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[bookmark: _Toc141422163]Contention 1: Inherency 
The elimination of the relocation of 8,000 troops to Guam in the 2006 Security agreement highlights the unlikely relocation of Futenma and the diminishing desire to realign and reduce U.S. bases 
The Daily Yomiuri, July 24, 2010, “U.S. marines' Guam move seen delayed / Futenma plan also could be jeopardized , “http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/national/T100723005957.htm,) SM
WASHINGTON--The U.S. government has effectively given up on completing the transfer of about 8,000 U.S. marines stationed in Okinawa Prefecture to Guam in 2014, sources have said, a decision that also could scuttle the planned relocation of a U.S. base in the prefecture.The U.S. Pacific island territory's infrastructure cannot handle such a hasty construction schedule, according to the Joint Guam Program Office (JGPO) of the U.S. Navy.The United States told the Guam government Thursday of its unofficial decision, according to the sources. It had already informed the Japanese government of the possibility, they said. Moving about 8,000 III Marine Expeditionary Force personnel and their approximately 9,000 dependents from Okinawa Prefecture to Guam is one pillar of the U.S.-Japan Roadmap for Realignment Implementation, agreed upon between the two countries in May 2006. Another focus is the relocation of Futenma Air Station in the prefecture. Relocating Futenma and transferring the marines have been considered as a set, according to the U.S. Defense Department.With the marines' transfer expected to be delayed, some observers believe it highly likely that Futenma Air Station will not be relocated from its current location of Ginowan.The possible delay in completing the marines' relocation to Guam was revealed in a preliminary meeting held Thursday on the environmental impact assessment by the JGPO.Although the bilateral agreement governing the transfer of the U.S. Marine Corps personnel from Okinawa Prefecture to Guam calls for a target completion date of 2014, the JGPO's statement says it "recognized that Guam's infrastructure may not be able to handle such a rapid construction pace.""In response, the DEIS [draft environmental impact statement] will identify a mitigation measure called 'adaptive program management,' in which the pace and sequencing of construction will be adjusted to stay within the limitations of Guam's utilities, port, roadways and other systems. This will result in a more stretched-out, manageable construction timeline," the statement says.The statement took into consideration the Guam government's assertions that the territory's civil infrastructure, including utilities, must be improved to cope with the rapid population growth that will result from the marines' relocation.As the U.S. government is prioritizing the improvement of civil infrastructure over construction of the marines' base, it became inevitable that construction would take longer and cost more than originally planned.This position will be officially announced in the final environmental impact statement to be compiled within the month, the sources said. Meanwhile, a Japanese government source said this country's officials had been already briefed by the United States on the matter."It will take several years to improve the infrastructure," the source said, indicating that, objectively speaking, it would be impossible to complete the base's construction by the end of 2014.Some observers have said the postponement of the marines' relocation to Guam is partly the result of the lack of progress in Japan on the relocation of Futenma." This may suggest that interest within the U.S. government toward promoting the overall realignment of U.S. forces has been diminishing," a Foreign Ministry source said.The Japanese and U.S. governments have agreed that Japan will shoulder 6.09 billion dollars, or 59 percent, of the total budget of 10.27 billion dollars for moving the marines from Okinawa Prefecture to Guam. The Japanese portion includes fiscal spending of 2.8 billion dollars.Guam's strong resistanceThe de facto postponement of completing the U.S. marines' relocation to Guam was prompted by strong resistance from the Guam government.Guam Gov. Felix Camacho argued strongly for improvements in civil infrastructure when the Defense Department announced the draft environmental impact statement in November. As such improvements will require a certain amount of time and a larger budget, many within the U.S. government and Congress are now increasingly uncertain about when the relocation will be finished. As a result, the budget for fiscal 2011 saw major cuts in funding for the construction of military facilities connected with the relocation to Guam.
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Contention 2 – The Future of East Asia 
[bookmark: _Toc141422167]In spite of firm Japanese resistance and the fracturing of the “indestructible” Japan-U.S. Alliance, Obama insists on relocating the obsolete marine base in Futenma to a less dense populated region of Okinawa. Japanese resistance reflects the larger domino effect of global anti-U.S. military resistance
[bookmark: _Toc141294654][bookmark: _Toc141422168]John Feffer, the co-director of foreign policy in Focus at the Institute for Foreign Policy Studies, March 6, 2010, Asia Times, ”Okinawa and the New Domino Effect,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh01.html, ) SM
The current battle over the US Marine Corps air base at Futenma on Okinawa - an island prefecture almost 1,600 kilometers south of Tokyo that hosts about three dozen US bases and 75% of American forces in Japan - is just revving up. In fact, Washington seems ready to stake its reputation and its relationship with a new Japanese government on the fate of that base alone, which reveals much about US anxieties in the age of President Barack Obama. 
What makes this so strange, on the surface, is that Futenma is an obsolete base. Under an agreement the George W Bush administration reached with the previous Japanese government, the US was already planning to move most of the Marines now at Futenma to the island of Guam. Nonetheless, the Obama administration is insisting, over the protests of Okinawans and the objections of Tokyo, on completing that agreement by building a new partial replacement base in a less heavily populated part of Okinawa. The current row between Tokyo and Washington is no mere "Pacific squall", as Newsweek dismissively described it. After six decades of saying yes to everything t he United States has demanded, Japan finally seems on the verge of saying no to something that matters greatly to Washington, and the relationship that Dwight D Eisenhower once called an "indestructible alliance" is displaying ever more hairline fractures. Worse yet, from the Pentagon's perspective, Japan's resistance might prove infectious - one major reason why the United States is putting its alliance on the line over the closing of a single antiquated military base and the building of another of dubious strategic value. During the Cold War, the Pentagon worried that countries would fall like dominoes before a relentless communist advance. Today, the Pentagon worries about a different kind of domino effect. In Europe, North Atlantic Treaty Organization countries are refusing to throw their full support behind the US war in Afghanistan. In Africa, no country has stepped forward to host the headquarters of the Pentagon's new Africa Command. In Latin America, little Ecuador has kicked the US out of its air base in Manta. All of these are undoubtedly symptoms of the decline in respect for American power that the US military is experiencing globally. But the current pushback in Japan is the surest sign yet that the American empire of overseas military bases has reached its high-water mark and will soon recede. 
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Furthermore, continued resistance over Futenma could spillover through the rest of Japan in the form of grass-root movements that could not only threaten the very existence of the bilateral security alliance and the credibility and role of the U.S. in East Asia, but also isolate Japan in the Western Pacific through anti-base resentments 
Michael Auslin, Director of Japan Studies at The American Enterprise Institute, June 16, 2010 “The Real Futenma Fallout,” Wall Street Journal, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704324304575307471399789704.html) SM
In particular, defense officials focused on Mr. Kan's promise to stick with a 2006 agreement with the U.S. to move a Marine air wing from one part of Okinawa Island to another. But even so, there remain fissures in the U.S.-Japan relationship that could erupt into further crises for the alliance. Senior Japanese military officials I've recently interviewed believe former Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama set back Tokyo's relations with its own citizens in Okinawa by at least a decade by waffling on the 2006 deal, and that the opposition to U.S. bases in Japan, emboldened by the former prime minister's position, could endanger much broader bilateral military relations between the two countries. This bigger story has received almost no attention in domestic or foreign press, but needs to be understood by those dismissive of the recent spat's importance.The 2006 agreement to move the Marine air wing at Futenma to Camp Schwab in the northern part of the island, and 8,000 Marines to Guam from Okinawa, was just one part of a broader realignment of U.S. forces in Japan. In the view of senior Japanese military leadership, however, the actual centerpiece of the 2006 agreement is the expansion of Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Iwakuni, located in Yamaguchi Prefecture, in the west of Japan's main island, Honshu.MCAS Iwakuni already hosts several Marine air squadrons, including the only American F/A-18 Hornet squadron permanently based abroad. Under the 2006 agreement, the USS George Washington's fighters, which comprise the navy's only permanently forward-deployed air wing, will relocate to Iwakuni by 2014 from the more congested Naval Air Facility Atsugi, located close to Tokyo. In addition, a squadron of Marine Corps KC-130 tankers will also vacate Futenma for Iwakuni. In their stead, a squadron of Japanese Maritime Self-Defense Forces surveillance planes, P-3s, will leave Iwakuni for Atsugi. All this might sound confusing, but the planned realignment will in essence reduce the chances of catastrophic accidents happening in heavily populated areas at both Futenma and Atsugi, and will build up the less-populated Iwakuni base. Here's the rub: The U.S. Department of Defense has made it clear that, unless the entire 2006 realignment plan goes forward, no individual pieces will be set in motion. And it all depends on moving the Marine helicopters out of Futenma, which has long been a source of political contention between Tokyo and Washington. The Japanese government, moreover, is committed to moving its surveillance planes to Atsugi, but that move probably won't happen if the American carrier air wing stays put. Japanese military officials worry that this year's protests in Okinawa could have spillover effects, inspiring protesters around Atsugi to demand a reduced American presence, and possibly even agitating against the government plan to move Japanese planes there. Moreover, Iwakuni's mayor might reject the new burden of potentially hosting the George Washington's air wing. That, in turn, would embolden antinuclear protesters in Yokosuka, the U.S. Navy's main base, to step up their ongoing pressure to move the nuclear-powered George Washington, the Navy's only permanently forward deployed aircraft carrier, out of Japanese waters.This worst-case scenario would be a series of simultaneous, grassroots movements against the U.S. military presence in Japan that could potentially put fatal stress on the bilateral security alliance and effectively isolate Japan militarily in the western Pacific. Given Mr. Hatoyama's fate when he botched this issue, politicians now are more likely to respond to public demands or they will be replaced by those who do. The resulting political clash would either reaffirm tight ties with Washington or lead to endemic paralysis in Japan's national security establishment. Given that the U.S. has permanently forward deployed ships and planes only in Japan, any scenario like the one sketched out above could significantly weaken U.S. capability to operate in the western Pacific, and thus call into question U.S. credibility as the underwriter of regional stability at a time when a crisis is brewing on the Korean peninsula and China continues to flex its naval and air muscle. Anyone concerned about that scenario, even if unlikely, realizes that the next half-decade of U.S.-Japan relations will have to go back to basics: rebuilding trust in the relationship, agreeing on a common set of objectives in Japan's waters and throughout Northeast Asia, and strengthening a commitment to upholding the alliance's military capabilities. 
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And only withdrawing from Futenma can prevent a reverse island hop and still anti-base movements across Japans. Past NIMBY movements prove they have the ability to force Pentagon planners to pull out. 
[bookmark: _Toc141422173]John Feffer, the co-director of foreign policy in Focus at the Institute for Foreign Policy Studies, March 6, 2010, Asia Times, ”Okinawa and the New Domino Effect,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh01.html, ) SM
Reverse island hop 
Wherever the US military puts down its foot overseas, movements have sprung up to protest the military, social, and environmental consequences of its military bases. This anti-base movement has notched some successes, such as the shut-down of a US navy facility in Vieques, Puerto Rico, in 2003. In the Pacific, too, the movement has made its mark. On the heels of the eruption of Mt Pinatubo, democracy activists in the Philippines successfully closed down the ash-covered Clark Air Force Base and Subic Bay Naval Station in 1991-1992. Later, South Korean activists managed to win closure of the huge Yongsan facility in downtown Seoul. Of course, these were only partial victories. Washington subsequently negotiated a Visiting Forces Agreement with the Philippines, whereby the US military has redeployed troops and equipment to the island, and replaced Korea's Yongsan base with a new one in nearby Pyeongtaek. But these not-in-my-backyard (NIMBY) victories were significant enough to help edge the Pentagon toward the adoption of a military doctrine that emphasizes mobility over position. The US military now relies on "strategic flexibility" and "rapid response" both to counter unexpected threats and to deal with allied fickleness. The Hatoyama government may indeed learn to say no to Washington over the Okinawa bases. Evidently considering this a likelihood, former deputy secretary of state and former US ambassador to Japan Richard Armitage has said that the United States "had better have a plan B". But the victory for the anti-base movement will still be only partial. US forces will remain in Japan, and especially Okinawa, and Tokyo will undoubtedly continue to pay for their maintenance.  Buoyed by even this partial victory, however, NIMBY movements are likely to grow in Japan and across the region, focusing on other Okinawa bases, bases on the Japanese mainland, and elsewhere in the Pacific, including Guam. Indeed, protests are already building in Guam against the projected expansion of Andersen Air Force Base and Naval Base Guam to accommodate those Marines from Okinawa. And this strikes terror in the hearts of Pentagon planners. In World War II, the United States employed an island-hopping strategy to move ever closer to the Japanese mainland. Okinawa was the last island and last major battle of that campaign, and more people died during the fighting there than in the subsequent atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki combined: 12,000 US troops, more than 100,000 Japanese soldiers, and perhaps 100,000 Okinawan civilians. This historical experience has stiffened the pacifist resolve of Okinawans. The current battle over Okinawa again pits the United States against Japan, again with the Okinawans as victims. But there is a good chance that the Okinawans, like the Na'vi in that great NIMBY film Avatar, will win this time. A victory in closing Futenma and preventing the construction of a new base might be the first step in a potential reverse island hop. NIMBY movements may someday finally push the US military out of Japan and off Okinawa. 
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[bookmark: _Toc141422171]And, the Futenma debate is an immediate threat to U.S. Japanese relations, causing Japan to be susceptible to exorbitant U.S. base costs; only closing the base can ease tensions and derail future protests
[bookmark: _Toc141294656]John Feffer, the co-director of foreign policy in Focus at the Institute for Foreign Policy Studies, March 6, 2010, Asia Times, 
”Okinawa and the New Domino Effect,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh01.html, ) SM
The immediate source of tension in the US-Japanese relationship has been Tokyo's desire to renegotiate that 2006 agreement to close Futenma, transfer those 8,000 Marines to Guam, and build a new base in Nago, a less densely populated area of the island. It's a deal that threatens to make an already strapped government pay big. Back in 2006, Tokyo promised to shell out more than $6 billion just to help relocate the Marines to Guam. 
The political cost to the new government of going along with the LDP's folly may be even higher. After all, the DPJ received a healthy chunk of voter support from Okinawans, dissatisfied with the 2006 agreement and eager to see the American occupation of their island end. Over the last several decades, with US bases built cheek-by-jowl in the most heavily populated parts of the island, Okinawans have endured air, water, and noise pollution, accidents like a 2004 US helicopter crash at Okinawa International University, and crimes that range from trivial speeding violations all the way up to the rape of a 12-year-old girl by three Marines in 1995. According to a June 2009 opinion poll, 68% of Okinawans opposed relocating Futenma within the prefecture, while only 18% favored the plan. Meanwhile, the Social Democratic Party, a junior member of the ruling coalition, has threatened to pull out if Hatoyama backs away from his campaign pledge not to build a new base in Okinawa. Then there's the dugong, a sea mammal similar to the manatee that looks like a cross between a walrus and a dolphin and was the likely inspiration for the mermaid myth. Only 50 specimens of this endangered species are still living in the marine waters threatened by the proposed new base near less populated Nago. In a landmark case, Japanese lawyers and American environmentalists filed suit in US federal court to block the base's construction and save the dugong. Realistically speaking, even if the Pentagon were willing to appeal the case all the way up to the Supreme Court, lawyers and environmentalists could wrap the US military in so much legal and bureaucratic red tape for so long that the new base might never leave the drawing board. For environmental, political, and economic reasons, ditching the 2006 agreement is a no-brainer for Tokyo. Given Washington's insistence on retaining a base of little strategic importance, however, the challenge for the DPJ has been to find a site other than Nago. The Japanese government floated the idea of merging the Futenma facility with existing facilities at Kadena, another US base on the island. But that plan - as well as possible relocation to other parts of Japan - has met with stiff local resistance. A proposal to further expand facilities in Guam was nixed by the governor there. The solution to all this is obvious: close down Futenma without opening another base. But so far, the US is refusing to make it easy for the Japanese. In fact, Washington is doing all it can to box the new government in Tokyo into a corner. 
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Advantage 1 - East Asia War 
[bookmark: _Toc141294658][bookmark: _Toc141422213]Strong U.S. Japan Alliance key to deter Chinese adventurism and aggression 
[bookmark: _Toc141294659][bookmark: _Toc141422214]John, Tkacick, Jr., Senior Research Felloe, July 13, 2004, Heritage Foundation, “China's New Challenge to the U.S.-Japan Alliance” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2004/07/Chinas-New-Challenge-to-the-US-Japan-Alliance,” ) SM
[bookmark: _ftnref1][bookmark: _ftnref2]As Chinese warships and naval survey vessels ply Japanese waters hoping to stake their claim to potentially gas-rich seabeds, the United States is sending mixed signals to Japan on the U.S.-Japan alliance. Ambiguity in Washington may undermine Japanese confidence in the alliance-in itself, a major strategic goal for Beijing. Washington must now publicly support Japan, our most important ally in Asia, if it hopes to deter China from further adventurism in Japan's Exclusive Economic Zone. On Tuesday, July 6, Japanese antisubmarine aircraft spotted a Chinese naval survey vessel, the Nandiao 411, well within Japan's Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ). The Chinese foreign ministry declined to comment on the incursion, saying it had not received any report of naval survey activities. On July 13, Japanese coast guard cutters discovered a Chinese civilian research vessel, the Xiangyanghong 9, within the EEZ and engaged in survey operations for which it had not sought, much less obtained, Japanese government permission-a possible violation of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS).[1] Japanese aircraft ordered the vessel to leave the area, but the Chinese ship refused to respond. Even more ominously, on July 14, a Chinese naval vessel overtook a Japanese resource exploration ship inside the EEZ, forcing it to alter its route to avoid a collision.[2] The Chinese navy has made a habit of traversing Japanese waters for the past two years, and Chinese ships and submarines have been particularly assertive in the past year. In January, the Japanese government declassified a report that Chinese naval vessels had entered the EEZ six times during 2003 "to survey subsea routes for Chinese submarines to enter the Pacific." These incursions include two violations of Japan's territorial waters by Ming class submarines in the vicinity of Kagoshima at the southern tip of Kyushu. So far this year, Japan's Self Defense Forces have documented at least twelve violations of the EEZ, including three separate incursions northwest of the Senkaku Islands in May alone.Alarmed by China's presence in Japanese waters, Tokyo will soon dispatch a civilian survey vessel-looking for natural gas-to the area near the Senkaku Islands (which China calls "Diaoyutai") to assert its own EEZ rights. Beijing's foreign ministry protested this news, claiming that the EEZ is "disputed." It warned Tokyo not to take "any action that may imperil China's interest and complicate the current situation."
The Chinese navy's sudden assertiveness-indeed aggressiveness-in Japanese waters is a test of the U.S.-Japan alliance. Washington must be careful not to confront this challenge with its traditional studied ambiguity. Ambiguous support for an ally against China's increasingly provocative territorial encroachments will encourage China to become more aggressive not just in Japanese waters, but also in the South China Sea and, of course, the Taiwan Strait.The status of the Senkakus is clear. Japan first claimed the uninhabited and unclaimed islets in question in 1895 to use their rocky outcroppings for maritime navigation aids. From that time through the end of World War II, they were administered as part of Japan's Okinawa prefecture. Upon the Japanese surrender, the United States administered the islets under a military occupation authority. In 1972, when the United States returned Okinawa to Japanese administration, the Senkakus were included in the reversion. There is, accordingly, no doubt that the United States has always regarded the islands as Japanese.China and Taiwan have expressed interest in the islands since only 1968, when a United Nations Economic Commission for Asia report suggested there may be petroleum deposits in the seabed near the islets. (No petroleum or gas deposits have since been detected in the area.) On June 11, 1971, the Republic of China on Taiwan formally claimed the islands. After the United States returned the islands to Japan in the 1972 Okinawa Reversion Agreement, China lodged a formal protest with the U.S. government. Eager not to alienate Beijing just as President Nixon was beginning his opening to China, the U.S. State Department announced that the Reversion Agreement "did not affect the sovereignty" over disputed islands.
 As recently as March 2004, the State Department accepted China's claims over the Senkakus as being equally valid as Japan's title. Still, in a stance known affectionately in Japan as the "Armitage Doctrine," U.S. officials have said that the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty covers "all territories under the administration of Japan" and there is no question that, as a matter of law-under the Reversion Agreement, the alliance treaty, and the terms of the U.S. military occupation of the Ryukyu island chain-that the Senkakus are indeed "under the administration of Japan." As such, any hostile activities against the islands would trigger the treaty.In this context, China's forays into the Senkakus seem designed to probe where the bedrock of the U.S.-Japan alliance begins-or if it is there at all. Of course, Chinese survey vessels are also mapping the ocean bottom for the benefit of the country's rapidly expanding submarine fleet.
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AND, regional instability in Asia is the most likely flashpoint for global nuclear war. 
Richard L. Armitage et al., 2000 Kurt M.Campbell, Michael J. Green, Joseph S. Nye et al. fmr. Dep. Secretary of State, CSIS, CFR, JFK School of Government at Harvard (also contributed to by James A. Kelly, Pacific Forum, Center for Strategic and International Studies; Edward J. Lincoln, Brookings Institution; Robert A. Manning, Council on Foreign Relations; Kevin G. Nealer, Scowcroft Group; James J. Przystup, Institute for National Strategic Studies, National Defense University; “The United States and Japan: Advancing Toward a Mature Partnership”, Institute for National Strategic Studies Special Report, October, http://www.ndu.edu/inss/strforum/SR_01/SR_Japan.htm)
Asia, in the throes of historic change, should carry major weight in the calculus of American political, security, economic, and other interests. Accounting for 53 percent of the world’s population, 25 percent of the global economy, and nearly $600 billion annually in two-way trade with the United States, Asia is vital to American prosperity. Politically, from Japan and Australia, to the Philippines, South Korea, Taiwan, and Indonesia, countries across the region are demonstrating the universal appeal of democratic values. China is facing momentous social and economic changes, the consequences of which are not yet clear. Major war in Europe is inconceivable for at least a generation, but the prospects for conflict in Asia are far from remote. The region features some of the world’s largest and most modern armies, nuclear-armed major powers, and several nuclear-capable states. Hostilities that could directly involve the United States in a major conflict could occur at a moment’s notice on the Korean peninsula and in the Taiwan Strait. The Indian subcontinent is a major flashpoint. In each area, war has the potential of nuclear escalation. In addition, lingering turmoil in Indonesia, the world’s fourth-largest nation, threatens stability in Southeast Asia. The United States is tied to the region by a series of bilateral security alliances that remain the region’s de facto security architecture. In this promising but also potentially dangerous setting, the U.S.-Japan bilateral relationship is more important than ever. With the world’s second-largest economy and a well- equipped and competent military, and as our democratic ally, Japan remains the keystone of the U.S. involvement in Asia. The U.S.-Japan alliance is central to America’s global security strategy.
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Advantage 2 – U.S. Primacy 
First, maintaining U.S. military dominance in East Asia is vital for U.S. hegemony – only through U.S. presence in East Asia can it maintain its primacy and deter rivalries  
Takashi Inoguchi - Japanese academic researcher of foreign affairs and international and global relationships of states. and Paul Bacon - Associate Professor of International Politics, School of International Liberal Studies, Waseda University, Japan. September 2005. International Relations of the Asia-Pacific. http://irap.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/short/5/2/117?rss=1&ssource=mfc)
After the cold war, the United States clearly sought to reinforce its hegemonic strategy in East Asia, seeking a special role for itself as the principal guarantor of regional order. The United States could have withdrawn in order to let a local balance of power emerge and undertaken the role of offshore balancer. It could also have promoted multilateral regional security organizations, or sought to construct a regional balance of power that contained China. However, it did none of these things. Mastanduno argues that the United States will retain its preponderant power status in the coming years but that the task of maintaining and completing US regional hegemony will become more difficult. The two biggest challenges that the United States faces are the global war on terror and the management of the rise of China, as a result of which the longer-term prospects for East Asian order are uncertain and problematic. There are two key features of US hegemonic strategy in the region. First, the United States has cultivated a set of bilateral relationships with other key states in the region, the most important and enduring of which have been the ties with Japan and South Korea. Furthermore, the United States has reaffirmed its close partnership with Australia and sought to engage rather than contain China. This preference for a primary set of bilateral relationships is referred to as the ‘hub and spokes’ approach. The second institutional feature of US hegemony has been the US forward presence in the region, and the US intention to maintain a substantial political and military commitment to the region for an ‘indefinite duration’. US hegemonic strategy in the region has contributed to order in several ways. For China, the US presence effectively ‘contains’ Japan, and, similarly, for Japan, the US presence deters China from a bid for regional dominance. The US presence has helped to deter major powers from intensifying dangerous rivalries, and it has, in so doing, reassured smaller states whose security and autonomy would otherwise be threatened by these large states. East Asia is a dangerous neighborhood, in which smaller states must coexist with larger states that have geopolitical ambitions, territorial claims, and a history of enmity. The United States has also worked hard to manage and stabilize regional conflicts that have the potential to develop into local and possibly even systemic wars. In the 1990s, for example, the United States took initiatives in security crises between China and Taiwan, in North Korea, and in the Kashmir conflict. Finally, the United States has striven to discourage nationalist economic competition. It has pushed Japan over domestic economic reform, sought to integrate China into a globalizing world economy, and maintained access to sources of global liquidity and US markets in the wake of the Asian financial crisis. US hegemonic strategy has, therefore, made a substantial contribution to regional order in East Asia, but it also has its limitations. 

Second, the US-Japan alliance and economic cooperation is key to US leadership abroad 
Lieutenant Col., William E., Rapp, with a PH.D in IR from Stanford, 2004 “Paths Diverging? Accessed online at http://www.carlisle.army.mil/ssi/pdffiles/PUB367.pdf)
The global war on terrorism and widely perceived unilateralism on the part of the United States has, ironically, enhanced the confidence of China to portray itself as a multidimensional leader in Asia. The growing strength of the Kuomintang in Taiwanese politics and its agenda to build a closer relationship or even confederation with mainland China after the presidential elections of March 2004 may upend the security assumptions of the region.1 Operation IRAQI FREEDOM has reinforced the concepts of transformation and power projection from a more limited number of forward bases advocated so strongly by Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, while at the same time highlighting America’s need for allies in the war on terrorism. It is a region awash in uncertainly, but one in which the United States must remain firmly engaged to protect its vital interests. In the breadth of its reach and influence, the United States is often described by others as hegemonic and the world’s sole superpower. This is a very clumsy caricature, however. Colin Powell recently quipped, “We are so multilateral it keeps me up 24 hours a day checking on everybody.”2 The extent of that reach and the means necessary for achieving American interests around the world depend greatly on cooperative efforts with other like-minded nations, if only in “coalitions of the willing” built by the United States for ad hoc purposes. In Northeast Asia, the United States has two vital alliances―with Japan and South Korea―already in place. Although the American relationship with the Republic of Korea (ROK) is undeniably critical to security on this strategically important peninsula, the relationship is very narrow in its scope and its future in some doubt.3 The relationship with Japan, however, offers greater potential to achieve American interests in the long run in Asia, beyond simply the defense of Japan. Being off the shores of mainland Asia and combining the two biggest economies in the world,4 this alliance offers significant long-term opportunities to more actively promote peace, prosperity, and liberal values in the region. 
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The collapse of U.S. hegemony ensures mass destruction – we isolate multiple warrants 
Peter, Brookes, senior fellow at The Heritage Foundation, 2006 (“Why they need us: Imagine a world without America”, Heritage Foundation Commentary, july 4th)
The picture isn't pretty. Absent U.S. leadership, diplomatic influence, military might, economic power and unprecedented generosity, life aboard planet earth would likely be pretty grim, indeed. Set aside the differences America made last century - just imagine a world where this country had vanished on Jan. 1, 2001.  On security, the United States is the global balance of power. While it's not our preference, we are the world's "cop on the beat," providing critical stability in some of the planet's toughest neighborhoods.  Without the U.S. "Globo-cop," rivals India and Pakistan might well find cause to unleash the dogs of war in South Asia - undoubtedly leading to history's first nuclear (weapons) exchange. Talk about Fourth of July fireworks . . .  In Afghanistan, al Qaeda would still be an honored guest, scheming over a global caliphate stretching from Spain to Indonesia. It wouldn't be sending fighters to Iraq; instead, Osama's gang would be fighting them tooth and nail from Saudi Arabia to "Eurabia."  In Asia, China would be the "Middle Kingdom," gobbling up democratic Taiwan and compelling pacifist Japan (reluctantly) to join the nuclear weapons club. The Koreas might fight another horrific war, resulting in millions of deaths.  A resurgent Russia, meanwhile, would be breathing down the neck of its "near abroad" neighbors. Forget the democratic revolutions in Ukraine and Georgia, Comrade! In Europe, they'd be taking orders from Paris or Berlin - if those rivals weren't at each other's throats again.  In Africa, Liberia would still be under Charles Taylor's sway, and Sudan would have no peace agreement.  And what other nation could or would provide freedom of the seas for commerce, including the shipment of oil and gas - all free of charge?  Weapons of mass destruction would be everywhere. North Korea would be brandishing a solid nuclear arsenal. Libya would not have given up its weapons, and Pakistan's prodigious proliferator, A.Q. Khan, would still be going door to door, hawking his nuclear wares.  Also missing would be other gifts from "Uncle Sugar" - starting with 22 percent of the U.N. budget. That includes half the operations of the World Food Program, which feeds over 100 million in 81 countries.  Gone would be 17 percent of UNICEF's costs to feed, vaccinate, educate and protect children in 157 countries - and 31 percent of the budget of the U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees, which assists more than 19 million refugees across the globe.  In 2005, Washington dispensed $28 billion in foreign aid, more than double the amount of the next highest donor (Japan), contributing nearly 26 percent of all official development assistance from the large industrialized countries.  Moreover, President Bush's five-year $15 billion commitment under the Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief is the largest commitment by a single nation toward an international health initiative - ever - working in over 100 (mostly African) countries.  The United States is the world's economic engine. We not only have the largest economy, we spend 40 percent of the world's budget on R&D, driving mind-boggling innovation in areas like information technology, defense and medicine.  We're the world's ATM, too, providing 17 percent of the International Monetary Fund's resources for nations in fiscal crisis, and funding 13 percent of World Bank programs that dole out billions in development assistance to needy countries
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Finally, the transition away from American hegemony entails global chaos and conflict – other powers are incapable of maintaining stability – even if there’s a risk hegemony might be bad in the abstract, transition wars are worse
Zbigniew, Brzezinski, National Security Advisor in the Carter Administration, Professor of Foreign Policy @ Johns Hopkins University, 2005, "The Choice") SM 
History is a record of change, a reminder that nothing endures indefinitely. It can also remind us, however, that some things endure for a long time, and when they disappear, the status quo ante does not reappear. So it will be with the current American global preponderance. It too, will fade at some point, probably later than some wish and earlier than many Americans take for granted. The key question is: What will replace it? An abrupt termination of American hegemony would without doubt precipitate global chaos, in which international anarchy would be punctuated by eruptions of truly massive destructiveness. An unguided progressive decline would have a similar effect, spread out over a longer time. But a gradual and controlled devolution of power could lead to an increasingly formalized global community of shared interest, with supranational arrangements increasingly assuming some of the special security roles of traditional nation-states. In any case, the eventual end of American hegemony will not involve a restoration of multipolarity among the familiar major powers that dominated world affairs for the last two centuries. Nor will it yield to another dominant hegemon that would displace the United States by assuming a similar political, military, economic, technological, and sociocultural worldwide preeminence. The familiar powers of the last century are too fatigued or too weak to assume the role the United States now plays. It is noteworthy that since 1880, in a comparative ranking of world powers (cumulative1y based on their economic strength, mi1itarybudgets and assets, populations, etc.), the top five slots at sequential twenty-year intervals have been shared by just seven states: the United States, the United Kingdom, Germany, France, Russia, Japan, and China. Only the United States, however, unambiguously earned inclusion among the top five in every one of the twenty¬ year intervals, and the gap in the year 2000 between the top-ranked United States and the rest was vastly wider than ever before. The former major European powers – Great Britain, Germany, and France – are too weak to step into the breach. In the next two decades, it is quite unlikely that the European Union will become sufficiently united politically to muster the popular will to compete with the United States in the politico-military arena. Russia is no longer an imperial power, and its central challenge is to recover socioeconomically lest it lose its far eastern territories to China. Japan's population is aging and its economy has slowed; the conventional wisdom of the 1980s that Japan is destined to be the next "superstate" now has the ring of historical irony. China, even if it succeeds in maintaining high rates of economic growth and retains its internal political stability (both are far from certain), will at best be a regional power still constrained by an impoverished population, antiquated infrastructure, and limited appeal worldwide. The same is true of India, which additionally faces uncertainties regarding its long-term national unity. Even a coalition among the above – a most unlikely prospect, given their historical conflicts and clashing territorial claims – would lack the cohesion, muscle, and energy needed to both push America off its pedestal and sustain global stability. Some leading states, in any case, would side with America if push came to shove. Indeed, any evident American decline might precipitate efforts to reinforce America's leadership. Most important, the shared resentment of American hegemony would not dampen the clashes of interest among states. The more intense collisions – in the event of America's decline – could spark a wildfire of regional violence, rendered all the more dangerous by the dissemination of weapons of mass destruction. The bottom line is twofold: For the next two decades, the steadying effect of American power will be indispensable to global stability, while the principal challenge to American power can come only from within – either from the repudiation of power by the American democracy itself, or from America's global misuse of its own power. American society, even though rather parochial in its intellectual and cultural interests, steadily sustained a protracted worldwide engagement against the threat of totalitarian communism and it is currently mobilized against international terrorism. As long as that commitment endures, America's role as the global stabilizer will also endure. Should that commitment fade – either because terrorism has faded, or because Americans tire or lose their sense of common purpose – America's global role could rapidly terminate. That role could also be undermined and de1egitimated by the misuse of U.S. power. Conduct that is perceived worldwide as arbitrary could prompt America’s progressive isolation, undercutting not America's power to defend itself as such, but rather its ability to use that power to enlist others in a common effort to shape a more secure international environment. 
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Advantage 3 – The Global Warming Debate                                                                                                             A strengthened U.S. Japan Alliance is key to enter into effective dialogue and cooperation to combat global warming  							                                                                Kent E. Calder, Director of Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at SAIS/Johns Hopkins University, 02/01/2010 “U.S. CLIMATE POLICY AND PROSPECTS FOR U.S.‐JAPAN COOPERATION”, <http://www.us-jpri.org/en/reports/s1_calder.pdf>. AP)
Active U.S.‐Japan cooperation on energy and environmental issues has a powerful, unprecedented logic today, given prevailing political configurations in Tokyo and Washington, D.C. Both the Obama and Hatoyama Administrations place emphasis on these issue areas, and their general approaches are broadly similar. The Obama energy policy approach, for example, emphasizes downstream energy efficiency rather than upstream energy resource development. and also systematic long‐term reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. The Hatoyama priorities appear to be broadly congruent. Both  administrations are also interested in broad, systemic approaches to energy and  environmental problems, integrating technological innovation and mass‐transportation policy into solutions for energy and environmental questions. Both administrations also find multilateral cooperation congenial.  U.S. and Japanese capacities in addressing energy and environmental issues are also complementary in many important respects. The U.S. has historically   proven adept at technological innovation, and was a pioneer in nuclear and resource‐exploitation technology, such as off‐shore drilling. Japan is a global leader in promoting energy efficiency through technical innovation, as well as systems and product engineering, and in devising effective industrial standards.  Given the pressing nature of global energy and environmental problems, the general congruence of underlying U.S. and Japanese approaches to these issues, and the strategic importance of strengthening the U.S.‐Japan alliance, the two countries could productively initiate a bilateral energy and environmental dialogue. The US currently engages in such bilateral dialogues with both China and South Korea, and the logic is strong for an analogous dialogue with Japan. The two countries can also, of course, productively cooperate in broader international  fora, as they have in the COP‐15 process.  Among the concrete topics on which the U.S. and Japan can productively consider energy and environmental cooperation are the following: (1) Demonstration projects, such as energy‐efficient buildings, that illustrate novel methods for reducing resource use, and thereby reducing global emissions; (2) Clean coal technology, where their capabilities are well‐matched, in an area of fateful long‐term importance for large‐scale energy consumers such as China and India; (3) carbon capture and storage (CCS) technology; (4) mass‐transit approaches, including high‐speed rail, which reduce use of resources; (5) product standards that promote energy efficiency; (6) civilian nuclear issues, including safety and storage questions, the closed fuel cycle, and the improvement and strengthening of multilateral non‐proliferation regimes; and  (7) water use. Both countries can learn substantially from the other, thereby strengthening and broadening their vital bilateral relationship. Cooperation on energy and environmental matters, however, cannot easily serve as a substitute for cooperation in areas of hard security, such as host‐nation support, however, for both strategic reasons and do to the configuration of embedded political interests in both countries.

And, increased U.S. actions on global warming gets other countries on board key 
Paul Harris, Professor of Political Science @ Lingnan University, 09 Energy Policy, Vol. 37, Iss. 3, March)
For those interested in climate change and the global environment more generally, understanding the role of the United States is central. Its emissions of GHGs surpass those of any other country except China. On a per capita basis, US emissions of GHGs are among the highest in the world. With less than one-twentieth of the world's population, the United States produces nearly one-fourth of the world's GHGs. What is more, as the world's largest economy, the United States has considerable financial resources that can be directed at environmental problems abroad, and its technological capability has tremendous potential to help mitigate GHG pollution. If the United States were to lead on addressing climate change, it could set an example that other countries would likely follow. If it continues to reject such a leadership role, many other states will not reduce their own GHG emissions. This could leave Europe more-or-less alone in taking major action on climate change, and at worst it might induce Europe to backtrack in this respect. In other words, a lack of US climate leadership could undermine Europe's climate leadership. While the practical and political importance of US action is crucial, the United States also has an ethical obligation—as the world's largest polluter and as the world's wealthiest country—to address climate change and its consequences. A change in US policy is not only essential for effective international climate policy; it is also the morally right thing for the United States and its people to do.
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And, global warming leads to extinction
Oliver Tickell, environmental researcher, 2008, 8/11, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange) 

We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson [PhD in Chemistry, Award for Scientific Freedom and Responsibility from the American Association for the Advacement of Science] told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the beginning of our extinction.  The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises of 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die.  Watson's call was supported by the government's former chief scientific adviser, Sir David King [Director of the Smith School of Enterprise and the Environment at the University of Oxford], who warned that "if we get to a four-degree rise it is quite possible that we would begin to see a runaway increase". This is a remarkable understatement. The climate system is already experiencing significant feedbacks, notably the summer melting of the Arctic sea ice. The more the ice melts, the more sunshine is absorbed by the sea, and the more the Arctic warms. And as the Arctic warms, the release of billions of tonnes of methane – a greenhouse gas 70 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 20 years – captured under melting permafrost is already under way.  To see how far this process could go, look 55.5m years to the Palaeocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum, when a global temperature increase of 6C coincided with the release of about 5,000 gigatonnes of carbon into the atmosphere, both as CO2 and as methane from bogs and seabed sediments. Lush subtropical forests grew in polar regions, and sea levels rose to 100m higher than today. It appears that an initial warming pulse triggered other warming processes. Many scientists warn that this historical event may be analogous to the present: the warming caused by human emissions could propel us towards a similar hothouse Earth.
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Advantage 4 – Japanese Politics
Kans political career is on the brink of death, to pass the economic reforms necessary to save his county he has to re-create the coalition lost due to the US military base.
Irish Times, 7/13/10, "Japan faces political gridlock after drubbing of ruling party", lexis, DH)
CHAOS, REVOLT and policy gridlock newspapers and pundits yesterday spelt out the painful implications of Japan s weekend election, which has left Naoto Kan s job in doubt just 33 days since he moved into the prime minister s office. Mr Kan s Democrats (DPJ) have lost control of the upper house after voters punished the party for a series of missteps in what was essentially a referendum on its 10-month rule. It is surely one of the shortest honeymoons in Japanese parliamentary history. Worse for Mr Kan, the result has brought the party s conservative Liberal Democrat (LDP) rivals juddering back to life after they were tossed out of power and declared a political corpse in last year s historic lower house poll. The LDP took 51 of the 121 seats up for grabs 13 more than it had before the election, while the Democrats won 44, losing 10. I believe the first step toward our party s rebirth has been made, LPD ruler Sadakazu Tanigaki said after the results came in. DPJ junior partner People s New Pa7rty, meanwhile, has emerged empty-handed, forcing the government to begin scrambling for another coalition ally. The government lost its other junior partner, the Social Democrats, in June after they resigned en masse in protest at a decision to allow a new US base to be built in the southern prefecture of Okinawa. Sunday s result is a disaster for a party that has promised radical economic and political reform. Although the upper house is far weaker than the lower chamber, it has the power to block all but the most important Bills. Mr Kan needs both houses onside if he is to achieve his pledges to transform government and pull the country out of a fiscal nosedive. Just after taking office on June 8th, he warned that the country s enormous national debt nearly 200 per cent of gross domestic product could throw the country s roughly $5-trillion economy into a Greek-style crisis. The warning was meant to concentrate minds: unlike Greece, Japan s dept is held domestically. But many analysts believe the threat of implosion in the world s second-largest economy is real enough, given its spluttering growth and the ballooning costs of propping up Japan s greying society over five million are set to retire this year and next. Unfortunately, voters did not warm to Mr Kan s proposed solution: a long-mooted hike in consumer tax from five to 10 per cent. Few believed his assurances that the tax would not punish the poor, a fact he acknowledged yesterday. My lack of explanation about (the tax) was a big factor (in the disappointing outcome).  With gridlock looming in the upper house, the prime minister must now go back to the electorate and persuade them to surrender more of their declining income. In 10, 20, or 30 years from now, I hope the public will see this government as the defining factor that began rebuilding Japan s economy, he said at the weekend. Mr Kan must also face down protests against the US base on Okinawa, the political graveyard of his predecessor Yukio Hatoyama, and deal with the inevitable fallout for Japan s military alliance with the US. 

[bookmark: _Toc141422183]
Futenma 1AC – 14/21

Ensuring stability is key to the New Prime Minister Kan’s Agenda – Okinawa base issue will derail Kan’s public popularity destroying his agenda
[bookmark: _Toc141422184]Kyodo News , June 11, 2010, “Stability, unity key to Kan’s success: expert http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/nn20100611f2.html)
WASHINGTON — Ensuring stability and unity, unlike the previous administration, is key to the success of the new government of Prime Minister Naoto Kan, according to a U.S. expert. "Stability in governance and unity in terms of the execution of policy, both domestic and foreign policy, I think, will be very key to Mr. Kan's success," Sheila Smith, senior fellow for Japan studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, said in a recent interview.
Noting Kan is Japan's fifth prime minister in four years, Smith said, "There is a lack of stability in Japanese political thinking, but of course, serious instability in terms of governance."
She also said there was "a certain amount of disunity, or at least the appearance of disunity," in the government of Kan's predecessor, Yukio Hatoyama, who resigned last week after some eight months in office.
"People were saying different things. It wasn't clear which way the government was going" under Hatoyama, Smith said, adding that what is needed now is a cohesive policy team.
Smith said she finds the elevation of Kan "refreshing," as he is not from a political family, unlike the four previous prime ministers, who were all descended from former leaders.
Coming from a citizen activist background, Kan's starting point is that governance must be responsive to the needs of citizens, as his time as health and welfare minister in 1996 proved, she said.
"If he can carry that perspective effectively into the prime minister's office," Kan will succeed in steering the nation's politics, Smith said. Smith, who has followed Japanese politics over 20 years through various postings, including in Japan, pointed out that Kan and U.S. President Barack Obama may get along well due to their "pretty similar backgrounds."
"Barack Obama is a community organizer from the streets of Chicago. . . . They can relate to where they came from and how they ended up in national politics and how they ended up as leaders of their two countries," she said.
The new government under Kan and the Obama administration need to build "consistent interaction at all levels of the government" to maintain their alliance, Smith said.
With regard to Hatoyama's government, Smith said it did not have "a big strategic vision within which the alliance functioned."
On Japan's postponed national defense program outline, Smith noted that if Tokyo draws up the national defense policy guideline, it will be much easier for the two countries to resolve the issue of how to relocate U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma in Okinawa, as Washington will better understand Japan's strategic priorities.
Calling the base relocation issue "an Achilles heel for the alliance," Smith said the challenge for Kan and his Cabinet, as well as for the U.S. government, is "whether they can persuade the people of Okinawa that they can offer them a better opportunity to reduce the burden."
"It's time to look toward a more mature basing policy as we look forward," she said.



[bookmark: _Toc141735956]Futenma 1AC - 15/21

Lack of action leads to Japanese economic collapse
Rafferty, former managing director at the World Bank, editor in chief of PlainWords Media, a group of journalists specializing in economic development issues June 10, 2010
(“Can Kan Revive Japan?” Special Report for the Japan Times http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/eo20100610a1.html)
Some economists, including foreign ones, say that Japan can relax even with higher ratios than Greece. One reason is that the published figures are gross debts and the net figures are much lower, closer to half the gross ones. More importantly, Japanese debts, unlike those of Greece, or the U.S. or Britain, are predominantly owed to Japanese, not foreigners.
This has allowed Japan to get away with low interest rates on its debts as well as not to worry about a selloff. The benchmark 10-year government bond yield is steady around 1.3 percent because of brisk demand from domestic life insurance companies and banks. According to the Bank of Japan, domestic investors held 94.8 percent of Japanese government bonds at the end of 2009. Cynics say that the old boy network of the Japanese elite means that the institutional investors have no real choice except to swallow the bonds, and no foreign investor would look at such low yields.But even with these factors in Japan's favor, Kan is correct to worry. The rise in numbers is scary. The ministry of finance forecasts that Japan's central government debt could reach ¥973 trillion by the end of the current fiscal year.Apart from conventional concerns such as government borrowing crowding out the private sector and the fear of reaching a tipping point when markets will declare they have had enough even of the Japanese government, the country is running up a heavy burden that future generations will not be able to bear. Damaging effects are already being seen, in household savings rates that have fallen below those of the U.S., and in huge unfunded pensions at big companies because of the low yields of government bonds and the falling stock market, less than 24 percent of its 1989 peak. Unfunded liabilities at Hitachi are ¥1.1 trillion and those at NTT are ¥576 billion, huge gaps and potential disappointments for workers expecting a comfortable retirement, who will then find that the state has no money to pay for their medical and pension bills.What should worry Kan most of all is the lack of any realistic debate on the wide socioeconomic implications of heavy debts, economic stagnation and an aging society. 

Reforms on Kan’s agenda solve deflation and save the crumbling Japan economy
Wall Street Journal, June 18, 2010 “Correct: Japan Govt Aims For Growth Through Investments, Tax Cuts” http://online.wsj.com/article/BT-CO-20100618-703746.html?mod=WSJ_latestheadlines) SM
Prime Minister Naoto Kan's Cabinet approved a 113-page mid- to long-term economic growth strategy that targets the creation of almost 5 million jobs in the environment, health care and tourism by 2020. The plan aims to lower the unemployment rate to below 4% as quickly as possible from about 5% currently.As a first step to generate more demand, the strategy calls for an end to persistent consumer-price falls from the fiscal year starting April 2011. It calls on the Bank of Japan to make "every effort" to accomplish that. The plan also says the yen shouldn't rise excessively as that could hurt export performance.The plan proposes gradually cutting the nation's 40% effective corporate tax rate to 25%, in line with other major counties, to make domestic companies more competitive internationally and attract foreign firms to do business in Japan.The new administration's growth strategy aims at ending the stagnation that has hobbled the world's second largest economy over much of the past two decades. Prices have been falling as consumers, worried about the economic outlook and job security, have tended to save rather than spend.At the same time, leading domestic industries such as electronics manufacturers have faced increasing competition from Asian neighbors such as South Korea and China. The government wants to turn the country's economic fortunes around by banishing deflation and encouraging the growth of new industries.It won't be easy. The government's ability to make new investments to spur growth is limited by its huge debt, the largest in the industrialized world and nearly twice the size of annual growth domestic product. Japan also has found it hard to overcome deflation, which has pecked at the economy for over a decade. Consumer prices have fallen for 14 straight months.The Kan administration targets average GDP growth exceeding 2% on an inflation-adjusted basis, and 3% on a nominal basis over the next 10 years. But those are ambitious goals for an economy that in recent years has ranged between growth of 2% and contractions of as much as 3%.The government's targets could be difficult to realize because deflationary pressure may persist as the population declines, said Mizuho Research Institute economist Hirokata Kusaba. A shrinking population could lead to a shortage of demand, driving prices downward."As the Japanese economy is recovering at a gradual pace, in part helped by downturns in past years, the plan is a bit aggressive," Kusaba said.To pump up the economy, the plan says policy makers should focus on seven major areas expected to stimulate growth: the environment; health care; trade and business with other Asian countries; tourism and revitalization of regional economies; science and technology; job training and employment opportunities for groups such as the newly retired; and improvement of financial circumstances.The environment and health care are seen as particularly promising. By putting Japan's technological 
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continued
expertise toward environmental innovation, the government hopes to create 1.4 million new jobs. And as the country's population ages, health care is expected to become an even bigger industry that could create 2.84 million new jobs, according to the government's strategy. The two areas are each expected to produce Y50 trillion in new demand.The new strategy also envisions 560,000 new jobs and Y11 trillion in new demand from increased tourism, and 190,000 jobs and Y12 trillion in new demand from rising business ties with Asia.It wants Japan to become an Asian hub for global business. To help achieve this, it will take steps such as giving corporate tax breaks to foreign firms, streamlining immigration and subsidizing large-scale investments. The government says it will consider the details of such steps and start implementing them from fiscal 2011.The government will also establish a "comprehensive exchange" that deals broadly with securities and commodities to boost overseas investment by facilitating foreign investments in financial products.The administration's growth strategy is broadly in line with the policy direction the previous administration of Yukio Hatoyama, which also called for growth in environment, health care and Asia-related businesses. But calls for a corporate tax cut and a quick end to deflation--which could put pressure on the central bank to ease monetary policy further--are new. Kan took over as Japan's prime minister after Hatoyama resigned earlier this month."My thinking is, no reform no growth," said Hiromichi Shirakawa, chief economist at Credit Suisse. "The bottom line is, unless we put an end to deflation, nobody wants to borrow money and the economy cannot revive."
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That’s Global war, and extinction
Walter Russell Mead, Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, 09, Henry A. Kissinger , 2/4/2009 (,“Only Makes You Stronger,” The New Republic, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2)
The damage to China's position is more subtle. The crisis has not--yet--led to the nightmare scenario that China-watchers fear: a recession or slowdown producing the kind of social unrest that could challenge the government. That may still come to pass--the recent economic news from China has been consistently worse than most experts predicted--but, even if the worst case is avoided, the financial crisis has nevertheless had significant effects. For one thing, it has reminded China that its growth remains dependent on the health of the U.S. economy. For another, it has shown that China's modernization is likely to be long, dangerous, and complex rather than fast and sweet, as some assumed.  In the lead-up to last summer's Beijing Olympics, talk of a Chinese bid to challenge America's global position reached fever pitch, and the inexorable rise of China is one reason why so many commentators are fretting about the "post-American era." But suggestions that China could grow at, say, 10 percent annually for the next 30 years were already looking premature before the economic downturn. (In late 2007, the World Bank slashed its estimate of China's GDP by 40 percent, citing inaccuracies in the methods used to calculate purchasing power parity.) And the financial crisis makes it certain that China's growth is likely to be much slower during some of those years. Already exports are falling, unemployment is rising, and the Shanghai stock market is down about 60 percent.  At the same time, Beijing will have to devote more resources and more attention to stabilizing Chinese society, building a national health care system, providing a social security net, and caring for an aging population, which, thanks to the one-child policy, will need massive help from the government to support itself in old age. Doing so will leave China fewer resources for military build-ups and foreign adventures. As the crisis has forcefully reminded Americans, creating and regulating a functional and flexible financial system is difficult. Every other country in the world has experienced significant financial crises while building such systems, and China is unlikely to be an exception.  All this means that China's rise looks increasingly like a gradual process. A deceleration in China's long-term growth rate would postpone indefinitely the date when China could emerge as a peer competitor to the United States. The present global distribution of power could be changing slowly, if at all.  The greatest danger both to U.S.-China relations and to American power itself is probably not that China will rise too far, too fast; it is that the current crisis might end China's growth miracle. In the worst-case scenario, the turmoil in the international economy will plunge China into a major economic downturn. The Chinese financial system will implode as loans to both state and private enterprises go bad. Millions or even tens of millions of Chinese will be unemployed in a country without an effective social safety net. The collapse of asset bubbles in the stock and property markets will wipe out the savings of a generation of the Chinese middle class. The political consequences could include dangerous unrest--and a bitter climate of anti-foreign feeling that blames others for China's woes. (Think of Weimar Germany, when both Nazi and communist politicians blamed the West for Germany's economic travails.) Worse, instability could lead to a vicious cycle, as nervous investors moved their money out of the country, further slowing growth and, in turn, fomenting ever-greater bitterness. Thanks to a generation of rapid economic growth, China has so far been able to manage the stresses and conflicts of modernization and change; nobody knows what will happen if the growth stops.  India's future is also a question. Support for global integration is a fairly recent development in India, and many serious Indians remain skeptical of it. While India's 60-year-old democratic system has resisted many shocks, a deep economic recession in a country where mass poverty and even hunger are still major concerns could undermine political order, long-term growth, and India's attitude toward the United States and global economic integration. The violent Naxalite insurrection plaguing a significant swath of the country could get worse; religious extremism among both Hindus and Muslims could further polarize Indian politics; and India's economic miracle could be nipped in the bud.  If current market turmoil seriously damaged the performance and prospects of India and China, the current crisis could join the Great Depression in the list of economic events that changed history, even if the recessions in the West are relatively short and mild. The United States should stand ready to assist Chinese and Indian financial authorities on an emergency basis--and work very hard to help both countries escape or at least weather any economic downturn. It may test the political will of the Obama administration, but the United States must avoid a protectionist response to the economic slowdown. U.S. moves to limit market access for Chinese and Indian producers could poison relations for years. For billions of people in nuclear-armed countries to emerge from this crisis believing either that the United States was indifferent to their well-being or that it had profited from their distress could damage U.S. foreign policy far more severely than any mistake made by George W. Bush.     It's not just the great powers whose trajectories have been affected by the crash. 
Lesser powers like Saudi Arabia and Iran also face new constraints. The crisis has strengthened the U.S. position in the Middle East as falling oil prices reduce Iranian influence and increase the dependence of the oil sheikdoms on U.S. protection. Success in Iraq--however late, however undeserved, however limited--had already improved the Obama administration's prospects for addressing regional crises. Now, the collapse in oil prices has put the Iranian regime on the defensive. The annual inflation rate rose above 29 percent last September, up from about 17 percent in 2007, according to Iran's Bank Markazi. Economists forecast that Iran's real GDP growth will drop markedly in the coming months as stagnating oil revenues and the continued global economic downturn force the government to rein in its expansionary fiscal policy.  All this has weakened Ahmadinejad at home and Iran abroad. Iranian officials must balance the relative merits of support for allies like Hamas, Hezbollah, and Syria against domestic needs, while international sanctions and other diplomatic sticks have been made more painful and Western carrots (like trade opportunities) have become more attractive. Meanwhile, Saudi Arabia and other oil states have become more dependent on the United States for protection against Iran, and they have fewer resources to fund religious extremism as they use diminished oil revenues to support basic domestic spending and development goals. None of this makes the Middle East an easy target for U.S. diplomacy, but thanks in part to the economic crisis, the incoming administration has the chance to try some new ideas and to enter negotiations with Iran (and Syria) from a position of enhanced strength.     Every crisis is different, but there seem to be reasons why, over time, financial crises on balance reinforce rather than undermine the world position of the leading capitalist countries. Since capitalism first emerged in early modern Europe, the ability to exploit the advantages of rapid economic development has been a key factor in international competition. Countries 
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that can encourage--or at least allow and sustain--the change, dislocation, upheaval, and pain that capitalism often involves, while providing their tumultuous market societies with appropriate regulatory and legal frameworks, grow swiftly. produce cutting-edge technologies that translate into military and economic power. They are able to invest in education, making their workforces ever more productive. They typically develop liberal political institutions and cultural norms that value, or at least tolerate, dissent and that allow people of different political and religious viewpoints to collaborate on 
a vast social project of modernization--and to maintain political stability in the face of accelerating social and economic change. The vast productive capacity of leading capitalist powers gives them the ability to project influence around the world and, to some degree, to remake the world to suit their own interests and preferences.  This is what the United Kingdom and the United States have done in past centuries, and what other capitalist powers like France, Germany, and Japan have done to a lesser extent. In these countries, the social forces that support the idea of a competitive market economy within an appropriately liberal legal and political framework are relatively strong.  But, in many other countries where capitalism rubs people the wrong way, this is not the case. On either side of the Atlantic, for example, the Latin world is often drawn to anti-capitalist movements and rulers on both the right and the left. Russia, too, has never really taken to capitalism and liberal society--whether during the time of the czars, the commissars, or the post-cold war leaders who so signally failed to build a stable, open system of liberal democratic capitalism even as many former Warsaw Pact nations were making rapid transitions. Partly as a result of these internal cultural pressures, and partly because, in much of the world, capitalism has appeared as an unwelcome interloper, imposed by foreign forces and shaped to fit foreign rather than domestic interests and preferences, many countries are only half-heartedly capitalist. When crisis strikes, they are quick to decide that capitalism is a failure and look for alternatives.  So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies.  As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again.  None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born?
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The Futenma base is useless, and closing it could quell public opposition
John Feffer, the co-director of foreign policy in Focus at the Institute for Foreign Policy Studies, March 6, 2010, Asia Times, ”Okinawa and the New Domino Effect,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh01.html,) SM
The Futenma base - and its potential replacement - would be well situated, should Washington ever decide to send rapid response units to the Taiwan Strait, the South China Sea, or the Korean peninsula. Strategic planners in Washington like to speak of the "tyranny of distance", of the difficulty of getting "boots on the ground" from Guam or Hawaii in case of an East Asian emergency. Yet the actual strategic value of Futenma is, at best, questionable. The South Koreans are more than capable of dealing with any contingency on the peninsula. And the United States frankly has plenty of firepower by air (Kadena) and sea (Yokosuka) within hailing distance of China. A couple thousand Marines won't make much of a difference (though the leathernecks strenuously disagree). However, in a political environment in which the Pentagon is finding itself making tough choices between funding counterinsurgency wars and old Cold War weapons systems, the "China threat" lobby doesn't want to give an inch. Failure to relocate the Futenma base within Okinawa might be the first step down a slippery slope that could potentially put at risk billions of dollars in Cold War weapons still in the production line. It's hard to justify buying all the fancy toys without a place to play with them. And that's one reason the Obama administration has gone to the mat to pressure Tokyo to adhere to the 2006 agreement. It even dispatched Secretary of Defense Robert Gates to the Japanese capital last October in advance of president Obama's own Asian tour. Like an impatient father admonishing an obstreperous teenager, Gates lectured the Japanese "to move on" and abide by the agreement - to the irritation of both the new government and the public. (See Gates gets grumpy in Tokyo, October 28, 2009) The punditocracy has predictably closed ranks behind a bipartisan Washington consensus that the new Japanese government should become as accustomed to its junior status as its predecessor and stop making a fuss. The Obama administration is frustrated with "Hatoyama's amateurish handling of the issue," writes Washington Post editorial page editor Fred Hiatt. "What has resulted from Mr Hatoyama's failure to enunciate a clear strategy or action plan is the biggest political vacuum in over 50 years," adds Victor Cha, former director of Asian affairs at the National Security Council. Neither analyst acknowledges that Tokyo's only "failure" or "amateurish" move was to stand up to Washington. "The dispute could undermine security in East Asia on the 50th anniversary of an alliance that has served the region well," intoned The Economist more bluntly. "Tough as it is for Japan's new government, it needs to do most, though not all, of the caving in." The Hatoyama government is by no means radical, nor is it anti-American. It isn't preparing to demand that all, or even many, US bases close. It isn't even preparing to close any of the other three dozen (or so) bases on Okinawa. Its modest pushback is confined to Futenma, where it finds itself between the rock of Japanese public opinion and the hard place of Pentagon pressure. Those who prefer to achieve Washington's objectives with Japan in a more roundabout fashion counsel patience. "If America undercuts the new Japanese government and creates resentment among the Japanese public, then a victory on Futenma could prove Pyrrhic," writes Joseph Nye, the architect of US Asia policy during the Clinton years. 
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[bookmark: _Toc141422197]And U.S. firm commitment to the relocation of Futenma is complacent with outdated Cold-War thinking, the plan acknowledges Japan’s modern role in the alliance and creates more stable relations
[bookmark: _Toc141422198]J.E. Dyer, journalist and former intelligence analyst, who served internationally for US Naval intelligence from 1983 to 2004   March 11, 2010 “Past Time to Rethink Our Approach to Japan,” http://hotair.com/greenroom/archives/2010/03/11/past-time-to-rethink-our-approach-to-japan/” ) SM
“Smart power” from the Obama administration is looking downright differently-abled to basically everyone outside the United States, where if most people think about Japan it’s because they own a Toyota or they love the Winter Olympics, or just like ‘em some sushi or yakisoba.The Brits perceive us as having a tiff with Japan.  Asia-based The Diplomat perceives us as having a tiff with Japan.  The Chinese perceive us as having a rift with Japan.  Al Jazeera perceives us as having a tiff with Japan.  The New York Times perceives us as having a tiff with Japan.  The Japanese perceive us as having a tiff with Japan.Newsweek offers a rare contrasting view pointing out that in some key ways, even if we are, in fact, having a tiff with Japan, our relations are still strong.But the current situation is troubling, because what it amounts to is the Obama administration being dismissively recalcitrant about something that does, in fact, involve Japanese sovereignty and Japan’s mastery of her own destiny.  The situation is that we want to move a Marine Corps air base to Futenma on Okinawa – from its previous location on Okinawa – and Okinawans don’t want the base at Futenma.  (They want it gone altogether.)  There’s been resistance to it for some time, but a previous Japanese government concluded an agreement with the Bush administration in 2006 to go ahead with the Futenma move.  Since the new prime minister, Yukio Hatoyama, formed his government in September 2009, however, Japan has been rethinking the 2006 agreement. There were different ways to handle this, but what the Obama administration has done is insist, with what is perceived as summary rudeness, that the 2006 agreement be honored.  Hatoyama signaled in December that his government would not simply agree to that right away, and announced that a final decision would be given no earlier than May.  Hillary Clinton called in the Japanese ambassador and gave him a talking to.  Obama himself declined requests for a personal sidebar with Prime Minister Hatoyama at the Copenhagen summit (although since he also declined such requests from Gordon Brown, Hatoyama might not need to feel super-especially slighted.  “Diss our best allies” seems to be one of the principles of Obamian Smart Power).Now senior American officials are visiting Japan and being interviewed every other week uttering veiled threats about the consequences, if Japan doesn’t stop with the domestic politics already, and just move forward with the Futenma base.Have we lost our minds?  For one thing, what happened to all that Obama business about shedding arrogance and being solicitous of the rest of the world?  If we went by his administration’s rhetoric and supposed aspirations, we’d think that if the Okinawans don’t want a Marine air base, Obama would be the first one to listen and take their concerns to heart.  Indeed, if Republican senators under a GOP administration were over in Japan telling the Japanese that Futenma is the place we need to put the base, Obama would probably lead the charge against such “imperialism.”But there’s a more fundamental issue here, and it makes the Obama administration’s weird inflexibility particularly ill-timed.  The issue’s origin is very simple:  time has passed.  The world has changed in some important ways since 1945.  We haven’t given our alliance with Japan a really fresh, critical look since Nixon handed Okinawa back in 1971, and it’s high time we did.The UK Guardian article linked above comes, like most such treatments, from the perspective that the only alternative to a divisive tiff between the US and Japan is the restoration (or at least reaffirmation) of the post-1971 status quo in our relationship.  But that status quo is losing support in Japan, and it’s not because the Japanese “don’t like us,” or because they want to reemerge as an imperial power and start talking about Co-Prosperity Spheres again.  It’s because the justification for the features of Japan’s role in the alliance is starting to crumble.Most Americans aren’t aware that Japan pays the cost of maintaining the military bases we use there.  It costs the Japanese a lot of money to host our forces.  That feature of our relationship might not be called into question if there were no dispute over how many bases there should be, and where they should go – but there is.  If there were still a Soviet Union rattling a big saber short miles across the La Perouse Strait from Hokkaido, such disputes might loom smaller in Japan’s domestic politics.  But there isn’t.  It’s shortsighted to dismiss an emerging sense among Japanese voters that they’d be perfectly safe with fewer bases hosting fewer US forces on their islands, and it’s downright obnoxious to demand that the national government behave as if that sense didn’t exist, or wasn’t a real and serious factor in its internal obligations to its people.Japan has every right to her own evolving perceptions about her security requirements.  This is a voluntary alliance, not the Warsaw Pact.  We may not like all of those evolving perceptions, and they may present inconvenient decision points for us, but throwing diplomatic tantrums is exactly, and I mean precisely, the wrong way to handle such developments.  The truth is, our relationship with Japan has to evolve.  We can grunt angrily and resist, or we can get out ahead of the problem and do some rethinking ourselves.  That’s what we have State and Defense Departments for:  to think ahead of current conditions to what will 
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position us for future ones.What we should want is to manage our way to a new, more sustainable relationship with Japan.  The day is going to come when we assume more of the cost of basing forces there, and probably have to keep fewer on the Japanese islands anyway.  This need only happen in alarming, confrontational jolts if we sit around twiddling our thumbs and assuming nothing has to change.  It’s not a bad thing to contemplate our alliance with Japan evolving to a different basis.  It’s a necessity, but it’s also a positive opportunity.I think we will always want to count Japan as an ally – an official military ally, by treaty agreement – but our alliance in 2010 and beyond doesn’t have to have exactly the same features as our alliance up to now.  Getting on a new footing with Japan isn’t something to be feared, it’s something to be planned, negotiated, and managed.The signals our moves send to China and Russia (as well as everyone from India to Australia) will also matter tremendously.  It’s not to our advantage at all for the US-Japan alliance to appear grudging, and maintained mainly out of fear of China.  (It’s not to Japan’s either; Japan is and will always be too big for China to intimidate militarily anyway, without China rattling sabers that would bring retribution down on her from elsewhere.)
The US has a permanent interest in an East Asia that is not under the domination of a hostile hegemon, but is as democratized as feasible and open to trade, travel, and cultural exchange.  This interest is common up the scale of national interests, from pure defense (we can’t let the other side of the Pacific become an armed imperium), to trading interests, to our national interest in promoting liberalization and consensual self-government.  This should be our starting point for strategy – not the exact wording of today’s Status of Forces Agreement with Japan.  The latter is something that can change over time without compromising our security or interests.  As Lord Palmerston famously said, it’s the interests that endure.
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Okinawa base issue will derail Kan’s public popularity 
Kyodo News 6/11, 2010 “Stability, unity key to Kan’s success: expert http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/nn20100611f2.html)
WASHINGTON — Ensuring stability and unity, unlike the previous administration, is key to the success of the new government of Prime Minister Naoto Kan, according to a U.S. expert. "Stability in governance and unity in terms of the execution of policy, both domestic and foreign policy, I think, will be very key to Mr. Kan's success," Sheila Smith, senior fellow for Japan studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, said in a recent interview.Noting Kan is Japan's fifth prime minister in four years, Smith said, "There is a lack of stability in Japanese political thinking, but of course, serious instability in terms of governance." She also said there was "a certain amount of disunity, or at least the appearance of disunity," in the government of Kan' predecessor, Yukio Hatoyama, who resigned last week after some eight months in office."People were saying different things. It wasn't clear which way the government was going" under Hatoyama, Smith said, adding that what is needed now is a cohesive policy team.Smith said she finds the elevation of Kan "refreshing," as he is not from a political family, unlike the four previous prime ministers, who were all descended from former leaders.Coming from a citizen activist background, Kan's starting point is that governance must be responsive to the needs of citizens, as his time as health and welfare minister in 1996 proved, she said."If he can carry that perspective effectively into the prime minister's office," Kan will succeed in steering the nation's politics, Smith said. Smith, who has followed Japanese politics over 20 years through various postings, including in Japan, pointed out that Kan and U.S. President Barack Obama may get along well due to their "pretty similar backgrounds.""Barack Obama is a community organizer from the streets of Chicago. . . . They can relate to where they came from and how they ended up in national politics and how they ended up as leaders of their two countries," she said.The new government under Kan and the Obama administration need to build "consistent interaction at all levels of the government" to maintain their alliance, Smith said.With regard to Hatoyama's government, Smith said it did not have "a big strategic vision within which the alliance functioned."On Japan's postponed national defense program outline, Smith noted that if Tokyo draws up the national defense policy guideline, it will be much easier for the two countries to resolve the issue of how to relocate U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma in Okinawa, as Washington will better understand Japan's strategic priorities.Calling the base relocation issue "an Achilles heel for the alliance," Smith said the challenge for Kan and his Cabinet, as well as for the U.S. government, is "whether they can persuade the people of Okinawa that they can offer them a better opportunity to reduce the burden.""It's time to look toward a more mature basing policy as we look forward," she said.
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Futenma dispute unpopular with opposition parties
Japan Today, 5/24/10, http://www.japantoday.com/category/politics/view/opposition-blasts-hatoyama-for-going-back-on-promise-on-futemma
Opposition parties laid into Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama on Sunday for reneging on his promise to seek to move a contentious U.S. Marine base outside Okinawa Prefecture, saying that it has amounted to a betrayal of the wishes of local people.Hatoyama announced the plan to relocate the Futenma Air Station in Ginowan to an area around Henoko, a coastal area in Nago on the same main island of Okinawa, during talks with Gov Hirokazu Nakaima in the prefectural capital of Naha earlier in the day. In so doing, he dashed the hopes of Okinawa people seeking to reduce the footprint of U.S. forces on their island.‘‘It has become clear that, realistically, it is difficult to resolve the matter by the end of May,’’ Liberal Democratic Party chief Sadakazu Tanigaki said in Sasebo, Nagasaki Prefecture, referring to a deadline Hatoyama had vowed to keep in securing the agreement of the major parties concerned.    ‘‘The next prime minister would find it difficult to work if the public thinks a remark about staking one’s job is as light as Hatoyama has made it seem,’’ he said, urging the prime minister either to quit or to call a snap general election. Hatoyama said last month that he will stake his political fortunes on resolving the base question, as his government continued to review a bilateral relocation deal reached by the previous LDP-led government.   Tanigaki said his party will consider submitting to parliament a no-confidence motion against Hatoyama. Natsuo Yamaguchi, who heads the smaller opposition New Komeito party, criticized Hatoyama as not being qualified to be prime minister, telling reporters in the city of Saitama, ‘‘He betrayed the people of the prefecture by raising their hopes for Futenma’s relocation outside the prefecture.’‘    Hatoyama is trying to resolve the matter ‘‘in a fraudulent manner,’’ he said. In a statement, Japanese Communist Party policy chief Akira Koike called Hatoyama’s action ‘‘the worst betrayal’’ of the people of Okinawa and the Japanese public, saying that the government’s effort to find a new relocation site has clearly broken down.    Koike went on to call for an unconditional removal of the Futenma facility, whose closure and return to the Japanese side is tied to the relocation of its air operations to a coastal area of the Marines’ Camp Schwab in Henoko by 2014 under a 2006 agreement reached between Japan and the United States.   
Your Party leader Yoshimi Watanabe called for Hatoyama to step down, telling reporters in the city of Chiba that the prime minister must take responsibility for raising the hopes of the people of Okinawa for Futenma’s relocation outside of the prefecture.    Okinawa hosts the bulk of the facilities used exclusively by the U.S. military in Japan.   
Before coming to power, Hatoyama, as president of the then main opposition Democratic Party of Japan, said he would seek to relocate Futenma’s functions outside Okinawa to reduce the prefecture’s base-hosting burdens.
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Kan’s credibility
Wall Street Journal, 7/12, 10, "Weakened Kan Faces Deadlines on Okinawa", http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703580104575360660021162180.html)
Japanese Prime Minister Naoto Kan, badly bruised in Sunday's national elections, soon must turn to the issue of a U.S. military base on Okinawa—a politically charged matter that forced the resignation of his predecessor just over a month ago.
The base wasn't a prominent factor in the campaign, but Sunday's results could make it harder for the weakened Mr. Kan to keep the promises the Japanese government made to the Obama administration. The prime minister told the U.S. he would move forward with the plan, aimed at keeping a large Marine presence on the southern island.
The first test comes at the end of August: The previous prime minister, Yukio Hatoyama, had promised Washington an agreement with the U.S. on details of the controversial base location plan, including configuration and construction methods, by then. Mr. Kan has pledged to follow Mr. Hatoyama's commitments on Okinawa. In the months following that deadline, local elections in Okinawa could further lock local politicians into opposing Tokyo's attempts to move the American base to a new community.The Pentagon declined immediate comment on the vote. 
The tensions revolve around a 2006 agreement between the two countries to shuffle U.S. troops in Okinawa to make them more politically acceptable to the local population. The agreement calls for the U.S. to move 8,000 Marines to Guam by 2014 and to shift part of an existing Okinawa helicopter facility to a rural part of the island from a densely populated area. The aim is to diminish local hostility to the Marine presence, which has been stoked by a rape case and a helicopter crash.
While the deal reduces the number of Marines on Okinawa, it leaves thousands there, and it doesn't go far enough for many Okinawans, who want the base moved off the island entirely. The ruling Democratic Party of Japan had endorsed that view last year and promised base opponents it would support their cause. But Mr. Hatoyama changed his position under pressure from the U.S.The issue didn't get much attention in a campaign dominated by domestic issues, such as Mr. Kan's pledge to raise the national sales tax to help cut the national debt. The parties that Mr. Kan is likely to invite into a new ruling coalition have either endorsed the U.S. plan or haven't vocally opposed it. In that sense, Mr. Kan may be freer than Mr. Hatoyama to move forward in implementing the U.S. agreement. Mr. Hatoyama's coalition included the left-leaning Social Democratic Party of Japan, which strongly opposes the U.S. military presence in Okinawa—and which left the coalition when Mr. Hatoyama reversed course.But even with support from coalition partners, the issue will require a strong leader to push implantation over powerful local opposition. And Mr. Kan's political capital appears to have been sapped by Sunday's vote, in which his party lost seats.Looking to smooth ties with Washington, Mr. Kan pledged at the outset of his administration to abide by the latest bilateral agreement and called the decades-old security alliance the linchpin of his foreign policy. The challenge he now faces is demonstrating a commitment to implementing the base relocation and repairing relations with the U.S., while working to shift public sentiment on the issue in Okinawa, where the pact is so deeply unpopular that the DPJ chose not to run its own candidate on the southern island.Sheila Smith, a senior fellow for Japan at the Council on Foreign Relations, said the sense of betrayal and anger by Okinawans toward the central government is so strong that changing the sentiment will be very difficult."The situation is probably the worst it has ever been in terms of political sensitivity," said Ms. Smith, who has followed the Okinawa issue closely.In a statement Friday asking Japan and the U.S. to review the base-relocation agreement, the Okinawa prefectural assembly said the pact went "over the heads" of the locals and ignored the protests of the people who want the base moved off the island.
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Reversing Japanese deflation key to global economic recovery
Weiss, president of Regent Wealth Management Group, 12/7/09, (New Haven Register “Japan’s deflation could have global ripple effect” http://www.nhregister.com/articles/2009/12/27/business/f2-weiss27.txt)
JAPAN has the second-largest economy in the world, and many countries including the U.S. and U.K. are inextricably linked to it. What happens there today will likely have long-term consequences for us.  So how much should we worry about Japan’s current economic difficulties? Are they big enough and serious enough to merit the attention that the world media are showing?  If Japan’s Finance Minister Hirohisa Fuji is to be believed, yes.  He argues that the strength of the yen is creating serious problems for the export market — Japan’s economic engine — and threatening the nation’s recovery from the worst recession since the end of World War II.  The situation, Fuji said, is “one sided” and harmful to the economy.  If unchecked, he fears some of the largest global creditors will succumb to a dangerous spiral of deflation, falling prices and ever cheaper imports and raw materials.  Japan’s deflation rate during October seemed to pass almost unnoticed at — 2.5 percent — the worst deflation in Japanese history.  The new government of Yukio Hatoyama has been driven to acknowledge that all is not well. What the Hatoyama administration does not appear willing to do is tackle this renewed specter of deflation head-on.  The hesitation could prove catastrophic for Japan and for global recovery in general.  Prices are, to be fair, not yet completely out of control. However, if the Bank of Japan is right and the trend continues for a few more years, the situation could easily become unmanageable.  What makes this particularly concerning is that circumstances today are very different than those Japan faced between 2001 and 2006. Then the world economy was thriving, and Japan’s powerful export industry was able to kick-start the economy. Today, world economies are significantly weaker, and the yen is among the world’s stronger currencies.  On the slightly positive side, unemployment figures are down for the first time in months. A great many commentators maintain, however, that the risk of deflation is too great to ignore and that if something isn’t done to reduce the growing pressure on exporters such as Sony, Toyota and Honda, the employment progress may be little more than a blip.  The Bank of Japan now has the opportunity to lead from the front and to at least consider initiatives such as increasing government-bond purchases and setting new monetary targets. Japan is in an unenviable position since almost every course of action would likely weaken the yen. Internally this would create all sorts of headaches for the Hatoyama administration, and governance would be even trickier than usual.  Internationally the ramifications would be just as prickly — particularly when it comes to Japan’s trading partners. Still, the current wait-and-see policy cannot continue, and action of some sort must inevitably occur. Japan’s debt situation is indeed grim.  According to statisticians, Japan’s rate of debt growth compared with GDP should reach 218 percent this year, 227 percent next year and 246 percent in five years.  Japan’s future prosperity rests on the decisions it will make in the coming months. Not all the decisions will be welcomed, at least in the short term, but there is a growing call for the government to do more than observe.  The risk of deflation must be challenged and beaten if Japan is to reverse the slide in its future growth. The question the Bank of Japan and Yukio Hatoyama’s administration must consider is whether a weaker yen today is a price worth paying for a stronger and healthier economy tomorrow.
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After delaying efforts to mitigate the impact of American Military base, tensions continue to rise
New York Times, 7/20, 2010 (Martin Fackler, 7/20/10, " Japan: Decision on US Base Not Likely Before November ", http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/21/world/asia/21briefs-JAPAN.html, DH)
Japan's defense minister said Tuesday that a decision on relocating an American air base on Okinawa may not be possible until at least November, further delaying resolution of a dispute that has hurt Tokyo's relations with Washington. The defense minister, Toshimi Kitazawa, said a decision might have to wait until after a local governor's election, as his government faces stiff local resistance to keeping the base, the United States Marine Air Station Futenma, on the island. Japan's former prime minister, Yukio Hatoyama, had announced that Tokyo would move the base to a less populated part of the island. But Okinawans fiercely oppose the base, which has become a symbol of a heavy American military presence. 

Kan postpones statements on Okinawa, proving their political importance
Bloomberg, 7/25, 2010, " Kan to Defer US Base Decision Until After Okinawa Election, Kyodo Says ", http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-07-25/kan-to-defer-u-s-base-decision-until-after-okinawa-election-kyodo-says.html, DH)
Japan will defer a decision on construction methods and other details for a planned relocated U.S. military base on the southern island of Okinawa, Kyodo News reported, citing unidentified government sources. 
Japan doesn’t want to conclude the plan before local Okinawa elections on Nov. 28, the report said. 
Prime Minister Naoto Kan, Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada and Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa will discuss the matter tomorrow, the report said
[bookmark: _Toc141715723][bookmark: _Toc141735968]
Base is key to Kans Public Support

Kan has to hold strong on base issues to maintain public support,
Japan Economic Newswire, 01 (8/17/01, "DPJ's Okada plays down Kan comment on U.S. Marines", lexis, DH)
[bookmark: ORIGHIT_4][bookmark: HIT_4][bookmark: ORIGHIT_5][bookmark: HIT_5][bookmark: ORIGHIT_6][bookmark: HIT_6][bookmark: ORIGHIT_7][bookmark: HIT_7][bookmark: ORIGHIT_8][bookmark: HIT_8][bookmark: ORIGHIT_9][bookmark: HIT_9][bookmark: ORIGHIT_10][bookmark: HIT_10][bookmark: ORIGHIT_11][bookmark: HIT_11][bookmark: ORIGHIT_12][bookmark: HIT_12][bookmark: ORIGHIT_13][bookmark: HIT_13][bookmark: ORIGHIT_14][bookmark: HIT_14][bookmark: ORIGHIT_15][bookmark: HIT_15][bookmark: ORIGHIT_17][bookmark: HIT_17][bookmark: ORIGHIT_18][bookmark: HIT_18][bookmark: ORIGHIT_19][bookmark: HIT_19][bookmark: ORIGHIT_20][bookmark: HIT_20][bookmark: ORIGHIT_21][bookmark: HIT_21]The policy chief of the Japanese opposition Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) on Thursday played down a comment by Secretary General Naoto Kan that the U.S. Marines should pull out of Okinawa, saying it is not the party's official policy. Speaking after a lecture at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington, Katsuya Okada, who chairs the party's Policy Research Committee, said Kan probably made the remark in a bid to draw voter attention during campaigning for last month's House of Councillors election. On July 21 Kan visited Okinawa, the nation's southernmost prefecture hosting three-quarters of the U.S. military presence in Japan, as part of a stumping tour for the July 29 upper house election. At a news conference there, referring to the U.S. Marine Corps, Kan said, 'Even if it is not in Okinawa, it will not necessarily be a major disadvantage for Japan's security.' A pullout of the Marines 'should not have a major impact on the U.S. strategy for the Far East. We should perhaps formerly propose through diplomatic channels that (the Marines) return to U.S. territory,' he said. Okada said, 'We were fighting a tough election battle in Okinawa. Out of a desire for us to win, (Kan) was led to make such a remark.' 'Mr. Kan has a tendency to honey his words on such occasions. It is not an official view of the DPJ,' Okada added. Okada's denial of Kan's comment underscores the opposition party's disarray over security policy. The DPJ has not formulated an official policy on the U.S. military presence but during the upper house election campaign the party pledged to 'promote consolidation and reduction of U.S. bases that are concentrated in Okinawa.' Many people in Okinawa are hoping for a reduced presence of the U.S. military. In response to Okada's remark, Kan, speaking to reporters in Tokyo on Friday, stuck to his words. Consolidation and reduction of U.S. bases include a pullout of U.S. Marines and it 'was not just a whimsical remark but reflects a growing view' for the pullout, he said without elaborating further. A candidate fielded by the ruling Liberal Democratic Party defeated a candidate recommended by the DPJ and others in Okinawa in the July 29 election. Noboru Shimajiri, representative of the DPJ Okinawa prefectural chapter, said, 'I understand that Mr. Kan made the comment out of his enthusiasm that, once the DPJ assumes the reins of government, it will make the U.S. Marines pull out.' 'We share the same enthusiasm but the party as a whole has yet to have a formal discussion. I think Mr. Okada may have misunderstood Mr. Kan's remark as he did not directly hear it.' Zenko Nakamura, secretary general of a group opposing the relocation of a U.S. military heliport to the city of Nago, northern Okinawa, said Okada's remarks in Washington were 'regrettable.' Nago is to host a military-civilian airport to be built to take over the heliport functions of the U.S. Marine Corps' Futemma Air Station in Ginowan, central Okinawa Island. 'I wonder if it was really necessary to deny the (party seeks) a pullout of the U.S. Marines, even if there is a controversy over the issue within the DPJ,' he said. 'We have high expectations for the party and hope it will come up with policies on U.S. military bases which can win the trust of the people of Okinawa,' he added.  



[bookmark: _Toc141735969][bookmark: _Toc141294663][bookmark: _Toc141422211]**********Japan-U.S. Alliance*********

[bookmark: _Toc141735970]Inherency – Japan abandoning the Okinawa Discussion 

[bookmark: _Toc141294647][bookmark: _Toc141422209]The resignation of Hatoyama has squandered any current communication or opportunities regarding the Okinawa issue, Kan is focusing on the economy and giving lip-service to the Okinawans, delaying any progress 
[bookmark: ORIGHIT_1][bookmark: HIT_1]The International Herald Tribune, June 11, 2010, Lexis Nexis, “The Okinawa Question,” accessed on 7-20-10) SM
Whatever his reasons, it was a promise heavy in historical and emotional significance, which is why Hatoyama's failure to deliver on it had so much political impact. Was Hatoyama doomed to fail from the beginning? Maybe. The Futenma base issue is only the most visible tip of a much larger configuration of issues relating to the foundations of the postwar Japanese state and U.S.-Japan relations. It was naïve to think that Hatoyama could singlehandedly undo a situation that has been more than 60 years in the making.But there are many ways to fail, and Hatoyama failed particularly badly. He reached an agreement with the United States on May 28 about Futenma's relocation despite the strong, vocal and frequent expressions of opposition from Okinawans.The anger at Hatoyama's betrayal shut down channels of communication between Okinawa and the central government and aggravated local mistrust of the center. It has also exacerbated the sense among Okinawans that ''mainland Japan'' is perfectly willing to continue its discriminatory treatment of Okinawa by leaving the island to carry the burden of the U.S.-Japan security relationship from which all Japan benefits.But this is not only about Okinawa. Any serious attempt to address the question of bases on Okinawa cannot avoid the inextricably linked question of the entire U.S.-Japan security arrangement.In mishandling the Futenma issue, Hatoyama squandered the opportunity to start a frank discussion - and perhaps even a rethinking - of what Japan's role in that relationship is, and what it wants from it.This is crucial for Japan as a whole because a conversation about the country's future direction (including its existing security relationships) within a rapidly changing East Asia is becoming increasingly necessary.Hatoyama cast his resignation as taking responsibility for failure on the Futenma issue, but this too, looks likely to hurt the situation. Since his resignation, Japanese media and popular attention to the Futenma issue has collapsed, and Okinawa's base issue faces the very real risk of getting lost in the transition to the new government. Indeed, the new prime minister, Naoto Kan, has made the Japanese economy his primary focus. Regarding Futenma, he reaffirmed the government's commitment to the May 28 agreement with the U.S. while promising (vaguely) to give attention to reducing Okinawa's base burdens.

[bookmark: _Toc141422210]The final re-negotiations of the Futenma Air Station have been delayed until after the gubernatorial elections in Okinawa, signaling the uncertain fate of the base issue  
Associated Press, July 20, 2010, Japan May delay Finalizing U.S. base relocation”  http://www.breitbart.com/article.php?id=D9H2KREO0&show_article=1 , ) SM
Japan may delay finalizing details of the planned relocation of a key U.S. military base within Okinawa Prefecture, Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa suggested Tuesday in reference to the original deadline of August. 
Kitazawa, speaking to reporters after a Cabinet meeting, said the government must pay attention to the result of a gubernatorial election in Okinawa slated for November. 
"We must place importance" on the election to choose the governor "who has the heaviest responsibility for Okinawa," he said. The Japanese and U.S. governments agreed in May to move the U.S. Marine Corps Futenma Air Station within the island prefecture despite strong opposition from locals. The two countries then decided to work out such details of the relocation plan as a specific location and construction methods for the replacement facility by late August after a series of talks. Kitazawa said the government hopes it could avoid forcing people in Okinawa to accept finalized details without any argument, adding, "I think it is likely that we cannot tell anything for sure until after the election." 
His comments signal that the government may not aim to reach a conclusion during the ongoing talks between Japanese and U.S. officials and experts, and will instead only narrow the possible options they could take. 
Tokyo's position of delaying the relocation may cause U.S. backlash. But Kitazawa said, "I believe the U.S. side understands the political situation in Okinawa well." The Japan-U.S. agreement in May said more of the U.S. military drills in Okinawa will be transferred out of the prefecture, naming Tokunoshima Island of Kagoshima Prefecture, Self-Defense Force bases in mainland Japan and the U.S. territory of Guam as possible hosts. The government is now more likely to abandon the Tokunoshima option as it is considering giving up earmarking in the budget for next fiscal year the cost of research in connection with a possible transfer of some U.S. military drills there, government sources said. Cabinet members denied anything has been finalized.  Kitazawa said the government is not yet at a stage where it can decide "whether or not we should give up." 


[bookmark: _Toc141735971]Japan-U.S. Alliance ADV – Internal Link – East Asian Security
 
US-Japan alliance key to East Asian Security. 
Yukio Okamoto, president of Okamoto Associates, Inc and special adviser to the cabinet and chairman of the Japanese prime minister's Task Force on Foreign Relations. 2002, The Washington Quarterly. http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/washington_quarterly/v025/25.2okamoto.html). 
Neither Japan nor the United States has a desire to alter the treaty obligations, much less abrogate the alliance. Nevertheless, exploring potential alternatives to the alliance is worthwhile, if only to illuminate [End Page 71] why it is likely to survive. For Japan, treaty abrogation would result in a security vacuum that could be filled in only one of three ways. The first is armed neutrality, which would mean the development of a Japan ready to repel any threat, including the region's existing and incipient nuclear forces. The second is to establish a regional collective security arrangement. This option would require that the major powers in Asia accept a reduction of their troop strengths down to Japanese levels and accept a common political culture--democracy. Neither of these conditions is likely to be met for decades. The third option, the one outlined in the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty, is for Japan's security to be the responsibility of a permanent UN military force, ready to deploy at a moment's notice to preserve peace and stability in the region. Such a force, of course, does not yet exist. None of the three possible replacements for the Japan-U.S. alliance is realistic. The alternatives also seem certain to increase the likelihood of war in the region, not decrease it--the only reason that Japan would want to leave the U.S.-Japan alliance.  An overview of aftereffects on the United States of an abrogation of the alliance runs along similar lines. In the absence of a robust, UN-based security system, relations between the giant countries of Asia would become uncertain and competitive--too precarious a situation for the United States and the world. The United States would lose access to the facilities on which it relies for power projection in the region. Much more importantly, it would also lose a friend--a wealthy, mature, and loyal friend.  Given the magnitude of the danger that an end of the alliance would pose to both Japan and the United States, both sides will likely want to maintain their security relationship for many years to come. A completely new world would have to emerge for Japan and the United States to no longer need each other. Despite frictions over trade, supposed Japanese passivity, purported U.S. arrogance, and the myriad overwrought "threats to the alliance," the truth is that this military alliance between two democratic states is well-nigh unbreakable--because there are no acceptable alternatives. 
[bookmark: _Toc141422212][bookmark: _Toc141735972]
Japan-U.S. Alliance ADV – Uniqueness – Alliance on Brink 

[bookmark: _Toc141294665][bookmark: _Toc141422216]Japan-U.S. relations teetering on the brink now – DPJ, fiscal issues, and Japan’s dependence on the U.S. proves 
Newseek, July 16, 2010, “Japan-U.S. Relations Could Get Bumpy,” http://www.newsweek.com/2010/07/16/a-fragile-alliance.html,) SM
As the government’s fiscal situation worsens, it becomes less and less likely that Tokyo will take up an ambitious security policy agenda. Fixing the government’s finances is a key step to addressing the other pocketbook issues with which voters are concerned. It is unlikely that a government implementing controversial budget cuts and tax increases would also take up the contentious question of how it should contribute to the defense of Japan and security in East and Central Asia. Its fear would be that the public would punish leaders perceived as focused on problems far from Japanese shores as it implements policies that hurt Japanese households. Moreover, for a cash-strapped government, the status quo, in which Japan limits its defense spending while subsidizing U.S. bases in Japan, continues to suit Japan’s interests. The logic of the Yoshida doctrine—which was formulated during the early postwar period, and which called for low defense spending combined with an alliance founded on U.S. bases in Japan—remains relevant today: Japanese leaders once saw the doctrine as the key to postwar economic development, and now the same policies provide resources for shoring up Japan’s social safety net and halting economic decline.
The irony, then, is that despite the DPJ’s desire for a more equal relationship with the United States, the political and economic logic of austerity suggests that Japan will likely grow even more dependent on the U.S. for its security, with the difference being that the relationship will be more fragile. For Japan, every U.S. initiative toward China will be scrutinized for signs that the U.S. is abandoning Japan in the region. Similarly, for Washington, every initiative to deepen cooperation within East Asia that excludes the U.S. will be questioned and may prompt grumbling about Japanese free-riding. In other words, these are the makings of a tumultuous decade for the alliance.


A stronger Japan-U.S. Alliance is suffering due to Japan’s domestic concerns 
Newseek, July 16, 2010, “Japan-U.S. Relations Could Get Bumpy,” http://www.newsweek.com/2010/07/16/a-fragile-alliance.html,) SM
For a brief moment, Naoto Kan looked like the anchor who could end Japan’s drift. Where his predecessor, Yukio Hatoyama, was a patrician dogged by corruption scandals and perceived as incapable of leading his own government, Kan came into the premiership stressing his own middle-class background. He pledged to recommit the governing Democratic Party of Japan to its ambitious agenda: reversing the country’s long decline by reforming its bureaucracy and social safety net while jump-starting the economy. Moreover, his commitment to replace an aging U.S. air base on Okinawa signaled a possible end to a dispute that had soured relations with Washington and led to Hatoyama’s resignation.
A mere month later, Japan is once again mired in political confusion. In July the DPJ fell well short of a majority in the upper-house elections. It will now have to find either permanent coalition partners or, failing that, parties willing to cooperate on an issue-by-issue basis. Kan has survived his party’s defeat but faces a party leadership election in September that looks certain to be contentious. The result is that the DPJ government will have little choice but to moderate its goals. Accordingly, for U.S. policymakers interested in strengthening the relationship often described as “the cornerstone of peace and security” in East Asia, Japan’s domestic political environment will continue to serve as an obstacle. For the foreseeable future, no government will be in a position to advance major new initiatives, especially those pertaining to Japan’s security policy. And the sad reality is that even if the DPJ had won a convincing victory, Washington’s interest in a more active security partnership—in which Japan would spend more on its armed forces, participate more in overseas operations, and perhaps even revise or reinterpret its Constitution to permit self-defense within the alliance—would continue to face serious obstacles.
[bookmark: _Toc141422217][bookmark: _Toc141735973]
Japan – U.S. Alliance Uniqueness – On the Brink Now 

[bookmark: _Toc141422218]Japan-US alliance is important to balancing power in east Asia, but is strained now
Suvendrini, Kakuchi, June 12, 2010, “Japan-U.S. Pact Crucial to Balance of Power in East Asia”, 06-02-2010 http://www.australia.to/2010/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=3159:japan-us-pact-crucial-to-balance-of-power-in-east-asia&catid=94:breaking-news&Itemid=171, 06-25-2010) SM
A clumsy and failed attempt by Japan's nine-month-old coalition government to change the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty, a post World War II landmark in bilateral relations after the Japanese defeat and often referred to as the lynchpin in Asian regional defence, has shaken domestic politics and fueled East Asian anxiety. Analysts predict tough times for Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama, seen to culminate in his resignation on Wednesday, after he stumbled and sparked a political storm when he tried to move a controversial U.S marine base stationed in Okinawa. Public support for Hatoyama's democratic socialist government slid to 17 percent Monday, an ominous sign of disastrous results in the Upper House elections in July. On the international front, analysts see Japan's political mess spilling into disastrous regional consequences as Japan and the United States struggle to come to a satisfactory conclusion amid domestic anger over Okinawa and a tinderbox situation for U.S. troops facing violence in Afghanistan. ”I would describe the situation in East Asia as dangerous and uncertain,” said international relations expert Takeshi Inoguchi of University of Niigata, a leading foreign studies institution. Inoguchi was referring to heightened alertness in East Asia after South Korea and Japan decided to take stern action against North Korea, which has reacted with its characteristic dogmatism by threatening war even as evidence emerged that it had carried out the sinking of a South Korean warship in March near the maritime border with the authoritarian regime. China, a key player in Asian security, is the lone supporter of the North and is not throwing its weight behind South Korea. Other issues creating tense regional relations include Chinese military activities in Japanese waters that have, for the moment, been smoothed in an agreement forged on Monday to pursue further talks between Chinese premier Wen Jiabao and Hatoyama during the former's visit to Tokyo this week. Inoguchi said it is difficult to predict what will happen next. An unfortunate confluence of factors, namely, ”Japan's weak leadership,” the anticipated victory of the opposition in South Korea's local elections on Wednesday, and Chinese reports of local labour and rural unrest turning into a headache for Beijing, ”can only mean a more explosive East Asia,” he said. Last week Hatoyama fired cabinet minister Mizuho Fukushima, leader of a small leftist party, after she refused to sign a document approving the relocation of the Futenma U.S. military air base to a less crowded part of Okinawa, citing it was against the party's campaign pledge. Professor Masao Okonogi, an expert on the Korean peninsula, says the ongoing political crisis has turned the spotlight once again on the future of the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty, which has long been a thorny issue on the domestic front and a relentless quagmire for Japanese governments. ”Any attempt to change the bilateral military alliance, which the Japanese public thinks is unfair, signals a treacherous path for governments as you can see from what is happening now,” he said. The Japan-U.S. military alliance allows Japan to defend itself from foreign invasion but prevents it from participating in an attack. In addition, Japan is host to the largest number of U.S. military and naval bases in Asia, where they are heavily involved in U.S.-led wars in the region. Japan's defence policy views the Treaty as crucial to efforts to forestall threats posed by North Korea and China, which are seen as potential dangers to Japan's national security. But China and North Korea view the military pact between Japan and the United States as a throwback to Cold War diplomacy. Analysts say any hopes the Japanese public may have had to push for a more equal military alliance with Washington have been dashed as tensions grow and the lack of leadership on the domestic front leaves little room for meaningful negotiation. Professor Akira Kato, an international politics expert at Obirin University, said an equal alliance with the United States would mean allowing Japan to rearm itself. Japan has a formidable Self Defence Force (SDF) that cannot be officially named a military under its postwar pacifist Constitution. A tortuous change enacted in the Japan-U.S. Security Pact two decades ago now permits, among other stipulations, the Japanese SDF to participate in operations with the U.S. security forces stationed in the country. But leftist political parties such as the Social Democratic Party, which has abandoned the ruling coalition over policy disagreements, calls for the opposite. Its policy is to ”scale down the SDF and transform the bilateral Security Pact into peace and goodwill.” Analysts say such foreign policy row is one pressing reason why the Japanese platform, such as what is identified with the conservative Liberal Democratic Party, remains shaky in terms of negotiating for a better deal with the United States over U.S. base relocation. ”With political and public opinion divided, the looming insecurity in East Asia and Japan's shaky politics, the Japan-U.S. security treaty continues to play a fundamental role in Asian security with all its other implications,” said Obirin University's Kato.

Japan – U.S. Alliance Add-On – Proliferation

[bookmark: _Toc141735974][bookmark: _Toc141294662][bookmark: _Toc141422207]First, The security alliance gives Japan no need for militarization, which could spark an arms race
Eric, Vogel, Prof. @ Harvard U, 2003, Asian Studies Newsletter http://www.aasianst.org/Viewpoints/Vogel.htm) SM
Why is the Tokyo government ready to pay the support for the housing of U.S. troops in Okinawa and elsewhere in Japan? Because Japan’s alternatives to a security pact with the United States, developing an independent military capacity to defend themselves or engaging in unarmed neutrality, are less attractive. An independent Japanese military capacity is likely to unnerve the Chinese and Koreans, and the prospects of an arms race between Japan on the one hand and China or Korea on the other, would be high; most Japanese would prefer to have better relations with China and Korea. Unarmed neutrality would leave Japan open to the intimidation of neighbors, including North Korea, something the Japanese public is not likely to tolerate in the long run. Given the alternatives, thoughtful people in the Diet and elsewhere in Japanese policy circles prefer an alliance with the United States. Japanese political leaders who need cooperation from other parties in Japan take a low posture and tone down their proclamations on controversial issues, but when the crunch comes they vote to keep the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance. And that is why so many Japanese politicians support the Guidelines worked out between defense specialists in Japan and the United States to specify what Japan could do to respond in case of emergencies. What is the new role of the U.S.-Japan Security alliance after the end of the cold War? It is to be ready to respond in case of emergencies and to help keep a stable environment so that Japan, China, and Korea do not feel the need to start an arms race in order for each to achieve security. Regional stability is sufficiently important that the United States, having learned the cost of isolationism in 1914 and 1941, is willing to play a considerable role in guaranteeing regional security. Chalmers Johnson wants U.S. troops to pull out of Okinawa but he wants Japan and the United States to keep their treaty alliance. Unfortunately it is not possible to do both. If the United States is to respond quickly to emergencies in places like the Korean peninsula it needs to have troops and supplies readily on hand. The North and South Koreans both know that U.S. troops would defend South Korea if the North attacks because U.S. troops are in Korea and would be affected. Most Japanese believe that U.S. troops would fight to defend Japan. But if U.S. troops were not in Japan, many more Japanese would doubt the U.S. willingness to defend them, and the temptations to develop their own military capacity would be very real; Korea and China would be unlikely to stand idly by. The United States does not negotiate with Okinawa; it negotiates with the government of Japan, in Tokyo, and the Japanese government has chosen to keep bases in Okinawa. U.S. military officials in Okinawa have worked hard and continue to work hard to keep good relations with civilians in Okinawa and to keep incidents to a minimum. We do not live in an ideal dream world where everyone would be perfectly happy. But preserving security in Asia and avoiding a new arms race and regional conflict is too important to the lives of all Asians to be cavalier about advocating U.S. troop withdrawal from Japan without carefully considering the consequences. 

Second, U.S. Security Commitment provides a nuclear umbrella for Japan 
Michael, Green, Associate Professor of International Relations at the Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University, 2007 (March 19, 2007. “Japan is Back: Why Tokyo’s New Assertiveness is Good for Washington” Foreign Affairs. http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/03/japan_is_back_why_tokyos_new_a.html)
Pyle's analysis also provides an indirect but powerful counterpoint to the belief that Japan's development of nuclear weapons is inevitable in the wake of North Korea's nuclear test last October. It is true that some senior Japanese politicians now muse openly about developing nuclear weapons, but the same politicians and their predecessors also privately -- and sometimes not so privately -- ruminated about possessing a nuclear deterrent during the Cold War. Japan's leaders are looking at North Korea's nuclear test within the context of Japan's overall national power. Japan's power assets include a strong alliance with the United States, the extended U.S. nuclear deterrent, domestic political cohesion, and regional economic relationships -- all of which would be put at risk by a unilateral nuclear weapons program. The Japanese are not about to slide toward nuclear armament -- so long as Washington remains attentive to the credibility of its own nuclear umbrella and to its strategic commitment to Tokyo.

Proliferation leads to extinction
Victor, Utgoff, Deputy Director of Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division, 2002 of Institute for Defense Analysis (Victor A., Summer 2002, Survival, p.87-90 Victor A Utgoff, Deputy Director of Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of Institute for Defense Analysis, Summer 2002, Survival, p.87-90) 
In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed towards a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear “six shooters” on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather together on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.


Solvency – Offshore Balancing 

[bookmark: _Toc141422202]U.S. troop presence is irrelevant and dangerously unstable, Japan can defend itself and U.S. offshore balancing still solves any risk of Chinese/Korean aggression
[bookmark: _Toc141294650][bookmark: _Toc141422203]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
[bookmark: _Toc141294651][bookmark: _Toc141422204] 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.
[bookmark: _Toc141294646][bookmark: _Toc141735975][bookmark: _Toc141422208]
 2AC – Aff doesn’t solve for forward deployment – Yes it does

We isolate three internal links 

1. Extend Auslin evidence – the resignation of the previous Japanese prime minister has sparked anti-base-movements in the form of grass-root NIMBY movements that have gained momentum across Japan – continued Obama pressure over Futenma causes grassroots movements to spread and forces politicians to adhere to the general public to stay in office 

2. Extend Feffer evidence – only closing down Futenma can solve anti-base-movements, South Korea, Philippines, and various instances in the pacific movement proof sustained anti – base grass-root movements have forced the U.S. to withdraw presence because of its declining perceptual credibility 

3. Extend Bacon evidence – SUSTAINED U.S. military presence in Japan is key to U.S. primacy in East Asia only aff can maintain current U.S. forces 
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[bookmark: _Toc141735976]2AC – Hegemony Low

U.S. military primacy is high – an aggressive force posture makes it sustainable, and there are no challengers
Stephen G. Brooks and William G. Wohlforth 2008Stephen G. and William C., Profs. Gov’t @ Dartmouth, World out of Balance, p. 28-9]

The United States spends more on defense than all the other major military powers combined, and most of those powers are its allies. Its massive investments in the human, institutional, and technological requisites of military power, cumulated over many decades, make an effort to match U.S. capabilities even more daunting than the grit spending numbers imply. Military research and development (R&D) may best capture the scale of the long-term investments that give United States a dramatic qualitative edge in military capabilities. table 2.1 shows, in 2004 U.S. military R&D expenditures were me than six times greater than those of Germany, Japan, France, and Britain combined. By some estimates over half the military R&D expenditures in the world are American.' And this disparity has been sustained for decades: over the past 30 years, for example, the United States has harvested over three times more than the entire European Union on military R&D.'5
These vast commitments have created a preeminence in military capabilities vis-à-vis all the other major powers that is unique after the seventeenth century. While other powers could contest US forces near their homelands, especially over issues on which nuclear deterrence is credible, the United States is and will long remain the only state capable of projecting major military power globally.  This capacity arises from “command of the commons” –that is, unassailable military dominance over the sea, air, and space.  As Barry Posen puts it,
“Command of the commons is the key military enabler of the US global power position.  It allows the United States to exploit more fully other sources of power including its own economic and military might as well as the economic and military might of its allies.  Command of the commons also helps the United States to weaken its adversaries, by restricting their access to economic, military and political assistance….Command of the commons provides the United States with more useful military potential for a hegemonic foreign policy than any other offshore power has ever had.


[bookmark: _Toc141735977]2AC – Hegemony Low

Military and economic flexibility makes US primacy durable.
Stephen M., Walt, Prof. Int'l Relations @ Harvard U, "Alliances in a Unipolar World, 2009, ," in World Politics, Vol 61, No 1, January, MUSE | VP]

Despite these ambiguities, Wohlforth is almost certainly correct in describing the current structure of world politics as unipolar. The United States has the world’s largest economy (roughly 60 percent larger than the number two power), and it possesses by far the most powerful military forces. If one includes supplemental spending, U.S. military expenditures now exceed those of the rest of the world combined.21 Despite its current difficulties in Iraq and the recent downturn in the U.S. economy, the United States retains a comfortable margin of superiority over the other major powers. This capacity does not allow the United States to rule large foreign populations by force or to re-create the sort of formal empire once ruled by Great Britain, but it does give the United States “command of the commons” (that is, the ability to operate with near impunity in the air, oceans, and space) and the ability to defeat [End Page 92] any other country (or current coalition) in a direct test of battlefield strength.22 Put differently, the United States is the only country that can deploy substantial amounts of military power virtually anywhere—even in the face of armed opposition—and keep it there for an indefinite period. Moreover, it is able to do this while spending a substantially smaller fraction of its national income on defense than previous great powers did, as well as a smaller fraction than it spent throughout the cold war.23 The United States also enjoys disproportionate influence in key international institutions—largely as a consequence of its economic and military capacities—and casts a large cultural shadow over much of the rest of the world as well.24
In short, America’s daunting capabilities are a defining feature of the contemporary international landscape, the debacle in Iraq and its various fiscal deficits notwithstanding. U.S. primacy shapes the perceptions, calculations, and possibilities available to all other states, as well as to other consequential international actors. Although other states also worry about local conditions and concerns, none can ignore the vast concentration of power in U.S. hands.
It is important to emphasize again the distinction between the general condition of unipolarity and the particular features of the specific unipolar order that exists today. State behavior today is influenced partly by the overall distribution of capabilities, but also by the particular geographic location of the United States, the liberal ideals with which the United States is associated, and the specific historical features and institutional connections inherited from the cold war. Each of these features shapes contemporary alliance dynamics, and any attempt to identify the impact of unipolarity on alliance behavior must take these competing causal factors into account. [End Page 93]
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[bookmark: _Toc141422219]
1. Threats will exist independent of discourse – the alternative allows for violence. Deterrence is the only way to prevent conflict.  
Bradley Thayer, Professor of Security Studies at Missouri State, The National InterestProfessor of Security Studies at Missouri State, The National Interestv, 06  “In Defense of Primacy,” Nov/Dec, 32-7) JM
In contrast, a strategy based on retrenchment will not be able to achieve these fundamental objectives of the United States. Indeed, retrenchment will make the United States less secure than the present grand strategy of primacy. This is because threats will exist no matter what role America chooses to play in international politics. Washington cannot call a "time out", and it cannot hide from threats. Whether they are terrorists, rogue states or rising powers, history shows that threats must be confronted. Simply by declaring that the United States is "going home", thus abandoning its commitments or making unconvincing half-pledges to defend its interests and allies, does not mean that others will respect American wishes to retreat. To make such a declaration implies weakness and emboldens aggression. In the anarchic world of the animal kingdom, predators prefer to eat the weak rather than confront the strong. The same is true of the anarchic world of international politics. If there is no diplomatic solution to the threats that confront the United States, then the conventional and strategic military power of the United States is what protects the country from such threats. 

2. Just because we can’t know the future doesn’t mean we shouldn’t try and prevent disaster – The Future is a result of actions we make now, including crisis prevention
Fuyuki Kurasawa, Professor of Sociology @ York University of Toronto, “Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight 04,” http://www.yorku.ca/kurasawa/Kurasawa%20Articles/Constellations%20Article.pdf, AD: 7/11/09) jl 
When engaging in the labor of preventive foresight, the first obstacle that one is likely to encounter from some intellectual circles is a deep-seated skepticism about the very value of the exercise. A radically postmodern line of thinking, for instance, would lead us to believe that it is pointless, perhaps even harmful, to strive for farsightedness in light of the aforementioned crisis of conventional paradigms of historical analysis. If, contra teleological models, history has no intrinsic meaning, direction, or endpoint to be discovered through human reason, and if, contra scientistic futurism, prospective trends cannot be predicted without error, then the abyss of chronological inscrutability supposedly opens up at our feet. The future appears to be unknowable, an outcome of chance. Therefore, rather than embarking upon grandiose speculation about what may occur, we should adopt a pragmatism that abandons itself to the twists and turns of history; let us be content to formulate ad hoc responses to emergencies as they arise. While this argument has the merit of underscoring the fallibilistic nature of all predictive schemes, it conflates the necessary recognition of the contingency of history with unwarranted assertions about the latter’s total opacity and indeterminacy. Acknowledging the fact that the future cannot be known with absolute certainty does not imply abandoning the task of trying to understand what is brewing on the horizon and to prepare for crises already coming into their own. In fact, the incorporation of the principle of fallibility into the work of prevention means that we must be ever more vigilant for warning signs of disaster and for responses that provoke unintended or unexpected consequences (a point to which I will return in the final section of this paper). In addition, from a normative point of view, the acceptance of historical contingency and of the self-limiting character of farsightedness places the duty of preventing catastrophe squarely on the shoulders of present generations. The future no longer appears to be a metaphysical creature of destiny or of the cunning of reason, nor can it be sloughed off to pure randomness. It becomes, instead, a result of human action shaped by decisions in the present – including, of course, trying to anticipate and prepare for possible and avoidable sources of harm to our successors. Combining a sense of analytical contingency toward the future and ethical responsibility for it, the idea of early warning is making its way into preventive action on the global stage. Despite the fact that not all humanitarian, technoscientific, and environmental disasters can be predicted in advance, the multiplication of independent sources of knowledge and detection mechanisms enables us to foresee many of them before it is too late. Indeed, in recent years, global civil society’s capacity for early warning has dramatically increased, in no small part due to the impressive number of NGOs that include catastrophe prevention at the heart of their mandates.17 These organizations are often the first to detect signs of trouble, to dispatch investigative or fact-finding missions, and to warn the international community about impending dangers; to wit, the lead role of environmental groups in sounding the alarm about global warming and species depletion or of humanitarian agencies regarding the AIDS crisis in sub-Saharan Africa, frequently months or even years before Western governments or multilateral institutions followed suit. What has come into being, then, is a loose-knit network of watchdog groups that is acquiring finely tuned antennae to pinpoint indicators of forthcoming or already unfolding crises. This network of ‘early warners’ are working to publicize potential and actual emergencies by locating indicators of danger into larger catastrophic patterns of interpretation, culturally meaningful chains of events whose implications become discernable for decision-makers and ordinary citizens (‘this is why you should care’).18 
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2AC – Security K – (2/3)

3. Examining the truth-claims of security opens up space for political resistance, but doesn’t foreclose the possibility of policy action.
Burke, Anthony, Associate Professor of Politics at the University of New South Wales 02 “Aporias of Security,” Alternatives, 27(1), AD: 7-9-9) BL
The answer is not to seek to close out these aporias; they call to us and their existence resents an important political opening. Rather than seek to resecure security, to make it conform to a new humanist ideal—however laudable—we need to challenge security as a claim to truth, to set its “meaning” aside. Instead, we should focus on security as a pervasive and complex system of political, social, and economic power, which reaches from the most private spaces of being to the vast flows and conflicts of geopolitics and global economic circulation. It is to see security as an interlocking system of knowledges, representations, practices, and institutional forms that imagine, direct, and act upon bodies, spaces, and flows in certain ways—to see security not as an essential value but as a political technology. This is to move from essence to genealogy: a genealogy that aims, in William Connolly’s words, to “open us up to the play of possibility in the present…[to] incite critical responses to unnecessary violence and injuries surreptitiously imposed upon life by the insistence that prevailing forms are natural, rational, universal or necessary.”

4. Turn - Security competition is the only way to prevent war.
Glenn Snyder, Professor Emeritus of Political Science at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, 01 (“Mearsheimer’s World— Offensive Realism and the Struggle for Security,” International Security, 27(1), AD: 7-10-9)
Mearsheimer draws from Herz’s analysis the “implication” that “the best way for a state to survive in anarchy is to take advantage of other states and gain power at their expense. The best defense is a good offense” (p. 36).16 He takes issue with “some defensive realists” who emphasize that offensive strategies are self-defeating, because they trigger balancing countermoves. “Given this understanding of the security dilemma,” he declares, “hardly any security competition should ensue among rational states, because it would be fruitless, maybe even counter-productive, to try to gain advantage over rival powers. Indeed, it is difficult to see why states operating in a world where aggressive behavior equals self-defeating behavior would face a ‘security dilemma.’ It would seem to make good sense for all states to forsake war and live in peace”(p. 417, n. 27). Mearsheimer could have pointed to the possible bad consequences of “living in peace” as a reason why security measures, even “selfdefeating” ones, may be necessary. For example, inaction in the form of a failure to take deterrent measures may be exploited by a rival, at a possible cost far greater than the costs of action. The option of inaction is often omitted in discussions of the security dilemma, even though it is the “other horn” of the dilemma and usually essential to a full explanation of outcomes. 
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2AC – Security K – (3/3)

5. Attempts to create peace outside of the realist system are misguided – states will always act in their best interest
Mearsheimer, Professor at University of Chicago, 1 The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, Pages 17-18) 
In contrast to liberals, realists are pessimists when it comes to international politics. Realists agree that creating a peaceful world would be desirable, but they see no easy way to escape the harsh world of security competition and war. Creating a peaceful world is surely an attractive idea, but it isn’t a practical one. “Realism,” as Carr notes, “tends to emphasize the irresistible strength of existing forces and the inevitable character of existing tendencies, and to insist that the highest wisdom lies in accepting, and adapting oneself to these forces and these tendencies.”26  This gloomy view of international relations is based on three core beliefs. First, realists, like liberals, treat states as the principal actors in world politics. Realists focus mainly on great powers, however, because these states dominate and shape international politics and they also cause hue deadliest wars. Second, realists believe that the behavior of great powers is influenced mainly by their external environment, not by their internal characteristics. The structure of the international system, which all slates must deal with, largely shapes their foreign policies. Realists tend mint to draw sharp distinctions between “good” and “bad” states, because all great powers act according to the same logic regardless of their culture, political system, or who runs the government.27 It is therefore difficult to discriminate among states, save for differences in relative power. In essence, great powers are like billiard balls that vary only in size.28  Third, realists hold that calculations about power dominate states’ thinking, and that states compete for power among themselves. That competition sometimes necessitates going to war, which is considered an acceptable instrument of statecraft. To quote Carl von Clausewitz, the nineteenth-century military strategist, war is a continuation of politics by other means.29 Finally, a zero-sum quality characterizes that competition, sometimes making it intense and unforgiving. States may cooperate with each other on occasion, but at root they have conflicting interests.
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Military Presence Key in Asia – Peace and Stability 

[bookmark: _Toc141294667][bookmark: _Toc141422220]U.S. Military presence key to Asian instability 
[bookmark: _Toc141294668][bookmark: _Toc141422221]Peter Brookes, Senior Fellow, National Security Affairs and Chung Ju-Yung Fellow for Policy Studies November 24, 2008, “Why the World Still Needs America's Military Might,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Lecture/Why-the-World-Still-Needs-Americas-Military-Might, accessed on 7-19-10) SM
And what about Japan?
American military might has been primarily responsible for Japanese security since the end of World War II. This has not only allowed Japan to prosper economically and politically--like South Korea and Germany, I might add--but has also kept Japan at peace with its neighbors.The presence of U.S. forces and the American nuclear deterrent has also kept Japan from exercising a nuclear option that many believe it might take, considering the rise of China, North Korea's nuclear breakout, its advanced scientific and technical capabilities, and indigenous nuclear power industry--a producer of a significant amount of fissile material from its reactors .Political and historical considerations aside, many believe that Japan could quickly join the once-exclusive nuclear weapons club if it chose to do so, resulting in unforetold challenges to regional security.China and TaiwanFurther to the south, what about stability across the Taiwan Strait?
We know that China is undergoing a major military buildup, especially involving its power projection forces--i.e., air force, navy, and ballistic missile forces, all aimed at Taiwan. Indeed, today Beijing has the world's third largest defense budget and the world's fastest growing peacetime defense budget, growing at over 10 percent per year for over a decade. It increased its defense budget nearly 18 percent annually over the past two years.
I would daresay that military tensions across the 100-mile-wide Taiwan Strait between Taiwan and China would be much greater today if not for an implied commitment on the part of the United States to prevent a change in the political status quo via military means. China hasn't renounced the use of force against its neighbor and rival, Taiwan, a vibrant, free-market democracy. It is believed by many analysts that absent American military might, China would quickly unite Taiwan with the mainland under force of arms.
In general, the system of military alliances in Asia that the United States maintains provides the basis for stability in the Pacific, since the region has failed to develop an overarching security architecture such as that found in Europe in NATO.



[bookmark: _Toc141422222][bookmark: _Toc141735982]U.S. Primacy in Okinawa Key – Chinese and North Korean Aggression

[bookmark: _Toc141422223]Forward deployment in Okinawa key to deter Chinese and North Korean aggression, only U.S. marine presence can ensure Asian stability  
[bookmark: _Toc141422224]Richard C. Bush, director at the Center for Northeast Asian Policy Studies, March 10, 2010, Brookings Institute, “Okinawa and Security in East Asia,” http://www.brookings.edu/speeches/2010/0310_japan_politics_bush.aspx, ) SM
The threat environment in Northeast Asia is not benign. North Korea’s WMD capabilities are a matter of concern but will hopefully be a medium-term problem. More attention, however, is focused on China which has gradually developed a full spectrum of capabilities, including nuclear weapons. Their current emphasis is on power projection and their immediate goal is to create a strategic buffer in at least the first island chain. Although Taiwan is the driver for these efforts, they affect Japan. Of course, capabilities are not intentions. However, how will Japan feel as the conventional U.S.-China balance deteriorates and a new equilibrium is reached, especially knowing that China has nuclear weapons? There are also specific points of friction within Northeast Asia such as the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands, the East China Sea, North Korea, and Taiwan, some of which involve and concern more than one government. Although we can hope that China will not seek to dominate East Asia at the U.S. and Japan’s expense, we can’t be sure of their intentions either. Hope is not a policy. 
The most sensible strategy—for both the U.S. and Japan—is to try to shape China’s intentions over time so that they move in a benign direction; so that it has more to gain from cooperation than a challenge. This has been the U.S. and Japan’s strategy since the early 1970s. The strategy has a good foundation in economic interdependence. However, it is easier said than done and is one of the biggest challenges of this century. The strategy requires at least two elements: engaging and incorporating China as much as possible, and maintaining the strength and willingness to define limits. This combination of elements is important because engagement without strength would lead China to exploit our good will while strength without engagement would lead China to suspect that our intentions are not benign. If engagement-plus-strength is the proper strategy for the U.S. and Japan each to cope with a rising China, it only makes sense that Japan and the United States will be more effective if they work together, complementing each other’s respective abilities. The strength side of this equation almost requires Japan to rely on the alliance since history suggests that it will not build up sufficiently on its own. An important part of strength is positioning your power in the right places. That is why forward deployment of U.S. forces in Japan has always been important. That is why our presence on Okinawa is important. Lieutenant General Keith Stalder, commanding general of U.S. Marine Corps Forces Pacific, recently spoke in Japan about the importance of Okinawa for the mission of the Marines. Among other things, he said that the U.S. Marine Corps is the emergency response force in East Asia. He explained that “The fundamental Marine Corps organizational structure is the Marine Air Ground Task Force, in which war fighting elements of aviation forces, ground combat forces, and logistics forces all operate under a single commander.” The Marine ground forces must train consistently with the helicopters that support them. Lieutenant General Stalder illustrated his point by saying that the “Marine Air Ground Task Force is a lot like a baseball team. It does not do you any good to have the outfielders practicing in one town, the catcher in another, and the third baseman somewhere else. They need to practice together, as a unit.” He went on to say that Okinawa is very important because it is relatively close to mainland Japan, to Korea, to the South China Sea, and to the Strait of Malacca. This geographic location is why, he said, “There is probably nowhere better in the world from which to dispatch Marines to natural disasters” than Okinawa. This importance of Okinawa is another reason why finding a solution to the realignment issue is essential. Any solution to the Okinawa problem should meet four conditions: efficiency of operations, safety, local interests, and permanence. Resolving the situation is also important because, as Lieutenant General Stalder pointed out, other nations are “watching to see whether the United States-Japan Alliance is strong enough to find a solution to the current issues.”[1] Of course, our two countries and China are not the only ones concerned with the alliance. South Korea has important stakes involved in the presence of U.S. forces in the Western Pacific. In the event of a conventional attack by North Korea, South Korea has a very strong military, but it also depends on the ability of the United States to move forces quickly to the Korean peninsula. It depends on those U.S. forces, including Marines, to dissuade and deter North Korea from even considering an attack. South Korea is comfortable with the relocation of 8,000 marines to Guam, in part because there are already other U.S. troops on the peninsula and in Japan, and also because moving Marines from Guam by air doesn’t take long. However, South Korea would likely be concerned by signs that the U.S.-Japan alliance was slowly dissolving. If U.S. troops were to be removed from, first, Okinawa and, then, the home islands, it would likely weaken deterrence. Taiwan also has concerns. The Marines on Okinawa, plus the U.S. air force, serve to strengthen deterrence in the event of aggression by China against Taiwan. China will be less likely to mount an attack because the U.S. has both ground troops and an air base on Okinawa. If China attacked U.S. installations on Okinawa, that almost ensures a serious conflict. The bases act as a tripwire.
demands. As previously mentioned, the public supports the alliance, but it has increasing doubts about DPJ leadership, in part because of Futenma. 

[bookmark: _Toc141422225][bookmark: _Toc141735983]Military Presence Key in Asia – Peace and Primacy

[bookmark: _Toc141422226]U.S. Military presence key to overall Asian instability 
[bookmark: _Toc141422227]Peter Brookes, Senior Fellow, National Security Affairs and Chung Ju-Yung Fellow for Policy Studies November 24, 2008, “Why the World Still Needs America's Military Might,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Lecture/Why-the-World-Still-Needs-Americas-Military-Might, accessed on 7-19-10) SM
And what about Japan?
American military might has been primarily responsible for Japanese security since the end of World War II. This has not only allowed Japan to prosper economically and politically--like South Korea and Germany, I might add--but has also kept Japan at peace with its neighbors.The presence of U.S. forces and the American nuclear deterrent has also kept Japan from exercising a nuclear option that many believe it might take, considering the rise of China, North Korea's nuclear breakout, its advanced scientific and technical capabilities, and indigenous nuclear power industry--a producer of a significant amount of fissile material from its reactors .Political and historical considerations aside, many believe that Japan could quickly join the once-exclusive nuclear weapons club if it chose to do so, resulting in unforetold challenges to regional security.China and TaiwanFurther to the south, what about stability across the Taiwan Strait?
We know that China is undergoing a major military buildup, especially involving its power projection forces--i.e., air force, navy, and ballistic missile forces, all aimed at Taiwan. Indeed, today Beijing has the world's third largest defense budget and the world's fastest growing peacetime defense budget, growing at over 10 percent per year for over a decade. It increased its defense budget nearly 18 percent annually over the past two years.
I would daresay that military tensions across the 100-mile-wide Taiwan Strait between Taiwan and China would be much greater today if not for an implied commitment on the part of the United States to prevent a change in the political status quo via military means. China hasn't renounced the use of force against its neighbor and rival, Taiwan, a vibrant, free-market democracy. It is believed by many analysts that absent American military might, China would quickly unite Taiwan with the mainland under force of arms.In general, the system of military alliances in Asia that the United States maintains provides the basis for stability in the Pacific, since the region has failed to develop an overarching security architecture such as that found in Europe in NATO.

[bookmark: _Toc141422228][bookmark: _Toc141294670]U.S. military presence in Asia key to U.S. primacy and Asian security
[bookmark: _Toc141422229][bookmark: _Toc141294671]Jing-Dong Yuan, Monterey Institute of International Studies, Evan S. Medeiros, is a senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation in the Washington, DC office, June 6, 2001, “A US military presence in Asia: Offshore balancer or local sheriff?”
The rationale for a continued US military presence in the region also derives much of its impetus from material and normative as well as security related considerations. Asia has become an increasingly important region for the USA in terms of: trade (US$500 billion annually affecting three million US jobs); the region’s budding yet fragile process of democratisation; US interest in maintain- ing SLOCs through which vital supplies of energytransit; and the many 
unresolved ter- ritorial issues. US disengagement would threaten US access to Asian markets, limit the USA’s ability to influence economic and political trends in the region, and engender heated competition for influence among regional powers. For these reasons, US policymakers and defence planners see US national security interests as intimately tied to the security and stability of Asia. US defence officials often remind the public that in the last 50 years the USA has fought two ‘hot wars’ in Asia (Korea and Vietnam) and that five of the USA’s seven security treaties are with Asian nations. 


 
[bookmark: _Toc141422230][bookmark: _Toc141735984]U.S. Primacy in Okinawa Key – Stops arms race

[bookmark: _Toc141422231]U.S. military presence in Okinawa prevents Japanese rearmament and arms races 
[bookmark: _Toc141422232]Eric, Vogel, Prof. @ Harvard U, 2003 Asian Studies Newsletter http://www.aasianst.org/Viewpoints/Vogel.htm) SM
Why is the Tokyo government ready to pay the support for the housing of U.S. troops in Okinawa and elsewhere in Japan? Because Japan’s alternatives to a security pact with the United States, developing an independent military capacity to defend themselves or engaging in unarmed neutrality, are less attractive. An independent Japanese military capacity is likely to unnerve the Chinese and Koreans, and the prospects of an arms race between Japan on the one hand and China or Korea on the other, would be high; most Japanese would prefer to have better relations with China and Korea. Unarmed neutrality would leave Japan open to the intimidation of neighbors, including North Korea, something the Japanese public is not likely to tolerate in the long run. Given the alternatives, thoughtful people in the Diet and elsewhere in Japanese policy circles prefer an alliance with the United States. Japanese political leaders who need cooperation from other parties in Japan take a low posture and tone down their proclamations on controversial issues, but when the crunch comes they vote to keep the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance. And that is why so many Japanese politicians support the Guidelines worked out between defense specialists in Japan and the United States to specify what Japan could do to respond in case of emergencies. What is the new role of the U.S.-Japan Security alliance after the end of the cold War? It is to be ready to respond in case of emergencies and to help keep a stable environment so that Japan, China, and Korea do not feel the need to start an arms race in order for each to achieve security. Regional stability is sufficiently important that the United States, having learned the cost of isolationism in 1914 and 1941, is willing to play a considerable role in guaranteeing regional security. Chalmers Johnson wants U.S. troops to pull out of Okinawa but he wants Japan and the United States to keep their treaty alliance. Unfortunately it is not possible to do both. If the United States is to respond quickly to emergencies in places like the Korean peninsula it needs to have troops and supplies readily on hand. The North and South Koreans both know that U.S. troops would defend South Korea if the North attacks because U.S. troops are in Korea and would be affected. Most Japanese believe that U.S. troops would fight to defend Japan. But if U.S. troops were not in Japan, many more Japanese would doubt the U.S. willingness to defend them, and the temptations to develop their own military capacity would be very real; Korea and China would be unlikely to stand idly by. The United States does not negotiate with Okinawa; it negotiates with the government of Japan, in Tokyo, and the Japanese government has chosen to keep bases in Okinawa. U.S. military officials in Okinawa have worked hard and continue to work hard to keep good relations with civilians in Okinawa and to keep incidents to a minimum. We do not live in an ideal dream world where everyone would be perfectly happy. But preserving security in Asia and avoiding a new arms race and regional conflict is too important to the lives of all Asians to be cavalier about advocating U.S. troop withdrawal from Japan without carefully considering the consequences. 

[bookmark: _Toc141422233]Marine presence in Okinawa acts as a key deterrent against enemy attacks and maintains Japan security
Bruce, Klingner, a Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation.
[bookmark: _Toc141422234]May 28, 2010, The Heritage Foundation, “With Re-Acceptance of Marines on Okinawa, Time to Look Ahead,”http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/05/With-Re-Acceptance-of-Marines-on-Okinawa-Time-to-Look-Ahead) SM
The DPJ policy reversal is the result of senior Japanese officials having a belated epiphany on geostrategic realities. They now realize that the Marines on Okinawa are an indispensable and irreplaceable element of any U.S. response to an Asian crisis. Foreign Minister Okada affirmed that “the presence of U.S. Marines on Okinawa is necessary for Japan’s national security [since they] are a powerful deterrent against possible enemy attacks and should be stationed in Japan.”
Prime Minister Hatoyama now admits that after coming to power he came to better understand the importance of the U.S.–Japan alliance in light of the northeast Asian security environment. He commented, “As I learned more about the situation, I’ve come to realize that [the Marines] are all linked up as a package to maintain deterrence.” Japanese officials also remarked that rising tensions on the Korean Peninsula—triggered by North Korea’s sinking of a South Korean naval ship[1]—made clear to Japan that it lives in a dangerous neighborhood and should not undermine U.S. deterrence and defense capabilities.


[bookmark: _Toc141422235][bookmark: _Toc141735985]NEG – A2 U.S. Japan Alliance Breaking

U.S.-Japan Alliance is set in stone, 50 years of experience and multilateral organizations prove
IIPS, nstitute for International Policy Studies, is a policy research organization 
founded on June 28, 1988 for the purpose of closely studying important topics facing the international community from an independent perspective, and issuing creative and constructive recommendations, in both domestic and international spheres, 2009 “A New Phase in the Japan-U.S. Alliance,” September, accessed on 7-6-10) SM

In comparison with the twentieth century, present-day Japan and the USA enjoy a number of advantages. On the other hand, however, they are facing challenges of a greater magnitude. One advantage is that Japan and the USA are able to tackle this crisis from the firm foundation of an alliance with a history of over fifty years that dates back to the end of World War Two. This represents an enormous asset. Over the course of half a century’s historical experience with their alliance, Japan and the USA have cultivated bilateral systems and conventions for smoothing over differences in views and interests, and reconciling policy in various fields, including economics, finance, politics, diplomacy, and military affairs. Moreover, this bilateral Japan–US relationship is also embedded in various larger-scale multilateral organizations. Naturally, the United Nations and its associated organizations, such as the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund (IMF), are flawed in many respects and in need of reform, but compared to how they were in the last century, they are making progress. The role of the G8 (based on Japan, the USA, and Europe) can no longer be ignored—notwithstanding the rise of the emerging nations. In the security domain, NATO and the Japan–US alliance, which were established during the Cold War period, still continue to function in solid fashion. It could be said that these alliance relationships are in need of reform to bring them into line with the conditions of the post-Cold War era. However, we are in a far better position than our ancestors were in the period between the two world wars (the 1920s and 1930s), which was wracked by tremendous upheaval—and which was devoid of any comparable stable and sustainable institutional framework. 
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Okinawa exemplifies the prioritization of security over other human rights and civilians
Deborah Mantle, Lecturer in the College of International Relations at Ritsumeikan University (Japan), 2006 (“Defending the Dugong: Redefining ‘Security’ in Okinawa and Japan,” Ritsumeikan Annual Review of International Studies, Volume 5, Available Online at http://www.ritsumei.ac.jp/acd/cg/ir/college/bulletin/e-vol.5/MANTLE.pdf, p. 85-86)
The diminishing population of Okinawa dugongs graze the sea grasses in the shallow waters off Henoko unaware of being at the centre of a political, economic and cultural struggle to define the future of Okinawa, and, as a result, of Japan as a whole. A significant part of the May 2006 agreement on the future of the U.S. – Japan security alliance and the realignment of U.S. military forces in Japan is the planned closure of Futenma Air Base in Ginowan City, Okinawa Island, by 2014 and its relocation to the relatively isolated site of Henoko in the city of Nago. The idea of a sea-based site in this northern area of the main island was first formulated by a joint U.S. – Japan committee in 1996. Local opposition was expressed in a Nago City plebiscite in 1997, and more recently in a two-year sit-in (and swim-in/sail-in) that stalled initial construction efforts. The Japanese government says the new base will be built as it is essential to national security. Critics say that military bases breed insecurity for people locally through pollution, accidents and crime and for the people of ‘peace-loving’ Japan generally by perpetuating an anti-peace, militarist conception of what constitutes ‘security’. Okinawa has always been perceived as strategically important to Japan, first as a place of trade, then as the southern limits of the constructed modern Japanese state and more recently as the linchpin of the U.S. – Japan defence policy. Despite being pivotal in terms of security, Okinawa remains on the periphery both politically and economically. Politically marginalized from its incorporation as a prefecture of Japan in 1879, Okinawa was ‘sacrificed’ once by the central government at the end of the Second World War, and critics say that as a military [end page 85] colony with 75% of the U.S. military presence in Japan, Okinawa continues to be sacrificed for the ‘good’ or ‘security’ (as defined by the national government) of all Japan. However, the voices of discontent are getting louder and are now being heard internationally. What does the Henoko situation say about how ‘security’ is being currently defined within Japan? And do the words and actions of critics offer alternative ideas of security? To situate these questions in a theoretical context, I will look at the contemporary debates concerning the concept, study and practice of security within the discipline of International Relations (IR). The prioritization of the U.S. – Japan security alliance above all else, including the rights and interests of the people of Japan and at the expense of its natural environment, reflects a traditional Realist definition of security and represents only one possible reading of security. Alternative interpretations of security, as espoused within the expanding area of critical security studies of IR, can also be seen in the words and actions of activists and academics living within and outside of Okinawa. 
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A realist past and security justifications keep Okinawa subjugated economically and culturally
Miyume Tanji, Research Fellow with the Centre for Advanced Studies in Australia, Asia and the Pacific at Curtin University of Technology (Australia), holds a Ph.D. in Politics from Murdoch University and is the author of Myth, Protest and Struggle in Okinawa and several other publications, 2007 “Futenma Air Base As A Hostage Of Us-Japan Alliance: Power, Interests And Identity Politics Surrounding Military Bases In Okinawa,” Asia Research Centre Working Paper No. 147, November, Available Online at http://wwwarc.murdoch.edu.au/wp/wp147.pdf, p. 3-6)
The reason for deployment of US forces in Okinawa for the past 60 odd years is Japanese-US security relations, or alliance. Policy-makers and commentators have explained the rationales for this alliance mostly from realist and neo-realist perspectives. Anarchical outlook and basic lack of trust prevail in relevant discussions of the East Asian security environment. Balance of power and alliance politics are crucial means to survive in such an environment. In the post-war period, the Japan-US alliance has been justified in precisely these realist terms. Realists consider that relations among states are naturally anarchical because there is no authority above states. Although it has long history reaching back to Hobbes or even Thucydides, this outlook became dominant in the aftermath of the Second World War as a critique of idealism and liberal institutionalism based on universal values (especially Carr 1946; Morgenthau 2005). Two world wars, a holocaust and nuclear warfare put an end to these dreams. Balance of power, especially military power, is considered a more reliable avenue for order in international relations. Given the anarchical character of the international [end page 3] system, individual states, should always behave in a way that maximises national interest defined in terms of securing safety and survival by increasing its relevant capabilities. According to realists, order-building should be the primary concern of diplomacy and foreign policy. Alliances and war preparation are among the most important instruments for states to achieve order in international relations that is inherently unstable. Neorealist theory radicalises the realist argument. It assumes a state’s behaviour to be structurally – and completely – determined by the anarchic international system. The state necessarily behaves so as to maximise its chance of survival. Imperatives within states are different. International politics, according to an influential neo-realist theorist Kenneth Waltz, needs to be considered separately from domestic politics. Affairs within the state related to society, history and even economics need to be understood in different structural constraints from those in international system (Waltz 1979: 79-80, 91-92, 100-101). Classical realism on the other hand, makes room for consideration of domestic affairs such as history, while neorealists are able to filter them out as ‘domestic affairs’. The neo-realist logic permits a more exclusive focus on power and maximizing of state safety; unconstrained by internal complications, especially where these might involve consideration of ethics and morality. For foreign policy-making, this neorealist thinking was particularly influential during the Cold War. In the Okinawan context, US bases have created dilemmas at historical, moral as well as economic levels. The first military bases in Okinawa were those constructed by the Japanese military during World War II. They were lost to the Americans in the bloody Battle of Okinawa and extended in the course of the US occupation. The Okinawans lost 160,000 or one-third of their residents’ lives in the Battle of Okinawa. This experience is different from that of mainland Japanese experience of war – reified in Nagasaki and Hiroshima – because of Okinawa’s identity. For over four centuries, from 1429 onwards, Okinawa was a sovereign nation – the Ryukyu Kingdom – until it was annexed by Japan in 1879, only 70 years before WWII. During that time, Okinawan citizens were subjected to discrimination and described as ‘backward’ second-class citizens, who had to learn the Japanese language, and were pressured to assimilate. Japanese military’s aggression towards the local residents during the Battle of Okinawa continues to be a source of conflict between the residents and the Japanese government whose official position involves denial of all wrong doing.2 It is important that today’s US military presence is understood as an extension of the history of Okinawa’s abuse and marginalisation by Japan. The experience of war as a colonial appendage and, quite [end page 4] literally, as a battlefield, gave rise to an absolute pacifism that constitutes what being ‘Okinawan’ means today. It also informs the collective identity of diverse anti-base social movements and energises their activism (Tanji 2006, Chapter 4). Continuing complicity in war by hosting US forces – and the Japanese Self Defence Forces for that matter – thus poses an acute moral dilemma for the Okinawans. In addition to that, the US military presence has contributed to Okinawa being the most impoverished, crowded, and polluted prefecture in Japan. Its economy continues to be dependent on the military presence in a variety of ways including the fostering of a large and abusive sex industry. Autonomous city planning is impossibly restricted by the space occupied by the US forces. Okinawa remains a service industry economy and servicing the bases is its main business. It is a “base economy” and is reliant on direct revenues from the US military and, even more so, on Japanese government’s special budgets paid to the communities as compensation for hosting military bases. These historical, economic and moral complications, however, are not permitted to enter the sphere 
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of foreign policy concern. They are dealt with between elected local political representatives and the Japanese government officials. The negotiation between the central government and the local representatives in the margin are of course influenced by power imbalance between Tokyo and Okinawa. But the opinions of Okinawan citizens that might, for cultural and moral reasons, be hostile to a continuing US presence and its projects of renewal (e.g. the construction of Futenma Air Base) are often manipulated at election time by economic insecurity and priorities (Miyagi and Tanji 2007; Yoshikawa 2007). In any case, issues are typically discussed and resolved domestically in this limiting way. This does not mean that the US bases in Okinawa are irrelevant to Japan’s foreign policy. However, the established views prevent the issue from being brought together and debated in this way. The neo-realist perspective and the radical independence and priority it assigns to foreign policy making is helpful here. Foreign policy about the survival of Japan and maintaining the security alliance with the US is priority not to be disturbed by less important domestic concerns. In order to maintain the status quo of the alliance, the government of Japan chooses to allow the US forces to keep using the base facilities in Okinawa. Apart from that, Okinawa hosts 75% of all exclusively US facilities stationed in Japan. If Okinawa’s cultural sensibilities or priorities are sometimes ignored, and its democracy or economy are a little damaged in the process, then these are a small price to pay for a national security that cannot be compromised. Any way the proper place for these questions is away from the main game with a little money and media manipulation to ease the way. This approach also has the further advantage of minimising the offense of a foreign military presence that might be [end page 5] experienced by Japanese nationals outside Okinawa (out of sight, out of mind), thus shielding the alliance from wider Japanese resentment. Okinawa has been managed separately and put in its place – mostly. Realist international relations theory, especially the neo version, has provided important assistance.
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The American base on Okinawa drains the island ecologically, economically, while infusing criminal behavior. To question the importance of Okinawa is to question Security relations
Deborah Mantle, Lecturer in the College of International Relations at Ritsumeikan University (Japan), 2006 (“Defending the Dugong: Redefining ‘Security’ in Okinawa and Japan,” Ritsumeikan Annual Review of International Studies, Volume 5, Available Online at http://www.ritsumei.ac.jp/acd/cg/ir/college/bulletin/e-vol.5/MANTLE.pdf, p. 96-101)
Gavan McCormack describes Okinawa as ‘Japan’s virtual colony’; ‘a dual colony in effect to the U.S. and Japan, a status unchanged in thirty years since reversion’ (McCormack, 2003: 93). Okinawa, which has 0.6% of Japan’s total landmass, houses 75% of the acreage of American bases. Thirty-eight military facilities cover 20% of Okinawa Island. Not only does Okinawa bear the overwhelming majority of U.S. military bases within Japan, but the bases are of a different type to the rest of Japan. Nearly all of the U.S. military bases on the mainland are for ‘administration, communications, transport, logistics support, repairs and recreation (Gabe, 2003: 63), while the bases in Okinawa are for marines and special-forces. The effects are different, too. As Gabe states, ‘Because [end page 96] these forces are next to 1.3 million residences, accidents and incidents are bound to occur’ (Gabe: 2003, 64). Accidents, ‘incidents’ (a euphemism used officially for crimes, such as rape9) and examples of environmental pollution abound in Okinawa. Eight areas within the islands are sites for conducting live ammunition exercises. On Torishima, an unpopulated island, U.S. soldiers mistakenly used depleted uranium bullets in 1995. Washington did not notify Tokyo of the accident until a year later and then the central government failed to inform the prefectural government and public of Okinawa until a month after that; ‘This reveals how marginalized Okinawa is by both the U.S. and the Japanese governments’ (Asato, 2003: 233). However, the rape of a twelve-year-old girl by three U.S. servicemen in 1995 could not be covered up or ignored and created a surge of anger and resentment resulting in the largest mass demonstration in Okinawan history. The 1996 U.S. – Japan agreement to close Futenma airbase in the middle of the heavily-populated Ginowan City and relocate to the sparsely-populated Henoko area was a direct consequence of the protests. But the ‘incidents’ do not go away. In August 2004, a U.S. Marine Corps CH-53D heavy-lift helicopter crashed into Okinawa International University injuring the three crew members, an accident that received little press coverage nationally (Simpson, 2004) leading to ‘allegations that editorial decisions ... reflected a view that events in faraway Okinawa were of little importance to the nation as a whole’ (Simpson, 1995). How is this vastly unfair situation, a state of affairs that would not be tolerated on the mainland, maintained? Politically, Okinawa has little voice and economically Okinawa has become both victim to and dependent on a base- construction economy that is difficult to give up or be weaned from. Of the 452 members of the Japanese Diet only five represent Okinawa. A NIMP (Not In My Prefecture) attitude prevails. Since other prefectures are unwilling to have U.S. bases in their own areas, and since it is accepted that if the military bases were not in Okinawa they would have to be relocated somewhere else in Japan, any Okinawan formal protests are ignored or overruled. To question the ‘need’ for American bases in Okinawa would be to question the entire framework of Japanese defence policy, and whenever there is criticism of such a policy the government takes out the trump card of ‘national security’. [end page 97] Okinawa is, of course, more than the sum of its military bases. The U.S. bases have had a profound and prolonged effect on the economy – during the U.S. occupation Okinawa was ‘in effect a provider of support services for U.S. bases’ (Hein & Selden, 2003: 6) – but this direct dependence on the bases in terms of finding employment and providing services has decreased markedly. Base-related revenue has dropped from 25.6% of the local Gross Domestic Product in 1970 to 5.7% in 1996 (Hook & Siddle, 2003: 5), while employment on the U.S. bases decreased from 40,000 to 8,000 over the same time period (McCormack, 2003: 93). The principal effect of the U.S. bases on Okinawa today is through the rental payments given to local landowners for the lease of their land. In contrast to the mainland where U.S. bases had usually been built on land previously owned by the government, in Okinawa 33% of the land occupied by U.S. military is privately-owned (Tanji, 2003: 169). For McCormack the lease of landowners’ land ‘fosters a passive culture of rental dependence, which blocks locally generated initiatives towards self-reliant, non-military dependent development’ (McCormack, 2003: 94). Opposition to the appropriation and lease of local land has been an expression of protest against the prevailing conceptions of development and security. The post- war confiscation of private land by ‘bulldozers and bayonets’ was a source of great local bitterness (Tanji, 2003: 169). The strength of feeling was exacerbated rather than alleviated by the eventual U.S. offer of small lump-sum payments to landowners. Following island-wide protests in 1956, the islanders finally got the right to annual rentals in return for their ‘agreement’ to the land leases (Tanji, 2003: 169). After the reversion of Okinawa to Japan in 1972 the U.S. bases remained and the rental payments continued, this time from the Japanese government at a rate six times that of previously (Tanji, 2003: 169). As an anti-war pro-Okinawa protest a minority of landowners refused to sign leases for their property, the numbers rising to 3,000 as a result of the 1982 hitotsuba (1 tsubo = 3.3 square metres) movement (Tanji, 2003: 170). Nonetheless, 30,000 landowners 
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agree to their land being leased by the U.S. military. Although relatively few in number, the anti-military landowners’ struggle has been played out most importantly in the law courts where, unsuccessfully, they tried to prove that the compulsory use of non-contract landowners’ private property by the U.S. military was unconstitutional (Tanji, [end page 98] 2003: 171; George-Mulgan, 2000). In 1995, Okinawa governor Masahide Ota refused to sign on behalf of those landowners who objected to the renewal of their land leases. Ota was sued by the Japanese government, and the Supreme Court ruled against Ota. In 1999, the U.S. Military Special Measures Law was amended by the Japanese government to make it the Prime Minister’s responsibility to sign on behalf of landowners and to avoid Okinawan rebellion in the future (Tanji, 2003: 171). In the formal political realm – the courts, committees and legislative – the Japanese state has repeatedly manipulated the system to maintain the status quo; ‘The primary requirements of the U.S. – Japan Mutual Security Treaty, that U.S. troops be stationed in Japan, has constantly taken precedence over the constitutional rights of Okinawa citizens’ (Tanji, 2003: 172). Though the legal battle ultimately failed, the Prefectural Land Expropriation Committee public hearings gave anti-war landowners a space to voice their harrowing experiences of the Battle of Okinawa and the subsequent occupation by the U.S. military, and their passionate commitment to the ideals of peace and democracy enshrined in the Japanese constitution (Tanji, 2003: 172). Thus, it is the citizens of Japan who are struggling to protect the constitution against a central government which should protect it (and them) but instead rides roughshod over the rights and interests of its people in the name of protecting Japan’s ‘national security’ defined in military terms (Tanji, 2003: 172-3). Next to the base economy, ‘development’ is the other sharp stake that keeps Okinawan dependence in place. In order to compensate the Okinawans for hosting the U.S. bases and to increase their standard of living, which had been far below the mainland at the time of reversion, the central government has invested huge sums of public money in the area10. The massive injection of funds has had its benefits, including much-needed infrastructural improvements and the establishment of five universities. Nevertheless, Okinawa remains the poorest prefecture (70% of national average per capita) with the highest unemployment (7.9% in 2000, compared to a national average of 4.7%) (Hein & Selden, 2003: 6). Furthermore, the application of modern Japanese style development has resulted in the decimation of Okinawa’s important and fragile environment; ‘riverways, beaches and land have been bulldozed and concreted. What is worse, air and water pollution, soil erosion and wider environmental degradation are ruining the [end page 99] coastline, eating away at the coral and posing a danger to marine life’ (Hook and Siddle, 2003: 5). Okinawa bears the costs of this ‘mal-development’ but gains little from its profits. Work is created for local people in the construction and service industries but the large projects are carried out by and create profits for largely mainland companies (Hook & Siddle, 2003: 5). Tourism has become the main industry in Okinawa creating double the earnings of the U.S. bases (McCormack, 2003: 93). However, once again 80% of major resort hotels are owned by mainland interests (McCormack, 2003: 101) and the industry puts pressure on local water supplies while limiting or even denying access of significant areas of the main island to locals. Tourism has also been a double-edged sword for Okinawan identity. Brochures and package holiday itineraries deprive locals of the power to define what Okinawa is or could be. Okinawa is sold as a ‘tempting island paradise’ in which its people and environment are made into commodities; ‘Put simply, Okinawans are inscribed as the non-threatening, laid-back and relaxed “exotic” islanders, ever ready to burst into song and dance, happily supporting of the status quo, and the “warm” relationship with the mainland’ (Hook and Siddle, 2003: 6). The ‘3-K’ economy – bases (kichi), public works (kokyo koji) and tourism (kanko) – is distorted and externally dependent, but this does not explain or limit what Okinawa is or could be; there are pockets of resistance that show the alternatives that exist, and exist successfully. McCormack notes the efforts of Yomitan village, central Okinawa Island, to uphold its own priorities of grassroots development. Although home to U.S. military facilities, the villagers of Yomitan have actively limited dependence on subsidies and focus on local crafts and traditional agricultural products (McCormack, 2003: 107). The small island of Kudaka has also actively avoided resort development and has struggled against external pressure in order to maintain its traditions of communal ownership and management of agriculture, and sustainable use of the local environment (Asato, 2003: 239-240). In the environmental protest movements, first against pollution in Kin Bay, Okinawa Island, and later against the building of an airport at Shiraho, Ishigaki Island, Tanji sees the ‘protection of local natural assets from yamato [mainland]-style industrialization’ as the promotion of a distinct Okinawan identity and a reinterpretation of what ‘affluence’ means (Tanji, 2003: 174). This distinct identity is based on a lifestyle and local industry ‘rooted in the [end page 100] local environment’ (Tanji, 2003: 175) and is key to Okinawan redefinitions of security. Resistance to external definitions of and constraints on the economy, culture and security of Okinawa have culminated in the waters off Henoko. As mentioned previously, the decision to construct a sea-based military facility in the area was made by a U.S. – Japan committee, without local consultation, in 1996. The Nago City non-binding plebiscite in 1997, in spite of much pressure from Tokyo, came out against the plan. However, the close results of the vote showed the divisions within the local community. Governor Ota gave public support to the Nago plebiscite results and was 
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subsequently cut off politically and financially by the central government. In the 1998 prefectural elections, Ota lost to the more conservative Inamine Keiichi, reflecting an Okinawan population worried about a future without government subsidies. On being elected, Inamine quickly accepted the plan for a Nago ‘heliport’ (the label downplays the scale and impact of the facility) with limits – a dual military-civilian runway and a 15-year maximum lease – that have been ignored by the central government. The May 2006 U.S. – Japan mutual security agreement sets out an expanded plan for the military facility near Henoko and Tokyo is now under pressure to sort out what Washington sees as a parochial issue.
For the opponents of the proposed Henoko base, what is at stake is more than the endangered dugong – an important Okinawan cultural symbol – and more than the dugong’s rich marine environment; the struggle is over the future of Okinawa.
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Okinawa’s contributions to the U.S. military in the name of common defense full’s American Hegemony
Heriberto Cairo, 2006 Department of Political Science and Administration III, Faculty of Political Science and Sociology of the Universidad Complutense Madrid/The Duty of the Benevolent Master: From Sovereignty to Suzerainty and the Biopolitics of Intervention/2006/ Pg 294-5/HS
Military domination, which in its extreme version converts places like Okinawa into practically “military colonies of the Pentagon,” coupled with the implementation of an economic decision to model every country in the world according to the American (Western) values of “free market capitalism” would constitute a new US empire. This new imperialism, according to Johnson would not mean the “extension of one state’s legal dominion over another; nor do I even want to imply that imperialism must have primarily economic causes”; US dominance would be achieved through a military establishment that “at the end of the century is becoming an autonomous system.” William Spanos, invoking Martin Heidegger’s ontological genealogy of imperialism, situates its origin in Rome. Pax Romana would constitute the first example of Pax Metaphysica, “the global ‘peace’ that has been the perennially (self-)promised dream of Occidental philosophy. Pax Americana would be heralded by “the deputies of the dominant American culture at the end of the Cold War.” The end of history and the advent of a new world order would be “symptomatic of the achievement of the global hegemony of ‘America’ understood not simply as a political order, but as a way of thinking.” Occidental philosophical thought would be complicit with imperialism since its inception, and the current discourse of the end of history, the triumph of “free market” democracy, or the rise of American English as universal lingua franca would be proofs of a triumphant American global hegemony. These stories about the history of the post-Cold War period, unlike that of Hardt and Negri, points to states, concrete and material entities, as the locus of power. It is interesting to notice that the idea of absence of a leading imperial state in Hardt and Negri is coupled with the efforts of the United States to disguise its continuous interventions all over the world in the form of “international interventions”: “More than 35 countries are giving crucial support (to the Operation Iraqi Freedom)…Every nation in this coalition has chosen to bear the duty and share the honor of serving in our common defense,” claimed President Bush at the beginning of the Second Gulf War. This repeated claiming (in Bosnia, Kosovo, Afghanistan, etc.) of an international coalition enterprise should alert critical understandings, as it does for David Campbell: “In the first place, the notion of an international coalition is misplaced. The war machine is a unilateralist US instrument, with some British input. While a handful of other countries have offered small-scale military support to the campaign, there is no desire on the Bush administration’s part to cramp its style by having others involved others involved in decision-making. The extensive diplomatic activity that the media characterizes as being an effort to keep the “fragile international coalition together” involves little more than the US and Britain buying acquiescence from states that might otherwise have opposed military action overtly.” James Der Derian is also critical of the idea of an “international coalition” of varying interests when he talks of the new “virtuous wars” of the United States. He points out that “it now looks to be the ultimate means by which the U.S. intends to re-secure its borders, maintain its hegemony, and bring a modicum of order if not justice back to international politics.” Although the latter may not have been achieved yet (inter alia because disorder is the ontological base of “international politics”). The two first objectives are largely on the way to being achieved.
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US military bases kill many species in an ecologically diverse area, violating not only US law but ecological dignity.
U.S. Newswire, 2005, "Okinawa Air Base Deal Still Controversial; New Plan Does Not Guarantee Survival of Endangered Marine Mammal", lexis, DH)

The plan for an air base at Henoko has faced continual demonstrations by Okinawans for more than two years and is opposed by environmental groups from around the world. The latest plan would require landfilling portions of two saltwater bays on which the endangered dugong rely for their survival. Many remain concerned that destruction of this key marine habitat could doom the last remaining Okinawan dugong to extinction and destroy essential habitat for other threatened sea life, such as sea turtles. "The Okinawa dugong, which is an endangered species, should be protected domestically and internationally," said Sekine Takamichi an attorney with the Japan Environmental Lawyers Federation. "We call for the suspension of any relocation plans that involve Okinawa dugong habitat and Henoko Bay. We also request the governments to set up a dugong sanctuary and outline a dugong conservation plan based on the IUCN's (World Conservation Union) recommendation." "Construction of the new airbase, even under the new plan, would cause severe ecological damage to one of the most diverse ecosystems on earth," said Peter Galvin of Center for Biological Diversity. "For this reason, conservation groups around the world are asking President Bush and Prime Minister Koizumi to cancel the base construction plan in its entirety and protect the Okinawa dugong, a creature recognized as a national monument in Japan." The region at issue is one of the most biologically diverse areas in the Pacific. Okinawa is second only to the Great Barrier Reef in terms of marine biodiversity, and the sea grass beds in northern Okinawa are the feeding ground of the last remaining dugong in Japanese waters. The sea grass and reef also provide important habitat for numerous rare wildlife species, including three species of sea turtle. Local residents voted overwhelmingly against the airbase project in a 1997 referendum, but Japanese and US authorities have repeatedly ignored their voices. A coalition of US and Japanese conservation groups went to court in September 2003 to stop the original project. http://www.earthjustice.org/news/display.html?ID=684. The case is currently being heard in US Federal District Court in San Francisco. The lawsuit asks the US Department of Defense to comply with the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) by publicly assessing the impacts of the proposed project on the Okinawa dugong in consultation with Okinawan communities. The NHPA requires US agencies to assess the impacts of their activities on cultural icons of foreign nations. Because of their significance to Okinawan culture, dugongs are included on a Japanese government list of protected cultural properties. "The Department of Defense has a legal duty to protect the cultural resources and national monuments of other nations," said Marcello Mollo of Earthjustice, who is representing the coalition in the United States. "Now that the most destructive airstrip plan over Henoko's reef is off the table, we see momentum toward an eventual cancellation of this entire air base. The courageous protesters in Okinawa have brought the world's attention to this issue. But the fight goes on." 
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The destruction of the environment in Okinawa is inexorably linked to the prioritization of security
Deborah Mantle, 2006 “Defending the Dugong: Redefining ‘Security’ in Okinawa and Japan”  Lecturer, College of International Relations, Ritsumeikan University, Kyoto, Japan Ritsumeikan Annual Review of International Studies, 2006 Vol.5, pp. 85-105

For the opponents of the proposed Henoko base, what is at stake is more than the endangered dugong – an important Okinawan cultural symbol – and more than the dugong’s rich marine environment; the struggle is over the future of Okinawa. Having learned from the experiences of past local/environmental protests, the defenders of the dugong have gone international. At the 2001 IUCN (International Conservation Union) conference, anti-heliport representatives took the initiative to attend the meeting in order to highlight the dangers faced by the Okinawa dugong. As a result, the IUCN have strongly urged the Japanese government (without success) to set up a sanctuary for the benign marine mammals. The Futenma-Henoko Action Network, an Okinawa-based protest group, raised half the funds for the production of a documentary on the issue which was aired on BBC World Earth Report in 2005 (Simpson, 2005). Meanwhile, the Okinawa dugong is also being defended in the U.S. courts. To stop U.S. involvement with the new base, the American NGO Earthjustice, on behalf of a coalition of Japanese and American conservation groups, filed a lawsuit against the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD) in 2003. Citing the 1966 National Historic Preservation Act which states that the U.S. government must respect the cultural icons of other countries, the lawsuit requires the DOD to assess fully and publicly the effect of the project on the dugong. The US government has argued that the choice of site and construction of the base is entirely in the hands of the Japanese government. However, in March 2005 a federal judge in San Francisco denied the U.S. government’s attempt to dismiss the suit, stating that the site would be built to U.S. specifications for U.S. use. The case is continuing. In 1993, ‘Stars and Stripes’, the U.S. forces’ newspaper, reported that there may be no more than a dozen dugongs left in Okinawa. This implies that the extinction of the dugong is certain so why resist the inevitable? One more species endangered, one more ecosystem threatened, one more example of Tokyo contemptuously dismissing the voices of Okinawan protest. The question now remains: how far is the Japanese government willing to go to enforce its definition of ‘national security’? Conclusion ‘Any (local resident) would oppose (a plan to introduce a U.S. military installation) if asked. That’s the difficult part of national security’ Prime Minister Koizumi’s statement in response to the results of the March 2006 non-binding Iwakuni plebiscite, an overwhelming (87.4%) vote against the relocation of carrier-based airplanes to Iwakuni (Japan Times, 14th March 2006) ‘our words do not work any more’ (Booth, 1991: 313) The May 2006 U.S. – Japan Roadmap on Realignment of forces was heralded by both Washington and Tokyo as marking a new phase in the security alliance. The rhetoric is new but the underlying assumptions are not. The defence policy of Japan is currently based on one specific construction of ‘security’ – defence of the state against external threats in which national security so-defined is placed above all. This particular Realist interpretation of ‘security’ is constraining the choices and opportunities of the people of Okinawa (Hook & Siddle, 2003a: 8) and is, therefore, counter to the emancipatory form of security advocated by IR critical security scholar Ken Booth. The protests against and criticisms of Okinawa’s subjugation are alternative ideas of ‘security’ in practice, notions that take the interests of individuals and the protection of the natural environment into account; that take Article 9 seriously as an ideal to live by and not a vague guideline to ignore at will. Critics of the narrow definition of ‘security’ at work in Japan today urge a move toward an independent, credible foreign policy ‘supported by a logic of its own that has the consent of its own people’ (Gabe, 2003: 72) that is integrated with a stable regional peace rather than with the military force of the U.S. (Miyazato et al, 2006: 56). It is difficult to imagine the government and people of Japan voluntarily giving up the perceived protection of the U.S. military umbrella, but imagination is what is needed, the imagination to think differently and the courage to speak and act differently. ‘Security’ as currently interpreted in Japan is not a definition that works, for Okinawa or for the long-term stable peace of the country as a whole. If the word no longer works, it must be reworked.
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80% of Japans coral reefs are in danger due to US bases and biodiversity has never been more critical
Suvendrini, Kakuchi May 10, 2007 BIODIVERSITY-JAPAN Climate Change Fosters Coral-Eating Starfish http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=37686 

Almost 80 percent of Japan's coral reefs are situated close to Okinawa and the surrounding islands, and these face threats from tourism and the United States military bases there. 
Human activities that result in the flow of red soil into the sea and warmer waters around Japan are said to be responsible for the rapid growth of starfish that, in many places, have begun to cover the reefs and suffocate them. 
Biologist Kazuhiko Sakai, an expert on reef larvae at the Ryukoku University's biodiversity research section, believes that the situation of coral reefs is critical: ''Various problems, such as a lack of expertise on coral reefs and the effect of global warming on them, as well as reluctance to develop ecologically sound land management policies, haunt Japan's conservation projects." Experts at the Tokyo conference, aware of the uphill struggle before them, discussed a conservation framework based on participation by various stakeholders. For example, the involvement of the agricultural and construction industry could help check the flow of red soil into the sea. 'The best way to combat the destruction of corals is to bring together various sectors. We hope this measure will lay the groundwork to enable Japan to play a leading role in protecting coral reefs in the Asia-Pacific region,'' explained Takahashi. As part of the initiative, the environment ministry will soon launch a national promotion committee for the International Year of the Reef 2008, which is to embody the new conservation model. Japan is already involving experts of other relevant ecosystems such as mangroves and tropical timber, when implementing reef conservation. Japan's 96,000 hectares of heavily damaged coral reefs illustrate how large-scale development and political issues have taken precedence over ecological concerns. Rapid economic expansion in the 1970s and 1980s caused havoc because it was not accompanied by stringent environmental protection laws, such as the establishment of protected nature reserves. An important example of cooperative work is Sango Mura (Coral Village) on a southern island close to Okinawa. This community project is a scheme jointly undertaken since 2005 by the environment ministry, officials at the Okinawa local government and World Wildlife Fund-Japan. Satoshi Maekawa, a WWF officer who works with an education project to raise awareness among local communities on the need to protect coral reefs, says success can only come from ''developing a balance between protecting livelihoods and protecting coral reefs''.  
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