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***Consolidation CP***

Consolidation CP – 1NC 

CP Text: The USFG should consolidate its military bases in Okinawa

Counterplan Solves - Full scale comprehensive fixes to the problems in Okinawa seriously addresses the concerns of Okinawa and the US-Japan Alliance

Robert Eldridge (Ph.D. Director, U.S.-Japan Alliance Affairs Division

Center for International Security Studies and Policy (CISSP), School of International Public Policy, Osaka University (OSIPP)) 05 (9/24, Toward a Viable, Comprehensive, Long-term Approach to the Okinawa Basing Issue and the True Strengthening of the Alliance, OSIPP, http://www2.osipp.osaka-u.ac.jp/~eldridge/) 

Today, full-scale surgery is necessary. A viable, comprehensive, and long-term solution to the challenges Okinawa faces and to realize the full potential of the alliance is necessary in order both to do the “right thing” in correcting the problems of the past, and equally important, to put the alliance on healthier footing. We are at a cross-road now; for the first time since reversion, we can fundamentally change both the structure of the bases and strengthen the way in which our militaries interact while seriously addressing the numerous concerns of Okinawa, which it calls the “burdens”. We have to seize this chance by using our imagination to develop innovative solutions and by making brave and bold decisions. This proposal was prepared to not only jump-start the discussions but to provide such a solution. I would like to see it form the basis from which further discussions can be held. Specifically, the proposal seeks to provide a direction with specific recommendations for dramatic alterations in the basing arrangements to be adopted in time for the Interim Report scheduled for release in October, followed by a request that further consolidations and closures be considered in the time between the Interim Report and the release of the Final Report. Dividing the debate into two stages, reaching a decision between now and the Interim Report on the contents introduced in this proposal, followed by a second round looking at further options between the Interim Report and Final report, is likely to be a more realistic approach to a solution than the current rudderless discussions. 

NB: 

- Deterrence/Resolve DA
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  - Hegemony

  - US/Japan Alliance 

  - Deterrence 

- Rearmament DA 

- Politics DA 

Consolidation CP – Solvency – Political Instability

Failure to enact some sort of action will degrade the alliance 
Robert Eldridge (Ph.D. Director, U.S.-Japan Alliance Affairs Division

Center for International Security Studies and Policy (CISSP), School of International Public Policy, Osaka University (OSIPP)) 05 (9/24, Toward a Viable, Comprehensive, Long-term Approach to the Okinawa Basing Issue and the True Strengthening of the Alliance, OSIPP, http://www2.osipp.osaka-u.ac.jp/~eldridge/) 

Before beginning, I must express several caveats. First, I believe the U.S.-Japan alliance to be one of the most important, mutually helpful alliances and relationships in modern history. It has served the respective individual interests of Japan and the United States, our mutual interests, regional interests, and international interests, and we must build on this for the future. This region, lacking a NATO-like security structure and a widespread commitment to democratic systems, and ripe in historical and territorial problems, would be in worse shape without the alliance, as would the world, without the U.S.-Japan partnership. If the realignment discussions currently being pursued by the two governments continue to their logical conclusion, I fear that they will actually and ironically bring about the political and strategic degradation of the alliance rather than its strengthening.
Consolidation CP – Solvency – Environment

Futenma – the main source of dewgong killings and other bases would be closed
Robert Eldridge (Ph.D. Director, U.S.-Japan Alliance Affairs Division

Center for International Security Studies and Policy (CISSP), School of International Public Policy, Osaka University (OSIPP)) 05 (9/24, Toward a Viable, Comprehensive, Long-term Approach to the Okinawa Basing Issue and the True Strengthening of the Alliance, OSIPP, http://www2.osipp.osaka-u.ac.jp/~eldridge/) 

Through the reduction in bases and personnel, the negative impact on the surrounding communities can be reduced—the third pillar of my proposal. In particular, the problems and dangers surrounding the use of Futenma, located in the middle of populous Ginowan City, Kadena, including the recent problems of noise pollution, and Naha International Airport, which was recently closed temporarily due to the mishap with an ASDF jet on the civilian-military co-use runway, could be immediately resolved. As the approaches and take-off flight paths of the new facility are entirely above water, there is no danger to local communities or noise pollution. Similarly, because the facilities, especially functions of Kinser, Naha Military Port, and the other bases would be combined or closer together, the intrusion on the local roads and related problems 12 with that (noise pollution, accidents, and general congestion) could be avoided. 

Consolidation CP – Solvency – Regional Stability
Leaving a few bases will be inevitably given and/or put under joint command with US forces, giving the alliance a synergy that the alliance is currently lacking

Robert Eldridge (Ph.D. Director, U.S.-Japan Alliance Affairs Division

Center for International Security Studies and Policy (CISSP), School of International Public Policy, Osaka University (OSIPP)) 05 (9/24, Toward a Viable, Comprehensive, Long-term Approach to the Okinawa Basing Issue and the True Strengthening of the Alliance, OSIPP, http://www2.osipp.osaka-u.ac.jp/~eldridge/) 

As is explained next, as most of the consolidated bases would become Self Defense Force facilities, there would be a reduction in both the number and percentage of U.S. bases, an issue Okinawa has insisted on more out of a nationalist/sovereignty perspective than based on an understanding Japan’s role as a host in the alliance or realistic security appraisal. This won’t answer the argument that Okinawa does not want any bases, U.S. or Japanese, but the central government has both the right and responsibility to defend its borders and people and the opinions of a vocal minority should not put Japanese security at risk. Over the years, there has been a positive increase in the acceptance of the SDF by the people of Okinawa, and their interaction with more communities through joint basing can actually help in building support for them. In addition, if U.S. and Japanese troops can live, train, and work together, a great deal of mutual understanding and respect, as well as increased capabilities, will emerge. This would be the synergy that the alliance is currently lacking.

US-Japan Relationship acts as a deterrent in the region 

Robert Eldridge (Ph.D. Director, U.S.-Japan Alliance Affairs Division

Center for International Security Studies and Policy (CISSP), School of International Public Policy, Osaka University (OSIPP)) 05 (9/24, Toward a Viable, Comprehensive, Long-term Approach to the Okinawa Basing Issue and the True Strengthening of the Alliance, OSIPP, http://www2.osipp.osaka-u.ac.jp/~eldridge/) 

Second, the role of the U.S. military in the region and in the alliance is more important than ever. The U.S. presence is not a “product of the Cold War,” that with the end of the Cold War, the presence was no longer needed. It is more universal than that—addressing the dangers of instability than any specific country threat. It had its roots before the Cold War and continues today due precisely to the lack of a functioning multilateral security structure and commitment by the region to shared values of democracy, peace, and human rights. The same is true for the U.S.-Japan Alliance. While it was born of the Cold War, the values that have brought the two countries together in the postwar have served as the glue to bind us. As a result, the U.S. military, especially the Marines, are busier than ever, contributing not only to deterrence in the region and around the world, and responding when necessary to the challenges of aggression and natural or man-made disasters, but also actively involved in forging cooperation with the militaries of other countries in a program known as Theater Security Cooperation, which helps countries in the region build habits of cooperation, transparency in defense policies and militaries, increased capabilities, and mutual trust and respect. This cooperative relationship helps to breakdown mutual suspicion and creates a more stable region
Consolidation CP – Hegemony (1/2)
US forces in Japan have been used as a staging base for conflict in the Middle East

 Hughes (Professor of International and Japanese Politics in the Department of Politics and International Studies, University of Warwick, UK). 2004 (Christopher W. 'Forging a strengthened US-Japan alliance', Adelphi series, 44: 368, 97 — 115) 

Whatever the outcome of ongoing Japan–US consultations on the realignment and funding of bases, it seems certain that facilities in Japan will become ever more central to US regional and global strategy. The US utilised its bases in Japan to deploy forces in the Gulf; the carrier Kitty Hawk home-ported in Japan participated in the current conflicts in Afghanistan and Iraq; fighter aircraft from Misawa in Aomori Prefecture and Kadena Air Base in Okinawa participated in the Iraq war; US Marines in Okinawa were sent as reinforcements to Iraq in January 2004; and Okinawa, in particular, remains crucial as a staging post for the US to project power across the Pacific to the Indian Ocean and Middle East. Consequently, it is not surprising that the US 2004 Global Posture Review (GPR) looks set to maintain or even boost the US presence in Japan, whereas other allies, including South Korea, face sizeable reductions of US forces. In recent talks, the US appears to have reassured Japan that it intends to preserve current troop levels in Japan of around 58,000 servicemen (including around 14,000 of the US 7th Fleet). The US is also looking to strengthen the importance of its bases in Japan, proposing that the command functions of the US Army I Corps, a rapid-deployment force covering the Asia–Pacific, be relocated from Washington State to Army Camp Zawa in Kanagawa Prefecture. In addition, the US has proposed that the command operations of the 13th Air Force headquartered in Guam, a key base for long-range bombers and tanker aircraft often deployed in the Middle East, should be integrated with those of the 5th Air Force Command at Yokota Air Base in Tokyo.3 The ramifications of this would be that Japan would essentially serve as a frontline US command post for the Asia–Pacific and beyond. The increased concentration of command functions in Japan would also increase cooperation between US forces and the JSDF. Japan might resist these proposals, given that the scope of the command functions extends far beyond the Asia–Pacific and the stated scope of the US–Japan security treaty. However, increased US–Japan out-of-area cooperation since 11 September, and the fact that Japan has given the US a free hand to use bases for actions in the Middle East in the past, suggests that Japan might have to accept its enhanced role as a fulcrum for US military commands in the Asia–Pacific and beyond. Indeed, the US’s desire to convert its bilateral regional alliance into one that functions to support its global security objectives could even lead to a redefining of the entire US–Japan security treaty. Japan and the US are now locked in negotiations, expected to last until Spring 2005, over how to reconcile the treaty’s provisions with the GPR. One outcome could be the redefinition of the geographical scope of the treaty, although Japan’s government will attempt, if possible, to resist this. 

Consolidation CP – Hegemony (2/2)
Iraq’s the central conflict for U.S. credibility and resolve---withdrawal would be a massive propaganda coup for militant Islamists 

Tunç 8 – Hakan Tunç, Professor of Political Science at Carleton University, Fall 2008, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 657-669

It is not surprising, then, that depicting the United States as weak and irresolute has become crucial evidence for those opposing Iraq withdrawal on reputational grounds. The argument’s proponents repeatedly point out that a quick withdrawal from Iraq would confirm bin Laden’s claim about U.S. irresolution. For President Bush, if the United States abandons Iraq, ‘‘the terrorists would be emboldened, and use their victory to gain new recruits.’’25 Vice President Cheney asserted that ‘‘absolutely the worst possible thing we could do at this point would be to validate and encourage the terrorists by doing exactly what they want us to do, which is to leave [Iraq].’’26 According to a former aide in the Bush White House, the claim that America is a ‘‘‘weak horse’ that runs when bloodied ‘will be right’ if the United States does not bring a decent outcome in Iraq.’’27 A widely-read conservative observer notes that ‘‘To drive the United States out of Iraq would be a huge victory for the terrorists, attracting both recruits and support from around the world.’’28

The forcefulness of the reputational argument also depends on how important a particular battlefield or theater of war is in the eyes of America’s adversaries. If adversaries believe a particular battlefield constitutes the major front in a larger conflict, then the reputational argument is strengthened. Conversely, if a military conflict is understood to be peripheral to a larger strategic conflict, then the reputation stakes are relatively low.

In this regard, the contrast between the Vietnam War and Iraq is again striking. Neither the United States, the Soviet Union nor China saw Vietnam, or Indochina for that matter, as the central front in the Cold War. For all three powers, Vietnam was considered peripheral to the larger conflict whose main front was in Europe. Neither the Soviet nor Chinese leadership suggested that Vietnam was pivotal in the Cold War. In fact, Moscow and Beijing from the late 1960s onward did not perceive any great advantage to themselves as a result of a humiliating U.S. defeat in Vietnam. Moreover, Washington wished to see a quick end to the conflict through a negotiated settlement.29 Even though Nixon and Kissinger believed that an honorable exit from Vietnam was important, they ‘‘shared the conviction that Vietnam was an irritant that needed to be removed by any means necessary.’’30At present, proponents of the reputational argument, in particular, Bush administration officials, argue that Iraq is the central front for the United States in the larger conflict with radical Islamists. This greatly raises the stakes for U.S. reputation.31 Given the centrality of Iraq, advocates of the reputational argument contend an American withdrawal would embolden jihadists to an extent even greater than previous U.S. departures, such as Beirut and Somalia. Jihadists will certainly liken an American withdrawal from Iraq under fire to the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan in 1988. Consequently, their determination to defeat the United States will harden.
Once again, the jihadists’ rhetoric and actions provide sufficient evidence for the reputational argument proponents to claim that ‘‘Al Qaeda does not think Iraq is a distraction from their war against us. Al Qaeda believes Iraq is the central front – and it is.’’32 Indeed, both bin Laden and Zawahiri regard Iraq now as being the front line of the Islamic militant battle against the West. For instance, Osama bin Laden noted in 2006: ‘‘the war [in Iraq] is for you or for us to win. If we win it, it means your defeat and disgrace forever as the wind blows in this direction with God’s help.’’33 In another statement, bin Laden announced: ‘‘The whole world is watching this war and the two adversaries. It’s either victory and glory, or misery and humiliation.’’34 In his letter to Abu Musab al-Zarqawi in late 2005, bin Laden’s deputy Zawahiri also emphasized that Iraq had become ‘‘the place for the greatest battle of Islam in this era.’’35 The fact that Iraq had attracted thousands of jihadists from other Muslim countries attests to the importance of Iraq as the central front in the global war on terror.36

Consolidation CP – Politics (1/2)

(More stuff is in the separate Japan Politics Scenario)

Moving the bases would help support the LDP, who tried to get it to move in 2006 
Chan 4/29/10 (John, Japan: Mass protest against US base on Okinawa,  International Committee of the Fourth International, http://www.wsws.org/articles/2010/apr2010/japa-a29.shtml) 
Having pledged during last year’s election campaign to remove the base, Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama has failed to reach a deal with the US. The Obama administration is insisting that the DPJ abide by an agreement reached with the previous Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) government to shift the base, in modified form, to the less populated Henoko Bay, while transferring 7,000 marines to Guam. Sunday’s demonstration in Yomitanson was the largest ever in Okinawa. Protesters came from all 41 municipalities of the prefecture, decked out in yellow to show the government a “yellow card”—a warning. Many more people dangled a yellow flag from car mirrors or wore a yellow scarf to show their support for the demonstration. Nago mayor Susumu Inamine told the rally: “Though [Hatoyama] pledged to relocate the air station outside Okinawa Prefecture, the government has been wavering on this issue. There are even signs [the government will proceed with the initial plan] to relocate functions of the air station to the Henoko district. These haphazard measures and the unscrupulous approach simply mock residents of the prefecture.” Inamine won the local election last year with the help of the Democrats by campaigning as an opponent of the US air base. Even Okinawa governor Hirokazu Nakima, who is an LDP leader and accepted the 2006 deal, attended the rally and referred to the huge burden of the US military on local residents. 
Although they are both pushing the consumption tax, constitutional revision is more important to the LDP than the DPJ
Baruah 7/2 (Pranamita, DPJ likely to struggle to retain control over the Upper House, Institute for Defense Studies and Analyses, http://www.idsa.in/idsacomments/DPJlikelytostruggletoretaincontrolovertheUpperHouse_pbaruah_020710) 

In its manifesto, the DPJ has proposed to raise the consumption tax rate from current 5 per cent to 10 per cent in the near future. But it has been assured that measures will be adopted to ease the burden of lower income earners in case the proposed hike is implemented. The DPJ has scrapped its earlier pledge to offer a monthly child allowance of 26,000 yen instead of the current 13,000 yen. Instead, it talks about local governments having the authority to use any increase in the allowance to provide childcare support to match conditions in each area. Measures like income support for farming households and a plan to abolish expressway tolls continue to find place in the DPJ manifesto. In the diplomatic and security fields, the party dropped its earlier pledge to re-examine the role of the US military base and calls for China to be more transparent in its national defence policy. Constitution revision however does not find a mention in the manifesto. The opposition LDP too has proposed a 10 per cent hike in consumption tax. It has also stated that the revenue from additional taxes should be used to provide social security benefits, such as pensions and medical and nursing care services, along with measures to deal with the declining birth rate. It has also been pledged that in case of such a hike, a reduced tax rate on food and other daily necessities will be introduced. The LDP has proposed scrapping the childcare allowance and creating a new programme to allow local governments to choose from policy options such as building new day-care services, providing free mid-day meal at school, etc. While stressing on its ‘conservative credo’, the party opposes the bills that allow married couples to use different surnames and gives foreign permanent residents in Japan the right to vote in local elections. In contrast to the DPJ manifesto, Constitution revision is at the top of the LDP’s election promises. 

Consolidation CP – Politics (2/2)

The 1996 hiking of the consumption tax by two points caused a deep Japanese Recession

Braun and D’iaz-Gim’enez (University of Tokyo and IESE Business School and CAERP) 09 ( Spain, Japan, and the Dangers of Early Fiscal Tightening! www.crisis09.es, http://www.crisis09.es/monografia2009/pdf/02-braun.pdf) 

The fallout from the collapse of the bubble after 1991 in Japan seems rather modest as compared to the shortrun effects we have seen in the current recession in Spain. Real output growth continued and unemployment was stable between 1991 and 1992. From 1993 though GDP growth slowed and unemployment started to increase. Still, policy makers in Japan were concerned. Viewed from the perspective of the very rapid growth and low unemployment of the 1980s, slow growth and even moderate increases in unemployment were a matter for concern. Between 1991 and 1993, the Bank of Japan lowered the call rate from 8.2 percent to 2.4 percent. Fiscal expenditures increased from 14 percent of GDP to 20 percent of GDP over the same period. Starting in 1994 Japanese fiscal authorities tried to stimulate the economy using temporary tax cuts. In 1994 Japan introduced a temporary income tax cut that saw income tax liabilities for a typical household fall by 20 percent. This policy was renewed in 1995 and 1996 but the reduction was reduced to 15 percent and a maximum benefit cap of 50,000 Yen was imposed. By 1996, the economy was showing signs of recovery. Annualized year on year GDP growth hit 3.7 percent in the fourth quarter of 1996. As the economy recovered concerns of policy makers shifted to managing the deficit. In 1997 the temporary reduction in the income tax was removed, the consumption tax was increased by two percentage points and out of pocket contributions for medical expenses were increased. Government expenditures as a fraction of GDP started falling from the first quarter of 1996. What followed was Japan’s deepest recession since World War II. The recession brought with it further declines in stock and land prices. These declines hit balance sheets hard of financial services firms hard. A rash of bankruptcies occurred in the fall of 1997 culminating with the collapse of Yamaichi Securities. By 1998 Japan was experiencing deflation, a crippled banking sector, and a rapidly increasing stock of government debt. 

Consolidation CP – AT: Futenma/Naha Bad
Futenma/Naha would be closed
Robert Eldridge (Ph.D. Director, U.S.-Japan Alliance Affairs Division

Center for International Security Studies and Policy (CISSP), School of International Public Policy, Osaka University (OSIPP)) 05 (9/24, Toward a Viable, Comprehensive, Long-term Approach to the Okinawa Basing Issue and the True Strengthening of the Alliance, OSIPP, http://www2.osipp.osaka-u.ac.jp/~eldridge/) 

Through the reduction in bases and personnel, the negative impact on the surrounding communities can be reduced—the third pillar of my proposal. In particular, the problems and dangers surrounding the use of Futenma, located in the middle of populous Ginowan City, Kadena, including the recent problems of noise pollution, and Naha International Airport, which was recently closed temporarily due to the mishap with an ASDF jet on the civilian-military co-use runway, could be immediately resolved. As the approaches and take-off flight paths of the new facility are entirely above water, there is no danger to local communities or noise pollution. Similarly, because the facilities, especially functions of Kinser, Naha Military Port, and the other bases would be combined or closer together, the intrusion on the local roads and related problems 12 with that (noise pollution, accidents, and general congestion) could be avoided. 

***Politics Links***
Politics – Plan Popular – Rapes Cases
Americans won’t tolerate the 1995 rape case – they do not tolerate their presence
Bandow 98 ( Liberating Washington's East Asian Military Colony, CATO, Issue 314, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-314.pdf) 

It is not just the extraordinary outrages--the 1995 rape of a 12-year-old school girl, for instance, and the other "111 rapes, 23 murders, 357 robberies, and 2,479 burglaries" committed by U.S. military personnel since 1972, according to Governor Masahide Ota--that bother Okinawans.1 It is also the daily accidents, noise, congestion, and crowding. As the island's official petition, submitted to the U.S. government in April 1997, observes, Okinawa is beset by many other serious problems arising from the heavy concentration of U.S. facilities: (1) chronic aircraft noise plagues residents near the bases, (2) live firing exercises destroy the natural environment, (3) leakage of oil from base facilities cause soil and water pollution, and (4) military aircraft accidents occur from time to time. As a result, these problems disrupt the daily lives of the prefectural residents and instill great fear in them.2 Page 2 That is a situation Americans would be unwilling to tolerate in their own country. But through it all the Okinawans remain extraordinarily friendly to Americans. Most soldiers try to be good neighbors and many participate in the community, through charities, sports competitions, and cultural events. But even a lot of tree planting, to which Col. Gary Anderson, commander of Camp Hansen, the largest Marine Corps facility on the island, proudly points, offers only minor compensation.3 After all, Okinawans can plant their own trees. However friendly and pleasant the U.S. soldiers and their families may be, most island residents would prefer to have the land back for themselves and their families. 
Rape cases caused Americans to put pressure on their government to ease the burden of military presence
Bandow 98 ( Liberating Washington's East Asian Military Colony, CATO, Issue 314, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-314.pdf) 

In the aftermath of the 1995 rape incident, the American and Japanese governments did feel sufficient pressure to create the Special Action Committee on Okinawa (SACO), which developed 28 separate initiatives to ease the burden of America's military presence.29 But the most important measure, land reversion (in theory, Washington agreed to return 21 percent of the property under its control), will result in only modest changes even if it is implemented. Worse, most of the measure remains stalled because of the difficulty of finding alternative facilities. The reality is that no one in mainland Japan wants more American bases there.30 

Politics – Plan Popular – AT: Air Force
The Air Force believes its presence is key to Pacific Stability
Bandow 98 ( Liberating Washington's East Asian Military Colony, CATO, Issue 314, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-314.pdf) 

The Air Force defends its installations, most notably Kadena Air Base, primarily by citing the potential for conflict in Korea and elsewhere in East Asia. Okinawa is the "keystone of the Pacific," explained one senior Air Force officer.46 That U.S. troops need to be close to potential conflicts is only part of the justification; another concern is "presence is influence."47 Nevertheless, my briefer acknowledged that continued changes in the regional threat environment would warrant reconsideration of the U.S. military presence: "it is only logical to assume that major strategic changes would result in similar changes in deployments."48 He seemed to recognize that a diminishing threat of war, especially on the Korean peninsula, would automatically reduce the need for bases in Okinawa. 

Politics – Plan Popular – AT: Marines

Marines themselves question why they’re on the Island 
Bandow 98 ( Liberating Washington's East Asian Military Colony, CATO, Issue 314, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-314.pdf) 

That is a good question, one Okinawans now regularly ask of Washington. Even the Marines admit, "Not a day goes by when we are not asked the question . . . 'With the end of the Cold War, why does the United States continue to base such a large number of military here on Okinawa?'"45 The services, naturally, have an answer--in fact, many of them. The military graciously gives tours of their facilities even to skeptics of the U.S. presence. The Air Force and Marine Corps conduct formal briefings to justify their presence on Okinawa. 
Politics – Plan Unpopular – Air Force

The Air Force believes its presence is key to Pacific Stability
Bandow 98 ( Liberating Washington's East Asian Military Colony, CATO, Issue 314, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-314.pdf) 

The Air Force defends its installations, most notably Kadena Air Base, primarily by citing the potential for conflict in Korea and elsewhere in East Asia. Okinawa is the "keystone of the Pacific," explained one senior Air Force officer.46 That U.S. troops need to be close to potential conflicts is only part of the justification; another concern is "presence is influence."47 Nevertheless, my briefer acknowledged that continued changes in the regional threat environment would warrant reconsideration of the U.S. military presence: "it is only logical to assume that major strategic changes would result in similar changes in deployments."48 He seemed to recognize that a diminishing threat of war, especially on the Korean peninsula, would automatically reduce the need for bases in Okinawa. 

Politics – Plan Unpopular – Marines

Secretary of Defense and Senior Officers backs the Okinawa Bases
Bandow 98 ( Liberating Washington's East Asian Military Colony, CATO, Issue 314, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-314.pdf) 

Instead, Secretary of Defense William Cohen says that "as far as Japan and Okinawa is concerned, we intend to remain with the same essential presence there that we currently have," even if the two Koreas reunite.53 That is assuming the Japanese leaders allow Washington to stay. Senior Marine Corps officers worry that "if Korea reunifies they will kick the U.S. out" of the island.54 Former prime minister Hashimoto refused to commit himself, saying only that his government would discuss "troop levels in accordance with changes in situations" in the region.55 But Governor Ota rightly worries about apparent U.S. plans for a permanent occupation of the island: "It will be a grave matter if Mr. Cohen means that U.S. bases in Okinawa will be fixed as they are. I cannot help but wonder about our status as a sovereign nation if there is no reduction in U.S. troop levels even after the threat of North Korea is eliminated."56 
The Marines believe their presence is key to protecting against China and North Korea
Bandow 98 ( Liberating Washington's East Asian Military Colony, CATO, Issue 314, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-314.pdf) 

Not so the Marine Corps, which accounts for the bulk of U.S. facilities on the island. The Cold War may be over, but the Marines see no diminution of the need for a forward U.S. presence. Hegemonic communism may have disappeared, but--surprise, surprise!--the American bases on Okinawa are needed now more than ever. "Simply put," explain the Marines, "we are here to defend Japan!"49 From whom? The answer does not seem to matter. Say the Marines, "We, the U.S. and specifically, the U.S. Marine Corps are OBLIGATED, by law and a sense of friendship to be here."50 It is an astonishing assertion that the 1952 treaty, signed at the height of the Cold War, while the Korean War raged, requires the United States to keep its military presence unchanged 46 years later. From whom do the Marines have a special obligation to protect Japan? The Soviet Union may be gone, but, the Marines say, there are China and North Korea. Such desperate threat procurement is not compelling. China has so far been assertive rather than aggressive in East Asia. Its military buildup has thus far been measured, as Beijing trades quantity for quality. Moreover, Japan, with the world's second largest economy, is capable of maintaining a military with significant defensive potential that could deter future Chinese aggression.51 
Politics – Plan Unpopular – BiPartisanship

Staying in Okinawa is bipartisan— Lawmakers perceive presence important
The Mainichi Daily News, June 23rd, 2010

[“U.S. Lawmakers Submit Resolution to Express Gratitude to Okinawa”, The Mainichi Daily News, June 23rd, 2010, available online at http://mdn.mainichi.jp/mdnnews/news/20100623p2g00m0in032000c.html, accessed June 1st, 2010//Thur]
A group of bipartisan lawmakers submitted a resolution Tuesday to the U.S. House of Representatives to express gratitude to the Japanese people, especially to the people of Okinawa, for hosting the U.S. military.  The House could take a vote on the resolution on Wednesday, the 50th anniversary of the bilateral security treaty entering into force, parliamentary sources said.  The draft resolution says the "robust forward presence" of the U.S. military in Japan "provides the deterrence and capabilities necessary for the defense of Japan and for the maintenance of Asia-Pacific peace, prosperity and regional stability."  The resolution "recognizes that the broad support and understanding of the Japanese people are indispensable for the stationing" of the U.S. military in Japan and "expresses its appreciation to the people of Japan, and especially on Okinawa, for their continued hosting" of the U.S. armed forces, it says.  The text also touched on a joint statement released by the Japanese and U.S. governments in May that reconfirmed their commitment to a 2006 bilateral accord on the realignment of U.S. forces in Japan, which includes a plan to relocate the U.S. Marines Corps' Futenma base within Okinawa. 

Politics – Plan Unpopular – Gates

Breaking the U.S.-Japan security alliance is unpopular— Gates has defended strong ties

American Forces Press Service, June 3rd, 2010
[“Gates Cites Importance of US-Japanese Relationship”, John D. Banusiewicz is a staff writer for the American Forces Press Service, the press service for the U.S. Military, June 3rd, 2010, available online at http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=59467, accessed June 30, 2010//Thur]
Citing North Korea’s March 26 sinking of the South Korean naval frigate, Cheonan, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates today underscored the need for continuing the strong security relationship between the United States and Japan to help the two nations and their Pacific partners meet the challenges they face.Video  Gates spoke with reporters traveling with him shortly before arriving here to attend the “Shangri-La Dialogue” Asia security summit.  “We are in the midst of the 50th anniversary of the Mutual Security Treaty,” he said. “This is a great year for the Japanese-U.S. security relationship, and I think that the sinking of the South Korean ship by [North Korea] simply underscores for everybody that there are security challenges in Northeast Asia, and therefore, the importance of the security relationship between the United States and Japan.”  Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama announced his resignation yesterday, and Gates expressed his hope that Hatoyama’s successor would speak to the importance of that relationship early on.  Hatoyama’s resignation is widely reported to have resulted from his reversal of a campaign position that would have moved U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma off the Japanese island of Okinawa. Gates said he believes “a number of domestic issues” also were factors, but that as the security relationship between the two nations moves forward, it must remain strong.  “By the same token,” he added, “I think we have to be sensitive to some of the concerns that have been expressed by the Japanese in terms of training and noise and some of those things, and we will be working with the Japanese to see if there are ways to mitigate that.” 

Gates is key to the Agenda— Proven with the Defense Security Bill

Thomas E. Ricks is a member of the Center for a New American Security, 2009

[“Gates in Trouble with the GOP?”, The Foreign Policy Morning Brief, 4/3/09, available online at http://ricks.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/04/03/gates_in_trouble_with_gop, accessed June 30, 2010//Thur]

Until now, Defense Secretary Robert Gates has been Washington's bipartisan heartthrob. But as he settles in with the new administration, suspicion is growing among his old Republican buddies. There is growing belief on the right that President Obama will use him for political cover to slash weapons programs and the defense budget. Push may come to shove next week if Gates rolls out his tough choices, which likely will cause great pain in parts of the Navy and Air Force -- and in congressional districts that bend metal for warships and fighter planes.  Here is how my old friend (and uber-hawk) Tom Donnelly of the militarily promiscuous AEI puts it:      Obama is going to be cutting defense budgets (and we shall see what happens in Iraq and Afghanistan) and Gates gives him top cover that no Dem can give. Obama needs Gates through this year's budget, the QDR process and the 2011 budget-build, and these are difficult defense issues that matter a lot more than gays or satisfying any of the party constituencies, because they could jeopardize Obama's domestic priorities. Gates, for reasons that I cannot quite figure out, has agreed to this Faustian bargain."    My bet is that Gates will stay on until about this time next year, and leave when the QDR (Quadrennial Defense Review) is done. By then, I predict, Republicans will be crying, "Bobby, we hardly knew ye." 

***AT Advantages***

AT: North Korea (1/4)

Turn - The U.S. moving troops or equipment signals to North Korea that we are preparing for war— Internal Link turns their advanatage
Doug Bandow is a Senior Fellow at the CATO Institute specializing in foreign policy, J.D. from Stanford, 2003
[“Wrong War, Wrong Place, Wrong Time Why Military Action Should Not be Used to Resolve the North Korean Crisis”, Cato Institute Foreign Policy Briefing, No. 76, May 12th, 2003, available online at http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=1600, accessed June 21, 2010//Thur]


Indicative of the seriousness with which the Bush administration is taking the North Korean threat, the president himself has indicated that “all options are on the table,” including military action.25 He has gone so far to say that if the administration’s efforts “don’t work diplomatically, they’ll have to work militarily.”26 War is, after all, the logical outgrowth of the administration’s doctrine of preemption, articulated in the National Security Strategy and being used against Iraq. Indeed, defense adviser Richard Perle, who was suggesting military preemption back in 1991, declared as recently as December 2002: “The Bush administration will consider all the alternatives, because the dangers involved are so substantial.”27 Evidence of plans for military action abounds. Moving the aircraft carrier USS Kitty Hawk out of Yokosuka, Japan in January 2003 could be seen as a step to deter Pyongyang from military aggression, but since an attack from the North is extremely unlikely, it could also be seen as applying general pressure or preparing for war. Placing long-range bombers on alert, moving B-1 and B-52 bombers to Guam, planning to relocate fighters and reconnaissance aircraft, and adding soldiers to forces stationed in Korea, seem equally threatening. The Pentagon’s unsubtle comments have exacerbated the crisis. For example, the Pentagon explained that Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld was “immersed” in the issue of the North Korean crisis even as he made plans for war in Iraq.28 Rumsfeld also called North Korea a “terrorist regime,” perhaps the most obvious justification for attack, given the Bush administration’s overarching “war against terrorism.”29 In testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Secretary of State Powell stressed that “no options have been taken off the table.” These options included military action, even though Powell added that “we have no intention of attacking North Korea as a nation.”30 

AT: North Korea (2/4)

The impact is a nucler war leading to economic turmoil and regional chaos— The war would escalate when the U.S. inevitabley  stopped thinking clearly 

Doug Bandow is a Senior Fellow at the CATO Institute specializing in foreign policy, J.D. from Stanford, 2003

[“Wrong War, Wrong Place, Wrong Time Why Military Action Should Not be Used to Resolve the North Korean Crisis”, Cato Institute Foreign Policy Briefing, No. 76, May 12th, 2003, available online at http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=1600, accessed June 21, 2010//Thur]


It is not surprising that policymakers in Seoul, within easy reach of North Korean artillery and Scud missiles, have a different perspective on the use of force. Those in Beijing, Moscow, and Tokyo also worry about radioactive fallout, missile attacks, refugee flows, economic turmoil, and regional chaos. There is no constituency anywhere in the region, even among the countries most vulnerable to a North Korea with nuclear weapons, in favor of war. South Korea is particularly adamant. In early 2002, South Korean presidential aide Lim Dong Won said he planned to visit Pyongyang to stave off a “rumored crisis on the Korean peninsula in 2003.” Seoul anticipated that this crisis would be exacerbated by delays in the construction of the reactors that were permitted under the Agreed Framework, the Bush administration’s characterization of the DPRK as a member of the axis of evil, and a report that North Korea was one of seven countries identified as possible targets by the U.S. military.34 When president- elect Roh Moo-hyun denounced “blindly following U.S. policy,” an unnamed U.S. official returned the favor by denouncing Roh as “an appeaser.”35 Seoul’s assertiveness on the issue is likely only to increase. Beating the war drums in the United States now sparks immediate South Korean criticism. After President Bush indicated that military action was an option, Chang Chun-hyong, deputy spokesman for the ROK’s ruling Millennium Democratic Party, wondered aloud “whether emotions have interfered with U.S. efforts to resolve the North’s nuclear problem.”36 Howard French of the New York Times describes South Korean officials as being “shocked” by Secretary Rumsfeld’s rhetoric.37 Seoul continues to publicly contend that Washington would not act without the ROK’s agreement. Unification minister Jeong Se-hyun characterized fears of unilateral action by Washington as “groundless” and wondered aloud how Washington could “ignore or go against South Korea in its North Korean policy.”38 But that is exactly what happened in 1994. President Clinton admitted that his administration had prepared military options for use against the North a decade earlier, without a nod to the South Koreans.39 South Korean President Roh understandably complained, “We almost went to the brink of war in 1993 with North Korea, and at the time we didn’t even know it.”40 The avoidance of war is of primary importance to Seoul. President-elect Roh declared that he could not support U.S. policy if that entailed “attacking North Korea.”41 During a campaign debate, candidate Roh admitted, “our nation failed to play our rightful part in the conflict between the North and the United States” in 1994, but he affirmed “it is still our nation that should take the main role to make the difference.” “For Washington,” Roh explained, “their prime interest lies in getting rid of weapons of mass destruction to restore the world order, but for us it’s a matter of survival.”42 

North Korea will build nuclar weapons and could dissemate weapns to terrorists 

Doug Bandow is a Senior Fellow at the CATO Institute specializing in foreign policy, J.D. from Stanford, 2003

[“Wrong War, Wrong Place, Wrong Time Why Military Action Should Not be Used to Resolve the North Korean Crisis”, Cato Institute Foreign Policy Briefing, No. 76, May 12th, 2003, available online at http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=1600, accessed June 21, 2010//Thur]


Nevertheless, there remains a substantial possibility that North Korea is committed to becoming a nuclear state or that it at least wants to see what the United States and its allies are willing to offer in return for abandoning the North’s one claim to international attention and regional power status.71 In that event, the United States should distinguish between two different dangers. The most serious but also most potentially manageable would be if the DPRK matched missile sales with plutonium sales, including, conceivably, to terrorist groups such as al Qaeda. In 2001, Pyongyang earned $560 million in missile exports.72 Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage rightly argues that “the arms race in North Korea pales next to the possibility . . . that she would pass on fissile material and other nuclear technology to either transnational actors or to rogue states.”73    
AT: North Korea (3/4)
The impact is a nucler war leading to economic turmoil and regional chaos— The war would escalate when the U.S. inevitably  stopped thinking clearly 

Doug Bandow is a Senior Fellow at the CATO Institute specializing in foreign policy, J.D. from Stanford, 2003

[“Wrong War, Wrong Place, Wrong Time Why Military Action Should Not be Used to Resolve the North Korean Crisis”, Cato Institute Foreign Policy Briefing, No. 76, May 12th, 2003, available online at http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=1600, accessed June 21, 2010//Thur]


It is not surprising that policymakers in Seoul, within easy reach of North Korean artillery and Scud missiles, have a different perspective on the use of force. Those in Beijing, Moscow, and Tokyo also worry about radioactive fallout, missile attacks, refugee flows, economic turmoil, and regional chaos. There is no constituency anywhere in the region, even among the countries most vulnerable to a North Korea with nuclear weapons, in favor of war. South Korea is particularly adamant. In early 2002, South Korean presidential aide Lim Dong Won said he planned to visit Pyongyang to stave off a “rumored crisis on the Korean peninsula in 2003.” Seoul anticipated that this crisis would be exacerbated by delays in the construction of the reactors that were permitted under the Agreed Framework, the Bush administration’s characterization of the DPRK as a member of the axis of evil, and a report that North Korea was one of seven countries identified as possible targets by the U.S. military.34 When president- elect Roh Moo-hyun denounced “blindly following U.S. policy,” an unnamed U.S. official returned the favor by denouncing Roh as “an appeaser.”35 Seoul’s assertiveness on the issue is likely only to increase. Beating the war drums in the United States now sparks immediate South Korean criticism. After President Bush indicated that military action was an option, Chang Chun-hyong, deputy spokesman for the ROK’s ruling Millennium Democratic Party, wondered aloud “whether emotions have interfered with U.S. efforts to resolve the North’s nuclear problem.”36 Howard French of the New York Times describes South Korean officials as being “shocked” by Secretary Rumsfeld’s rhetoric.37 Seoul continues to publicly contend that Washington would not act without the ROK’s agreement. Unification minister Jeong Se-hyun characterized fears of unilateral action by Washington as “groundless” and wondered aloud how Washington could “ignore or go against South Korea in its North Korean policy.”38 But that is exactly what happened in 1994. President Clinton admitted that his administration had prepared military options for use against the North a decade earlier, without a nod to the South Koreans.39 South Korean President Roh understandably complained, “We almost went to the brink of war in 1993 with North Korea, and at the time we didn’t even know it.”40 The avoidance of war is of primary importance to Seoul. President-elect Roh declared that he could not support U.S. policy if that entailed “attacking North Korea.”41 During a campaign debate, candidate Roh admitted, “our nation failed to play our rightful part in the conflict between the North and the United States” in 1994, but he affirmed “it is still our nation that should take the main role to make the difference.” “For Washington,” Roh explained, “their prime interest lies in getting rid of weapons of mass destruction to restore the world order, but for us it’s a matter of survival.”42 

AT: North Korea (4/4)
North Korea would retaliate any attack— top officals indicate that a sudden attack would lead to total war on the attacker
Doug Bandow is a Senior Fellow at the CATO Institute specializing in foreign policy, J.D. from Stanford, 2003

[“Wrong War, Wrong Place, Wrong Time Why Military Action Should Not be Used to Resolve the North Korean Crisis”, Cato Institute Foreign Policy Briefing, No. 76, May 12th, 2003, available online at http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=1600, accessed June 21, 2010//Thur]


Some advocates of military action say that the ROK should not worry, dismissing the argument that Pyongyang would choose to retaliate. Referring to the Israeli destruction of an Iraqi nuclear facility in 1981, intended to eliminate the Iraqi nuclear program, former State Department official Jed Babbin argued: “If the nuclear weapons program continues, we should consider an Osirak-like strike at the Yongbyon plant which is the center of North Korea’s program. It’s quite possible to do that without beginning a general war.”43 Some Clinton administration officials similarly 5 There is no constituency anywhere in the region in favor of war. believed that military action in 1994 would not precipitate a full-scale war.44 Ralph Cossa, head of the Pacific Forum Center for Strategic and International Studies, contends that Kim Jongil would not risk the destruction of his regime by retaliating.45 That appears to be the view of the hawks in the Bush administration, according to Nicholas Kristof.46 To attack on the assumption that the North would not respond would be a wild gamble. Some advocates of military action have proposed that an attack on Yongbyon be coupled with a nuclear ultimatum and even tactical nuclear strikes on North Korean artillery and troop emplacements.47 But a military strike might not get all of Pyongyang’s nuclear assets; the North Koreans favor underground facilities, which might prove difficult to destroy, even with newer, more destructive bombs. Warns Joshua Muravchik: “the North Koreans have also built underground nuclear reactors, plutonium reprocessing plants, and uraniumenrichment facilities—and who knows what else?”48 Moreover, hitting the reprocessing plant and spent fuel rods might also create radioactive fallout that could drift over China, Japan, Russia, and South Korea. That would be a high price to pay for an unsuccessful strike. Most important, warns Stanley Kurtz of the Hudson Institute, “The true disaster for the United States would be a strike against North Korea that does anything less than successfully intimidate its military capacity. Short of rapid and total success, we face the deaths of hundreds of thousands, even millions, of South Koreans.”49 Yet U.S. military action would virtually force Pyongyang to respond militarily. The North’s response could come in two forms: full scale war, or limited retaliatory attacks. Given the formal U.S. policy of preemption, and the designation of the North as a member of the “axis of evil,” Pyongyang might decide that a military strike on its nuclear facilities was evidence of America’s determination to destroy the Kim Jong-il government, the opening phase of a war for regime change. Indeed, it is obvious that Pyongyang fears, and has considered the possibility of, an American attack.50 The North explicitly threatened in early February 2003 that “a surprise attack on our peaceful nuclear facilities” would “spark a total war.”51 That is precisely what most analysts predicted would happen during the previous crisis in 1994. Gen. Gary Luck, U.S. commander in Korea, observed: “If we pull an Osirak, they will be coming South.”52 Bill Taylor, formerly of West Point and the Center for Strategic and International Studies, and who met with Kim Il-sung and other senior leaders in the early 1990s, believes: “faced with a major military strike on its territory, the North Korean leadership will respond with everything it has against Americans and our allies.”53 South Korean Defense Minister Lee Jun says simply: “If America attacks North Korea, war on the Korean peninsula will be unavoidable.”54 An account by a high-ranking North Korean defector, Cho Myung-chul, is particularly sobering. In analyzing Iraq’s defeat in the (first) Gulf War, North Korean military officials concluded that Baghdad was too defensive. Cho characterized the North’s approach, growing out of the lessons learned from Iraq: “If we’re in a war, we’ll use everything. And if there’s a war, we should attack first, to take the initiative.” Cho estimates the chances of general war at 80 percent in response to even a limited strike on Yongbyon.55 Unfortunately, “everything” is a daunting force: in addition to an army of more than a million soldiers, the North possesses long-range artillery and rocket launchers, deploys up to 600 Scud missiles and additional longer-range No Dong missiles, and has developed a significant number and range of chemical and perhaps biological weapons.56 Estimates of the number of likely casualties from a full-scale North Korean attack exceed one million.57 An alternative strategy for the North short of full-scale war would be a limited retaliatory strike, perhaps focused on the Yongsan facility in Seoul, the primary American base on the peninsula. Such an attack, although ostensibly directed at military forces, would be accompanied by heavy civilian casualties. 6 To attack on the assumption that the North would not respond would be a wild gamble. The Seoul-Inchon metropolis hosts roughly half of South Korea’s population, some 24 million people. The region is also the ROK’s industrial heartland, and is being developed into a regional economic hub for East Asia. Pyongyang is thought to be able to fire up to an incredible 500,000 shells an hour into Seoul.58 North Korea also might choose to hit Japan.59 Retaliation could easily lead to a tit-for-tat escalation that would be difficult to halt short of general war.60 It is this sobering reality that should give serious pause to anyone contemplating a precipitous military strike against a still nascent nuclear threat.

AT: Rearmament (1/1)

Japan rearmamet would lead to great power wars— Japan will want to rival China

Stratford Global Intelligence is a think-tank for journalists and producers on global events, 2001

[“Will Japan Re-Arm?” Stratford Global Intelligence, May 28th, 2001, available online at http://www.stratfor.com/memberships/1698/analysis/will_japan_re_arm with subscription, accessed June 23, 2010//Thur]
 Washington is playing an important role in pushing Japan toward its new role. As part of the wholesale review of U.S. military strategy, the Bush administration increasingly views Japan as the linchpin to the security of Asia. If Japan will do more of the heavy lifting of containing an expansionist China, Washington can lower its own profile, the cost of deployments and the exposure of its forces to attack. Meanwhile, the U.S.’s unfolding strategy is calling for the development of long-range weapons to reduce the physical presence of American forces in the region.  A recent study by the Rand Corp., conducted for the Defense Department, is now circulating at the Pentagon. Titled “The United States and Asia,” the study highlights Japan, and to a lesser extent South Korea, as critical and active partners in maintaining security in Asia in the 21st century. This view dovetails with the official view: Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage, during a trip to Japan earlier this month, encouraged a reappraisal of some of the constitutional restrictions placed on the JSDF.  While not giving an outright endorsement to changing the constitution, Armitage openly lamented Japan’s inability “to participate in collective self defense.”    The Implications  Ironically, the resurrection of a regional military power in Tokyo raises the prospect of more, not less, confrontation in the region.  The increasing reach of Japanese forces extends to China, its historic rival in Asia. China, as well as South Korea, the Philippines and others in the region who remember Japanese occupation, will view a growing Japanese military deterrent warily.  In the short term, the United States will support and even help finance Japan’s evolution because it achieves the near-term goal of neutralizing a growing Chinese military threat. Over the long term, however, as Japan becomes increasingly involved in security affairs and fields a more aggressive navy, the United States may find itself contending with Japan over competing security interests.  “What is really worrisome is not simply Japan’s current military capability,” the Rand report said. “Japan has both the financial and technical means to transform its military into powerful strategic forces in a relatively short period of time. Absent a U.S. presence, Japan may very well attempt to fill the power vacuum by becoming a major hegemonic contestant in the region.”  Japan already has a serious territorial dispute over tiny Tokdo Island. The dispute is not with a rival like China, nor with an outside power like Russia, but with an erstwhile friendly neighbor: South Korea.   

AT: East Asian Stability (1/4)

Turn - East Asian stability relies on a combination of multilateral regimes and regionally based institutions

BEESON (Department of Politics, University of York, UK) 06 (Mark, American Hegemony and Regionalism: The Rise of East Asia and the End of the Asia-Pacific, Geopolitics, 11:541–560, 2006, EBSCOHOST) 
The intrusive, heavy-handed and unilateral style of the Bush administration’s foreign policy is making life difficult for even the staunchest of allies,93 and making the creation of regional mechanisms to offset American power more attractive; this is ‘balancing’ of a sort, but its greatest long-term significance may prove to be that it is happening through regionally based American Hegemony and Regionalism 555 institutions, rather than individual states. Paradoxically, therefore, current US foreign policy may be effectively undermining the multilateral, transnational basis of American power by encouraging the creation of regionally based groupings with which to represent and protect local interests, and which exclude the US as part of the emerging East Asian institutional architecture. This does not mean that multilateralism is necessarily in overall decline. On the contrary, the international system will continue to be distinguished by high-profile, multilateral regimes and institutions – like the WTO – that operate at the most encompassing of international levels, but they look likely to be increasingly supplemented, if not opposed by, [by] (Changed) regionally based institutions and organisations. 

More ev

BEESON (Department of Politics, University of York, UK) 06 (Mark, American Hegemony and Regionalism: The Rise of East Asia and the End of the Asia-Pacific, Geopolitics, 11:541–560, 2006, EBSCOHOST) 
As far as the US is concerned, its influence over regional developments has, therefore, been contradictory. Certainly, American power and the specific constellation of geopolitical goals and interests associated with the Cold War period provided an environment in which much of East Asia could ‘take off’, and in which its own position was entrenched. But it also encouraged the emergence of formidable economic – and in China’s case – strategic competitors at the same time. More recently, the pursuit of bilateral and unilateral policy options has had the similarly paradoxical effect of encouraging a form of East Asian regionalism that threatens to exclude the US and enhance the position of China. The decline of the Asia-Pacific idea may have been inevitable, but it is emblematic of the evolving position of both the US within regional affairs, and of the very definition of effective regional identity itself. In the multi-layered political architecture that is emerging across East Asia, intra-regional ties are likely to become an increasingly important, functionally necessary, and normatively preferable part of regional practise and identity, in a way the Asia-Pacific never has or could. 

AT: East Asian Stability (2/4)

No impact – China doesn’t have the ability or the will to engage in an East Asian war

Eland, senior fellow at the Independent Institute, 09

Ivan, “China’s Threat to the US is Exaggerated”, 4/11/09, http://original.antiwar.com/eland/2009/04/10/chinas-threat-to-the-us-is-exaggerated/
The Pentagon’s annual publication, "Military Power of the People’s Republic of China 2009," accused China of stocking its military with weapons that can be used to intimidate or attack Taiwan and mitigate U.S. air and naval superiority near its territory.  Even if the Department of Defense’s report has not exaggerated the threat from China — unlikely since the department has an inherent conflict of interest in evaluating threats and building weapons to counter those threats — the report is good news.  You would never know it by the statement of Ike Skelton, Democratic Chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, who warned that "China’s military budget continues a trend of double-digit increases and questions remain about China’s strategic intentions."    Unfortunately, no questions exist about U.S. strategic intentions, even under a new more liberal president.  The United States will seek to continue its military dominance of East Asia and the world and will seek to keep China contained by a system of bilateral alliances, military bases in East Asia, and far-forward military deployments — all left over from the Cold War.  In addition, the gap between U.S. and Chinese defense spending remains vast.  The massive U.S. defense spending is equal to almost half the total defense expenditure for the entire world.   Although China’s defense spending has increased by double digits in recent years, this increase followed a period of slack spending and starts from a much lower base level than the gargantuan U.S. defense budget.  U.S. yearly spending on defense is $711 billion, whereas China’s is only 17 percent of that at $122 billion annually.   Furthermore, the U.S. military deploys far forward around China; China’s general military forces do not deploy in the Western Hemisphere and do not threaten the United States.  The most important finding in the Pentagon’s report was that China could not deploy and sustain even small military units far away from its borders before 2015.  The report continued that China would not be able to deploy and sustain large units in combat far away from China until well into the decade after that.  Instead, the Pentagon concluded that China is modernizing its military for short conflicts around its borders.  In other words, China’s capability to project conventional power is and will remain pathetic far into the future — thus making most of China’s neighbors relatively safe, and the faraway U.S. very safe, against a Chinese attack.  But what about Taiwan?  Right now it is doubtful that China could conduct a successful amphibious invasion against Taiwan, which is an island.  Island nations are easier to defend than other countries, because amphibious landings are one of the most difficult military operations to undertake.  In Taiwan’s case, it has a very good air force that could probably sink any Chinese amphibious force, because Chinese ships are deficient in good air defenses.  The greatest threat to Taiwan would be Chinese intimidation or actual attack with a growing number of short-range ballistic missiles.   But the real question is whether Taiwan is strategic militarily to the United States.  The small island nation is not, and the United States shouldn’t risk escalation with a nuclear-armed China to defend it.  Even as the Chinese military gets stronger, the rich Taiwanese can use a porcupine strategy.  They don’t have to be able to win a war with China; they just need to be able to inflict enough damage to dissuade China from invading or attacking.  In contrast, Taiwan is strategic to China, because any major foreign power with aircraft could transfer them to the island and have an offshore base to bomb China.  Even though China has far fewer nuclear weapons than the United States, the Chinese are emotional about the Taiwan issue; thus, any nuclear showdown over the island would be fraught with risk.   Therefore, the United States should declare that it will no longer defend Taiwan and retract the American Navy’s threat to China from U.S. forward bases and deployments in East Asia.  Now that the Cold War is long over, these forward forces are not needed for U.S. security and are needlessly provocative to China.  Such deployments and bases, and the U.S. containment policy toward China, contribute to the perceived Chinese need for double-digit defense budget increases.   Thus, in a time of world economic meltdown, the U.S. could retract its expensive, unaffordable, and out-of-date empire and make its citizens safer at the same time. 

AT: East Asian Stability (3/4)

Turn: US military presence in East Asia is key to regional stability – protects Japan and serves as a deterrent against China

Atanassova, Catholic University of Leuven and University of Antwerp Belgium, 4/1/10

Elena, “Political and Security Dynamics of Japan-China Relations: Strategic Mistrust, Fragile Stability, and the US Factor”, http://www.psa.ac.uk/journals/pdf/5/2010/30_467.pdf
America’s military presence in East Asia and role as a provider for regional stability has been a crucial determinant of Japanese and Chinese respective security policies. For Tokyo, its alliance with the US is the bedrock of Japan’s national security; for Beijing, the US (and its strengthened security partnership with Japan) poses the greatest potential threat to Beijing’s internal stability and leadership ambitions in East Asia. Despite the criticism of Japan’s alleged remilitarization, most Chinese elite and observers do not seem to worry that, at least in the foreseeable future, Japan might become an independent (of the US) security actor in East Asia or turn into a national security threat to the PRC. China continues to recognize the US security umbrella as putting a cap on Japan’s rearmament. What mostly concerns Beijing is the perceived US hegemony in East Asia, of which Tokyo is seen as a mainpillar, and its impact on the Taiwan issue (Roy, 2006). Especially during Koizumi’s term, Beijing regarded Japan’s normalization being channeled through a strengthened US-Japan alliance and encouraged by Washington, hence came to view Tokyo as a major tool in America’s strategy of balancing the PRC’s rising power and maintaining the US regional security dominance (Wu, 2005).

Non-Unique – Political instability in Japan now; DPJ victory and recent years of domestic political trouble

Szechenyi, deputy director and fellow with the Office of the Japan Chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington, D.C., 6/2/10

Nicholas, “Political Turmoil in Japan”, http://csis.org/publication/political-turmoil-japan
Some observers interpreted the DPJ victory last summer as the dawn of a new era of political leadership after decades of nearly uninterrupted rule by the LDP. Today’s developments render such pronouncements premature. The current situation is more likely a prelude to a new era, a messy process of political realignment featuring successive coalition governments as a new generation attempts to coalesce around a set of core principles that can underpin a sustainable majority. Hatoyama campaigned on a platform of “change,” but when one considers the instability that has plagued Japanese domestic politics in recent years, thus far it appears the more things change the more they stay the same.

Non-Unique – the Japanese economy has been dead for almost two decades

ETF Desk (centralized source of information for Exchange Traded Fund (ETF) investors), 2/25/10

“Japan is the Next Greece”, http://seekingalpha.com/article/190535-japan-is-the-next-greece
As we know, governments issue debt to fill the budget gaps. Japan's government debt has tripled since the mid-90s and nearly doubled in the last decade:     Since the bubble burst in Japan's stock and real estate markets, Japan's GDP has been stagnant for almost two decades. To spur growth, the Japanese central bank has kept rates low, cut taxes, increased spending and issued debt. This strategy has not been effective to date, as GDP has not reached its previous high. The graph below is clearly "pre-crisis" as Japanese GDP fell over -4% in 2008 and around -1% in 2009.     Japan's debt-to-GDP ratio is the highest among major economies at ~190%. It is fair to note that unlike countries such as Greece and even the United States, only around 10% of Japanese government bonds are held by foreign investors. This should provide some cushion from the events that we have seen in Greece and the eurozone in recent weeks, right? However, the savings rates in Japan have been trending downward. Demographically, Japan is aging and projections have the population shrinking. This is not good for savings or for financing government deficits.    In the past, Japan has been able to contain its debt picture because the interest payments and supply/demand of debt was sustainable. Now Japan faces a future in which this is definitely in question. Government debt sustainability is on course for decline due to demographic factors, which includes secular deterioration in the domestic savings/investment balance. Debt levels continue to rise substantially at the same time that demand for debt in Japan will fall. That is not a good or sustainable formula.      Japan seems to be at the beginning of a debt trap. As its government debt sustainability declines, Japan will be forced to sell its debt load to outside investors, thus requiring it to compete with rates in international markets which are higher. This will drive up rates which will drive up interest expense, which of course further deteriorates sustainability. As expense climbs, the printing press revs up, depreciating the currency. Another option is for the Bank of Japan to intensify a QE program, balloon its balance sheet by purchasing debt.  Either option signals long term weakness in the yen. Frankly put, the yen is toast.

AT: East Asian Stability (4/4)

Turn: US presence in East Asia key to stability – prevents arms buildups and the rise of hegemonic forces

Nye (Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs. He is a former Chairman of the National Intelligence Council and a former Director of the Center for International Affairs at Harvard University), 95
(Joseph S., “East Asia Security:The Case for Deep Engagement”, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/51210/joseph-s-nye-jr/east-asian-security-the-case-for-deep-engagement)
It has become fashionable to say that the world after the Cold War has moved beyond the age of power politics to the age of geoeconomics. Such clichés reflect narrow analysis. Politics and economics are connected. International economic systems rest upon international political order. Consider East Asia 20 years ago. The United States was withdrawing from Vietnam, and many observers predicted that widespread instability would follow a broader American withdrawal from the region. Compare those gloomy predictions with the stable and prosperous East Asia of today. There are a number of reasons for East Asian prosperity, including high savings rates and successful macroeconomic policies. But among the important and often neglected reasons for East Asia's success are American alliances in the region and the continued presence of substantial U.S. forces. Our national interests demand our deep engagement in the region. We back up that engagement with our steadfast commitment to sustain a forward military presence of about 100,000 American troops in East Asia, of whom 36,000 stand by our ally the Republic of Korea, while 47,000 demonstrate our commitment to regional security and the defense of Japan. The U.S. presence is a force for stability, reducing the need for arms buildups and deterring the rise of hegemonic forces. Political order is not sufficient to explain economic prosperity, but it is necessary. Analysts who ignore the importance of this political order are like people who forget the importance of the oxygen they breathe. Security is like oxygen--you tend not to notice it until you begin to lose it, but once that occurs there is nothing else that you will think about. East Asia is currently the world's most dynamic economic region. Asia and the Pacific (excluding the United States) are expected to account for about one-third of the world's economic activity at the start of the next century. Instead of looking back 20 years to 1975, we should look forward 20 years. Will there be a political order and security framework that will sustain this impressive economic growth, or will the stable expectations of entrepreneurs and investors be subverted first by costly arms races and then by armed conflicts? 
AT: Economy (1/4)

The bases only cost 4.9 billion, which Japan also supports, not even a dent in the budget deficit 
Global Security 09 (Okinawa, Japan , Global Security, http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/facility/okinawa.htm) 

The US military presence in Japan and on Okinawa began at the end of World War II. Although the US occupation in Japan ended in 1952, US administration continued on Okinawa until 1972. In 1951, when the San Francisco Peace Treaty was officially recognized, Okinawa legally became a possession of the United States. In 1972, control of Okinawa was reverted to Japan The US-Japan security relationship is defined by a number of documents, including the Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security, which commits both countries to meet common dangers, and a Status of Forces Agreement that governs the legal status of US forces and their dependents stationed in Japan. The US forces on Okinawa occupy about 10 percent of the land in the prefecture. Japan provides part of the cost of the forward deployment of US forces throughout Japan, through an annual burden-sharing payment. This payment was about $4.9 billion in fiscal year 1997. 

Turn – Withdrawing about 33% of the troops to Guam costs about 20-30 billion
Lachowski (Leads the Conventional Arms Control Project at SIPRI and is also a Senior Fellow with the Euro-Atlantic Security Programme) 07 (Zdzislaw, Foreign Military Bases in Eurasia, Foreign Military Bases in

Eurasia, SIPRI Policy Paper No. 18, Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, http://books.sipri.org/files/PP/SIPRIPP18.pdf)

Some 8000 marines will be relocated to Guam by 2014, leaving about 15 500 US troops in Okinawa. Japan has agreed to cover 60 per cent of the estimated $10 billion cost of the relocation. However, the overall cost will probably be about $20–30 billion, and this remains a highly charged issue in Japanese politics. Several facilities south of the Kadena airbase, the largest US airbase on Okinawa and located close to its urban area, will be returned wholly or partially to Japanese administration. The control structures of Japanese and US forces at Camp Zama, south-west of Tokyo, will be more closely integrated. Japan will build a new bilateral air defence command centre at the Yokota airbase, west of Tokyo, so as to increase interoperability with US forces. Smaller relocations are also planned.144 In the summer of 2006 Japan and the USA announced that PAC-3 ballistic missile interceptors would be deployed at the US bases on Okinawa and on mainland Japan (at the Yokosuka naval base and the Yokota airbase), and later redeployed to Japanese Self-Defence Force bases, in order to address the growing concern about the repeated missile launches by North Korea over the Sea of Japan. An additional 600 specially trained US troops will be needed in Japan to operate the PAC-3 system. Such a move is likely to spark local opposition, but the Japanese authorities are allegdly determined to quash any such protest.145 
AT: Economy (2/4)

Stagflation is inevitable and is happening in the status quo
Knight (Journalist) 5/23/10 (Julian, Julian Knight: Stagflation is here, so how do you live with it? The Independent, http://www.independent.co.uk/money/spend-save/julian-knight-stagflation-is-here-so-how-do-you-live-with-it-1980388.html) 

With all the talk of coalitions, deficits and the euro crisis, we seem to be sleepwalking into a new inflationary cycle. After nearly two decades of having inflation under control, the retail price index surged to 5.4 per cent last week. What makes this really disturbing is that it's happening when the economy is bumping along the bottom and interest rates are very low. Now the Government prefers the consumer price index (CPI) which is more stable and doesn't include mortgage interest, but for much of the population, a measure that includes the cost of servicing mortgage debt makes RPI much more relevant. The last time RPI took off like this was in the late 1980s at the fag-end of Nigel Lawson's chancellorship. Lawson had let the economy overheat and it took a long and painful recession to get prices under control again. This time around, policymakers know that the public finances can't cope with the necessary dampening of domestic demand which is needed to curb inflation properly; as a result they seem to be hoping that a workforce scared by redundancy will allow their wages to slip behind inflation, in effect sheltering business bottom line from rising prices. Hence monetary policy, although it will tighten, won't do so for a while. This, though, doesn't take enough account of the fact that business itself is a consumer, as is the Government, so costs are bound to rise everywhere in the economy. In short, we are already in that back to the 1970s scenario of stagflation – tiny growth and higher prices. But apart from getting gradually poorer, what can you do? Savings – apart from NS&I Bonds linked to the RPI – aren't keeping pace with prices. Property prices will be hurt by the planned rise in CGT (see pages 96 and 97) and the inevitable rise in interest rates. Bonds have had a strong 18 months because they were oversold during the banking crisis but the growth has already happened. That leaves the stock market, which is suffering huge uncertainty due to the euro travails, but once that situation has settled then maybe it's the way to go. We are still below the share price levels of the late 1990s and the vast majority of earnings for FTSE 100 companies originate outside of the UK, meaning that it's a good hedge against the stagflation nightmare.
Turn – US Military bases prop up Okinawa’s Economy 
Michael (Captain in Okinawa) 06 (RD, The Economic Repercussions for Closing the U.S. Bases, EWS Contemporary Issue Paper, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA495009&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) 

The United States military bases are the third single largest contributor to Okinawa's economy. The United States military bases contribute this money to the Okinawan economy through base revenue (revenues generated through militaryrelated transactions). Base revenues consist of salaries and wages paid to Japanese base employees, rental fees paid to Japanese landowners for land used by military facilities and money spent by status of forces agreement (SOFA) personnel on the local economy.1 The Japanese government should resist any suggestion of closing the United States military base on Okinawa. The closing of the United States military bases on Okinawa will cause an economic burden for the citizens of the prefecture because of the loss of income for Japanese base employees, land rent, and money spent by SOFA personnel on the local economy. 

Taiwan wants to invest in Okinawa 

Ushikoshi (Research Department at NLI Research Institute) 10 ( Okinawa and Taiwan in the Asia Economy, NLI Research Institute, http://www.nli-research.co.jp/english/economics/1997/eco9704.html)  

 The key to success lies in private investment,  the most important and promising source being Taiwan. With the reversion of Hong Kong to China in 1997， Taiwan has been pursuing an "Asia Pacific Operation Center Plan" to become the next Hong Kong. But with the difficulty in direct travel between China and Taiwan， Taiwan has been considering giving this role to Okinawa. Due to political tensions with China， there is also interest in policies to divert investment from China to Okinawa. Another important factor is that Taiwan has played the leadinge role in redeveloping Subic Bay in the Philippines. 

AT: Economy (3/4)

Taiwan’s economy is linked to the global economy

TDS 10 (ECONOMY, Travel Document Systems, http://www.traveldocs.com/tw/economy.htm) 
Taiwan firms are the world's largest suppliers of computer monitors and leaders in PC manufacturing, although now much of the final assembly of these products occurs overseas, typically in China. Textile and apparel production continues to move to lower-cost locations overseas, but is still a major industrial export sector and employs about 200,000 people. Imports are dominated by raw materials and capital goods, which account for more than 90% of the total. Taiwan imports coal, oil and gas to meet most of its energy needs. Reflecting the large Taiwan investment in China, it supplanted the United States as Taiwan's largest trade partner in 2003. In 2009, China (including Hong Kong) accounted for over 28.9% of Taiwan's total trade and 41.1% of Taiwan's exports. Japan was Taiwan's second-largest trading partner with 13.4% of total trade, including 20.8% of Taiwan's imports. The U.S. is now Taiwan's third-largest trade partner, taking 11.6% of Taiwan's exports and supplying 10.4% of its imports. Taiwan is the United States' 10th-largest trading partner; Taiwan's two-way trade with the United States amounted to $41.7 billion in 2009. Imports from the United States consist mostly of agricultural and industrial raw materials as well as machinery and equipment. Exports to the United States are mainly electronics and consumer goods. The United States, Hong Kong, China, and Japan account for 60% of Taiwan's exports, and the United States, Japan, and China provide almost 45% of Taiwan's imports. As Taiwan's per capita income level has risen, demand for imported, high-quality consumer goods has increased. The U.S. trade deficit with Taiwan in 2009 was $10 billion, down 9.1% from $11 billion in 2008. Even though Taiwan maintains formal diplomatic relations with about a score of its trading partners, Taiwan maintains trade offices in nearly 100 countries. Taiwan is a member of the Asian Development Bank, the WTO, and the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum. Taiwan is also an observer at the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). In 2009, Taiwan acceded to the WTO Government Procurement Agreement. These developments reflect Taiwan's economic importance and its desire to become further integrated into the global economy. 
The terminal impact is global nuclear war.

Walter Russell Mead, Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2009 (“Only Makes You Stronger,” The New Republic, February 4th, Available Online at http://www.tnr.com/story_print.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8)
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?  The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight. 

AT: Economy (4/4)

No Solvency - the jobs gained because of withdrawal wouldn’t be enough to offset the currently high US unemployment rate

Beatty, Senior Lecturer in Anthropology, AFP staff writer, 7/2/10

Andrew, “Falling Unemployment Fails to Quell US Recovery Fears”, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5i72kxmuAPl7AC43lT1Z8hBM7T1uQ
The US unemployment rate fell to 9.5 percent in June as more than half a million Americans quit the job hunt, adding to pessimism about the health of the economic recovery. The unemployment rate fell from 9.7 percent to its lowest level in a year, while the number of jobs actually shrank for the first time since December, the Labor Department said Friday. Some 125,000 posts were lost last month, adding to worries that the economic path ahead will be bumpy. But the falling unemployment rate offered a little succor to President Barack Obama, who is running out of time to put the economy back on track before congressional elections in November. "Make no mistake, we are headed in the right direction but... we are not headed there fast enough for a lot of Americans. We are not headed there fast enough for me either," Obama said. The White House has repeatedly warned that unemployment will remain high for the rest of the year, while polls show it is a crucial issue with voters. Most analysts had expected the ranks of jobless Americans to swell beyond 15 million in June, pushing the unemployment rate up to 9.8 percent. In the end the number of unemployed fell to 14.6 million in June as 652,000 Americans left the job market and more than 20,000 took up temporary posts. "The unemployment rate dropped because the labor force shrank even more rapidly as discouraged workers stopped looking for work," said analysts at Societe Generale. The drop proved to be a Rorschach test for Wall Street, with some seeing the report as evidence of a slow recovery and others as an ominous sign of problems ahead. In recent weeks markets have been convulsed by worry about a double-dip recession. The last quarter has been tortuous for the top 30 US companies, with the Dow Jones Industrial Average losing more than 10 percent of its value, in large part over fears about the fate of the US economy. The biggest cause for concern had been the continued weakness of the private sector, which created a modest 83,000 jobs in June, although that figure was well up from May's revised total of 33,000. Faced with an uncertain outlook and poor access to credit, US firms have been reluctant to rehire workers. 

Non-unique – US economic recovery is underway

AFP, French News Agency, 6/17/10

“Biden Says Stimulus Working, US Economy on Track”, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5jVh5F0-cBWVt7O823F2hIxXK8JWg
Vice President Joe Biden said Thursday that the US economic recovery is on track and that the huge stimulus measure enacted last year "is working" despite criticism of the plan. "The fact is the Recovery Act is working," Biden told a news conference as the administration kicked off a six-week series of events called "Recovery Summer," to highlight the numerous infrastructure programs funded by the 787-billion-dollar plan. "We've gone from hemorrhaging over 700,000 jobs a month the first several months we got here and turned on the lights in the West Wing here, to adding more -- several hundred thousand jobs a month the last several months." Biden said that the US economy as measured by gross domestic product "was shrinking at 6.4 percent the first quarter we came into office" but that it "grew three percent last quarter, and averaged four percent over the last three quarters." Biden said the bill enacted in February 2009, of which 620 billion dollars has been allocated, is still stimulating growth and jobs. "As a result, the Recovery Act is responsible for somewhere between 2.3 million and 2.8 million jobs that were either saved or created," he said. "So, folks, the act is working." But he said that the upcoming summer season "is actually poised to be the most active Recovery Act season yet, with tens of thousands of projects underway across the country that will help to create jobs for American workers and economic growth for businesses, large and small." 

AT: Environment (1/2)

No way the plan solves – Dugongs are in 43 countries on the Pacific Ocean and there are 85,000 dugongs off the coast of Austrialia 
The Humane Society of the United States 10 (The Humane Society, A Closer Look at Marine Mammals http://www.hsus.org/marine_mammals/a_closer_look_at_marine_mammals/dugongs.html) 

The large, slow-moving dugong (Dugong dugon) is found in 43 countries along the western Pacific and Indian Oceans (also known as the Indo-Pacific), with populations ranging from the coastal waters of East Africa and the Persian Gulf to Japan, the Philippines, and Australia. With approximately 85,000 animals, Australia has the highest dugong population. Along with the manatee and the now-extinct Steller's Sea Cow, the dugong makes up the order Sirenia. The order's name is derived from the traditional belief that its members inspired the myths of sirens and mermaids. Somewhat less poetically, dugong and manatees are also referred to as sea cows. 

No Solvency – Your sea turtle arguments are wrong 

A. Hawksbill

Sea Turtle Conservancy 10 (Species Fact Sheet : Hawksbill Sea Turtle, Sea Turtle Conservancy, http://www.conserveturtles.org/seaturtleinformation.php?page=hawksbill) 

Description: The hawksbill is one of the smaller sea turtles. Head is narrow and has 2 pairs of prefrontal scales (scales in front of its eyes). Jaw is not serrated. Carapace is bony without ridges and has large, over-lapping scutes (scales) present and has 4 lateral scutes. Carapace is elliptical in shape. Flippers have 2 claws. The carapace is orange, brown or yellow and hatchlings are mostly brown with pale blotches on scutes. Size: Adults are 2.5 to 3 feet in carapace length (76-91 cm). Weight: Adults can weigh between 100 to 150 pounds (40-60 kg). Diet: The hawksbill's narrow head and jaws shaped like a beak allow it to get food from crevices in coral reefs. They eat sponges, anemones, squid and shrimp. Habitat: Typically found around coastal reefs, rocky areas, estuaries and lagoons. Nesting: Nest at intervals of 2, 3, or more years. Nests between 2 to 4 times per season. Lays an average 160 eggs in each nest. Eggs incubate for about 60 days. Range: Most tropical of all sea turtles. Tropical and subtropical waters of the Atlantic, Pacific and Indian Oceans. Status: U.S. - Listed as Endangered (in danger of extinction within the foreseeable future) under the U.S. Federal Endangered Species Act. International - Listed as Critically Endangered (facing an extremely high risk of extinction in the wild in the immediate future) by the International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources. Threats to Survival: The greatest threat to hawksbill sea turtle is the harvesting for their prized shell, often referred to as "tortoise shell." In some countries the shell is still used to make hair ornaments, jewelry, and other decorative items. Population Estimate*: 22,900 nesting females. 
B. Green 

Sea Turtle Conservancy 10 (Species Fact Sheet : Green Sea Turtle, Sea Turtle Conservancy, http://www.conserveturtles.org/seaturtleinformation.php?page=green) 

Common Name: Green sea turtle - named for the green color of the fat under its shell. (In some areas, the Pacific green turtle is also called the black sea turtle.) Scientific Name: Chelonia mydas Description: They are easily distinguished from other sea turtles because they have a single pair of prefrontal scales (scales in front of its eyes), rather than two pairs as found on other sea turtles. Head is small and blunt with a serrated jaw. Carapace is bony without ridges and has large, non-overlapping, scutes (scales) present with only 4 lateral scutes. Body is nearly oval and is more depressed (flattened) compared to Pacific green turtles. All flippers have 1 visible claw. The carapace color varies from pale to very dark green and plain to very brilliant yellow, brown and green tones with radiating stripes. The plastron varies from white, dirty white or yellowish in the Atlantic populations to dark grey-bluish-green in the Pacific populations. Hatchlings are dark-brown or nearly black with a white underneath and white flipper margins. For comparison, the Pacific green turtle (aka Black Sea Turtle) has a body that is strongly elevated or vaulted and looks less round in a frontal view than other green sea turtles. The color is where you see the biggest difference with Pacific greens having a dark grey to black carapace and the hatchlings are a dark-brown or black with narrow white border with white underneath. Size: Adults are 3.5 to 4 feet in carapace length (76-91 cm). The green turtle is the largest of the Cheloniidae family. The largest green turtle ever found was 5 feet (152 cm) in length and 871 pounds (395 kg). Weight: Adults weigh between 300 to 400 pounds (136-180 kg). Diet: Changes significantly during its life. When less than 8 to 10 inches in length eat worms, young crustaceans, aquatic insects, grasses and algae. Once green turtles reach 8 to 10 inches in length, they mostly eat sea grass and algae, the only sea turtle that is strictly herbivorous as an adult. Their jaws are finely serrated which aids them in tearing vegetation. Habitat: Mainly stay near the coastline and around islands and live in bays and protected shores, especially in areas with seagrass beds. Rarely are they observed in the open ocean. Nesting: Green turtles nest at intervals of 2, 3, or more years, with wide year-to-year fluctuations in numbers of nesting females. Nests between 3 to 5 times per season. Lays an average of 115 eggs in each nest, with the eggs incubating for about 60 days. Range: Found in all temperate and tropical waters throughout the world. Status: U.S. - Listed as Endangered (in danger of extinction within the foreseeable future) under the U.S. Federal Endangered Species Act. International - Listed as Endangered (facing a very high risk of extinction in the wild in the near future) by the International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources. Threats to Survival: The greatest threat is from the commercial harvest for eggs and food. Other green turtle parts are used for leather and small turtles are sometimes stuffed for curios. Incidental catch in commercial shrimp trawling is an increasing source of mortality. Population Estimate*: 88,520 nesting females. 
AT: Environment (2/2)

C. Loggerhead

Sea Turtle Conservancy 10 (Species Fact Sheet : Loggerhead Sea Turtle, Sea Turtle Conservancy, http://www.conserveturtles.org/seaturtleinformation.php?page=loggerhead) 

Common Name: Loggerhead - named for its exceptionally large head. Scientific Name: Caretta caretta Description: Head is very large with heavy strong jaws. Carapace is bony without ridges and has large, non-overlapping, rough scutes (scales) present with 5 lateral scute. Carapace is heart shaped. Front flippers are short and thick with 2 claws, while the rear flippers can have 2 or 3 claws. Carapace is a reddish-brown with a yellowish-brown plastron. Hatchlings have a dark-brown carapace with flippers pale brown on margins. Size: Typically 2.5 to 3.5 feet in carapace length (73-107 cm). Weight: Adult weigh up to 350 pounds (159 kg). Diet: Primarily carnivorous and feed mostly on shellfish that live on the bottom of the ocean. They eat horseshoe crabs, clams, mussels, and other invertebrates. Their powerful jaw muscles help them to easily crush the shellfish. Habitat: Prefer to feed in coastal bays and estuaries, as well as in the shallow water along the continental shelves of the Atlantic, Pacific and Indian Oceans. Nesting: Nest at intervals of 2, 3, or more years. They lay 4 to 7 nests per season, approximately 12 to 14 days apart. Lays average of between 100 to 126 eggs in each nest. Eggs incubate for about 60 days. Status: U.S. - Listed as Threatened (likely to become endangered, in danger of extinction, within the foreseeable future) under the U.S. Federal Endangered Species Act. International - Listed as Endangered (facing a very high risk of extinction in the wild in the near future) by the International Union for Conservation of Nature and Natural Resources. Threats to Survival: The greatest threat is loss of nesting habitat due to coastal development, predation of nests, and human disturbances (such as coastal lighting and housing developments) that cause disorientations during the emergence of hatchlings. Other major threats include incidental capture in longline fishing, shrimp trawling and pollution. Incidental capture in fisheries is thought to have played a significant role in the recent population declines observed for the loggerhead. Population Estimate*: 44,560 nesting females.
AT: Environment – NHPA CP (1/2)

CP Text: In the next available case, a federal court should rule that the expansion of the Henoko base violates the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Counterplan Solves - Court Cases in the military construction process cause a spillover for both US and Japan Regulation and blocks the construction of the new base
Tanji (Research fellow at the Centre for Advanced Studies in Australia, Asia and the Pacific, at Curtin University in Perth, Australia. Born in Sapporo, she has studied and taught International Relations and Politics at Sophia University, the Australian National University, Murdoch University as well as Curtin University of Technology) 08 (Miyume,  Implications for U.S. Military Bases Overseas,  Critical Asian Studies

40:3 (2008), 475–487, http://www.biologicaldiversity.org/species/mammals/Okinawa_dugong/pdfs/Dugong_CAS.pdf) 

The DoD’s AICUZ program is designed to ensure the safety and comfort of residents living around U.S. military airfields, but the problem is that the program applies only to “air installations of the Military Departments located within the United States.”28 This application of double standards reveals Okinawa’s status as a military colony, as many local residents see it. In this sense, Chalmers Johnson observes that Okinawa represents a hotspot where privileges are granted to the U.S. military at the expense of the safety and human rights of the local residents. This is an arrangement, he argues, that might upset the stability of U.S. hegemony and the web of alliances in the Asia-Pacific region. 29 As a result of the dugong case, the discrepancy between U.S. and Japanese standards in military-community relations was judged illegal by a U.S. court for the first time. Second, the Japanese Defense Ministry’s EIA has, for the first time, been put under rigorous scrutiny by U.S. law. This could drastically change the quality of assessments conducted by Japanese government departments. These assessments have long been criticized as nonresponsive to the public’s environmental concerns. The U.S. court order rendering the DoD responsible for the effects of the Futenma Replacement Facility on the Okinawan dugong means that the DoD must also see that the EIA addresses detailed specifications and functions of the planned facility that take into account the protection of endangered dugong. In fact, the court demanded the translation of the detailed procedures and methods of Japan’s EIA of the construction of the Futenma Replacement Facility. Now that assessing threats to the endangered dugong is clearly the DoD’s responsibility under NHPA, it is highly unlikely that the new construction plan will be judged safe as a dugong habitat.30 This lawsuit is expected to contribute to more transparent processes of evaluating and managing environmental and other social impacts of U.S. military bases on the hosting communities in Okinawa/Japan. Furthermore, the federal court order will put increased pressure on the government to reflect the feedback of local residents to such processes. 
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Counterplan solves – ruling against the base sets a precedent for antimilitarist, anti-base, and anti-war strategies in the obstruction of US bases – Henoko proves

Tanji (Research fellow at the Centre for Advanced Studies in Australia, Asia and the Pacific, at Curtin University in Perth, Australia. Born in Sapporo, she has studied and taught International Relations and Politics at Sophia University, the Australian National University, Murdoch University as well as Curtin University of Technology) 08 (Miyume,  Implications for U.S. Military Bases Overseas,  Critical Asian Studies

40:3 (2008), 475–487, http://www.biologicaldiversity.org/species/mammals/Okinawa_dugong/pdfs/Dugong_CAS.pdf) 

Advances in information and communication technologies in the past decade have intensified collaboration between social movements and advocacy networks across state borders. In Okinawa, with its own tradition of popular political opposition to the Japanese state and the U.S. military forces,1 networking with overseas groups has provided local activists with important means for acquiring publicity and knowledge. 2 The “Okinawa Dugong Lawsuit” is an important recent example of transnational cooperation between Okinawan, U.S., and mainland Japanese citizens. The direct goal of the legal action was the protection of an endangered species, the Okinawa dugong. It has, however, also been an important part of a long-term antimilitarist, anti-base, and antiwar strategy intended to obstruct the construction of a new U.S. offshore airbase near Henoko, in Nago City, Okinawa. This case requires further explanation from a variety of perspectives, most importantly from the point of view of the local participants. The expanded theater of their protest also brought them new allies while avoiding difficult and unnecessary conflict on the ground at home. This article offers an initial account, based on interviews and secondary materials. 
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