okinawa Prefecture to Guam. Senators are now discussing the bill in a plenary session. The move apparently reflects the Senate's mistrust of the Japanese government concerning its reluctance to make a final decision on the relocation of the U.S. Marine Corps' Futenma Air Station in Ginowan. Such a huge budget cut for the plan to realign U.S. forces stationed in Okinawa Prefecture could threaten the entire proposal. The White House has submitted to the U.S. Congress a document in which it objects to the proposed budget reduction, saying such a move would hurt the Japan-U.S. agreement reached in February on the relocation of U.S. marines to Guam. It was from this document that the intended budget reduction came to light.

Congress loves bases – they want deterrence and power projection.
Japan Today 2010 [Japan News and Discussion, "U.S. House offers thanks to Okinawa for hosting U.S. forces," June 25, http://www.japantoday.com/category/politics/view/us-house-offers-thanks-to-okinawa-for-hosting-us-forces]

The U.S. House of Representatives on Thursday offered thanks to the people of Japan, especially in Okinawa, for continuing to host U.S. forces, which it says provide the deterrence and capabilities necessary for the defense of Japan and the maintenance of peace, prosperity and stability in Asia-Pacific region. The House passed the resolution in the day’s plenary session by an overwhelming majority of 412 to 2 on the occasion of the 50th anniversary of the revised Japan-U.S. security treaty, which went into force on June 23, 1960. It apparently passed the bipartisan resolution with the intention to help restore bilateral ties between Japan and the United States, which deteriorated over plans to relocate a key U.S. Marine Corps air station in Okinawa, political sources said. Okinawa, an island prefecture in southwestern Japan, hosts much of U.S. military presence in Japan and is hoping to reduce its burden. Congress also hopes to enhance ties with the Japanese government of new Prime Minister Naoto Kan, who succeeded Yukio Hatoyama earlier this month. The House ‘‘recognizes Japan as an indispensable security partner of the United States in providing peace, prosperity, and stability to the Asia-Pacific region,’’ the resolution says. It also ‘‘recognizes that the broad support and understanding of the Japanese people are indispensable for the stationing of the United States Armed Forces in Japan, the core element of the United States-Japan security arrangements that protect both Japan and the Asia-Pacific region from external threats and instability.

Troops in Japan Popular-House Agrees
Japan  Today, Japan News and Discussion, 6/25/10, Japan Today, http://www.japantoday.com/category/politics/view/us-house-offers-thanks-to-okinawa-for-hosting-us-forces

WASHINGTON —  The U.S. House of Representatives on Thursday offered thanks to the people of Japan, especially in Okinawa, for continuing to host U.S. forces, which it says provide the deterrence and capabilities necessary for the defense of Japan and the maintenance of peace, prosperity and stability in Asia-Pacific region.     The House passed the resolution in the day’s plenary session by an overwhelming majority of 412 to 2 on the occasion of the 50th anniversary of the revised Japan-U.S. security treaty, which went into force on June 23, 1960.     It apparently passed the bipartisan resolution with the intention to help restore bilateral ties between Japan and the United States, which deteriorated over plans to relocate a key U.S. Marine Corps air station in Okinawa, political sources said. Okinawa, an island prefecture in southwestern Japan, hosts much of U.S. military presence in Japan and is hoping to reduce its burden. Congress also hopes to enhance ties with the Japanese government of new Prime Minister Naoto Kan, who succeeded Yukio Hatoyama earlier this month.     The House ‘‘recognizes Japan as an indispensable security partner of the United States in providing peace, prosperity, and stability to the Asia-Pacific region,’’ the resolution says.     It also ‘‘recognizes that the broad support and understanding of the Japanese people are indispensable for the stationing of the United States Armed Forces in Japan, the core element of the United States-Japan security arrangements that protect both Japan and the Asia-Pacific region from external threats and instability.’‘ The House ‘‘encourages Japan to continue its international engagement in humanitarian, development, and environmental issues; and anticipates another 50 years of unshakable friendship and deepening cooperation under the auspices of the United States-Japan Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security.’‘The resolution notes that the United States and Japan ‘‘reconfirmed’’ a commitment to relocate the Marines Futenma base in the densely populated area in Ginowan, Okinawa Prefecture, to a less populated coastal area in Nago, also in the prefecture. 

2AC A2 Guam DA
1. Our aff ensures that the troops won’t get redeployed anywhere; once soldiers are withdrawn from Japan as part of an anti-imperialist movement there will be no intent to escalate conflict anywhere else.

2. X-apply our first Johnson 2K evidence; the question of security and deterrence in other parts of the world will go away once the plan is enacted 

3. US hegemonic obligations expounded by authors such as Kagan is only more obscene justification for American imperialism 

David Campbell, Geography @ Durham ET AL ‘7 “Performing Security: The Imaginative Geographies of current US strategy” Political Geography 26 (4) 
The ‘scribe’ in question is Robert Kagan, who in June 2002 published a highly influential piece in the foreign policy journal Policy Review, later expanded as a book (Kagan, 2003). At the time, Kagan was a political commentator for the Washington Post and a writer for a number of conservative monthlies, and had served in the State Department from 1984 to 1998. In the early 1980s he was a member of the Department’s policy planning unit, and worked in the first Bush Administration as Secretary of State George Schultz’s speechwriter. Entitled ‘‘Power and Weakness’’, Kagan’s essay detailed what he argued was the increasingly evident disparity between American and European worldviews, particularly with regard to the conduct of international affairs. But his analysis, as we will argue here, constituted above all a justification for American power, and its exercise wherever and however necessary. Kagan’s analysis e as part of a wider ‘‘understanding’’ of the ways in which the post-Cold War world ‘‘works’’ developed by neoconservative intellectuals e would prepare the ground, indeed, make ‘‘indispensable’’, US unilateralism and its doctrine of pre-emptive action. Kagan’s article was highly influential, just as Fukuyama’s (1989, 1992) ‘‘The End of History’’ had been 13 years before, because of his profile within the foreign policy establishment, and because Kagan (as Fukuyama) was speaking to friends and colleagues e and, in many ways, reiterating a set of shared understandings. Kagan’s claims have been widely discussed, lauded and refuted by academics and political leaders alike (see, for example those referenced in Bialasiewicz & Elden, 2006), so we will present them here only in brief. Kagan’s central claim was that Europeans and Americans no longer share a common view of the world and, moreover, that in essential ways they can be understood as occupying different worlds: ‘‘Europe is turning away from power, or to put it a little differently, it is moving beyond power into a self-contained world of laws and rules and transnational negotiation and cooperation’’. And while Europe has withdrawn into a mirage of Kantian ‘perpetual peace’, the US has no choice but to act in a Hobbesian world of perpetual war. This state of affairs, for Kagan, is not the result of the strategic choices of a single administration, but a persistent divide and the reflection of fundamentally different perspectives on the world e and the role of Europe/ the US within it (Kagan, 2002: 1). Kagan spends a significant part of his paper (and later book) analyzing what he terms ‘‘the psychology of power and weakness’’. It is a deeply troubling argument, for Kagan claims, at base, that Europeans believe in diplomacy and multilateralism because they are ‘‘weak’’: ‘‘Europeans oppose unilateralism [.] because they have no capacity for unilateralism’’ (Kagan, 2002: 7). What is more, he claims, the construction of the European ‘‘paradise’’, the ‘‘geopolitical fantasy [of] a postmodern system [where] the age-old laws of international relations have been repealed; [where] Europeans have stepped out of the Hobbesian world of anarchy into the Kantian world of perpetual peace’’ (2002: 11) was made possible only by American power which assured the Cold War peace. America continues to hold this role because ‘‘post-historical Europe’’ will not e and cannot; the US is forced to remain ‘‘stuck in history, left to deal with the Saddams and the ayatollahs, the Kim Jong Ils and the Jiang Zemins, leaving the happy benefits to others’’ (2002: 16). As we have argued elsewhere, the US is thus invoked into a number of positions: as global leader (faced with Europe’s failings/ withdrawal), but also the only state able, due to its power-position, to perceive threats clearly; the only one with a God’s eye view of international affairs. It is thus, at once, the world’s geo-politican and its geo-police; the only state with the ‘knowledge’ but also the capability to intervene. Such attitudes clearly inform and reinforce the notion of ‘pre-emptive action’ articulated in the 2002 National Security Strategy. What is more interesting is that these ideas are also to be found in other contemporary calls for a proper ordering of the world that have issued from the broader community of ‘non-state’ experts previously described. As we have suggested, what constitutes the force of such understandings is their performative e citational and reiterative e nature. These understandings echo and speak to each other, resonate with one another, thus reinforcing their validity as a faithful description of ‘the way the world is’.

4. Readiness won’t be risked – inevitable military r&d will make response times irrelevant

RIVERA 2 – Colonel (JERRY, April 9, “Guam USA: America's Forward Fortress in Asia-Pacific”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf |JC)

Let us not forget our technological know how. We have the potential to invent new aircraft and weaponry that will eliminate the disadvantage of being farther away in Guam and the Marianas. As we invent newer aircraft that are able to fly faster and farther with no need for in-air refueling that can still deliver an equally lethal but lighter payload, Guam and its sister islands will become more and more ideal as a forward base. Withdrawing to the Marianas is not abandoning our friends and allies in the region. They will know that we are nearby on U.S. soil, where the U.S. has an inherent right to be, keeping an eye out for them just several hours away by air and several days by sea. As part of that strategy, U.S. military forces will constantly be flying and sailing from Guam and visiting all our Asian friends and allies, just let them know we are in the neighborhood. Sooner or later, the U.S. will have to move out of it current bases in Korea and Japan. Sooner is better than later. The longer the U.S. delays in withdrawing to Guam, the more expensive it will cost to construct the needed infrastructure.
5. (A2 Turns case): The negative has it wrong; 
A. Guam is an example of how our plan mechanism will eventually end the abuses outlined in the 1AC. Japan is the linchpin of American empire, so once we get rid of that critical juncture, we can start tearing down the wall brick by brick until we have succeeded. That’s Koikari. Even if abuses spike in Guam, the anti-empire movement will affect it, and will restart the withdrawal process.
B. Doesn’t turn the case – US soldiers that are redeployed back to Guam are in a state of retreat – though armed forces do return back to permanent basing – they lose the “advantages” of forward deployment, which is a cornerstone of militarist imperialism – default to aff logic   
2AC A2 Heg DA
1. Forward deployment fails at deterrence, strains relations with allies, and increases blowback

Kent E. Calder, director of the Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at the Johns Hopkins University School for Advanced International Relations, a faculty member at the university’s Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies in Washington D.C., and served as special adviser to the U.S. ambassador to Japan from 1997 to 2001, 2007, “Embattled Garrisons,” pg. 215,) SM
Apart from the exposure to increased danger that it presents to American troops, forward deployment also has other important negatives in human terms, it is argued. Troops in Korea and Bosnia, most marines in Okinawa, air force pilots in the Middle East, and navy sailors and marines at sea face months at a time away from their families. Large deployments abroad often complicate relations between the United Stats and its allies, as frictions on Okinawa, for example, clearly demonstrate. Perhaps the most telling argument against forward deployment, in the view of critics, is that in the final analysis it does not serve America’s most fundamental interests in a post-Cold War world – or indeed, in important respects, even those of the key allies that American troops are protecting, In contrast to Cold War days, when the U.S. forward deployed presence was larger and the Soviet threat was clear, overseas, bases today do not provide substantial extended deterrent to American allies, especially when those bases are threatened militarily by the increasingly accurate precision weapons of adversaries. To the contrary, American bases may subject the host country to unwelcome “blow-back” it is alleged. Such bases are generally costly, despite substantial burden sharing support from some allies. And those bases are potentially difficult to use operationally to show resolve in some strategically important cases. In contingencies ranging from the Ukraine and the Baltic to the Taiwan Straits, implicit host-nation restrictions on sensitive third-country deployment reduce the strategic value of many overseas bases to the U.S. military. Given America’s formidable long-range technological capabilities, coupled with the costs, dangers, and constrained utility of deploying American forces abroad, the prudent course of action – even in a realist strategic calculus – is to base U.S. forces at home until they are really needed in conflict, Fortress America proponents content. Then, when necessary, those forces could lash out rapidly, across oceans and continents, with space-power, long-range air power, and other elements of what be called a “reconnaissance-strike complex.” In this way, it is argued; they could both defend U.S. interests from America’s homeland, and also avoid the distinct negatives of forward deployment.
2. The negative’s own heg scenario is caused by American imperialism as a form of blowback; the only way to solve the nuclear impacts is to withdraw; that’s Jensen
3. Turn, the U.S. military presence around china incentivizes prolif

Ivan Eland ( director of defense policy studies at the Cato Institute) 1/23/03 “ Is Chinese Military Modernization a Threat to the United States?” http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa465.pdf

Of course, the U.S. government does not admit to a policy of containing China, as it did with the Soviet Union during the Cold War. But in Asia the ring of U.S.-led alliances (formal and informal), a forward U.S. military presence, and closer American relationships with great powers capable of acting to balance against a rising China constitute a de facto containment policy. Such a policy is unwarranted by the current low threat posed by China and may actually increase the threat that it is designed to contain. Even the DoD admits that the Chinese are recognizing and reacting to U.S. policy: China’s leaders have asserted that the United States seeks to maintain a dominant geostrategic position by containing the growth of Chinese power, ultimately “dividing” and “Westernizing” China. . . . Beijing has interpreted the strengthening U.S.Japan security alliance, increased U.S. presence in the Asia-Pacific region, and efforts to expand NATO as manifestations of Washington’s strategy. 4 The DoD report continues: Chinese analyses indicate a concern that Beijing would have difficulty managing potential U.S. military intervention in crises in the Taiwan Strait or the South China Sea. There are even indications of a concern that the United States might intervene in China’s internal disputes with ethnic Tibetan or Muslim minorities. Chinese concerns about U.S. intervention likely have been reinforced by their perceptions of U.S. response to the 1995–1996 Taiwan Strait crises, Operation ALLIED FORCE in Kosovo, and more recent U.S.-led military operations to combat international terrorism. . . . Following Operation ALLIED FORCE in 1999, Beijing seriously considered upgrading the priority attached to military modernization. While the senior leadership has since reaffirmed its stress on economic  growth and development, it nevertheless agreed to provide significant additional resources and funding to support accelerated military modernization. 5 

4. U.S. troop presence is obsolete and dangerously unstable, Japan can defend itself and U.S. withdrawal solves any risk of Chinese/Korean aggression
Doug Bandow, a senior fellow at the Cato Institute and a former special assistant to President Reagan Transforming Japan-US Alliance, October, 29, 2009, “Transforming Japan-U.S. Alliance,”http://www.cato.org/people/doug-bandow
 accessed on 7-19-10) SM
American influence is facing another challenge in East Asia. The latest loss of U.S. power may occur in Japan. Last month, the Democratic Party of Japan ousted the Liberal Democratic Party, which had held power for most of the last 54 years. Exactly how policy will change is uncertain: The DPJ is a diverse and fractious coalition. But Washington is nervous. U.S. policymakers have grown used to Tokyo playing the role of pliant ally, backing American priorities and hosting American bases.That era may be over. Although Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama insists that he wants to strengthen the alliance, before taking office he wrote in the New York Times: "As a result of the failure of the Iraq war and the financial crisis, the era of U.S.-led globalism is coming to an end."America's alliance with Japan — like most U.S. defense relationships — is outdated.Of course, there are significant barriers to any dramatic transformation of Japanese policy. Indeed, during the campaign the DPJ platform dropped its earlier pledge to "do away with the dependent relationship in which Japan ultimately has no alternative but to act in accordance with U.S. wishes, replacing it with a mature alliance based on independence and equality."Nevertheless, the DPJ possesses a strong left wing and vigorously opposed the ousted government's logistical support for U.S. naval operations in the Indian Ocean.Other potentially contentious issues include reducing the military presence on Okinawa, renegotiating the relocation of the Marines' Futenma Airfield to Guam at the Japanese expense, cutting so-called host nation support, and amending the Status of Forces Agreement.Some Obama administration officials privately acknowledge that adjustments will be necessary. However, the day after the election State Department spokesman Ian Kelly said that there would be no renegotiation of the Okinawa accord. This might seem like a good negotiating tactic, but it didn't go over well in Tokyo. Washington's dismissive response gives the Japanese one more reason to want to escape dependence on the U.S. Actually, Americans should support a transformation of the alliance. The current relationship remains trapped in a world that no longer exists.Japan has the world's second (or third, based on purchasing power parity) largest economy, yet Tokyo remains dependent on America for its security, a minor military player despite having global economic and political interests.There are historical reasons for Tokyo's stunted international role, but it is time for East Asian countries to work together to dispel the remaining ghosts of Japan's imperialist past rather than to expect America to continue acting as the defender of the last resort.Since Japan and Asia have changed, so should America's defense strategy. There should be no more troops based on Japanese soil. No more military units tasked for Japan's defense. No more security guarantee for Japan.The U.S. should adopt a strategy of offshore balancer, expecting friendly states to defend themselves, while being ready to act if an overwhelming, hegemonic threat eventually arises. China is the most, but still unlikely, plausible candidate for such a role — and even then not for many years.Washington's job is not to tell Japan — which devotes about one-fourth the U.S level to the military — to do more. Washington's job is to do less. Tokyo should spend whatever it believes to be necessary on its so-called "Self-Defense Force." Better relations with China and reform in North Korea would lower that number. Japan should assess the risks and act accordingly.
In any case, the U.S. should indicate its willingness to accommodate Tokyo's changing priorities.
It's the same strategy that Washington should adopt elsewhere around the globe. The Marine Expeditionary Force stationed on Okinawa is primarily intended to back up America's commitment to South Korea. Yet, the South has some 40 times the GDP of North Korea. Seoul should take over responsibility for its own defense.

Even more so the Europeans, who possess more than 10 times Russia's GDP. If they don't feel at risk, there's no reason for an American defense guarantee. If they do feel at risk, there's no reason for them not to do more — a lot more.

Defending populous and prosperous allies made little sense in good economic times. But with Uncle Sam's 2009 deficit at $1.6 trillion and another $10 trillion in red ink likely over the next decade — without counting the impact of any additional financial disasters — current policy is unsustainable. The U.S. essentially is borrowing money from China for use to defend Japan from China.In Washington, officials are rounding the wagons to protect the status quo. But America's alliance with Japan — like most U.S. defense relationships — is outdated. Both America and Japan would benefit from ending Tokyo's unnatural defense dependence on the U.S.
5. US hegemonic obligations expounded by authors such as Kagan is only more obscene justification for American imperialism 

David Campbell, Geography @ Durham ET AL ‘7 “Performing Security: The Imaginative Geographies of current US strategy” Political Geography 26 (4) 
The ‘scribe’ in question is Robert Kagan, who in June 2002 published a highly influential piece in the foreign policy journal Policy Review, later expanded as a book (Kagan, 2003). At the time, Kagan was a political commentator for the Washington Post and a writer for a number of conservative monthlies, and had served in the State Department from 1984 to 1998. In the early 1980s he was a member of the Department’s policy planning unit, and worked in the first Bush Administration as Secretary of State George Schultz’s speechwriter. Entitled ‘‘Power and Weakness’’, Kagan’s essay detailed what he argued was the increasingly evident disparity between American and European worldviews, particularly with regard to the conduct of international affairs. But his analysis, as we will argue here, constituted above all a justification for American power, and its exercise wherever and however necessary. Kagan’s analysis e as part of a wider ‘‘understanding’’ of the ways in which the post-Cold War world ‘‘works’’ developed by neoconservative intellectuals e would prepare the ground, indeed, make ‘‘indispensable’’, US unilateralism and its doctrine of pre-emptive action. Kagan’s article was highly influential, just as Fukuyama’s (1989, 1992) ‘‘The End of History’’ had been 13 years before, because of his profile within the foreign policy establishment, and because Kagan (as Fukuyama) was speaking to friends and colleagues e and, in many ways, reiterating a set of shared understandings. Kagan’s claims have been widely discussed, lauded and refuted by academics and political leaders alike (see, for example those referenced in Bialasiewicz & Elden, 2006), so we will present them here only in brief. Kagan’s central claim was that Europeans and Americans no longer share a common view of the world and, moreover, that in essential ways they can be understood as occupying different worlds: ‘‘Europe is turning away from power, or to put it a little differently, it is moving beyond power into a self-contained world of laws and rules and transnational negotiation and cooperation’’. And while Europe has withdrawn into a mirage of Kantian ‘perpetual peace’, the US has no choice but to act in a Hobbesian world of perpetual war. This state of affairs, for Kagan, is not the result of the strategic choices of a single administration, but a persistent divide and the reflection of fundamentally different perspectives on the world e and the role of Europe/ the US within it (Kagan, 2002: 1). Kagan spends a significant part of his paper (and later book) analyzing what he terms ‘‘the psychology of power and weakness’’. It is a deeply troubling argument, for Kagan claims, at base, that Europeans believe in diplomacy and multilateralism because they are ‘‘weak’’: ‘‘Europeans oppose unilateralism [.] because they have no capacity for unilateralism’’ (Kagan, 2002: 7). What is more, he claims, the construction of the European ‘‘paradise’’, the ‘‘geopolitical fantasy [of] a postmodern system [where] the age-old laws of international relations have been repealed; [where] Europeans have stepped out of the Hobbesian world of anarchy into the Kantian world of perpetual peace’’ (2002: 11) was made possible only by American power which assured the Cold War peace. America continues to hold this role because ‘‘post-historical Europe’’ will not e and cannot; the US is forced to remain ‘‘stuck in history, left to deal with the Saddams and the ayatollahs, the Kim Jong Ils and the Jiang Zemins, leaving the happy benefits to others’’ (2002: 16). As we have argued elsewhere, the US is thus invoked into a number of positions: as global leader (faced with Europe’s failings/ withdrawal), but also the only state able, due to its power-position, to perceive threats clearly; the only one with a God’s eye view of international affairs. It is thus, at once, the world’s geo-politican and its geo-police; the only state with the ‘knowledge’ but also the capability to intervene. Such attitudes clearly inform and reinforce the notion of ‘pre-emptive action’ articulated in the 2002 National Security Strategy. What is more interesting is that these ideas are also to be found in other contemporary calls for a proper ordering of the world that have issued from the broader community of ‘non-state’ experts previously described. As we have suggested, what constitutes the force of such understandings is their performative e citational and reiterative e nature. These understandings echo and speak to each other, resonate with one another, thus reinforcing their validity as a faithful description of ‘the way the world is’.

6. Case outweighs – we must solve for the root cause of our imperialist sickness rather than the symptoms – we can’t fight the flu without antibodies
2AC A2 Reverse Island Hop DA
1. No link: We withdraw everyone and everything out of Japan in one simultaneous action – the neg can’t garner any offense on the flow.
2. Withdrawal is good – cross-apply our solvency evidence – we’re key to getting rid of patriarchy and imperialism
2AC K of DA
1. The negative’s perception of the affirmative as being a protectionist model is skewed; the disads are based on the notion that any adjustment in the US’s unilateral position is bad, which is purely imperialist. That’s Shalom.

2. Our first Johnson 2K evidence from the 1AC specifically states that policies that are meant to maintain America’s position in the squo is based on falsified logic; getting rid of the imperialist mindset is the only way to view policy through an unbiased realm

3. The negative’s hubris in proposing the US’s continued necessity is what causes the disad in the first place; our 2nd Johnson card points out that American imperialism is based on the idea that military strength is the only way to ensure regional order, whereas alternate methods serve as the best option
2AC A2 T =/= Combat Troops
1. We meet: we pull out all non-combat troops from Japan
2. C/I 
There is no official military definition of presence – common usage proves that troops are the best definition of presence.

Craig W. Mastapeter, Senior Planning Officer, Department of Homeland Security, December 2008, “The Instruments of National Power: Achieving the Strategic Advantage in a Changing World,” 

According to Webster’s Unabridged Dictionary, presence is defined as the state of being present, or of being within sight or call, or at hand; as opposed to absence.438 YourDictionary defines presence as the fact or condition of being present; existence, ccurrence, or attendance at some place or in some thing.439 From the perspective of the purpose of this paper, the FreeDictionary provides the most relevant definition: the diplomatic, political, or military influence of a nation in a foreign country, especially as evidenced by the posting of its diplomats or its troops there.440 Interestingly enough, The Joint Publications 1-02, Department of Defense Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms does not include a definition of presence. However, Joint Publication 1-0, Doctrine for the Armed Forces of the United States, clearly states that an extended U.S. presence will be required, post-termination, to conduct stability operations to enable legitimate civil authority and attain the national strategic end state441 and that, as a nation, the United States wages war employing all instruments of national power to achieve national strategic objectives on terms favorable to the United States.442 It can therefore be inferred from this entry that a U.S. presence is necessary prior to and during operations because presence demonstrates U.S. commitment, facilitates access, enhances deterrence, and supports the transition from peace to war and a return to peace once hostilities have ended on terms favorable to the U.S.
3. Standards

A. Reasonability: as long as we’re reasonably topical don’t vote us down, plus we give them generic links so there’s no abuse

B. Ground: Negative’s interp is overlimiting giving us no ground to defend off case positions

C. Predictability: We’re an easy aff as it is to get links to; the negative should have been prepared 
4. Not a voter; we meet their criterion 

2AC A2 Futenma CP
1. Can’t solve the case: the only way to fully solve for this critical juncture of American empire is to completely withdraw from Japan. You can’t take out the linchpin halfway and expect to spillover
2. Likewise, the CP still links to both our advantages – any remaining contingent of US presence will still carry the emblem of US empire on it

3.

2AC A2 7th Fleet PIC

1. Can’t solve the case: the only way to fully solve for this critical juncture of American empire is to completely withdraw from Japan. You can’t take out the linchpin halfway and expect to spillover

2. Likewise, the CP still links to both our advantages – any remaining contingent of US presence will still carry the emblem of US empire on it

3. Regardless of our military might, forward deployment makes conflict response impossible

Quddus Snyder Fall 2009 “ Systemic Theory in an Era of Declining US Hegemony” pp25-26

The problem does not only stem from fact that the US is bogged down in two wars, it is also in the throes of a serious economic downturn. Of course, everyone is getting hit. Because all are suffering, the US is still a giant in terms of relative power differentials. 42 Relative power is important, but so is the hegemon’s ability to actually do things. It is unlikely that the US will have either the political will or capability to take on major international undertakings. It is unclear when the US will fully withdraw from Iraq and Afghanistan; however, these projects will gobble up massive amounts of resources and treasure at a time when America’s own recovery is  being partly bankrolled by foreign powers like China. 43 The point is simply that America’s unilateral assertiveness on the international scene is changing. 44 US security guarantees may prove less credible than they once were, leading allies to enhance their own military capabilities. The US may still be a giant, but one that, for now at least, seems more bound. 
4. Japanese naval strength high

Trevor Hollingsbee, columnist for Baird Maritime, 4/12/10, <http://www.bairdmaritime.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=6234&Itemid=209>
With an order of battle which includes more than 50 frigates and destroyers, and some 16 modern diesel-electric submarines, the Japan Maritime Self-Defence Force (JMSDF) is one of the world's largest naval forces.  The JMSDF is well-equipped with indigenously-constructed ships, and has ready access to modern US naval technology and doctrine. The Force, has, however, for many years been subject to the political constraints of the Japanese Constitution, which has confined it largely to defensively-oriented operations in Asian waters.  These restrictions have made it very difficult for the JMSDF to fulfil its full potential, and any formal amendment to the Constitution may still be some years away.  The last decade, though, has seen the JMSDF increasingly engaged, in concert with foreign naval forces, in types of offshore operations which are permitted under the Constitution, namely anti-terrorist, anti-piracy deployments and logistical support of allied forces on combat operations.  Recent JMSDF activities have included the assignment of destroyers to international anti-piracy naval forces in the Gulf of Aden, and the Arabian Sea. Japanese tankers have refuelled warships operating in support of Coalition land operations in Iraq, while the JMSDF has also provided seaward security for the, strategically vital, US military base on the British colony of Diego Garcia, in the Indian Ocean. Expansion and modernisation of the JMSDF, meanwhile, continues apace, with the commissioning of new vessels, including guided missile armed destroyers equipped with the very sophisticated US AEGIS surveillance and weapon control system, as well as advanced diesel electric-powered submarines.  Most significant, though, is Tokyo's current project to equip the JMSDF with aircraft carriers. These ships, despite featuring full length flight decks, aircraft lifts and offset navigation islands, are dubbed "helicopter-capable destroyers", as the Japanese government fears that aircraft carriers may be defined as offensive vessels, and therefore prohibited under the Constitution.   The first JMSDF carrier, ‘Hyuga’, was commissioned last year. Sister ship ‘Ise’, currently in build at IHI Marine, Yokohama, is due to enter service in 2011. These 18,200-tonne,197-metre, gas turbine-powered warships are capable of operating ten aircraft, with embarked air groups made up of SH-60K anti-submarine, and MCH-101 minesweeping, helicopters.   Armament includes Sea Sparrow air defence missiles, the ASROC anti-submarine system and six torpedo tubes. Advanced FCS-3 phased array radar, is fitted, along a with bow-mounted sonar system. The ships will form the core of JMSDF battle groups, replacing the big destroyers ‘Haruna’  and ‘Hiei’ in that role.  Late last year, the Japanese Ministry of Defence (MOD) requested funds for two even larger "helicopter-capable destroyers". This project has cannily been dubbed 22 DDH by the MOD, in honour of the 22nd year of the reign of current Japanese ruler, Emperor Akihito.  These projected ships will have a length of 247-metres, a loaded displacement of about 24,000 tonnes and will carry about 20 helicopters. Armament will include advanced RAM air defence missiles.   The new ships will again replace two ageing big destroyers, ‘Shirane’ and ‘Kurama’, both of which, incidentally, are currently out of service as a result of accidents.   The JMSDF has been examining the possibility of acquiring shipborne fixed wing aviation capability for some years. It is, therefore, probable that the DDH 22 will eventually be fitted with a bow ski-jump take off aid, in order to operate the short take-off and landing version of the F-35 Lightning II Joint Strike Fighter. Japan is likely to join the multi-national F-35 programme in 2011.    
5. Continuous naval modernization cooperation between Japan and the US has empirically led to a naval arms race

Trevor Hollingsbee, columnist for Baird Maritime, 4/12/10, <http://www.bairdmaritime.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=6234&Itemid=209>
These new Japanese warships provide further strong evidence of the radical eastward shift of naval power, most powerfully illustrated to date by the massive upgrading of the Chinese and Indian fleets. There are a number of specific drivers of Japan's naval expansion programme, an important factor being the requirement for the JMSDF to be able to counter possible threats to the very extended energy supply routes which are vital to the Japanese economy.   Tokyo is seriously concerned about its sovereignty over a number of offshore areas, which are strategically significant; and in some cases, also abut maritime energy resources.  The Senkaku (Diaoyutai) islands are claimed by China and Taiwan, as well as Japan, ownership of Takeshima (Dokdo) island is contested by Tokyo and Seoul, while Russia disputes with Japan ownership of the Chishima (Kurile ) islands.   Particularly important, though, is the Tokyo-Beijing rivalry over ownership of  gas reserves which are believed to be under the East China Sea and the adjacent Sea of Japan. A tussle over drilling rights and territorial delineation has been simmering for years, with access to up to 200 billion cubic metres of natural gas at stake.  The massive build up of China’s naval forces, which includes the creation of both aircraft carrier, and ballistic missile submarine forces, is, though, the prime catalyst for Japan's carrier programme, given Japanese concerns over future Chinese naval dominance in Asia.     Tokyo’s concerns are not, though, focused solely on China. The Japanese are also watching the emergence of South Korea as a maritime power to be reckoned with. Although Japan and South Korea share common security interests, and both countries retain very strong defence links with the US, historical tensions between the two nations persist.  The launch, in 2005, of the Republic of Korea Navy’s (RoKN) 19,000-tonne landing platform (helicopter) ‘Dockdo’ was significant. This warship, which features a full length flight deck, is designed to embark up to 15 large helicopters, and has strong ocean surveillance, and command and control capabilities, in addition to its main amphibious warfare role. The choice of name for the RoKN’s latest warship, predictably, drew protests from Tokyo. The RoKN has two sister ships in the pipeline.    North Korea, for its part, has a very large and active navy, but being made up largely of obsolete Soviet and Chinese-designed coastal warships, it poses little threat to the Japanese.  Tokyo does, though, have to put considerable effort into countering incursions by armed clandestine North Korean “fishing vessels”. These vessels carry out espionage missions as well as engaging, in co-operation with Japanese organised crime, in the smuggling of narcotics and counterfeit cigarettes on a huge scale. There have been a number of confrontations, including firefights, between these craft and JMSDF, and Japan Coast Guard ships.   Russia also poses maritime security concerns for Tokyo. As well as the dispute over the Kuriles, there have been periodic spats between the two nations over fishing rights and the alleged dumping of Russian nuclear waste. Russia may set out to test Japan’s resolve to back up its territorial claims and to protect its maritime resources.
2AC A2 Train Troops/Gender Sensitivity CP
1. Can’t solve the aff – it’s a surrogate action that is only more justification for US imperialism and patriarchy

2. Cross apply Johnson 2K – only withdrawal can solve

3. Solvency deficit – US-Japan SOFA prevents the neg from accessing any solvency – this links back to our 1AC impacts and perpetuates the problem of sexual violence and patriarchy – sexual violence is outlawed, but it still happens. The negative ignores the fact that the problem in Japan is not rules, but the implementation of those rules and the fact that the military lobby in charge also follows the patriarchal cult
David McNeill writes for The Independent and other publications, including The Irish Times and The Chronicle of Higher Education. He is a Japan Focus coordinator. “Justice for Some. Crime, Victims of the US-Japan SOFA. 11/1/09, http://www.japanfocus.org/-David-McNeill/3083
Around the nondescript Tokyo suburb where she lives with her three children, Jane is a well-known face.  Foreign in an area crowded with Japanese, she has taught English for years here among neighbors who greet her warmly on the street.  Few know that her life is consumed by a fight against a powerful military alliance and a secret agreement that she says allows its crimes to go unpunished. In a room cluttered with the detritus of her seven-year struggle, she tells her story, which began with a violent sexual assault.  On April 6, 2002, Jane was raped by an American sailor in a car park near the US Navy Base at Yokosuka south west of Tokyo.  Shocked and bleeding, she ended up in the small hours inside the local police station, where what she calls her second violation began. During a 12-hour interview with a team of male cops that stretched into the middle of the next day, she was “mocked,” refused food, medical aid and water, and treated like a criminal.  Her demands for a container for her urine, which she believed contained the sperm of her attacker, were ignored until, crying with rage and frustration, she says she flushed the evidence of her rape down the station toilet.  Then she was taken back to the car park where she was forced to reenact the assault for police cameras.  The police later took her underwear as possible DNA evidence but because the attacker had removed it, it was useless. Her ordeal was bad enough to be branded “one of the worst cases of police re-victimization I have ever seen,” said John Dussich, President of the World Society for Victimology, but it was in some ways just beginning.  The alleged attacker, Bloke T. Deans, was quickly found nearby, aboard the giant US aircraft carrier Kitty Hawk, then for reasons that remain murky, released. He was de-mobbed and slipped out of Japan, under the protection, believes Jane, of the military and perhaps the Japanese authorities operating under the cloak of the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA), which critics say allows US military personnel to avoid arrest for minor and sometimes even serious crimes He lives today as a civilian in the US city of Milwaukee. “The military deliberately discharged Deans knowing full well that there were charges against him,” she says, drawing on the first of several cigarettes.  She believes that Deans was let go to spare the US Navy and its Japanese host embarrassment, forcing her to track him across America.  “I’m not ever going to give up until justice is served and that will happen when Deans faces me in court.” Jane is one of hundreds of women assaulted by US military personnel annually around the world, including in Japan, which is home to over 80 American facilities covering an area roughly half the size of Tokyo City, and about 33,000 troops.  The military presence, particularly in Okinawa, has been blamed for over 200,000 mostly off-duty crimes since the US-Japan Security Alliance was created in the early 1950s. The bulk are petty offenses but in the most notorious, a 12-year-old schoolgirl was raped and left for dead by three US serviceman on the southern island of Okinawa, reluctant home to nearly three quarters of all US military facilities in Japan.  That 1995 crime shook the half-century alliance, sparking huge anti-US rallies and cries of ‘never again.’ The pattern of sexual violence continued, and in 2008 a 14-year-old was sexually assaulted by a US Marine after being picked up by him outside an ice-cream parlor, one of several similar assaults against Japanese and Filipino women. Protests forced the US military in 2008 to set up a “sexual assault prevention unit.”  Opponents of the overwhelming US military presence say, however, that the incidents are an inevitable consequence of transplanting young and often traumatized trained killers (many of the soldiers are veterans of the Iraq and Afghanistan wars) among a local population they neither know nor respect.  “There will be no peace here until the military is gone,” says Okinawa anti-base campaigner Rev. Taira Natsume. Tensions between locals and the military are exacerbated by extraterritorial rights enjoyed by US personnel under SOFA.  The agreement was reinforced by a recently uncovered deal between Washington and Tokyo to waive jurisdiction against US soldiers in all but the most serious crimes “of special importance to Japan,” according to researcher Niihara Shoji.  “In the majority of crimes committed by US military servicemen here in Japan since the early 1950s, the Japanese government ceded the right to prosecute these crimes to the US,” he asserts. The deal, struck in 1953, became the template for other SOFA arrangements around the world, says Niihara, quoting Dale Sonnenberg, Lieutenant Colonel, Chief of International Law, US Forces Japan (at Yokota US Air Force Base).  In "The Handbook of The Law of Visiting Forces,” Sonnenberg wrote:1"Such provisions (i.e., advance waiver of jurisdiction, pre-trial custody remaining with the US, and specification of due process right in addition to those set out in Art. VII of the NATO SOFA) thus became the standard for 'modern' SOFAs.  In Japan, the AA (Administrative Agreement) had already been amended by this time, and that amendment did not specifically include these provisions.  However, Japan did enter into an informal agreement that it would waive its primary right to exercise jurisdiction except in cases of 'special importance' to Japan, and Japan has faithfully carried out this understanding. “This is despite the fact that both governments declared openly that Japan would have prime judicial rights of all off-duty crimes by US soldiers (here),” he explains.  The aim, Niihara believes, was to protect the reputation of the American military, whose costs are underwritten by the Japanese government to the tune of over $4 billion a year (in direct support and indirect payments), according to a 2004 Department of Defense Report. Under pressure from increasingly angry citizens, the response to crimes by off-duty American soldiers seems to have been toughened up.  The 2008 Okinawa assault was followed by a relatively quick and contrite response from the US military. In 2006, Kitty Hawk airman Oliver Reese Jr. was sentenced to life imprisonment in a Japanese court for a robbery/murder, also in Yokosuka.  The court heard that Reese repeatedly stomped on the head and body of Sato Yoshie (56), rupturing her liver and kidney after she refused to hand over 15,000 yen.  He spent the money on a sex show. Sato’s fiancé, Yamazaki Masanori, who was initially treated as a suspect in the murder, welcomes the conviction but points out that Reese was given preferential treatment.  “He was eligible for the death penalty but it wasn’t considered."  He wants the Japanese government to deal more harshly with crimes committed by US personnel in Japan.  "I believe that in trying to protect the Japan-US Alliance, the government is not protecting its citizens.” Last year, bureaucrats from Japan’s Ministry of Defense offered Yamazaki a blank check as compensation for Sato’s death.  “They told me to fill in the amount I wanted.  But they were going to demand the money from Reese’s family.  US military personnel are poor people.  It is the Japanese government that loans them the land and the US military that employs them.  They are to blame but they have absolutely no sense of responsibility.”  Yamazaki refused the money. The offer of what some victims call “hush money” was made to Jane too, this time from a fund used by Japan’s defense ministry to compensate the victims of US military crimes in Japan.  The three-million-yen (approximately $30,000) check equaled the unpaid amount awarded by a Tokyo civil court, which convicted her attacker in his absence in 2004.  In search of further retribution, she sued her police tormentors, fighting all the way to an appeal in the Tokyo High Court, which ruled against her in December.  She is liable for all legal costs. Handing down his ruling, Judge Minami Toshifumi said: “Though it would have been preferable if police officers had paid more consideration to the victim, the lack of consideration was not to the extent of violating the law.” On Dec. 22, she appealed the decision to the nation's Supreme Court. “The financial and emotional burdens have been enormous,” admits Jane who is divorced and raising her children alone. She has repeatedly faced eviction from her house.  “With my post-traumatic stress disorder, I’ve lost a lot of students as well. But at what point do you say, ‘I don’t care anymore?’  I just can’t do that.” Lest she forget why she is fighting, a poster of Deans captioned: “Wanted for Rape,” sits inches away.  She knows the precise location of her assailant and the address of his Milwaukee house after being tipped off by a supporter. In an effort to publicize her case, and banish some ghosts, she has just written a book about her experience.  Due for publication in April the title -- Jyu no tobira (Door to Freedom) comes from something a rape victim on Okinawa told Jane after she gave a speech there to an anti-base rally.  “She said, ‘I’m going to live my life from today.’ That moved me.”  She intends to present a copy to Prime Minister Aso Taro and continues to write letters to Japanese and US politicians, including President Barack Obama, demanding they extradite her assailant and shine a light into a small but dark corner of the Pacific alliance.  In a letter to former US President George W. Bush, she charged that the U.S. military deliberately sent Deans home despite its full knowledge that rape charges were pending. "I do not wish to believe that this is a standard procedure of the U.S. military, that when one of their personnel sexually abuse or rape a foreigner, to place the assailant on a plane and send them not to prison or to their next assignment or to...'discharge' them without accountability.  However, Bloke Deans was discharged and was sent somewhere where I could not find him. "I have been through all channels to find this man who raped me, but to no avail. I have been given no help or support from his employer, the United States government. We are all under the same flag in this war against terrorism, an ideology that America has introduced to the world community. However those who have sworn to protect, have launched a victimization against me and furthermore, every woman, man and child in Japan." She received no response, but says she is undeterred. “My No. 1 priority is getting Deans on trial, but I’d also like to think that if I can help one person by somehow turning this horrific experience into something positive, it will be worth it.” “You know, I was guilty until I could prove myself innocent; he is innocent until I can prove him guilty.  How fair is that?”   

2AC A2 Cap K (Long Version)
Go home.

1. The negative is wrong: the intersection of imperialism and patriarchy is the root cause of capitalism; the environmental ramifications result in self-induced extinction – this turns the K
Francis Shor teaches history at Wayne State University. A contributor to Foreign Policy In Focus, he is the author of Dying Empire: U. S. Imperialism and Global Resistance, 2010, <http://www.dyingempire.org/>
Predictions about the ultimate collapse of capitalism, even based on solid historical evidence, may still be too mired in Marxist crisis theory and the stages of history. On the other hand, Wallerstein may be too sanguine about or too oblivious to environmental calamities, especially in the face of continuous overexploitation and maldistribution of essential resources, such as water, which could, in turn, lead to a planetary catastrophe.21  While Wallerstein and many of the Marxist critics of capitalism correctly identify the long-term structural crisis of capitalism and offer important insights into the need for more democratic and equalitarian systems, they often fail to realize other critical predicaments that have plagued human societies in the past and persist in even more life-threatening ways today. Among those predicaments are the power trips of civilization and environmental destructiveness. Such power trips can be seen through the sedimentation of power-over in the reign of patriarchal systems and an evolutionary selection for that power-over which contaminates society and social relationships. Certainly, many of those predicaments can also be attributed to a 5000 year history of the intersection of empire and civilization. Anthropologist Kajsa Ekholm Friedman analyzes that intersection and its impact in the Bronze Age as an “imperialist project..., dependent upon trade and ultimately upon war...(in) the struggle for resources.”22 However, over the long rule of empire and especially within the last 500 years of the global aspirations of various empires, “no state or empire,” observes historian Eric Hobsbawm, “has been large, rich, or powerful enough to maintain hegemony over the political world, let alone to establish political and military supremacy over the globe.”23 Since World War II, however, the United States has attempted to maintain global hegemony, relying as much or more on its military supremacy than its economic prowess.  Certainly, a deeply rooted expansionist and exceptionalist ideology has been an essential part of the American imperial project, justifying in the minds of the ruling class, the political elite, and the majority of U. S. citizens myriad military interventions. While those interventions have shifted geographically, the intensity seems almost to be inversely proportional to the decreasing economic power. Hence, numerous critics cited throughout the book have drawn attention to the fact that militarism and wars have tried to substitute for waning economic and political influence in the world. While this habituated turn to war is a consequence of a variety of structural factors, the commitment to the imperial project and a dying empire appears at times profoundly irrational.24  Although war and trade still remain key components of the imperial project today and pretensions for global supremacy persist in the United States, what is just as threatening to the world as we know it is the overexploitation and abuse of environmental resources. Jared Diamond brilliantly reveals how habituated attitudes and values precluded the necessary recognition of environmental degradation which, in turn, led to the collapse of vastly different civilizations, societies, and cultures throughout recorded history.25 He identifies twelve contemporary environmental challenges which pose grave dangers to the planet and its inhabitants. Among these are the destruction of natural habitats (rainforests, wetlands, etc.); species extinction; soil erosion; depletion of fossil fuels and underground water aquifers; toxic pollution; and climate change, especially attributable to the use of fossil fuels.26 As we have seen in Chapter 5, U.S. economic imperialism has played a direct role in environmental degradation, whether in McDonald’s resource destruction of rainforests in Latin America, Coca-Cola’s exploitation of underground water aquifers in India, or Union Carbide’s toxic pollution in India. On the other hand, if we are seeing “the demise of the fossil-fuel economy,” as argued by Anthony Giddens, then we must address the on-going environmental and economic calamities unleashed by globalization from above.27  Beyond the links between empire, globalization from above, and environmental destruction, unless we also clearly understand and combat the connections between empire and unending growth with its attendant “accumulation by dispossession,” we may very well doom ourselves to extinction. According to James Gustave Speth, Dean of the Yale School of Forestry and Environmental Studies, the macro obsession with growth is also intimately related to our micro habituated ways of living. “Parallel to transcending our growth fetish,” Speth argues, “we must move beyond our consumerism and hyperventilating lifestyles....This reluctance to challenge consumption has been a big mistake, given the mounting environmental and social costs of American “affluenza,” extravagance and wastefulness.”28  
2. The alt is circular: you can’t vote neg by voting neg
3. No real world context to the alt – in a real world situation people won’t shout VOTE NEG to incite societal or ideological change; their kritik scholars are not advocating this as a policy option, but as ideological stimulus, which has nothing to do with relevant criticisms of this topic

4. Default to the aff framework: weigh our solvency claims against the implementation of the alt  - solves the entirety of the k and provides good offense while preventing unfair mooting of the 1AC and forces the negative to defend a stable alternative, which is key to the aff’s ability to generate offense
5. Case outweighs – the negative doesn’t bring any impacts to the table – default to the obligation to end American empire before any other negative advocacy

6. Perm: Do the plan as a rejection of the faults of capitalist ideologies

Only our perm can translate a critical approach into existing institutional politics.

Wesley Widmaier, Poli Sci @ St. Joseph’s ‘04 “Theory as a Factor and the Theorist as an Actor: The "Pragmatist Constructivist" Lessons of John Dewey and John Kenneth Galbraith” International Studies Review 
Policy coordination is, ultimately, based on consent and mutual expectations.15 The main theoretical question of international politics, which goes to the core of the epistemic communities approach, is "Where do expectations come from?" We try to show here that expectations in international politics come from interpretive processes involving political and cultural structures, as well as from institutions "dedicated to defining and modifying values and the meaning of action.'"6 Our argument suggests a "structurationist" approach which contends that just as structures are constituted by the practice and self- understandings of agents, so the influence and interests of agents are constituted and explained by political and cultural structures. If we define the role played by epistemic communities as one of policy coordination, then, the task is to show not only the structural characteristics of the coordination game but also the processes by which agents and their expectations are created and by which the alternatives and outcomes of games are defined. With the aid of this theoretical framework, we may be able to identify expectations of interests and payoffs from the shared interpretations created by epistemic communities, if we can show that these interpretations have a good chance of being selected authoritatively through national political structures and processes. By way of a hypothesis, then, we can say that the greater the extent to which epistemic communities are mobilized and are able to gain influence in their respective nation-states, the greater is the likelihood that these nation-states will in turn exert power on behalf of the values and practices promoted by the epistemic community and will thus help in their international institutionalization. In international coordination games concerning issues with a technical nature, cooperative outcomes may depend, then, on the extent to which nation-states, after taking everything into consideration, including the urge to defect, apply their power on behalf of a practice that epistemic communities may have helped create and perpetuate. This may happen because the understandings and values that generate practices, once they are shared by powerful states, may have the effect of an international structure, providing the reasons, habits, expectations, and compelling arguments for cooperation. If we know the winning epistemic community, we can deduce the likely policy alternatives available for political selection. The articles in this volume have closely traced the process by which such visions emerge and are diffused, serving as a base for broader theoretical generalizations. In each case, the authors have taken care to specify a given community's beliefs independently of its actions and prior to its policy involvement.

7. Perm solves- theory cannot be divorced from policy

William Wallace, Professor of International Relations, Chair of the Advisory Board of LSE IDEAS, center for the study of international affairs, diplomacy, and grand strategy, visiting fellow and professor in institutions in the United States, Germany, France, Italy, Greece, and Belgium, 1996, (“Truth and power, monks and technocrats: theory and practice in international relations”, Review of International Studies, British International Studies Association)

The choice is not between an uncritical commitment to power or an unvarnished commitment to truth; it would be to abandon our intellectual responsibilities either to turn our university departments into enclosed communities or to convert them into contract research consultancies for whatever government is in power. The exact point of balance chosen between detachment and engagement will necessarily depend on personal judgement, within the context of individual assessments of the nature of the polity—its openness to outside criticism, or its resistance to (even resentment of) advice and criticism—and the importance of the issues at stake. Christopher Hill and Pamela Beshoff warn that 'scholarship is at risk from too

enthusiastic commitment to the policy debate', but nevertheless accept that cautious engagement is an academic responsibility.59 John Vincent, in a paper given to an LSE seminar before his death (now published in Two Worlds of International Relations), leans in the opposite direction in his insistence that Theory and policy are two sides of the same coin in that they both represent a priori outlines which can then be tested empirically, in the first place against something called 'truth' and in the second against political practice ... Theory cannot be an intellectual exercise divorced from the requirement ultimately to deliver a position on policy. Our theories have to address painful dilemmas and, if heard in the world of politics, they can have painful consequences.60 Before the professionalization of the discipline within the past generation, it should be noted, most theorists of international relations combined reflection with practice, or with advice to practitioners, at different points in their careers. John Locke was one of the first members of the English Board of Trade. David Mitrany practised his functionalist principles as a director of Unilever, before wartime secondment to the Foreign Office provided the opportunity to participate in designing the network of UN functional agencies. A high proportion of those who first developed the academic discipline of International Relations in Britain had participated, as junior officials or attaches, in the Versailles conference of 1919; their 58 E. H. Carr, The Twenty Years' Crisis (1946, reprinted New York, 1964) p. 5. This comment by one of the founders of the Realist tradition illustrates how intrinsic to pre-positivist social sciences was awareness of the interaction between ideas and action, between conceptualization and ideological preference. 'The first step to the understanding of men is the bringing to consciousness of the model or models that dominate and penetrate their thought and action. Like all attempts to make men aware of the categories in which they think, it is a difficult and sometimes painful activity, likely to produce deeply disquieting results.' Isaiah Berlin, 'Does Political Theory still Exist?', in Peter Laslett and W. G. Runciman (eds.), Philosophy, Politics and Society (2nd series, Oxford, 1962), p. 19. Berlin was of course another representative of that great Central European intellectual diaspora who devoted their lives to studying those questions of fact and value, perception and reality, which postmodernists imagine themselves to have newly discovered. successors of the post-1945 generation almost without exception had direct experience of war or government service. E. H. Carr had served in the Foreign Office and then worked for The Times while holding the Woodrow Wilson chair at Aberystwyth. Many of the American theorists on whose writings so many of our theoretical controversies on this side of the Atlantic depend have spent time in government in Washington. There are of course risks and dangers in such a high degree of engagement: from co-option into the political game to partisan and personal attack, to ruined careers and lives.61 But there are advantages as well, in terms of the perspective gained on which to reflect on the return to the intellectual world. If we were to exclude from our discourse (and our reading lists) all those contaminated by direct involvement with the world of policy, we would emasculate our discipline. Chapters in Theory and Practice in Foreign Policy-making on Germany, France, the Netherlands, Sweden, Russia, the USA and Austria illustrate the interaction between different patterns of politics and government, distinctive political and intellectual traditions, and the particular opportunities and dilemmas faced by their academic International Relations communities. A degree of tension is evident in every country studied: between government as funder and universities (and policy institutes) as recipients, between academic desires for prestige and influence and official concerns for immediate and often confidential advice.
8. The perm solves all of the negative’s case turns – we can look into dismantling faulty philosophies not just by doing nothing, but by enacting policy that will meet the goals of the 1NC

9. The alt will be co-opted – only capitalism as a system can regenerate and stay in place as a solid institution

J.K. Gibson-Graham, Professor of Human Geography at the Australian National University and Professor of Geosciences at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst, 1996 (The End of Capitalism (As We Know It)) pgs 256-258
If the unity of Capitalism confronts us with the mammoth task of systemic transformation it is the singularity and totality of Capitalism that makes the task so hopeless. Capitalism presents itself as a singularity in the sense of having no peer or equivalent, of existing in a category by itself; and also in the sense that when it appears fully realized within a particular social formation, it tends to be dominant of alone. As a sui generis economic form, Capitalism has no true analogues. Slavery, independent commodity production, feudalism, socialism, primitive-communism and other forms of economy all lack the systemic properties of Capitalism and the ability to reproduce and expand themselves according to internal laws. Unlike socialism, for example, which is always struggling to be born, which needs the protection and fostering of the state, which is fragile and easily deformed, Capitalism takes on its full form as a natural outcome of an internally driven growth process. Its organic unity gives capitalism the peculiar power to regenerate itself, and even to subsume its moments of crisis as requirements of its continued growth and development. Socialism has never been endowed with that mythic capability of feeding on its own crises; its reproduction was never driven from within by a life force but always from without; it could never reproduce itself but always had to be reproduced, often an arduous if not impossible process. Other modes of production that lack the organic unity of Capitalism are more capable of being instituted or replaced incrementally and more likely to coexist with other economic forms. Capitalism by contrast tends to appear by itself. Thus, in the United States, if feudal or ancient classes exist, they exist as residual forms; if slavery exists, it exists as a marginal form if socialism or communism exists, it exists as a pre-figurative form. None of these forms truly and fully coexists with Capitalism. Where Capitalism does coexist with other forms, those places (the so-called Third World, for example, or backward regions in what are known as the “advanced capitalist” nations) are seen as not funny “developed”. Rather than signaling the real possibility of Capitalism coexisting with non-capitalist economic forms, the coexistence of capitalism with non-capitalist economic forms, the coexistence of capitalism with non-capitalism marks the Third World as insufficient and incomplete. Subsumed to the hegemonic discourse of Development, it identifies a diverse array of countries as the shadowy other of the advanced capitalist nations. One effect of the notion of capitalist exclusivity is a monolithic conception of class, at least in the context of “advanced capitalist” countries. The term “class” usually refers to a social cleavage along the axis of capital and labor since capitalism cannot coexist with any but residual or pre-figurative non-capitalist relations. The presence and fullness of the capitalist monolith not only denies the possibility of economic or class diversity in the present but prefigures a monolithic and modernist socialism – one in which everyone is a comrade and class diversity does not exist. Capitalism’s singularity operates to discourage projects to create alternative economic institutions and class relations, since these will necessarily be marginal in the context of Capitalism’s exclusivity. The inability of Capitalism to coexist thus produces not only the present impossibility of alternatives but also their future unlikelihood – pushing socialist projects to the distant and unrealizable future.

10. Cap inevitable: Capitalism is embedded into our everyday lives – the alternative destroys living.
Callinicos – Professor of European Studies – 2003 (Alex, “An Anti-Capitalist Manifesto”)

More seriously, Sen claims, in effect, that 'the right to interact economically with one another' must find expression in a market economy.' This makes the restriction –let alone the abolition – of market mechanisms necessarily a violation of human freedom. The comparison of market exchanges to conversation has, moreover, the effect (familiar in defences of capitalism) of naturalizing the market. Human society is unimaginable without language: if markets are as basic as that, then restricting or abolishing them threatens the very functioning of human societies. But Sen here elides certain important distinctions. There are markets and markets. Karl Polanyi in his classic work The Great Transformation (1944) argued that in the long run of human history economic practices have been embedded in larger social relationships, and regulated according to one or more of the following principles –reciprocity, redistribution, and house holding (i.e. production for one's own use). Where markets existed, they did so in the form of local trade (fairs and market days and the like) and long-distance trade: both external trade and local trade are relative to geographical distance, the one being confined to goods which cannot overcome it, the other only such as can. Trade of this kind is rightly regarded as complementary. Local exchange between town and countryside, foreign trade between different climactic zones are based on this principle. Such trade need not imply competition.2°

11. Cap doesn’t link – we solve the materialistic desires of US imperialism and fundamentally alter the  us-them dichotomies created by the problems brought up by the 1AC

12. US bases are essential to new imperial control from afar – checking other nations and ensuring global interests and the perpetuation of capitalist domination. 

Foster et al. 02

John Bellamy Foster, has written widely on political economy and has established a reputation as a major environmental sociologist. He teaches at the University of Oregon in Eugene. Harry Magdoff, became chief economist in charge of the Current Business Analysis Division at the Department of Commerce where he oversaw publication of the Survey of Current Business. Worked as special assistant to Secretary of Commerce Henry Wallace. He has also been employed as a financial analysis and insurance consultant. He is widely recognized for his economic analyses of imperialism. Paul M. Sweezy Harvard Ph.D.  published “Theory of Capitalist Development.” “U.S. Military Bases and Empire” http://monthlyreview.org/0302editr.htm WBTA
The Globalization of Power  The United States, as we have seen, has built a chain of military bases and staging areas around the globe, as a means of deploying air and naval forces to be used on a moment’s notice—all in the interest of maintaining its political and economic hegemony. These bases are not, as was the case for Britain in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, simply integral parts of a colonial empire, but rather take on even greater importance, “in the absence of colonialism.”* The United States, which has sought to maintain an imperial economic system without formal political controls over the territorial sovereignty of other nations, has employed these bases to exert force against those nations that have sought to break out of the imperial system altogether, or that have attempted to chart an independent course that is perceived as threatening U.S. interests. Without the worldwide dispersion of U.S. military forces in these bases, and without the U.S. predisposition to employ them in its military interventions, it would be impossible to keep many of the more dependent economic territories of the periphery from breaking away.  U.S. global political, economic, and financial power thus require the periodic exercise of military power. The other advanced capitalist countries tied into this system have also become reliant on the United States as the main enforcer of the rules of the game. The positioning of U.S. military bases should therefore be judged not as a purely military phenomenon, but as a mapping out of the U.S.-dominated imperial sphere and of its spearheads within the periphery. What is clear at present and bears repeating is that such bases are now being acquired in areas where the United States had previously lost much of its “forward presence,” such as in South Asia, the Middle East/Africa, and Latin America and the Caribbean, or in regions where U.S. bases have not existed previously, such as the Balkans and Central Asia. There can be no doubt, therefore, that the last remaining superpower is presently on a course of imperial expansion, as a means of promoting its political and economic interests, and that the present war on terrorism, which is in many ways an indirect product of the projection of U.S. power, is now being used to justify the further projection of that power.  For those who choose to oppose these developments there should be no illusion. The global expansion of military power on the part of the hegemonic state of world capitalism is an integral part of economic globalization. To say no to this form of military expansionism is to say no at the same time to capitalist globalization and imperialism and hence to capitalism itself.
13. Rejection of capitalism leads to genocide.

Richard M. Ebeling - president of The Foundation for Economic Education. Prior to his appointment at FEE, he was the Ludwig von Mises Professor of Economics at Hillsdale College - November 2007 The Freeman: Ideas on Liberty Vol. 57 No. 9 “From the President ~ The Soviet Chamber of Horrors: Reminders on the Ninetieth Anniversary of the Bolshevik Revolution”http://www.fee.org/publications/the-freeman/article.asp?aid=8181 

November 7 marks the ninetieth anniversary of the Russian Revolution and the beginning of that dark future that Heine sensed was coming 75 years before Lenin and his Bolsheviks came to power. Since the beginning of recorded history the state has attempted to control the economic activities of its subjects, as well as commanding their personal conduct. But nothing in modern history compared to the communist determination to mold man and society for an alleged paradise on earth. What made this experiment in creating a new man in a new society so diabolical was precisely that many in the first generation of Bolshevik leaders truly believed in what they were doing. For example, Felix Dzerzhinsky, the founding head of the Soviet secret police, loved children and said he wanted to make a better world for all of them. To liberate Soviet society from its enemies and make that better world, he created the vast slave-labor system that became known as the Gulag. As part of his studies of government mass murders in the twentieth century, political scientist R. J. Rummel estimated that up to 64 million innocent, unarmed men, women, and children were killed in the Soviet Union between 1917 and 1986 in the name of “building socialism.” Sixty-four million is so large a number that it is easy to lose sight of the inhumanity of murder and terror involved. The famous Russian sociologist Pitirim A. Sorokin (who went on to found the sociology department at Harvard University) was a young professor in Petrograd (later Leningrad and now St. Petersburg) during and following the Bolshevik Revolution. After he was expelled from Russia in 1922 as an “enemy of the people,” he came to America and published Leaves from a Russian Diary (1924), which contains the following entry from 1920: “The machine of the Red Terror works incessantly. Every day and every night, in Petrograd, Moscow, and all over the country the mountain of the dead grows higher. . . . Everywhere people are shot, mutilated, wiped out of existence. . . . Every night we hear the rattle of trucks bearing new victims. Every night we hear the rifle fire of execution, and often some of us hear from the ditches, where the bodies are flung, faint groans and cries of those who have not died under the guns. People living near these places begin to move away. They cannot sleep.” When Sorokin wrote those words the Soviet state was still in its infancy. As the decades went by, numerous histories and personal accounts were written about the “socialist experiment” by those who had either escaped or defected from the Soviet paradise. Only when the formerly secret archives of the Communist Party and the KGB were partly opened to researchers, just before and then after the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, did a fuller and clearer picture come into view about the brutality of the regime. Demitri Volkogonov, a Soviet general-turned-historian, gained access to many of the closed archives during the last years of the Soviet regime and wrote a biography of Stalin titled Triumph and Tragedy (1991). Volkogonov told an American correspondent: I would come home from working in Stalin’s archives, and I would be deeply shaken. I remember coming home after reading through the day of December 12, 1938. He signed thirty lists of death sentences that day, altogether about five thousand people, including many he knew personally, his friends. . . . This is not what shook me. It turned out that, after having signed these documents, he went to his personal theater that night and watched two movies, including Happy Guys, a popular comedy of the time. I simply could not understand how, after deciding the fate of several thousand lives, he could watch such a movie. But I was beginning to realize that morality plays no role for dictators. That’s when I understood why my father was shot, why my mother died in exile, why millions of people died. The Donskoi Monastery and Kalitnikovsky Cemetery in Moscow served as a dumping ground for thousands of bodies. A Russian historian trying to preserve the memory of these evil times told David Remnick, author of Lenin’s Tomb (1993): “In the purges, every dog in town came to [the cemetery]. That smell you smell now was three times as bad; blood was in the air.” No End with Stalin The Soviet nightmare did not disappear with Stalin’s death in 1953; it remained at the heart of the system practically to the end. In the 1960s and 1970s Yuri Andropov was the head of the KGB (he later briefly served as general secretary of the Communist Party after Leonid Brezhnev died in 1982 until his own death in 1984). He accepted a view developed by Soviet psychiatry that anyone who opposed the Marxist idea of scientific socialism was by definition mentally disturbed and needed to be “treated” in a psychiatric hospital. This was the fate of Alexei Nikitin, a coal miner who complained about the safety and health conditions in the mines of the U.S.S.R. He was found guilty of subversion and committed to a mental institution in Ukraine.They began using various drugs to bring him back to his socialist senses. His story was told by Kevin Klose in Russia and the Russians (1984): Of all the drugs administered . . . to impose discipline, sulfazine was at the pinnacle of pain. . . . “People injected with sulfazine were groaning, sighing with pain, cursing the psychiatrists and Soviet power, cursing everything in their hearts,” Alexei told us. . . . “If they torture you and break your arms, there is a certain specific pain and you somehow can stand it. But sulfazine is like a drill boring into your body that gets worse and worse until it’s more than you can stand. . . . It is worse than torture, because sometimes torture may end. But this kind of torture may continue for years.” Nikitin endured this drug and several equally terrible ones for more than two years before he was finally released on the promise that he would no longer doubt or question the “correctness” of the Party line. Twentieth-century socialism is an unending story of crushing tyranny and oceans of blood. As Russian mathematician and Soviet dissident Igor Shafarevich expressed it in The Socialist Phenomenon (1980), a history of socialism in theory and practice through the ages: “Most socialist doctrines and movements are literally saturated with the mood of death, catastrophe and destruction . . . . One could regard the death of mankind [sic] as the final result to which the development of socialism leads.” The 64 million killed during the nearly 75 years of the Soviet Union cry out with the truth of this conclusion. 

14. Without an alternative that works better than capitalism, they have no impact. Putting criticism above what would come afterwards ensures millions will die from new “experiments”

David Ramsay Steele - author and Editorial Director of Open Court Publishing Company - 1992 From Marx to Mises: Post-Capitalist Society and the Challenge of Economic Calculation p. 374-375 [nfb] IN DEFENSE OF RECIPES FOR FUTURE COOKSHOPS 

All arguments against capitalism fail unless there is some feasible alternative which can do better. It seemed obvious and indisputable to the early Marxists that communism or some form of NFM socialism would do better than the market. This conviction was based on a misinterpretation of trends within capitalism and on a misconception of the role played by the market. The crucial misinterpretation was the centralization theory: capitalism could not last because the number of firms must become ever smaller, the ultimate limit being one big firm. The crucial misconception was the opposition to 'anarchy of production', seen as being wholly bad and manifestly inferior to 'conscious' planning. Lying behind the hostility to anarchy of production was an almost total unawareness of the economic calculation problem, and lying behind this, perhaps, was a deeper misunderstanding: the theory that anything humans create they can and should completely understand and control (Bartley 1990). Although it may be premature to say that no one will ever find a replacement for the market, it is hardly premature to say that any such replacement, like the market, will have to be characterized by anarchy of production, as some anti-market socialists implicitly recognize (O'Neill 1989; Albert and Hahnel 1991). According to Popper, the chief difference between Einstein and an amoeba is that the amoeba perishes along with its refuted theory, while Einstein can kill his theories and replace them with new ones. Tragically, Marxism fostered a partial regression to amoebic episte-mology. By elevating into a principle the notion that it was 'unscientific' to discuss the way in which socialism would work, Marxism ensured that millions would perish before we could all agree that Marxian socialism was an impossibility.
15. Direct resistance to capitalism reinforces it – market structures will assimilate the alternative.
Slavoj Zizek, badass and Slovenian philosopher and critical theorist. November 2007, Resistance Is Surrender, http://www.lrb.co.uk/v29/n22/slavoj-zizek/resistance-is-surrender

One of the clearest lessons of the last few decades is that capitalism is indestructible. Marx compared it to a vampire, and one of the salient points of comparison now appears to be that vampires always rise up again after being stabbed to death. Even Mao’s attempt, in the Cultural Revolution, to wipe out the traces of capitalism, ended up in its triumphant return.  Today’s Left reacts in a wide variety of ways to the hegemony of global capitalism and its political supplement, liberal democracy. It might, for example, accept the hegemony, but continue to fight for reform within its rules (this is Third Way social democracy).  Or, it accepts that the hegemony is here to stay, but should nonetheless be resisted from its ‘interstices’.  Or, it accepts the futility of all struggle, since the hegemony is so all-encompassing that nothing can really be done except wait for an outburst of ‘divine violence’ – a revolutionary version of Heidegger’s ‘only God can save us.’  Or, it recognises the temporary futility of the struggle. In today’s triumph of global capitalism, the argument goes, true resistance is not possible, so all we can do till the revolutionary spirit of the global working class is renewed is defend what remains of the welfare state, confronting those in power with demands we know they cannot fulfil, and otherwise withdraw into cultural studies, where one can quietly pursue the work of criticism.  Or, it emphasises the fact that the problem is a more fundamental one, that global capitalism is ultimately an effect of the underlying principles of technology or ‘instrumental reason’.  Or, it posits that one can undermine global capitalism and state power, not by directly attacking them, but by refocusing the field of struggle on everyday practices, where one can ‘build a new world’; in this way, the foundations of the power of capital and the state will be gradually undermined, and, at some point, the state will collapse (the exemplar of this approach is the Zapatista movement).  Or, it takes the ‘postmodern’ route, shifting the accent from anti-capitalist struggle to the multiple forms of politico-ideological struggle for hegemony, emphasising the importance of discursive re-articulation.  Or, it wagers that one can repeat at the postmodern level the classical Marxist gesture of enacting the ‘determinate negation’ of capitalism: with today’s rise of ‘cognitive work’, the contradiction between social production and capitalist relations has become starker than ever, rendering possible for the first time ‘absolute democracy’ (this would be Hardt and Negri’s position).  These positions are not presented as a way of avoiding some ‘true’ radical Left politics – what they are trying to get around is, indeed, the lack of such a position. This defeat of the Left is not the whole story of the last thirty years, however. There is another, no less surprising, lesson to be learned from the Chinese Communists’ presiding over arguably the most explosive development of capitalism in history, and from the growth of West European Third Way social democracy. It is, in short: we can do it better. In the UK, the Thatcher revolution was, at the time, chaotic and impulsive, marked by unpredictable contingencies. It was Tony Blair who was able to institutionalise it, or, in Hegel’s terms, to raise (what first appeared as) a contingency, a historical accident, into a necessity. Thatcher wasn’t a Thatcherite, she was merely herself; it was Blair (more than Major) who truly gave form to Thatcherism.  The response of some critics on the postmodern Left to this predicament is to call for a new politics of resistance. Those who still insist on fighting state power, let alone seizing it, are accused of remaining stuck within the ‘old paradigm’: the task today, their critics say, is to resist state power by withdrawing from its terrain and creating new spaces outside its control. This is, of course, the obverse of accepting the triumph of capitalism. The politics of resistance is nothing but the moralising supplement to a Third Way Left.  Simon Critchley’s recent book, Infinitely Demanding, is an almost perfect embodiment of this position.[*] For Critchley, the liberal-democratic state is here to stay. Attempts to abolish the state failed miserably; consequently, the new politics has to be located at a distance from it: anti-war movements, ecological organisations, groups protesting against racist or sexist abuses, and other forms of local self-organisation. It must be a politics of resistance to the state, of bombarding the state with impossible demands, of denouncing the limitations of state mechanisms. The main argument for conducting the politics of resistance at a distance from the state hinges on the ethical dimension of the ‘infinitely demanding’ call for justice: no state can heed this call, since its ultimate goal is the ‘real-political’ one of ensuring its own reproduction (its economic growth, public safety, etc). ‘Of course,’ Critchley writes,  history is habitually written by the people with the guns and sticks and one cannot expect to defeat them with mocking satire and feather dusters. Yet, as the history of ultra-leftist active nihilism eloquently shows, one is lost the moment one picks up the guns and sticks. Anarchic political resistance should not seek to mimic and mirror the archic violent sovereignty it opposes.  So what should, say, the US Democrats do? Stop competing for state power and withdraw to the interstices of the state, leaving state power to the Republicans and start a campaign of anarchic resistance to it? And what would Critchley do if he were facing an adversary like Hitler? Surely in such a case one should ‘mimic and mirror the archic violent sovereignty’ one opposes? Shouldn’t the Left draw a distinction between the circumstances in which one would resort to violence in confronting the state, and those in which all one can and should do is use ‘mocking satire and feather dusters’? The ambiguity of Critchley’s position resides in a strange non sequitur: if the state is here to stay, if it is impossible to abolish it (or capitalism), why retreat from it? Why not act with(in) the state? Why not accept the basic premise of the Third Way? Why limit oneself to a politics which, as Critchley puts it, ‘calls the state into question and calls the established order to account, not in order to do away with the state, desirable though that might well be in some utopian sense, but in order to better it or attenuate its malicious effect’?  These words simply demonstrate that today’s liberal-democratic state and the dream of an ‘infinitely demanding’ anarchic politics exist in a relationship of mutual parasitism: anarchic agents do the ethical thinking, and the state does the work of running and regulating society. Critchley’s anarchic ethico-political agent acts like a superego, comfortably bombarding the state with demands; and the more the state tries to satisfy these demands, the more guilty it is seen to be. In compliance with this logic, the anarchic agents focus their protest not on open dictatorships, but on the hypocrisy of liberal democracies, who are accused of betraying their own professed principles.  The big demonstrations in London and Washington against the US attack on Iraq a few years ago offer an exemplary case of this strange symbiotic relationship between power and resistance. Their paradoxical outcome was that both sides were satisfied. The protesters saved their beautiful souls: they made it clear that they don’t agree with the government’s policy on Iraq. Those in power calmly accepted it, even profited from it: not only did the protests in no way prevent the already-made decision to attack Iraq; they also served to legitimise it. Thus George Bush’s reaction to mass demonstrations protesting his visit to London, in effect: ‘You see, this is what we are fighting for, so that what people are doing here – protesting against their government policy – will be possible also in Iraq!’  It is striking that the course on which Hugo Chávez has embarked since 2006 is the exact opposite of the one chosen by the postmodern Left: far from resisting state power, he grabbed it (first by an attempted coup, then democratically), ruthlessly using the Venezuelan state apparatuses to promote his goals. Furthermore, he is militarising the barrios, and organising the training of armed units there. And, the ultimate scare: now that he is feeling the economic effects of capital’s ‘resistance’ to his rule (temporary shortages of some goods in the state-subsidised supermarkets), he has announced plans to consolidate the 24 parties that support him into a single party. Even some of his allies are sceptical about this move: will it come at the expense of the popular movements that have given the Venezuelan revolution its élan? However, this choice, though risky, should be fully endorsed: the task is to make the new party function not as a typical state socialist (or Peronist) party, but as a vehicle for the mobilisation of new forms of politics (like the grass roots slum committees). What should we say to someone like Chávez? ‘No, do not grab state power, just withdraw, leave the state and the current situation in place’? Chávez is often dismissed as a clown – but wouldn’t such a withdrawal just reduce him to a version of Subcomandante Marcos, whom many Mexican leftists now refer to as ‘Subcomediante Marcos’? Today, it is the great capitalists – Bill Gates, corporate polluters, fox hunters – who ‘resist’ the state.  The lesson here is that the truly subversive thing is not to insist on ‘infinite’ demands we know those in power cannot fulfil. Since they know that we know it, such an ‘infinitely demanding’ attitude presents no problem for those in power: ‘So wonderful that, with your critical demands, you remind us what kind of world we would all like to live in. Unfortunately, we live in the real world, where we have to make do with what is possible.’ The thing to do is, on the contrary, to bombard those in power with strategically well-selected, precise, finite demands, which can’t be met with the same excuse.

16. Okinawa is a hub of unrestrained US dominance in the Pacific.
Foster et al. 02

John Bellamy Foster, has written widely on political economy and has established a reputation as a major environmental sociologist. He teaches at the University of Oregon in Eugene. Harry Magdoff, became chief economist in charge of the Current Business Analysis Division at the Department of Commerce where he oversaw publication of the Survey of Current Business. Worked as special assistant to Secretary of Commerce Henry Wallace. He has also been employed as a financial analysis and insurance consultant. He is widely recognized for his economic analyses of imperialism. Paul M. Sweezy Harvard Ph.D.  published “Theory of Capitalist Development.” “U.S. Military Bases and Empire” http://monthlyreview.org/0302editr.htm WBTA
U.S. bases in Okinawa, which became the hub for the U.S. overseas basing system in the Pacific following the loss of the bases in the Philippines, exist at odds with the population. According to Chalmers Johnson, president of the Japan Policy Research Institute, in his book Blowback (2000), the island of Okinawa, a prefecture of Japan, “is essentially a military colony of the Pentagon’s, a huge safe house where Green Berets and the Defense Intelligence Agency, not to mention the air force and Marine Corps, can do things they would not dare do in the United States. It is used to project American power throughout Asia in the service of a de facto U.S. grand strategy to perpetuate or increase American hegemonic power in this crucial region” (p. 64).  In 1995, anti-base protests broke out in Okinawa in response to the rape of a twelve-year-old girl by three U.S. servicemen, who had rented a car for the purpose, so that they could take her to a remote location and rape her; and in response to the callous view of Admiral Richard C. Macke, commander of all U.S. forces in the Pacific, who told the press: “I think that [the rape] was absolutely stupid. For the price they paid to rent the car, they could have had a girl.” The widespread protests, led by an organization called Okinawa Women Act Against Military Violence, were not, however, just in response to this single rape, brutal though it was. Between 1972 and 1995, U.S servicemen were implicated in 4,716 crimes, nearly one per day, according to the Nihon Keizai Shimbun, a conservative Japanese newspaper. The Japan-U.S. agreement that governs the Okinawa base allows U.S. authorities to refuse Japanese requests for military suspects, and few indeed have suffered any inconvenience for their crimes. 
17. The plan is a prereq to the alt – addressing patriarchy is key to deal with capitalism.
Von Werlhof 7 (Claudia, Professor of Women’s Studies at the University of Innsbruck, Capitalism Nature Socialism, March, InformaWorld Online)
The Left's analysis of capitalism is limited: one, because the Left exists, thinks, and feels within capitalist logic; and, two, because it is deeply entrenched in patriarchy. Only as the limits of capitalism come into sight can we look at the before and the after of capitalism. And once we do this, we encounter (non- or pre-capitalist) patriarchy and matriarchy. The analysis of these concepts as theoretical concepts (and not only as polemical ones) has characterized our work more and more since the 1990s.30 Women have long spoken of patriarchy, especially since capitalism is so obviously hostile to women and exploits them in specifically unscrupulous ways.31 It has remained unclear, though, what patriarchy really meant. For most women, it has simply meant the rule of men or fathers—within the family, the workplace, or the state. It is known that patriarchy is older than capitalism. But some on the Left thought that patriarchy was mainly a quasi-irrational historical remnant that would eventually be discarded by capitalism and “progress.” However, in this respect, too, things are not always what they seem to be.Thesis I: Patriarchy is the Foundation, "Tiefenstruktur" or "Deep Structure" of Capitalism  If one goes beyond capitalism and explores historical depths, one finds patriarchy and with it many realities that characterize capitalism, too: war as a means to plunder and conquer; systematic domination (the state system); the categorical submission of women; class divisions; systems of exploitation of humanity and nature; ideologies of male “productivity” and religions of male “creation”; alchemical practices that are supposed to “prove” them; and dependence on the real productivity and creative forces of others—a thoroughly “parasitic civilization.” Patriarchy has been known to reach back for at least 5,000-7,000 years. During this time, Europe experienced several waves of patriarchalization.32 These are variously described as “Kurgan” invasions, Romanization, Christianization, and the Feudalism that followed it.33What are the differences between patriarchy and capitalism, and what do they have in common? Capitalism has old and far-reaching patriarchal roots; capitalism is, in fact, patriarchy's latest expression. In this sense, capitalism and patriarchy belong together. The differences lie in what is specific to capitalism: the extension of wage labor; the invention of unpaid house work (which is directly tied to the former); the generalization of commodity production (in various ways); the guiding role of capital as abstract wealth; the creation of a “world system” that replaces the former “empires”; and the globalization of the entire capitalist enterprise to the point of its possible collapse due to reaching the limits of what the earth can take and what can be transcended through technology.34 Yet all these specific developments still lie within the general patriarchal trajectory.35Thesis II: Capitalism Attempts to Realize the Utopia of Patriarchy: a World Without Nature or Mothers ("Full Patriarchalization")   The one aspect that is entirely new to the patriarchy of modernity is the attempt to turn the ideologies of male “productivity” and male-divine “creation” into material reality. This transition from patriarchal idealism to patriarchal materialism—which first occurred in Western Europe—is what truly distinguishes capitalism from all other forms of patriarchy and all other modes of production. However, this transition is still not to be misunderstood as a rupture in patriarchal history. To the contrary, it brings it to its end and full realization by proving once and for all (in “reality”) that it was indeed the ruler, father, man, god, who has created the world and is the true creator of life.36 Capitalism is the utopian project of modern patriarchy. Its aim is to make an ideological justification of domination unnecessary. It is now the material achievements of capitalism themselves that are supposed to prove that the patriarchs are indeed “creators.” The ultimate objective is to end the dependence on who will always be the only true creator and producer: nature, the goddess, the mother. The idea is to find a substitute for her in something supposedly superior What is at least implicit in these efforts is the fact that there has never been any true patriarchal creation. In fact, until modernity, the notion of patriarchal creation was a mere abstract claim. What distinguishes the modern or capitalist-patriarchal project from its predecessors is that it no longer contents itself with trying to appropriate or imitate the creation of nature (an obviously futile attempt), but that it actively tries to substitute this creation by something entirely new. What we are facing today is a “real utopian” project directed against the order of life. This is what I call patriarchy as an “alchemical” or “war system.”37 The capitalist form of patriarchy is the apex of patriarchal development, of the “evolution” that patriarchy itself has invented. It tries to establish a “pure,” “complete,” and “eternal” patriarchy as a new paradise, bereft of all matriarchal and natural traces. The intention is to go beyond the world as we know it and to reach an allegedly superior one—by a process of metaphysical “birth-giving”38 of tangible “things,” artificially constructed relations, and new kinds of living beings, which include a “post-human” humanity.Thesis III: Patriarchy Will Not be Overcome by Progress, Since it is Progress Itself in its Capitalist Form   From its beginnings, modern science stood in relation to nature “as an army in enemy territory, knowing nothing about it.”39 In the form of modern technology—namely, in the form of the machine—modern science set out to virtually extinguish (“substitute”) not only life, death, and the creation of life as we know it but also humanity, women, and mothers; the earth, plants, and animals; and matter itself.The new technologies—“nuclear alchemy,” biochemistry, nanotechnology, reproduction technology, and genetic engineering, or “algeny” as Rifkin calls it, clearly reveal the intentions of this modernized form of patriarchal alchemy: to prove the alleged existence of male creation/production. But of course, this project is carried out not in cooperation with women and nature but in opposition to them. The machine itself represented the first attempt to substitute humanity and nature (the machine of killing, work, sex, and reproduction). Now it is complemented by a “machinization” of nature itself. The machine as an “open system” does not substitute for nature by a mere apparatus. Rather it forces nature to do by itself what genetic modification and “information” induced by the molecular-machinist means demand.40For instance, the trick of the machine as an “open system” instead of a closed one, is to use technologies like genetic engineering or nanotechnology to replace the information of cells with new information resulting from forced genetic combinations or mini-pics (molecular-sized machines). Once introduced into the living body, these reproduce themselves therein. But natural cycles are partially put out of order as this other order, a programmed one from outside, is installed. Thus, this technology does away with the “gestalt,” the forms of life themselves.So far, these attempts have fallen short of men's aspirations for control. In fact, for those of us with a non-capitalist/non-patriarchal understanding of nature and the body, it seems obvious that any attempt to produce an immortal, better, higher, superior, more perfect being or form of “life” is doomed to fail. All that the current capitalist attempt has done is unleash forces of violence that are destroying ultimately all natural relations and cycles—both from outside and from within. Recent plans for “trans-human” or even “post-human” life illustrate the system's ludicrousness and danger: if human beings cannot be artificially created, they might as well be eliminated!41 Modern capitalist patriarchy obviously knows no moral restrictions and has already done a lot of irreversible harm to life on this planet.Thesis IV: As Long as Capitalist Patriarchy Remains the Utopia of the Left, the Left Can Provide No Alternative  Analyzing patriarchy makes it much easier to understand why the Left has such difficulties in finding alternatives to capitalism. Capitalism is capitalist patriarchy, and if the former vanished, patriarchy would survive in a pre-capitalist form, one that does not imply the notion of “utopian materialism.” However, it is highly unlikely that the Left would ever forsake technological progress—the heart of capitalist patriarchy. Hence, the “liberation” of patriarchy from capitalism is not in sight. The reverse is, of course, utterly impossible: capitalism can never be liberated from patriarchy, because without patriarchy, no capitalism would ever exist. It is the utopia of patriarchy and the attempt at realization that has allowed capitalism to appear. There is no capitalist mode of production outside of patriarchy.A true alternative to capitalist patriarchy would have to be an alterna-depth.42 This is to say that scholars would no longer deal with 500 years of capitalism—rather, we would take on 5,000 years of patriarchy!43 We need to free ourselves from a religion that counts even atheists amongst its followers and that is characterized by a firm belief in the systems of violence that have defined patriarchy's history since its beginnings. Especially in the North, Leftist and academic men have long adhered to this belief, and these days increasing numbers of women do so as well.44 The Left needs to find entirely new ways of feeling, thinking, and acting. We have to follow the iceberg from its tip to the enormous depths that really define it. Only this will allow modern humanity, the Left, and the many feminists within it to turn the iceberg upside-down and reveal the hidden truths of our society.Thus, the question of whether the Left can find an alternative is even more fundamental than we had suspected. The Left is not interested in an alternative to actually existing capitalism, because capitalism intends to realize the patriarchal utopia, and patriarchy itself is firmly inscribed into the Left's “collective subconsciousness.”45 What needs to be addressed is the whole, the alterna-depth, which shines through historical matriarchy (the “maternal order”) as well as the remnants of matriarchy that still exist even in the midst of patriarchy.46 To this day, the Left does not acknowledge the recent research confirming that the world's matriarchal societies—contrary to capitalist modernity and all patriarchal societies—have never known a state, domination, classes, war, gender conflicts, or ecological catastrophes. We can draw no conclusion but that we should let go of all hope that the Left can be of any support for us as we face future challenges. Hence we will not waste our energies any longer trying to explain our point of view. We will focus on the alterna-depth instead
2AC A2 Cap K (Short Version)
1. The negative is wrong: the intersection of imperialism and patriarchy is the root cause of capitalism; the environmental ramifications result in self-induced extinction – this turns the K

Francis Shor teaches history at Wayne State University. A contributor to Foreign Policy In Focus, he is the author of Dying Empire: U. S. Imperialism and Global Resistance, 2010, <http://www.dyingempire.org/>

Predictions about the ultimate collapse of capitalism, even based on solid historical evidence, may still be too mired in Marxist crisis theory and the stages of history. On the other hand, Wallerstein may be too sanguine about or too oblivious to environmental calamities, especially in the face of continuous overexploitation and maldistribution of essential resources, such as water, which could, in turn, lead to a planetary catastrophe.21  While Wallerstein and many of the Marxist critics of capitalism correctly identify the long-term structural crisis of capitalism and offer important insights into the need for more democratic and equalitarian systems, they often fail to realize other critical predicaments that have plagued human societies in the past and persist in even more life-threatening ways today. Among those predicaments are the power trips of civilization and environmental destructiveness. Such power trips can be seen through the sedimentation of power-over in the reign of patriarchal systems and an evolutionary selection for that power-over which contaminates society and social relationships. Certainly, many of those predicaments can also be attributed to a 5000 year history of the intersection of empire and civilization. Anthropologist Kajsa Ekholm Friedman analyzes that intersection and its impact in the Bronze Age as an “imperialist project..., dependent upon trade and ultimately upon war...(in) the struggle for resources.”22 However, over the long rule of empire and especially within the last 500 years of the global aspirations of various empires, “no state or empire,” observes historian Eric Hobsbawm, “has been large, rich, or powerful enough to maintain hegemony over the political world, let alone to establish political and military supremacy over the globe.”23 Since World War II, however, the United States has attempted to maintain global hegemony, relying as much or more on its military supremacy than its economic prowess.  Certainly, a deeply rooted expansionist and exceptionalist ideology has been an essential part of the American imperial project, justifying in the minds of the ruling class, the political elite, and the majority of U. S. citizens myriad military interventions. While those interventions have shifted geographically, the intensity seems almost to be inversely proportional to the decreasing economic power. Hence, numerous critics cited throughout the book have drawn attention to the fact that militarism and wars have tried to substitute for waning economic and political influence in the world. While this habituated turn to war is a consequence of a variety of structural factors, the commitment to the imperial project and a dying empire appears at times profoundly irrational.24  Although war and trade still remain key components of the imperial project today and pretensions for global supremacy persist in the United States, what is just as threatening to the world as we know it is the overexploitation and abuse of environmental resources. Jared Diamond brilliantly reveals how habituated attitudes and values precluded the necessary recognition of environmental degradation which, in turn, led to the collapse of vastly different civilizations, societies, and cultures throughout recorded history.25 He identifies twelve contemporary environmental challenges which pose grave dangers to the planet and its inhabitants. Among these are the destruction of natural habitats (rainforests, wetlands, etc.); species extinction; soil erosion; depletion of fossil fuels and underground water aquifers; toxic pollution; and climate change, especially attributable to the use of fossil fuels.26 As we have seen in Chapter 5, U.S. economic imperialism has played a direct role in environmental degradation, whether in McDonald’s resource destruction of rainforests in Latin America, Coca-Cola’s exploitation of underground water aquifers in India, or Union Carbide’s toxic pollution in India. On the other hand, if we are seeing “the demise of the fossil-fuel economy,” as argued by Anthony Giddens, then we must address the on-going environmental and economic calamities unleashed by globalization from above.27  Beyond the links between empire, globalization from above, and environmental destruction, unless we also clearly understand and combat the connections between empire and unending growth with its attendant “accumulation by dispossession,” we may very well doom ourselves to extinction. According to James Gustave Speth, Dean of the Yale School of Forestry and Environmental Studies, the macro obsession with growth is also intimately related to our micro habituated ways of living. “Parallel to transcending our growth fetish,” Speth argues, “we must move beyond our consumerism and hyperventilating lifestyles....This reluctance to challenge consumption has been a big mistake, given the mounting environmental and social costs of American “affluenza,” extravagance and wastefulness.”28  

2. No real world context to the alt – in a real world situation people won’t shout VOTE NEG to incite societal or ideological change; their kritik scholars are not advocating this as a policy option, but as ideological stimulus, which has nothing to do with relevant criticisms of this topic

3. Default to the aff framework: weigh our solvency claims against the implementation of the alt  - solves the entirety of the k and provides good offense while preventing unfair mooting of the 1AC and forces the negative to defend a stable alternative, which is key to the aff’s ability to generate offense
4. Perm: Do the plan as a rejection of the faults of capitalist ideologies

Perm solves- theory cannot be divorced from policy

William Wallace, Professor of International Relations, Chair of the Advisory Board of LSE IDEAS, center for the study of international affairs, diplomacy, and grand strategy, visiting fellow and professor in institutions in the United States, Germany, France, Italy, Greece, and Belgium, 1996, (“Truth and power, monks and technocrats: theory and practice in international relations”, Review of International Studies, British International Studies Association)

The choice is not between an uncritical commitment to power or an unvarnished commitment to truth; it would be to abandon our intellectual responsibilities either to turn our university departments into enclosed communities or to convert them into contract research consultancies for whatever government is in power. The exact point of balance chosen between detachment and engagement will necessarily depend on personal judgement, within the context of individual assessments of the nature of the polity—its openness to outside criticism, or its resistance to (even resentment of) advice and criticism—and the importance of the issues at stake. Christopher Hill and Pamela Beshoff warn that 'scholarship is at risk from too

enthusiastic commitment to the policy debate', but nevertheless accept that cautious engagement is an academic responsibility.59 John Vincent, in a paper given to an LSE seminar before his death (now published in Two Worlds of International Relations), leans in the opposite direction in his insistence that Theory and policy are two sides of the same coin in that they both represent a priori outlines which can then be tested empirically, in the first place against something called 'truth' and in the second against political practice ... Theory cannot be an intellectual exercise divorced from the requirement ultimately to deliver a position on policy. Our theories have to address painful dilemmas and, if heard in the world of politics, they can have painful consequences.60 Before the professionalization of the discipline within the past generation, it should be noted, most theorists of international relations combined reflection with practice, or with advice to practitioners, at different points in their careers. John Locke was one of the first members of the English Board of Trade. David Mitrany practised his functionalist principles as a director of Unilever, before wartime secondment to the Foreign Office provided the opportunity to participate in designing the network of UN functional agencies. A high proportion of those who first developed the academic discipline of International Relations in Britain had participated, as junior officials or attaches, in the Versailles conference of 1919; their 58 E. H. Carr, The Twenty Years' Crisis (1946, reprinted New York, 1964) p. 5. This comment by one of the founders of the Realist tradition illustrates how intrinsic to pre-positivist social sciences was awareness of the interaction between ideas and action, between conceptualization and ideological preference. 'The first step to the understanding of men is the bringing to consciousness of the model or models that dominate and penetrate their thought and action. Like all attempts to make men aware of the categories in which they think, it is a difficult and sometimes painful activity, likely to produce deeply disquieting results.' Isaiah Berlin, 'Does Political Theory still Exist?', in Peter Laslett and W. G. Runciman (eds.), Philosophy, Politics and Society (2nd series, Oxford, 1962), p. 19. Berlin was of course another representative of that great Central European intellectual diaspora who devoted their lives to studying those questions of fact and value, perception and reality, which postmodernists imagine themselves to have newly discovered. successors of the post-1945 generation almost without exception had direct experience of war or government service. E. H. Carr had served in the Foreign Office and then worked for The Times while holding the Woodrow Wilson chair at Aberystwyth. Many of the American theorists on whose writings so many of our theoretical controversies on this side of the Atlantic depend have spent time in government in Washington. There are of course risks and dangers in such a high degree of engagement: from co-option into the political game to partisan and personal attack, to ruined careers and lives.61 But there are advantages as well, in terms of the perspective gained on which to reflect on the return to the intellectual world. If we were to exclude from our discourse (and our reading lists) all those contaminated by direct involvement with the world of policy, we would emasculate our discipline. Chapters in Theory and Practice in Foreign Policy-making on Germany, France, the Netherlands, Sweden, Russia, the USA and Austria illustrate the interaction between different patterns of politics and government, distinctive political and intellectual traditions, and the particular opportunities and dilemmas faced by their academic International Relations communities. A degree of tension is evident in every country studied: between government as funder and universities (and policy institutes) as recipients, between academic desires for prestige and influence and official concerns for immediate and often confidential advice.
5. The alt will be co-opted – only capitalism as a system can regenerate and stay in place as a solid institution

J.K. Gibson-Graham, Professor of Human Geography at the Australian National University and Professor of Geosciences at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst, 1996 (The End of Capitalism (As We Know It)) pgs 256-258
If the unity of Capitalism confronts us with the mammoth task of systemic transformation it is the singularity and totality of Capitalism that makes the task so hopeless. Capitalism presents itself as a singularity in the sense of having no peer or equivalent, of existing in a category by itself; and also in the sense that when it appears fully realized within a particular social formation, it tends to be dominant of alone. As a sui generis economic form, Capitalism has no true analogues. Slavery, independent commodity production, feudalism, socialism, primitive-communism and other forms of economy all lack the systemic properties of Capitalism and the ability to reproduce and expand themselves according to internal laws. Unlike socialism, for example, which is always struggling to be born, which needs the protection and fostering of the state, which is fragile and easily deformed, Capitalism takes on its full form as a natural outcome of an internally driven growth process. Its organic unity gives capitalism the peculiar power to regenerate itself, and even to subsume its moments of crisis as requirements of its continued growth and development. Socialism has never been endowed with that mythic capability of feeding on its own crises; its reproduction was never driven from within by a life force but always from without; it could never reproduce itself but always had to be reproduced, often an arduous if not impossible process. Other modes of production that lack the organic unity of Capitalism are more capable of being instituted or replaced incrementally and more likely to coexist with other economic forms. Capitalism by contrast tends to appear by itself. Thus, in the United States, if feudal or ancient classes exist, they exist as residual forms; if slavery exists, it exists as a marginal form if socialism or communism exists, it exists as a pre-figurative form. None of these forms truly and fully coexists with Capitalism. Where Capitalism does coexist with other forms, those places (the so-called Third World, for example, or backward regions in what are known as the “advanced capitalist” nations) are seen as not funny “developed”. Rather than signaling the real possibility of Capitalism coexisting with non-capitalist economic forms, the coexistence of capitalism with non-capitalist economic forms, the coexistence of capitalism with non-capitalism marks the Third World as insufficient and incomplete. Subsumed to the hegemonic discourse of Development, it identifies a diverse array of countries as the shadowy other of the advanced capitalist nations. One effect of the notion of capitalist exclusivity is a monolithic conception of class, at least in the context of “advanced capitalist” countries. The term “class” usually refers to a social cleavage along the axis of capital and labor since capitalism cannot coexist with any but residual or pre-figurative non-capitalist relations. The presence and fullness of the capitalist monolith not only denies the possibility of economic or class diversity in the present but prefigures a monolithic and modernist socialism – one in which everyone is a comrade and class diversity does not exist. Capitalism’s singularity operates to discourage projects to create alternative economic institutions and class relations, since these will necessarily be marginal in the context of Capitalism’s exclusivity. The inability of Capitalism to coexist thus produces not only the present impossibility of alternatives but also their future unlikelihood – pushing socialist projects to the distant and unrealizable future.
6. Rejection of capitalism leads to genocide.

Richard M. Ebeling - president of The Foundation for Economic Education. Prior to his appointment at FEE, he was the Ludwig von Mises Professor of Economics at Hillsdale College - November 2007 The Freeman: Ideas on Liberty Vol. 57 No. 9 “From the President ~ The Soviet Chamber of Horrors: Reminders on the Ninetieth Anniversary of the Bolshevik Revolution”http://www.fee.org/publications/the-freeman/article.asp?aid=8181 

November 7 marks the ninetieth anniversary of the Russian Revolution and the beginning of that dark future that Heine sensed was coming 75 years before Lenin and his Bolsheviks came to power. Since the beginning of recorded history the state has attempted to control the economic activities of its subjects, as well as commanding their personal conduct. But nothing in modern history compared to the communist determination to mold man and society for an alleged paradise on earth. What made this experiment in creating a new man in a new society so diabolical was precisely that many in the first generation of Bolshevik leaders truly believed in what they were doing. For example, Felix Dzerzhinsky, the founding head of the Soviet secret police, loved children and said he wanted to make a better world for all of them. To liberate Soviet society from its enemies and make that better world, he created the vast slave-labor system that became known as the Gulag. As part of his studies of government mass murders in the twentieth century, political scientist R. J. Rummel estimated that up to 64 million innocent, unarmed men, women, and children were killed in the Soviet Union between 1917 and 1986 in the name of “building socialism.” Sixty-four million is so large a number that it is easy to lose sight of the inhumanity of murder and terror involved. The famous Russian sociologist Pitirim A. Sorokin (who went on to found the sociology department at Harvard University) was a young professor in Petrograd (later Leningrad and now St. Petersburg) during and following the Bolshevik Revolution. After he was expelled from Russia in 1922 as an “enemy of the people,” he came to America and published Leaves from a Russian Diary (1924), which contains the following entry from 1920: “The machine of the Red Terror works incessantly. Every day and every night, in Petrograd, Moscow, and all over the country the mountain of the dead grows higher. . . . Everywhere people are shot, mutilated, wiped out of existence. . . . Every night we hear the rattle of trucks bearing new victims. Every night we hear the rifle fire of execution, and often some of us hear from the ditches, where the bodies are flung, faint groans and cries of those who have not died under the guns. People living near these places begin to move away. They cannot sleep.” When Sorokin wrote those words the Soviet state was still in its infancy. As the decades went by, numerous histories and personal accounts were written about the “socialist experiment” by those who had either escaped or defected from the Soviet paradise. Only when the formerly secret archives of the Communist Party and the KGB were partly opened to researchers, just before and then after the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, did a fuller and clearer picture come into view about the brutality of the regime. Demitri Volkogonov, a Soviet general-turned-historian, gained access to many of the closed archives during the last years of the Soviet regime and wrote a biography of Stalin titled Triumph and Tragedy (1991). Volkogonov told an American correspondent: I would come home from working in Stalin’s archives, and I would be deeply shaken. I remember coming home after reading through the day of December 12, 1938. He signed thirty lists of death sentences that day, altogether about five thousand people, including many he knew personally, his friends. . . . This is not what shook me. It turned out that, after having signed these documents, he went to his personal theater that night and watched two movies, including Happy Guys, a popular comedy of the time. I simply could not understand how, after deciding the fate of several thousand lives, he could watch such a movie. But I was beginning to realize that morality plays no role for dictators. That’s when I understood why my father was shot, why my mother died in exile, why millions of people died. The Donskoi Monastery and Kalitnikovsky Cemetery in Moscow served as a dumping ground for thousands of bodies. A Russian historian trying to preserve the memory of these evil times told David Remnick, author of Lenin’s Tomb (1993): “In the purges, every dog in town came to [the cemetery]. That smell you smell now was three times as bad; blood was in the air.” No End with Stalin The Soviet nightmare did not disappear with Stalin’s death in 1953; it remained at the heart of the system practically to the end. In the 1960s and 1970s Yuri Andropov was the head of the KGB (he later briefly served as general secretary of the Communist Party after Leonid Brezhnev died in 1982 until his own death in 1984). He accepted a view developed by Soviet psychiatry that anyone who opposed the Marxist idea of scientific socialism was by definition mentally disturbed and needed to be “treated” in a psychiatric hospital. This was the fate of Alexei Nikitin, a coal miner who complained about the safety and health conditions in the mines of the U.S.S.R. He was found guilty of subversion and committed to a mental institution in Ukraine.They began using various drugs to bring him back to his socialist senses. His story was told by Kevin Klose in Russia and the Russians (1984): Of all the drugs administered . . . to impose discipline, sulfazine was at the pinnacle of pain. . . . “People injected with sulfazine were groaning, sighing with pain, cursing the psychiatrists and Soviet power, cursing everything in their hearts,” Alexei told us. . . . “If they torture you and break your arms, there is a certain specific pain and you somehow can stand it. But sulfazine is like a drill boring into your body that gets worse and worse until it’s more than you can stand. . . . It is worse than torture, because sometimes torture may end. But this kind of torture may continue for years.” Nikitin endured this drug and several equally terrible ones for more than two years before he was finally released on the promise that he would no longer doubt or question the “correctness” of the Party line. Twentieth-century socialism is an unending story of crushing tyranny and oceans of blood. As Russian mathematician and Soviet dissident Igor Shafarevich expressed it in The Socialist Phenomenon (1980), a history of socialism in theory and practice through the ages: “Most socialist doctrines and movements are literally saturated with the mood of death, catastrophe and destruction . . . . One could regard the death of mankind [sic] as the final result to which the development of socialism leads.” The 64 million killed during the nearly 75 years of the Soviet Union cry out with the truth of this conclusion. 

7. Okinawa is a hub of unrestrained US dominance in the Pacific.
Foster et al. 02

John Bellamy Foster, has written widely on political economy and has established a reputation as a major environmental sociologist. He teaches at the University of Oregon in Eugene. Harry Magdoff, became chief economist in charge of the Current Business Analysis Division at the Department of Commerce where he oversaw publication of the Survey of Current Business. Worked as special assistant to Secretary of Commerce Henry Wallace. He has also been employed as a financial analysis and insurance consultant. He is widely recognized for his economic analyses of imperialism. Paul M. Sweezy Harvard Ph.D.  published “Theory of Capitalist Development.” “U.S. Military Bases and Empire” http://monthlyreview.org/0302editr.htm WBTA
U.S. bases in Okinawa, which became the hub for the U.S. overseas basing system in the Pacific following the loss of the bases in the Philippines, exist at odds with the population. According to Chalmers Johnson, president of the Japan Policy Research Institute, in his book Blowback (2000), the island of Okinawa, a prefecture of Japan, “is essentially a military colony of the Pentagon’s, a huge safe house where Green Berets and the Defense Intelligence Agency, not to mention the air force and Marine Corps, can do things they would not dare do in the United States. It is used to project American power throughout Asia in the service of a de facto U.S. grand strategy to perpetuate or increase American hegemonic power in this crucial region” (p. 64).  In 1995, anti-base protests broke out in Okinawa in response to the rape of a twelve-year-old girl by three U.S. servicemen, who had rented a car for the purpose, so that they could take her to a remote location and rape her; and in response to the callous view of Admiral Richard C. Macke, commander of all U.S. forces in the Pacific, who told the press: “I think that [the rape] was absolutely stupid. For the price they paid to rent the car, they could have had a girl.” The widespread protests, led by an organization called Okinawa Women Act Against Military Violence, were not, however, just in response to this single rape, brutal though it was. Between 1972 and 1995, U.S servicemen were implicated in 4,716 crimes, nearly one per day, according to the Nihon Keizai Shimbun, a conservative Japanese newspaper. The Japan-U.S. agreement that governs the Okinawa base allows U.S. authorities to refuse Japanese requests for military suspects, and few indeed have suffered any inconvenience for their crimes. 

2AC A2 Security/Imperialism K
1. Our aff is a link turn to the kritik – our solvency aims at loosening and ultimately taking out what the neg criticizes. All the k does is concede aff solvency
2. Alt is circular – you can’t vote neg by voting neg

3. Perm: do the alt to alter political understanding of American imperialism and then do the plan as a follow-up action

Perm solves- theory cannot be divorced from policy

William Wallace, Professor of International Relations, Chair of the Advisory Board of LSE IDEAS, center for the study of international affairs, diplomacy, and grand strategy, visiting fellow and professor in institutions in the United States, Germany, France, Italy, Greece, and Belgium, 1996, (“Truth and power, monks and technocrats: theory and practice in international relations”, Review of International Studies, British International Studies Association)

The choice is not between an uncritical commitment to power or an unvarnished commitment to truth; it would be to abandon our intellectual responsibilities either to turn our university departments into enclosed communities or to convert them into contract research consultancies for whatever government is in power. The exact point of balance chosen between detachment and engagement will necessarily depend on personal judgement, within the context of individual assessments of the nature of the polity—its openness to outside criticism, or its resistance to (even resentment of) advice and criticism—and the importance of the issues at stake. Christopher Hill and Pamela Beshoff warn that 'scholarship is at risk from too

enthusiastic commitment to the policy debate', but nevertheless accept that cautious engagement is an academic responsibility.59 John Vincent, in a paper given to an LSE seminar before his death (now published in Two Worlds of International Relations), leans in the opposite direction in his insistence that Theory and policy are two sides of the same coin in that they both represent a priori outlines which can then be tested empirically, in the first place against something called 'truth' and in the second against political practice ... Theory cannot be an intellectual exercise divorced from the requirement ultimately to deliver a position on policy. Our theories have to address painful dilemmas and, if heard in the world of politics, they can have painful consequences.60 Before the professionalization of the discipline within the past generation, it should be noted, most theorists of international relations combined reflection with practice, or with advice to practitioners, at different points in their careers. John Locke was one of the first members of the English Board of Trade. David Mitrany practised his functionalist principles as a director of Unilever, before wartime secondment to the Foreign Office provided the opportunity to participate in designing the network of UN functional agencies. A high proportion of those who first developed the academic discipline of International Relations in Britain had participated, as junior officials or attaches, in the Versailles conference of 1919; their 58 E. H. Carr, The Twenty Years' Crisis (1946, reprinted New York, 1964) p. 5. This comment by one of the founders of the Realist tradition illustrates how intrinsic to pre-positivist social sciences was awareness of the interaction between ideas and action, between conceptualization and ideological preference. 'The first step to the understanding of men is the bringing to consciousness of the model or models that dominate and penetrate their thought and action. Like all attempts to make men aware of the categories in which they think, it is a difficult and sometimes painful activity, likely to produce deeply disquieting results.' Isaiah Berlin, 'Does Political Theory still Exist?', in Peter Laslett and W. G. Runciman (eds.), Philosophy, Politics and Society (2nd series, Oxford, 1962), p. 19. Berlin was of course another representative of that great Central European intellectual diaspora who devoted their lives to studying those questions of fact and value, perception and reality, which postmodernists imagine themselves to have newly discovered. successors of the post-1945 generation almost without exception had direct experience of war or government service. E. H. Carr had served in the Foreign Office and then worked for The Times while holding the Woodrow Wilson chair at Aberystwyth. Many of the American theorists on whose writings so many of our theoretical controversies on this side of the Atlantic depend have spent time in government in Washington. There are of course risks and dangers in such a high degree of engagement: from co-option into the political game to partisan and personal attack, to ruined careers and lives.61 But there are advantages as well, in terms of the perspective gained on which to reflect on the return to the intellectual world. If we were to exclude from our discourse (and our reading lists) all those contaminated by direct involvement with the world of policy, we would emasculate our discipline. Chapters in Theory and Practice in Foreign Policy-making on Germany, France, the Netherlands, Sweden, Russia, the USA and Austria illustrate the interaction between different patterns of politics and government, distinctive political and intellectual traditions, and the particular opportunities and dilemmas faced by their academic International Relations communities. A degree of tension is evident in every country studied: between government as funder and universities (and policy institutes) as recipients, between academic desires for prestige and influence and official concerns for immediate and often confidential advice.
4. Reflexive use of realism avoids assumption of US superiority – modifies hegemony to include ethical restraint.

Brent J. Steele. Assistant professor of Political Science at the University of Kansas. 2007. “Eavesdropping on honored ghosts’: from classical to reflexive realism.” JIRD. 

Williams (2005a) uses consequentialism as a way to develop this theme, in that once we contemplate the multiple ‘plausible’ futures that unfold from our actions, we formulate policies that make us inherently reflective about ourselves. Lebow’s focus upon tragedy (which he develops from its use by the ancient Greeks) also demonstrates how the human recognition of limits creates the essential conditions for freedom to be realized. Tragedy itself lets us know how we are human — it: confronts us with our frailties and limits, and the disastrous consequences of trying to exceed them y all tragedies remind us of our mortality and how it differentiates us from the gods y Tragedy encourages us to develop and use our analytical facilities, but to be equally attentive to our imagination and feeling, to balance inference with prophecy and to recognize that the world is full of contradictions that we cannot resolve (Lebow 2003: 20, emphasis added). This is an outlook on social action that is very important for hegemones, in the sense that if we consider such states’ ability to ‘rise to the top’ (materially or ideationally) of the international community as a form of success, hegemones are ripe to interpret such success as ratifying an ability to transcend the limits of international politics, ‘[success] encourages leaders and followers to mistake temporary ascendancy for a permanent state of affairs. Hubris makes people victims of their own success’ (Lebow 2003: 366).23 The concept of tragedy checks such a tendency to excess.24 In this sense, reflexive realism problematizes the neoconservative definition of hegemony (‘to lead’) by providing an alternative reading for the post-Cold War period (Lebow 2003: 323). This alternative reading of hegemony makes intelligible how the neoconservative emphasis on power and principles as a form of authority to reinforce American hegemony has actually hastened its demise. Neoconservative philosophy equates hegemony with success, and instead of recognizing limits it sees only inevitable progress. Like the resoluteness asserted by those states motivated by the liberal norm in Lang’s account, powerful states in Lebow’s thesis can fail to recognize the limits of their trajectory, and thus are incredibly imprisoned by their hubris.
5. Case comes before reps – moral obligation to solve for impacts flows aff

6. Judge choice – even if the kritik takes out the imperialism advantage you still vote aff on patriarchy
7. Ontology evaluation:

A: We meet their alternative discourse – we actively challenge the foundations of securitization rhetoric

B: Policy is key to evaluating representations, that’s Wallace

C: We outweigh – our 1AC advantages are disads to the alternative  
2AC A2 Fem IR K
1. Our aff is a link turn to the kritik – our solvency aims at loosening and ultimately taking out what the neg criticizes. All the k does is concede aff solvency

2. Alt is circular – you can’t vote neg by voting neg

3. Perm: do the alt to alter political understanding of American patriarchy and then do the plan as a follow-up action

Perm solves- theory cannot be divorced from policy

William Wallace, Professor of International Relations, Chair of the Advisory Board of LSE IDEAS, center for the study of international affairs, diplomacy, and grand strategy, visiting fellow and professor in institutions in the United States, Germany, France, Italy, Greece, and Belgium, 1996, (“Truth and power, monks and technocrats: theory and practice in international relations”, Review of International Studies, British International Studies Association)

The choice is not between an uncritical commitment to power or an unvarnished commitment to truth; it would be to abandon our intellectual responsibilities either to turn our university departments into enclosed communities or to convert them into contract research consultancies for whatever government is in power. The exact point of balance chosen between detachment and engagement will necessarily depend on personal judgement, within the context of individual assessments of the nature of the polity—its openness to outside criticism, or its resistance to (even resentment of) advice and criticism—and the importance of the issues at stake. Christopher Hill and Pamela Beshoff warn that 'scholarship is at risk from too

enthusiastic commitment to the policy debate', but nevertheless accept that cautious engagement is an academic responsibility.59 John Vincent, in a paper given to an LSE seminar before his death (now published in Two Worlds of International Relations), leans in the opposite direction in his insistence that Theory and policy are two sides of the same coin in that they both represent a priori outlines which can then be tested empirically, in the first place against something called 'truth' and in the second against political practice ... Theory cannot be an intellectual exercise divorced from the requirement ultimately to deliver a position on policy. Our theories have to address painful dilemmas and, if heard in the world of politics, they can have painful consequences.60 Before the professionalization of the discipline within the past generation, it should be noted, most theorists of international relations combined reflection with practice, or with advice to practitioners, at different points in their careers. John Locke was one of the first members of the English Board of Trade. David Mitrany practised his functionalist principles as a director of Unilever, before wartime secondment to the Foreign Office provided the opportunity to participate in designing the network of UN functional agencies. A high proportion of those who first developed the academic discipline of International Relations in Britain had participated, as junior officials or attaches, in the Versailles conference of 1919; their 58 E. H. Carr, The Twenty Years' Crisis (1946, reprinted New York, 1964) p. 5. This comment by one of the founders of the Realist tradition illustrates how intrinsic to pre-positivist social sciences was awareness of the interaction between ideas and action, between conceptualization and ideological preference. 'The first step to the understanding of men is the bringing to consciousness of the model or models that dominate and penetrate their thought and action. Like all attempts to make men aware of the categories in which they think, it is a difficult and sometimes painful activity, likely to produce deeply disquieting results.' Isaiah Berlin, 'Does Political Theory still Exist?', in Peter Laslett and W. G. Runciman (eds.), Philosophy, Politics and Society (2nd series, Oxford, 1962), p. 19. Berlin was of course another representative of that great Central European intellectual diaspora who devoted their lives to studying those questions of fact and value, perception and reality, which postmodernists imagine themselves to have newly discovered. successors of the post-1945 generation almost without exception had direct experience of war or government service. E. H. Carr had served in the Foreign Office and then worked for The Times while holding the Woodrow Wilson chair at Aberystwyth. Many of the American theorists on whose writings so many of our theoretical controversies on this side of the Atlantic depend have spent time in government in Washington. There are of course risks and dangers in such a high degree of engagement: from co-option into the political game to partisan and personal attack, to ruined careers and lives.61 But there are advantages as well, in terms of the perspective gained on which to reflect on the return to the intellectual world. If we were to exclude from our discourse (and our reading lists) all those contaminated by direct involvement with the world of policy, we would emasculate our discipline. Chapters in Theory and Practice in Foreign Policy-making on Germany, France, the Netherlands, Sweden, Russia, the USA and Austria illustrate the interaction between different patterns of politics and government, distinctive political and intellectual traditions, and the particular opportunities and dilemmas faced by their academic International Relations communities. A degree of tension is evident in every country studied: between government as funder and universities (and policy institutes) as recipients, between academic desires for prestige and influence and official concerns for immediate and often confidential advice.
4. Colonial logic is inherently gendered
J. Ann Tickner, Prof of IR at USC, M.A. Yale and Ph.D Brandeis, ’92, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving International Security,” 48-50

Metaphors, such as Hobbes's state of nature are primarily concerned with representing conflictual relations between great powers. The images used to describe nineteenth-century imperialist projects and contemporary great power relations with former colonial states are somewhat different. Historically, colonial people were often described in terms that drew on characteristics associated with women in order to place them lower in a hierarchy that put their white male colonizers on top. As the European state system expanded outward to conquer much of the world in the nineteenth century, its "civilizing" mission was frequently described in stereotypically gendered terms. Colonized peoples were often described as being effeminate, masculinity was an attribute of the white man, and colonial order depended on Victorian standards of manliness. Cynthia Enloe suggests that the concept of "ladylike behavior" was one of the mainstays of imperialist civilization. Like sanitation and Christianity, feminine respectability was meant to convince colonizers and colonized alike that foreign conquest was right and necessary. Masculinity denoted protection of the respectable lady; she stood for the civilizing mission that justified the colonization of benighted peoples.58 Whereas the feminine stood for danger and disorder for Machiavelli, the European female, in contrast to her colonial counterpart, came to represent a stable, civilized order in nineteenth-century representations of British imperialism. An example of the way in which these gender identities were manipulated to justify Western policy with respect to the rest of the world can also be seen in attitudes toward Latin America prevalent in the United States in the nineteenth century. According to Michael Hunt, nineteenth-century American images of Latin society depicted a (usually black) male who was lazy, dishonest, and corrupt. A contrary image that was more positive-- a Latin as redeemable-- took the form of a fair-skinned senorita living in a marginalized society, yet escaping its degrading effects. Hunt suggests that Americans entered the twentieth century with three images of Latin America fostered through legends brought back by American merchants and diplomats. These legends, perpetuated through school texts, cartoons, and political rhetoric, were even incorporated into the views of policymakers. The three images pictured the Latin as a half-breed brute, feminized, or infantile. In each case, Americans stood superior; the first image permitted a predatory aggressiveness, the second allowed the United States to assume the role of ardent suitor, and the third justified America's need to provide tutelage and discipline. All these images are profoundly gendered: the United States as a civilizing warrior, a suitor, or a father, and Latin America as a lesser male, a female, or a child.59 Such images, although somewhat muted, remain today and are particularly prevalent in the thinking of Western states when they are dealing with the Third World. In the post-World War II era, there was considerable debate in Western capitals about the dangers of premature independence for primitive peoples. In the postindependence era, former colonial states and their leaders have frequently been portrayed as emotional and unpredictable, characteristics also associated with women. C. D. Jackson, an adviser to President Eisenhower and a patron of Western development theorists in the 1950s, evoked these feminine characteristics when he observed that "the Western world has somewhat more experience with the operations of war, peace, and parliamentary procedures than the swirling mess of emotionally super-charged Africans and Asiatics and Arabs that outnumber us."60 
5. Case comes before reps – moral obligation to solve for impacts flows aff

6. Judge choice – even if the kritik takes out the patriarchy advantage you still vote aff on imperialism

7. Ontology evaluation:

A: We meet their alternative discourse – we actively challenge the foundations of patriarchy and the suppression of feminist view of IR – in fact, a large portion of our authors give feminist POVs of IR
B: Policy is key to evaluating representations, that’s Wallace

C: We outweigh – our 1AC advantages are disads to the alternative
2AC A2 Chaloupka/Fear of Nukes K
3 reasons why the alt doesn’t solve

1. We need the fear of nuclear weapons to break down nuclearism and de-nuclearize

Jay Lifton, Professor of Psychology and Psychiatry, Jon Jay College, WORLD POLICY JOURNAL Spring 2001, p. 25

We need to replace psychic numbing with awareness, and to expose and counter the new versions of nuclearism as well as the older ones. We need to probe ever more deeply the trickle-down effects of existing weapons, including especially their psychological effects. And we need to take steps, as citizen activists and concerned intellectuals, to denuclearize the world. We need to start here at home and renounce our weapons-centered status, thereby freeing ourselves to pursue saner, life-enhancing projects.
2. In a world of nukes, only fear can motivate people to act for peace

Bertrand Russel, founder of Analytic Philosophy, LAST ESSAY, 1967, http://russell.mcmaster.ca/bressay.htm

What can private persons do meanwhile? They can agitate, by pointing out the effects of modern war and the danger of the extinction of Man. They can teach men not to hate peoples other than their own, or to cause themselves to be hated. They can value, and cause others to value, what Man has achieved in art and science. They can emphasize the superiority of co-operation to competition.  Finally, have I done anything to further such ends?  Something perhaps, but sadly little in view of the magnitude of the evil. Some few people in England and the U.S.A. I have encouraged in the expression of liberal views, or have terrified with the knowledge of what modern weapons can do. It is not much, but if everybody did as much this Earth would soon be a paradise. Consider for a moment what our planet is and what it might be. At present, for most, there is toil and hunger, constant danger, more hatred than love. There could be a happy world, where co-operation was more in evidence than competition, and monotonous work is done by machines, where what is lovely in nature is not destroyed to make room for hideous machines whose sole business is to kill, and where to promote joy is more respected than to produce mountains of corpses. Do not say this is impossible: it is not. It waits only for men to desire it more than the infliction of torture. 
3. Fear of nuclear weapons has prevented their use

R. Rajaraman, Professor of Theoretical Physics, THE HINDU, April 20, 2002, http://www.hinduonnet.com/2002/04/22/stories/2002042200431000.htm
There were a variety of different reasons behind each of these examples of abstinence from using nuclear weapons. But one major common factor contributing to all of them has been an ingrained terror of nuclear devastation. The well documented images of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the awesome photographs of giant mushroom clouds emerging from nuclear tests in the Pacific and the numerous movies based on nuclear Armageddon scenarios have all contributed to building up a deep rooted fear of nuclear weapons. This is not limited just to the abhorrence felt by anti-nuclear activists. It permeates to one extent or another the psyche of all but the most pathological of fanatics. It colours the calculations, even if not decisively, of the most hardened of military strategists. The unacceptability of nuclear devastation is the backbone of all deterrence strategies. There is not just a fear of being attacked oneself, but also a strong mental barrier against actually initiating nuclear attacks on enemy populations, no matter how much they may be contemplated in war games and strategies. As a result a taboo has tacitly evolved over the decades preventing nations, at least so far, from actually pressing the nuclear button even in the face of serious military crises.
Perm: Do the plan while being skeptical of the concept of nuke-phobia
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