



It was good that the West actually bombed Japan ---- the 1AC tries to whitewash this by claiming that the West should have focused on the Hiroshima incident like the Fukushima disaster ---– you must vote negative to challenge their discursive violence
Newman, 95
Robert P., Professor Emeritus, University of Pittsburgh, won Gustavus Myers Center Outstanding Book on Human Rights Award, nominated for the Pulitzer Prize, the National book award, “Truman and the Hiroshima cult” 75-76
About eradicating Japanese militarism, we cannot be so certain. Most early reports from the occupation were pessimistic. Richard Johnston's story in the Washington Post of 4 September 1945 said: Tokyo, September 4—The Japanese people do not know they lost the war. The Japanese Army is relatively intact and has no awareness of defeat. The Japanese Navy virtually ceased to exist, but its officers excuse the debacle on the basis of maladministration by the Army. Japanese intellectuals criticize the military—but not for taking Japan into war—only for failure to win it. The mass of the Japanese people believed the war was halted by the magnanimous gesture of the Emperor rather than as a result of Allied force. . . . "We are embarrassed at the failure of the Army and Navy to triumph for the Emperor—next time we will do better."79 Richard Russell quoted this dispatch in his long and bitter speech to the Senate 18 September 1945 to protest the coddling of the Japanese.80 On 5 September, Maj. Gen. Clayton Bissell, U.S. Army G-2, reported similar conclusions to his superiors: The Japanese government and Imperial Headquarters will insure complete compliance by the Japanese armed forces with the surrender terms and will keep the general public calm and under control. Japan's leaders hope to keep the present Japanese political and social structure essentially intact by avoidance of overt acts against the Allies and by well considered pressure for the mildest possible interpretation of the Potsdam terms. Fear of Communism will color their political outlook considerable [sic] in the immediate future.... Japan's present ruling groups will continue to try to create the impression that Japan is on the road toward democracy, with the purpose of hastening the evacuation of Allied occupation forces. Although many Japanese would welcome a truly democratic Japan, no fundamental change has occurred in Japanese psychology, aspirations to control the East or determination that Japan shall become a great world power. She is simply making the best of a bad situation while she gains the power and knowledge for another try for a place in the sun.81 The long story of Japan's development from a defeated military empire to a triumphant economic empire under American tutelage is well known. Less well known is the continuing campaign of successive Japanese administrations to deny, explain away, justify, and whitewash the events of its assault on the peoples of Asia and the Pacific. Despite the peace clause in the Japanese constitution, Yamato racism, the bushido spirit, belief in the right of Japan to rule the Pacific area, contention that the only atrocity of World War II was American bombing, denial of the rape of Nanking and the Bataan Death March, and the prolonged pretense that there were no Korean and other women conscripted into prostitution for Japanese soldiers, and other distortions of history are still strongly supported in Japan.82 

They buy into the cult of Hiroshima – they trivialize those deaths from Fukushima by putting it on the same level as the Hiroshima bombings, which justifies atrocities
Newman, 95
Robert P., Professor Emeritus, University of Pittsburgh, won Gustavus Myers Center Outstanding Book on Human Rights Award, nominated for the Pulitzer Prize, the National book award, “Truman and the Hiroshima cult” xi-xii
[bookmark: _GoBack]I take the meaning of "cult" from Merriam-Webster's Ninth New Collegiate: "a great devotion to a person, idea, or thing: esp: such a devotion regarded as literary or intellectual fad." The intellectual idea to which Hiroshima cultists are devoted is that since Japan was about to surrender when the bombs were dropped, the slaughter of innocents at Hiroshima and Nagasaki was not motivated by military reasons. It was instead motivated primarily by the desire to intimidate the Russians (so-called atomic diplomacy), by racism (we did not drop the bomb on Germany), by the desire of Robert Oppenheimer and company to experiment with a new toy, by the fear of Secretary of War Henry Stimson and others that Congress would investigate if their $2 billion dollar expenditure was found not useful, or by the sheer unthinking momentum of a bureaucratic juggernaut (Manhattan Project). This cult has a shrine, a holy day, a distinctive rhetoric of victimization (it can also be called a Japanese-as-victim cult), various items of scripture (John Hersey's Hiroshima, The Franck Report, P.M.S. Blackett's 1949, Fear, War, and the Bomb), and, in Japan, support from a powerful constituency (Marxist). As with other cults, it is ahistorical. Its devotees elevate fugitive and unrepresentative events to cosmic status. And most of all, they believe. The Hiroshima cult is the mirror image of the nuclear cult—those evangelists of the 1950s and 1960s who saw the energy of the atom as the means to make the desert bloom, to air condition whole cities for pennies (the electricity would be too cheap to meter), to power an airplane across the oceans on a thimbleful of fuel, and to do other wonderful things. Daniel Ford dealt with these matters in his 1982 book, The Cult of the Atom. This cult has demonstrated its bankruptcy. But the Hiroshima cult is not bankrupt. It gained ascendancy in 1994 in the Smithsonian's Air and Space Museum, and its faithful still flock to the shrine in Japan. This book is about how things got that way, and it is judgmental. My focus, however, is not on the cultists as such; rather it is on the arguments they use to proselytize.  

Democratic reliance on public participation makes it conceptually distinct from environmental authoritarianism
Gilley 2012 – Division of Political Science, Mark O. Hatﬁeld School of Government, Portland State
University (Bruce, “Authoritarian environmentalism and China’s response to climate change,” Environmental Politics Vol. 21, No. 2, March 2012, 288-89)
Thus authoritarian environmentalism can be provisionally deﬁned as a public policy model that concentrates authority in a few executive agencies manned by capable and uncorrupt elites seeking to improve environmental outcomes. Public participation is limited to a narrow cadre of scientiﬁc and technocratic elites while others are expected to participate only in state-led mobilisation for the purposes of implementation. The policy outputs that result include a rapid and comprehensive response to the issue and usually some limits on individual freedoms. By implication, then, we can deﬁne democratic environmentalism as a public policy model that spreads authority across several levels and agencies of government, including representative legislatures, and that encourages direct public participation from a wide cross-section of society (Holden 2002, Humphrey 2007). Policy outputs may be piecemeal and subject to time lags, and do not generally include restrictions on basic social, civil, or political liberties. Since public participation is at the heart of democratic environmentalism (and its absence at the heart of authoritarian environmentalism), it is important to specify its meaning. Participation involves two dimensions. One is the stage in the policy process where participation takes place, from the upstream stage (research and knowledge formation, problem identiﬁcation, measurement and assessment, policy options identiﬁcation and assessment) to the midstream stage (policy selection and formulation) to the downstream stage (policy implementation, leadership, monitoring, reporting, assessment, and revision) (Birkland 2005). The second dimension is the level of participation, from low levels (being targets of state propaganda, reporting policy violations, and attending informational meetings), to medium levels (policy activism and protest, informal consultations), to high levels (legallybinding deliberative forums, outright citizen autonomy, legislative sovereignty) (Arnstein 1969, Plummer and Taylor 2004). Participants may include individual citizens, civil society, the media, issue experts, business leaders and corporations, elected representatives, and social spaces like internet sites and schools (Baum 2004, p. 1840).


