West Coast 2010

Page 2
September Supplement


WEST COAST DEBATE

Military 2010-2011

September Supplement

Edited by Aaron Hardy and Jim Hanson

with Matt Taylor
Researched by:

Brett Bricker and Jimi Durkee

WEST COAST DEBATE

Military 2010-2011

September Supplement
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Afghanistan Drones Neg

Obama Good Links – Drone Withdrawal Unpopular

Afghan drone use has bipartisan and presidential support
NYT, 12-3-2009, "C.I.A. to Expand Use of Drones in Pakistan," http://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/04/world/asia/04drones.html

Yet with few other tools to use against Al Qaeda, the drone program has enjoyed bipartisan support in Congress and was escalated by the Obama administration in January. More C.I.A. drone attacks have been conducted under President Obama than under President George W. Bush. The political consensus in support of the drone program, its antiseptic, high-tech appeal and its secrecy have obscured just how radical it is. For the first time in history, a civilian intelligence agency is using robots to carry out a military mission, selecting people for killing in a country where the United States is not officially at war.

Plan Would Be perceived as a flip flop

Robert Kagan, adjunct professor of history at Georgetown University, 3-3- 2010, “Bipartisan Spring”, Foreign Policy, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/03/03/bipartisan_spring?page=0,2

The irony is that in some ways Obama has been fighting the war on terror at least as vigorously as his predecessor. He escalated the war in Afghanistan. He greatly increased drone attacks on suspected terrorists in Pakistan. Indeed, the Obama administration carried out more drone strikes in its first year than the Bush administration carried out in the previous five years combined, producing a record number of enemy casualties. Although the Obama administration may be more generous in providing legal defense to captured terrorists than the Bush administration, it also makes a greater effort to assassinate them, thus obviating the need for trials.  For a while, this tough record was obscured by the administration's own soft rhetoric and softer policies toward captured terrorists. But the administration has been compelled -- by criticism from both parties -- to shift toward a tougher public line. Guantánamo remains open, and might stay open for the remainder of Obama's presidency. Khalid Sheikh Mohammed will probably not be tried in New York. After the attempted Christmas Day bombing, citizens from certain Muslim countries have been put on a watch list. The USA Patriot Act has been renewed. And we are likely to see more terrorists tried in military courts.  No president, no matter how liberal, can allow himself to be perceived as trading any degree of U.S. security to better protect the rights of suspected terrorists. Even Woodrow Wilson and Franklin D. Roosevelt, the most progressive U.S. presidents, far more egregiously impinged on individual rights -- of German-Americans and anti-war socialists during World War I, and of Japanese-Americans during World War II -- when perceived security interests were at stake. One suspects Obama will not knowingly give the Republicans any more ammunition on this issue, which means that a bipartisan consensus even on the handling of suspected terrorists might be closer than many imagine.

Flip-flop on Afghan strategy kills Obama’s agenda
Stephen Biddle, Roger Hertog Senior Fellow for Defense Policy at the American Interest, July-August 2009, “Is It Worth It?  The Difficult Case for War in Afghanistan,” The American Interest, http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=617

However, reversing policy and disengaging would be no easier for Obama. It would be the wrong course on the merits. Politically, it would commit the Administration to a policy now supported by only 17 percent of the electorate. It would play into the traditional Republican narrative of Democratic weakness on defense, facilitate widespread if ill-founded Republican accusations of the Administration’s leftist radicalism, and risk alienating moderate Democrats in battleground districts whose support the President will need on other issues. However bad the news may look if the United States fights on, withdrawal would probably mean a Karzai collapse and a Taliban victory, an outcome that would flood American TV screens with nightmarish imagery.

Obama Good Links – McCain

McCain Supports drone strikes

Asian News International, 1-9-2010 “ Drone strikes in Pak tribal areas effective part of US anti-terrorism strategy: McCain,” http://www.andhranews.net/Intl/2010/January/8/Drone-strikes-49223.asp

US Senator John McCain has insisted that drone strikes against insurgents in Pakistan's tribal areas is an effective part of the US ant-terrorism strategy, and it should continue. "The drone strikes are part of an overall set of tactics which make up the strategy for victory and they have been very effective," The Dawn quoted McCain, as saying during a brief trip to Afghanistan. His comments come in the wake of Al-Qaeda's claim that the assassination of seven CIA agents in Afghanistan's Khost province was to avenge drone strikes that have killed prominent militants. A Jordanian identified as Humam Khalil Abu-Mulal al-Balawi, who was said to be a triple agent, blew himself up at the base on December 30 in the deadliest attack against the CIA since 1983. Unmanned Predator planes are used to gather information and launch strikes on Taliban and Al-Qaeda operatives in the border regions of Afghanistan and Pakistan. Drones had "knocked Al-Qaeda and other extremist groups off balance and they have been successful, and we are working more closely with the Afghan government as well as the Pakistan government to make those operations more efficient and less damaging to the civilian population," McCain said. "I think it should continue, I think it's an important tool in our overall strategy and we can claim measurable success in carrying out those operations," he added.

Losing McCain on Afghanistan kills Obama’s agenda

Kenneth T. Walsh, Correspondent for U.S. News & World Report, 12-1-2009 “ McCain Key to GOP Support for Obama 's Afghanistan Plan” http://politics.usnews.com/news/obama/articles/2009/12/01/mccain-key-to-gop-support-for-obamas-afghanistan-plan.html

Ironically, it's John McCain who might hold the key to whether President Obama 's new policy in Afghanistan gets much Republican support in Congress. McCain friends say his instinct is to support the commander in chief, but he has serious doubts that Obama is truly committed to the Afghanistan war and that Obama will do what it takes to achieve success. Congressional strategists say McCain's reaction also will give strong indications about whether the military itself embraces Obama 's policy, since the Arizona senator is considered very close to America's professional soldiers. McCain is a former prisoner of war in Vietnam and ex-military officer who has long specialized in national security issues. As Obama 's Republican opponent in last year's presidential election, McCain tried to portray Obama as too weak, indecisive, and inexperienced on military issues. Now McCain is in the position of helping to determine how much support conservatives will give the man who defeated him. McCain is known to be concerned that Obama might have chosen a path in Afghanistan that is the minimal commitment to be credible politically at home but that really won't be effective in achieving success in the war. 

McCain Supports drone strikes

Pakistan Observer, 1-10-2010, “Pakistan: Attacks to continue: McCain,” 

Former US Presidential Candidate Senator John McCain has said that though Pakistan has concerns over the US drone attacks in Pakistani territory, the US would continue targeting terrorists and their hideouts in the tribal areas.Addressing a joint press conference with other US senators John Barrasso, John Thune and Lieberman here on Friday, McCain said that US cannot stop drone attacks against terrorists however it would consult Pakistani government prior to taking any action in its territory.He said that friends don't always agree on every issue but we certainly are in agreement on a common goal and we also face a common enemy - the enemy of radical Islamic extremism that wants to destroy everything that we stand for and believe in free and democratic societies.He said that stable Afghanistan is in the larger interest of Pakistani nation and also symbol of success for the US which has struggled a lot for it.The US senator said that terrorists' attacks at public places, mosques and killing of innocent people is in fact their defeat as it stresses the people to unite against terrorism.McCain said that he was present here along with his other companions to express solidarity and sympathize with those who lost their properties and beloved ones in the terror acts.Pakistan and US enjoy close relations of mutual cooperation as both were going through the same circumstances and both needed to support each other to sail through this hard time, he maintained.He said that the US desires to have long-term bilateral relations with Pakistan as it was in the larger interest of both countries and can help in removing hardships of both countries.The US senator termed his meeting with President Asif Ali Zardari and General Ashfaq Parvez Kayani as positive and said that key issues relating to regional issues and terrorism came under discussion.

Obama Good Links – UAVs Lobby

UAVs lobby would hate the plan

Charles Duhigg, 4-15-2007, New York Times, “The Pilotless Plane that Only Looks Like Child’s Play,” http://www.nytimes.com/2007/04/15/business/yourmoney/15atomics.html

By the time a Predator-launched missile killed a suspected Al Qaeda leader in 2002, even the public was accustomed to hearing about unmanned planes' successes. Voicing enthusiasm for U.A.V.'s became an easy way for the military brass to show that it had signed on to Mr. Rumsfeld's program. ''Predators became emblematic of what Rumsfeld wanted,'' said Loren B. Thompson, a military analyst at the Lexington Institute. ''Suddenly, everyone was saying they were ordering Predators, whether they actually wanted them or not.'' That shift has been profitable for General Atomics Aeronautical Systems. The company, which remains privately held, refuses to disclose its revenue or profits. But it now employs more than 2,400 workers and has sold more than 200 unmanned planes since 1993, according to a spokesman. In 2005, the Air Force announced that it was ordering enough Predators to equip 15 squadrons over five years, at a price of $5.7 billion. The Department of Homeland Security has bought two Predators for border control, and Italy and Turkey have also bought planes. A research firm, the Teal Group, predicts that the handful of U.A.V. manufacturers will collect about $55 billion worldwide over the next 10 years. General Atomics is expected to dominate a large portion of that market, said Philip Finnegan, an analyst at Teal.

UAVs have entrenched military support and a ton of political clout

Charles Duhigg, 4-15-2007, New York Times, “The Pilotless Plane that Only Looks Like Child’s Play,” http://www.nytimes.com/2007/04/15/business/yourmoney/15atomics.html

For years, such planes -- known as U.A.V.'s, for unmanned aerial vehicles -- were pariahs within the military industry, scorned by commanders who saw them as threats to the status quo. But during the last several years, U.A.V.'s have amassed unusual political firepower. ''For a long time, the only thing most generals could agree on was that they didn't want any unmanned vehicles,'' says Senator John W. Warner, the Virginia Republican who is a member of the Senate Armed Services Committee. ''Now everyone wants as many as they can get.'' In fact, only a decade ago, crucial Air Force commanders were lobbying to prevent battlefield deployment of U.A.V.'s, according to Congressional staff members. By 2005, however, John P. Jumper, then the Air Force chief of staff, had sufficiently about-faced to tell Congress that ''we're going to tell General Atomics to build every Predator they can possibly build.'' This transformation is, in many ways, a reflection of how the military's priorities and goals have changed over the last decade. It is also a testament to how much clout General Atomics has amassed in a short period of time. More than one official has learned the hard way that when the pilot of the General Atomics corporate jet says he's flying back at noon, he means it. And that pilot is likely to be Thomas J. Cassidy Jr., a 34-year Navy veteran, former rear admiral, onetime commander of the station where the ''Top Gun'' flight school is based and now the president of General Atomics Aeronautical Systems. Mr. Cassidy's belly may hang a bit over his belt now, but he's so authentic that when the producers of the film ''Top Gun'' needed someone for a bit part who oozed power, they cast him. Which is only fitting, for while General Atomics boasts elaborate technological gizmos and martial splendor, its authority also derives from its political savvy. In the last decade, the company has outgunned some of the nation's biggest corporate heavyweights in the battle for prized military contracts. Soon, analysts say, Americans may rely on a host of General Atomics military devices, including magnetic cannons that use pulses of electricity to drop ammunition on distant targets, radar systems that can see through even the densest clouds and guns that shoot laser beams.
That ensures bipartisan opposition to the plan

NYT, 1-22-2010, "C.I.A. Deaths Prompt Surge in U.S. Drone Strikes," http://www.nytimes.com/2010/01/23/world/asia/23drone.html?scp=7&sq=afghanistan%20drone&st=cse
The strikes, carried out from a secret base in Pakistan and controlled by satellite link from C.I.A. headquarters in Virginia, have been expanded by President Obama and praised by both parties in Congress as a potent weapon against terrorism that puts no American lives at risk. That calculation must be revised in light of the Khost bombing, which revealed the critical presence of C.I.A. officers in dangerous territory to direct the strikes.

CMR Disad Links

Military brass regard the drone as one of its favorite weapons – they won’t let it go without a fight

Christopher Drew, 3- 17-2009, "Drones Are Weapons of Choice in Fighting Qaeda" Common Dreams, http://www.commondreams.org/headline/2009/03/17-4
A missile fired by an American drone killed at least four people late Sunday at the house of a militant commander in northwest Pakistan, the latest use of what intelligence officials have called their most effective weapon against Al Qaeda. And Pentagon officials say the remotely piloted planes, which can beam back live video for up to 22 hours, have done more than any other weapons system to track down insurgents and save American lives in Iraq and Afghanistan. The planes have become one of the military's favorite weapons despite many shortcomings resulting from the rush to get them into the field. An explosion in demand for the drones is contributing to new thinking inside the Pentagon about how to develop and deploy new weapons systems.
Policy differences between the president and military leadership spillover to broader CMR conflicts

John Yoo, Prof of Law @ Berkley, 6-24-2010, "The Growing Crisis in Civil-military Relations," The American, http://blog.american.com/?p=15927
I ran an op-ed today in the Wall Street Journal on the firing of General McChrystal. Over on the Ricochet.com website, I blog about the growing crisis in civil-military relations since the end of the Cold War. Another point to make is that it was almost predictable that there would be such a crisis under President Obama, not because of Obama’s obviously uncomfortable attitude toward national security matters, but because of the serious harm done to civil-military relations by Congress during the last half of the Bush years. Congressional Democrats encouraged and fed upon the resistance by officers and retired generals to Secretary Donald Rumsfeld and the Iraq war. This blurred lines of accountability in civilian control over the military, and led to greater military independence. The wider the policy differences between the military brass and the president, the more you will see appeals to Congress and efforts to undermine direct presidential control—and this should happen more often under a Democratic president than a Republican, for many reasons. This sort of thing happens all the time with regulatory agencies, which are only too happy to play off the White House against the Congress to create freedom for themselves—but the Constitution, I believe, is meant to prevent this from happening to an institution as dear as the presidency. 

Plan micromanages the military—that undermines CMR

Donald Zillman, Prof of Law @ University of Maine, 1997, “Where Have All The Soldiers Gone? Observations On The Decline of Military Veterans in Government,” Maine Law Review. 

Scholars of American civil-military relations have emphasized that the subject is far more sophisticated than the simple inquiry: "Has the military avoided seizing power from the civilian authorities?" 68 Healthy civil-military relations and a sensible "civilian control of the military" require mutual respect and understanding between the civilian leadership and the military. The military must be respectful of ultimate civilian authority and the non-military factors that drive national security decisions. The civilian authorities must be respectful of the military's professionalism and its need for non-partisanship. The civilian leadership must also give considerable deference to military expertise in military matters. The micro-managing president or Congress may be a less visible threat than the overreaching general or admiral. But they both harm the goal of an effective and professional military under civilian authority.

Heg Disad Links

Maintaining US tech dominance and heg requires use of drones

Christopher Rogan, PhD Candidate at West Point, 3-29-2010, “INCREASING THE COMBAT POWER OF THE SQUAD ON PATROL: THE POTENTIAL OF THE SOLDIER-PORTABLE DRONE AS A TACTICAL FORCE MULTIPLIER,” http://www.usma.edu/dmi/dss/Docs/Theses/Rogan%20Thesis.pdf

Another important consideration is the international technological race for drones and unmanned combat vehicles. American, and to some extent, Israeli, drones have dominated news coverage for the past decade, but what about America’s strategic competitors? Countries such as Russia, Belarus, George, India, Pakistan, China, and Iran have conducted significant research and development into drone technology. Furthermore, other nations have investigated electronic ways of interfering with drones—Iraqi insurgents were able to find a flaw in the Predator’s programming that allowed them to tap into the drone’s live feed and watch what American commanders were watching. The drone will not be a technology limited solely to the United States or its allies; it will be a technology used by all nations, and as such the United States must stay ahead of the curve in order to protect its national security interests abroad.

UCAVs are key to U.S. airpower dominance – that’s key to overall heg

Col. Robert Chapman, chief of the Saudi Arabia Division (Pentagon), 6-3-2002, “Unmanned Combat Aerial Vehicles: Dawn of a New Age?”, Aerospace Power Journal http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj02/sum02/chapman.html

The Department of Defense (DOD) has recently accelerated efforts to develop unmanned combat aerial vehicles (UCAV)- aircraft that can launch, attack, and recover without crew members aboard. Advocates contend that an array of technologies has now matured to the point that fielding an operational UCAV is both feasible and desirable. UCAV proponents project significantly lower acquisition costs, as well as operations and support costs. Such projections are particularly attractive in the current fiscal environment, in which all military services urgently need to replace aging capital equipment. Proponents further contend that a reusable vehicle capable of delivering precision munitions could significantly lower the cost per target killed below that of the current generation of standoff weapons. Background: Why a UCAV? Over the last decade, the combined airpower of the US military has proved instrumental in favorably deciding military actions in Iraq, Bosnia, and Kosovo. American airpower in all its forms constitutes a unique and decisive military advantage no other nation can match. However, growing concern exists within the national security community that this advantage may be eroding. A number of potential adversaries are pursuing advanced weapons systems that could deny or restrict America’s future ability to project combat power abroad. Of particular concern are increasingly lethal integrated air defense systems (IADS) and mobile surface-to-surface missile systems. Many analysts believe that the United States must develop means to counter those threats if it is to maintain its ability to project decisive combat power abroad. UCAVs could offer one option to combat the worldwide proliferation of these access-impeding weapons. Potential Advantages Although airmen have long recognized the promise of UCAVs, thus far they have remained beyond the grasp of developers.1 Recent advances in technology, however, have prompted many national security planners to reevaluate UCAV feasibility. Cost per Target Killed. Advocates assert that UCAVs employing direct-attack munitions could reduce costs per kill well below that of current standoff systems- cruise missiles, for example. During Operation Desert Fox, a 70-hour joint military operation ordered by the president in December 1998 to destroy military and security targets in Iraq, Navy ships fired more than 325 Tomahawk cruise missiles, and Air Force B-52s launched more than 90 AGM-86C conventional air launched cruise missiles (CALCM).2 These weapons carry warheads weighing 1,000 pounds and 2,000 pounds, respectively.3 Alternatively, proponents argue that reusable UCAVs could achieve the same effect at far less cost by delivering 1,000-pound and 2,000-pound joint direct attack munitions (JDAM) guided by the Global Positioning System (GPS) (table 1). UCAV proponents argue that the cost-per-kill contrast becomes even greater when one considers procurement, operating, and support costs of the associated launch platforms. The cost implications for future military operations will merit examination once detailed UCAV data becomes available.
Overstretch Disad Links

Drone use in  Afghanistan counterinsurgency strategy is key to minimize US troop commitments 
NYT, 9-25-2009, “The Afghan Imperative,” http://www.nytimes.com/2009/09/25/opinion/25brooks.html
Always there is the illusion of the easy path. Always there is the illusion, which gripped Donald Rumsfeld that now grips many Democrats, that you can fight a counterinsurgency war with a light footprint, with cruise missiles, with special forces operations and unmanned drones. Always there is the illusion, deep in the bones of the Pentagon's Old Guard, that you can fight a force like the Taliban by keeping your troops mostly in bases, and then sending them out in well-armored convoys to kill bad guys. There is simply no historical record to support these illusions. The historical evidence suggests that these middling strategies just create a situation in which you have enough forces to assume responsibility for a conflict, but not enough to prevail.
Withdrawal of UAVs forces troop increases
NYT, 8-22-2009, “Could Afghanistan Become Obama’s Vietnam?,” http://www.nytimes.com/2009/08/23/weekinreview/23baker.html

Richard N. Haass, a former Bush administration official turned critic, wrote in The New York Times last week that what he once considered a war of necessity has become a war of choice. Although he still supports it, he argued that there are now alternatives to a large-scale troop presence, like drone attacks on suspected terrorists, more development aid and expanded training for Afghan police officers and soldiers. His former boss, George W. Bush, learned first-hand how political capital can slip away when a war loses popular backing. With Iraq in flames, Mr. Bush found little support for his second-term domestic agenda of overhauling Social Security and liberalizing immigration laws. Mr. Johnson managed to create Medicare and enact landmark civil rights legislation, but some historians have argued that the Great Society ultimately stalled because of Vietnam. Mr. Obama has begun a new strategy intended to turn Afghanistan around, sending an additional 21,000 troops, installing a new commander, promising more reconstruction help, shifting to more protection of the population and building up Afghan security forces. It is a strategy that some who study Afghanistan believe could make a difference. But even some who agree worry that time is running out, particularly if the strategy does not produce results soon.
The alternative to UAVs is a bigger troop surge

Michael Tomansky, Guardian Politics Reporter, 11-13-2009, “From Obama's Afghan deliberation springs a war of leaks,” http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/michaeltomasky/2009/nov/13/barack-obama-afghanistan-leaks
The policy battle has been simmering since administration officials led by Vice President Joe Biden and White House Chief of Staff Rahm Emanuel began leaking to journalists this summer their opposition to McChrystal's call for a major troop increase to support intensified efforts to expand Afghan security forces and civilian aid programs. McChrystal and his allies fired back by criticizing the more limited counterterrorism approach favored by Biden. Advocates of this approach argue that the administration should be concentrating its time and political capital in tackling domestic issues such as health care and unemployment. They worry that Afghanistan is a quagmire, and think that the U.S. should limit the size of its force there and instead use Special Forces and missile-firing drone aircraft to kill al Qaida leaders.

Reverse Spending  Disad Links

A giant part of the defense budget is funding for UAV strikes in Afghanistan

Jason Leopold, founding editor of the online investigative news magazine The Public Record , 2-1-2010, “Obama's Budget Calls for Billions in New Spending for Drones”, OpEdNews, http://www.opednews.com/articles/Obama-s-Budget-Calls-for-B-by-Jason-Leopold-100202-499.html
Aside from the size of the defense budget, another controversial aspect of it is what it will fund. More than $2 billion will be used to purchase unmanned aerial vehicles, or drones, which the Obama administration has used increasingly over the past year to target suspected terrorist hideouts in Afghanistan and Pakistan. The drones, which the administration wants to double in production, have been blamed for a significant rise in civilian casualties. "The Budget ... bolsters Unmanned Aerial Vehicles, helicopters, and cyber capabilities and electronic warfare, which are key components in the ongoing task of rebalancing the military to focus on current and emerging threats," according to a copy of the Defense Department budget. For the first time, according to The Los Angeles Times, the Air Force is proposing the purchase of more drones than combat aircraft and will double the production of the MQ-9 Reaper, "a bigger, more heavily armed version of the Predator drone, to 48. The Army will also buy 26 extended-range Predators." "The expansion will allow the military to increase unmanned patrols - the number of planes in the air at once - to 65, up from its current limit of 37," The Los Angeles Times noted. Defense Secretary Robert Gates told reporters Monday that the use of drones will continue to increase "even as the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan eventually wind down." "The more we have used them, the more we have identified their potential in a broader and broader set of circumstances," Gates said. Spending on the Predator and Reaper drones will jump from $877.5 million in 2010 to $1.4 billion next year. The budget also says "a major goal of the administration is to provide the troops with the most effective and modern equipment possible."

Ending UAV strikes frees up massive amounts of defense funds

 Winslow T. Wheeler, Director of the Straus Military Reform Project at the Center for Defense Information, and Pierre M. Sprey, Pentagon employee, 4-1-2010, “ Mindless Missiles”, the American Conservative, https://www.amconmag.com/article/2010/apr/01/00030

But the real fight to watch will be the brawl over funding for drones—or, as the authors like to spin them, “Unmanned Multirole Surveillance and Strike Aircraft.” In just ten years, this court favorite is slated to grow from 72 units today to 476, a more than 600 percent increase. The money will increase—only proportionally, the planners blithely predict—from about $1 billion today to almost $7 billion in 2020, a 700 percent increase. A virtual declaration of budget war, the plan assigns all that drone spending increase to the Navy. Air Force drone spending will actually decline. Two assumptions in the drone plan stretch credulity to the breaking point: first, future drones will not experience the ongoing geometric increase in cost of manned aircraft; second, Air Force generals will stand by idly with nothing for themselves while the admirals walk off with an extra $6 billion per year. In reality, total drone spending will be far higher, and the Air Force will never permit itself to fall so shamefully behind. Also beyond belief is the schedule and performance that technology-fantasists on Gates’s staff and in the Navy think they will acquire. Unlike today’s relatively simple, slow, and light Predator drone, the X-47B drone the Navy wants is 20 times larger, weighs 22 tons, and flies at Mach .7. Just two pre-prototypes of the so-called “stealthy” (they never are) drones are costing at least $635 million. The flight plan is already months behind schedule. No mere vehicle for video cameras, radars, and infrared gizmos to peep on the enemy, the X-47B will not only pretend to find all targets on a hypothetically fogless battlefield, but, replacing manned strike aircraft, will then attack those targets with two tons of guided bombs. Our clumsy attacks in Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Yemen, using drones carrying much the same sensors as the X-47B, make news with embarrassing regularity. Our Predators and Reapers are tasked with decapitating the al-Qaeda and Taliban leadership, but they prove much more successful at killing civilians, infuriating the previously uncommitted local population into supporting the enemy, and deluding Americans into thinking remote-control bombing of other peoples’ homelands is a freebie spectator sport with no U.S. casualties and no consequences—a truly dangerous fallacy, as the renewed attacks from al-Qaeda’s growing confederacy so vividly demonstrate. The Navy, however, tops the Air Force’s drone delusions with a vision that it will land its tailless 22-ton beast by remote control on rolling, pitching carrier decks at sea. That will be difficult, perhaps impossible, given the nearly crippling rate of drone crashes we continue to experience while landing on terra firma. Grappling with that task will certainly create the occasion for lots of overruns and schedule slippages. Even without those overruns, the Navy approach appears to offer nothing that can’t be achieved from land with current Predators at about one twenty-fifth the cost. In any case, capitalizing on Gates’s blessing for these drone projects, the USAF is already forging ahead with secret work on an intercontinental nuclear/conventional bomber drone, a breathtakingly useless concept. Their newly revised Long Range Strike Platform project costs $1.9 billion just for the start-up demonstrator phase. One candidate, the innocently dubbed X-47C, apparently already under a “black” contract at Northrop Grumman, would carry a modest five-ton payload despite a projected total heft upward of 110 tons. On the face of it, this latest 30-year plan just rubberstamps what the Air Force and Navy have been doing ever since the Cold War started: shrinking our air forces and increasing their age while steadily increasing costs and ineffectiveness. That’s bad enough for American taxpayers, but this new budget has new wrinkles. Gates has unchained a new aerospace spending monster. It hatched unobtrusively in 2001 with the $4 million Predator to become a $100 million Navy carrier drone that will, in a decade, lead to a literally mindless Air Force intercontinental bomber drone, assuredly nuclear capable, with an unknown sticker price in the billions. This cost explosion in the drone budget will devour money required for the two necessary and effective forms of air support we owe our troops, capabilities that the aviation bureaucracies in the Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps have systematically deprived them of: round-the-clock, immediately available, single-purpose close-air support and on-call emergency aerial resupply straight to the battlefield.

Terrorism Disad Links

Drones are an essential tool in preventing terrorism

Greg Bruno, Staff Writer at the Council on Foreign Relations, and Micah Zenko, Fellow for Conflict Prevention @ CFR, 6-2-2010, "Raising the Curtain on U.S. Drone Strikes,” http://www.cfr.org/publication/22290/raising_the_curtain_on_us_drone_strikes.html
Predator drones have been credited with the removal of top al-Qaeda and Taliban figures from the tribal areas of Pakistan, the most recent example being the apparent killing of Mustafa Abu al-Yazid, al-Qaeda's No. 3. How critical are these unmanned strikes to the mission in the Afghan-Pakistan war zone? Unmanned drone strikes are an essential tool for killing terrorists who provide guidance and operational support for international terrorism. The apparent killing of al-Yazid represents an important small victory, given his connections to terrorist plots abroad, and his declarations last summer that al-Qaeda would use nuclear weapons against the United States (RFE/RL). Such targeted killings, however, are only one element of national power that is part of the Obama administration's six-month-old Afghanistan and Pakistan Regional Stabilization Strategy.

Drones are the most effective military option
Kalsoom Lakhani, Staffwriter, 7-20-2009, "Drone Attacks: Bombs in The Air Versus Boots on The Groundm," Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/kalsoom-lakhani/drone-attacks-bombs-in-th_b_241439.html
U.S. intelligence officials have called the use of Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs) or drones, "their most effective weapon against Al Qaeda." This belief seems to be manifested in the increased frequency of drone attacks in the border area between Pakistan and Afghanistan. Although the Bush administration authorized only a handful of such strikes in 2007, the Wall Street Journal reports there were more than 30 attacks in 2008. So far in 2009, attacks are up 30 percent from last year, with Newsblogging noting there have been 27 drone attacks, "of which only two occurred before Obama took office." Obama's administration officials have claimed that drone strikes in Pakistan have killed nine of the 20 top Al Qaeda officials. Peter Bergen and Katherine Tiedemann echoed in an article last month, "It is possible to say with some certainty that since the summer of 2008, U.S. drones have killed dozens of lower-ranking militants and at least ten mid-and upper-level leaders within Al Qaeda and the Taliban."
Drones are key to lasting success in the War on Terror – alternative options fail

Kenneth Anderson, Visiting Fellow on the Hoover Task Force on National Security and Law and Professor of Law at American University, 3-8-2010,“Predators over Pakistan,” The Weekly Standard, http://www.weeklystandard.com/print/articles/predators-over-pakistan

Targeting terrorists and militants with Predator drone strikes is one campaign promise President Obama has kept to the letter. Missiles fired from remote-piloted “unmanned aerial vehicles” (UAVs) at al Qaeda and Taliban leadership steadily and sharply increased over the course of 2009. Senior U.S. military and intelligence officials have called them one of the most effective tactics available to strike directly at al Qaeda and the Taliban. Indeed, CIA director Leon Panetta says that drones are “the only game in town in terms of confronting or trying to disrupt the al Qaeda leadership.” 
No Solvency – Pakistan Drones

CIA will still launch drones from Pakistan

Jeremy Page, Staff writer for The Sunday Times, 2009, http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/asia/article5762371.ece

The US was secretly flying unmanned drones from the Shamsi airbase in Pakistan's southwestern province of Baluchistan as early as 2006, according to an image of the base from Google Earth. The image — that is no longer on the site but which was obtained by The News, Pakistan's English language daily newspaper — shows what appear to be three Predator drones outside a hangar at the end of the runway. The Times also obtained a copy of the image, whose co-ordinates confirm that it is the Shamsi airfield, also known as Bandari, about 200 miles southwest of the Pakistani city of Quetta. An investigation by The Times yesterday revealed that the CIA was secretly using Shamsi to launch the Predator drones that observe and attack al-Qaeda and Taleban militants around Pakistan's border with Afghanistan.
Status quo attacks prove Pakistan will green light the US – the plan doesn’t solve
Prem Mahadevan, senior researcher at the Center for Security Studies in Zurich, 2010, “THE MILITARY UTILITY OF DRONES,” www.sta.ethz.ch/content/download/1448/9121/.../CSS_Analysis_78.pdf
However, unlike drone operations elsewhere, which are controlled by the US military, those in Pakistan are controlled by the Cen- tral Intelligence Agency. CIA officials are not subject to the same degree of oversight as military ones, raising doubts about the rig- our of their targeting procedures. In the ab- sence of radical changes to US secrecy laws, these doubts are likely to persist. This is par- ticularly so owing to concerns over the legal- ity of targeted killings outside warzones. Finally, although drones are depicted as undermining Pakistani sovereignty, the fact remains that Islamabad is happy to countenance their use. 80 % of drone strikes have been concentrated in the Waziristan region, which constitutes the home base of the Pakistani Taliban, a group opposed to Islamabad. Although publicly, Pakistani officials denounce these strikes, in private some officials criticise their American counterparts for not carry- ing out more strikes.
Here’s more proof the plan leaves US UAVs in the region and under use

Wired Magazine, 12-9-2009, “U.S. Military Joins CIA’s Drone War in Pakistan,” http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2009/12/us-military-joins-cias-drone-war-in-pakistan/#ixzz0uvuQuGYf
 In addition, some of the Predators and Reapers are placed under the operational control of the CIA, which uses them to conduct their own strike and surveillance missions. Some of those drones take off from Jalalabad, others from within Pakistan itself, at a remote base called Shamshi. According to the New York Times, those aircraft are operated out of CIA headquarters in Langley, Virginia.

Cancelling Drones = Pakistan Invasion

Cancelling drones forces a U.S. troop surge in Pakistan
Ibrahim Sajid Malick, Pakistani Journalist for The Daily News, 6-7-2010, “Drone Attacks May Stop, But Is That Good News?,” Express Tribune, http://tribune.com.pk/story/18685/drone-attacks-may-stop-but-is-that-good-news/

For one, Obama was not swayed by Pakistani rhetoric, or international pressure. What works in changing course is home grown opposition. Secondly, drone attacks may stop but if we read between the lines, think tanks and military strategists are suggesting that the US should instead send ground troops. Thus the question Pakistanis must really answer is: would you rather have boots on the ground or pilot-less predators in the sky? I understand this question sounds rather fatalist but Pakistan has limited choices. Pakistan cannot confront America militarily and it shouldn’t. 

Obama will send in the troops, despite Pakistani opposition 

Scott Conroy, campaign reporter for CBS news, 8-1-2007, “Obama Vows To Hunt Terrorists In Pakistan”, online at http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2007/08/01/politics/main3122558.shtml

Democratic presidential candidate Barack Obama said Wednesday that he would send troops into Pakistan to hunt down terrorists even without local permission if warranted — an attempt to show strength when his chief rival has described his foreign policy skills as naive. The Illinois senator warned Pakistani President Gen. Pervez Musharraf that he must do more to shut down terrorist operations in his country and evict foreign fighters under an Obama presidency, or Pakistan will risk a U.S. troop invasion and losing hundreds of millions of dollars in U.S. military aid. "Let me make this clear," Obama said in a speech at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars. "There are terrorists holed up in those mountains who murdered 3,000 Americans. They are plotting to strike again. It was a terrible mistake to fail to act when we had a chance to take out an al Qaeda leadership meeting in 2005. If we have actionable intelligence about high-value terrorist targets and President Musharraf won't act, we will."  

Drone attacks prevent troops in Pakistan

David Rittgers, a legal policy analyst at the Cato Institute, 2-25-2010, The Wall Street Journal, “Both Left and Right Are Wrong about Drones,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704240004575085511472753150.html

First, not all terrorists targeted in drone attacks can be feasibly taken alive. This is especially true of those who reside in the many areas dominated by local insurgent groups and therefore out of reach of national governments.  For example, putting troops on the ground in the Pakistani tribal areas, where numerous drone attacks have been carried out, is both tactically and diplomatically problematic. Last May, CIA Director Leon Panetta called drones the "only game in town" when it comes to certain parts of Pakistan, and this will remain the case for the long term.

Pakistan Invasion = Nuclear War

U.S. ground invasions causes massive instability and hardline nationalism in Pakistan
Scott Conroy, campaign reporter for CBS news, 8-1-2007, “Obama Vows To Hunt Terrorists In Pakistan”, online at http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2007/08/01/politics/main3122558.shtml

 Obama's comments touched on an area of growing concern among members of both parties and the national security establishment about the resurgence of al Qaeda's organization in Pakistan, reports CBSNews.com senior political editor Vaughn Ververs. Obama will likely be criticized by some for threatening to send troops into a nuclear-armed Muslim nation without its cooperation. But the tough talk highlights the growing concern about al Qaeda's growing threat to the U.S. homeland and puts Obama out in front of a popular goal — capturing or killing the terrorist group's leadership.  Thousands of Taliban fighters are based in Pakistan's vast and jagged mountains, where they can pass into Afghanistan, train for suicide operations and find refuge from local tribesmen. Intelligence experts warn that al Qaeda could be rebuilding to mount another attack on the United States.  Musharraf has been a key ally of Washington in fighting terrorism since the Sept. 11, 2001 terrorist attacks, but has faced accusations from some quarters in Pakistan of being too closely tied to America.  The Bush administration has supported Musharraf and stressed the need to cooperate with Pakistan, but lately administration officials have suggested the possibility of military strikes to deal with al Qaeda and its leader, Osama bin Laden.  Analysts say an invasion could risk destabilizing Pakistan, breeding more militancy and undermining Musharraf. The Pakistani Foreign Office, protective of its national sovereignty, has warned that U.S. military action would violate international law and be deeply resented.  A military invasion could be risky, given Pakistan's hostile terrain and the suspicion of its warrior-minded tribesmen against uninvited outsiders.  

That causes a nuclear war between India and Pakistan
Thomas E. Ricks, Staffwriter for The Washington Post, 10-21-2001, “At Pentagon: Worries Over War's Costs, Consequences; Some Fear Regional Destabilization, Retribution Against U.S.,” P. A19
The prospect of Pakistan being taken over by Islamic extremists is especially worrisome because it possesses nuclear weapons. The betting among military strategists is that India, another nuclear power, would not stand idly by, if it appeared that the Pakistani nuclear arsenal were about to fall into the hands of extremists. A preemptive action by India to destroy Pakistan’s nuclear stockpile could provoke a new war on the subcontinent. The U.S. military has conducted more than 25 war games involving a confrontation between a nuclear-armed India and Pakistan, and each has resulted in nuclear war, said retired Air Force Col. Sam Gardiner, an expert on strategic games. 
India Pakistan conflict ensures extinction

Ghulam Nabi Fai, Kashmiri American Council, 7-8-2001, “The Most Dangerous Place,” Washington Times, P. B4
The foreign policy of the United States in South Asia should move from the lackadaisical and distant (with India crowned with a unilateral veto power) to aggressive involvement at the vortex. The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary. This apocalyptic vision is no idiosyncratic view. The director of central intelligence, the Defense Department, and world experts generally place Kashmir at the peak of their nuclear worries. Both India and Pakistan are racing like thoroughbreds to bolster their nuclear arsenals and advanced delivery vehicles. Their defense budgets are climbing despite widespread misery amongst their populations. Neither country has initialed the Nuclear Non- Proliferation Treaty, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, or indicated an inclination to ratify an impending Fissile Material/Cut-off Convention.

U.S. Drone Use Inevitable Globally

No hope for solvency – offensive drone use will dominate every facet of the military
P.W. Singer, director of the 21st Century Defense Initiative at the Brookings Institution, Winter 2009, “Robots at War: The New Battlefield,” http://www.wilsonquarterly.com/article.cfm?aid=1313
The PackBot is only one of the many new unmanned systems operating in the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan today. When U.S. forces went into Iraq in 2003, they had zero robotic units on the ground. By the end of 2004, the number was up to 150. By the end of 2005 it was 2,400, and it more than doubled the next year. By the end of 2008, it was projected to reach as high as 12,000. And these weapons are just the first generation. Already in the prototype stage are varieties of unmanned weapons and exotic technologies, from automated machine guns and roboticstretcherbearers to tiny but lethal robots the size of insects, which look like they are straight out of the wildest science fiction. Pentagon planners are having to figure out not only how to use machines such as the PackBot in the wars of today, but also how they should plan for battlefields in the near future that will be, as one officer put it, “largely robotic.” The most apt historical parallel to the current period in the development of robotics may well turn out to be World War I. Back then, strange, exciting new technologies that had been the stuff of science fiction just years earlier were introduced and used in increasing numbers on the battlefield. Indeed, it was H. G. Wells’s 1903 short story “Land Ironclads” that inspired Winston Churchill to champion the development of the tank. Another story, by A. A. Milne, creator of the beloved Winnie the Pooh series, was among the first to raise the prospect of using airplanes in war, while Arthur Conan Doyle (in “Danger”) and Jules Verne (in Twenty Thousand Leagues Under the Sea) pioneered the notion of using submarines in war. These new technologies didn’t really change the fundamentals of war. But even the earliest models quickly proved useful enough to make it clear that they weren’t going to be relegated to the realm of fiction again anytime soon. More important, they raised questions not only about how best to use them in battle, but also about an array of new political, moral, and legal issues. For instance, the United States’ and Germany’s differing interpretations of how submarine warfare should be conducted helped draw America into a world war. Similarly, airplanes proved useful for spotting and attacking troops at greater distances, but also allowed for strategic bombing of cities and other sites, which extended the battlefield to the home front. Much the same sort of recalibration of thinking about war is starting to happen as a result of robotics today. On the civilian side, experts such as Microsoft’s Bill Gates describe robotics as being close to where computers were in the early 1980s—still rare, but poised for a breakout. On the military side, unmanned systems are rapidly coming into use in almost every realm of war, moving more and more soldiers out of danger, and allowing their enemies to be targeted with increasingprecision. And they are changing the experience of war itself. This is leading some of the first generation of soldiers working with robots to worry that war waged by remote control will come to seem too easy, too tempting. More than a century ago, General Robert E. Lee famously observed, “It is good that we find war so horrible, or else we would become fond of it.” He didn’t contemplate a time when a pilot could “go to war” by commuting to work each morning in his Toyota to a cubicle where he could shoot missiles at an enemy thousands of miles away and then make it home in time for his kid’s soccerpractice. As our weapons are designed to have ever more autonomy, deeper questions arise. Can the new armaments reliably separate friend from foe? What laws and ethical codes apply? What are we saying when we send out unmanned machines to fight for us? What is the “message” that those on the other side receive? Ultimately, how will humans remain masters of weapons that are immeasurably faster and more “intelligent” than theyare?   The unmanned systems that have already been deployed to Iraq come in many shapes and sizes. All told, some 22 different robot systems are now operating on the ground. 
Multiple conflicts and our large stockpile ensure continued UAV use

P.W. Singer, director of the 21st Century Defense Initiative at the Brookings Institution, Winter 2009, “Robots at War: The New Battlefield,” http://www.wilsonquarterly.com/article.cfm?aid=1313
In addition to its deployments in Iraq and Afghanistan, the Predator, along with its larger, more heavilyarmed sibling, the Reaper, has been used with increasing frequency to attack suspected terrorists in Pakistan. According to news media reports, the drones are carrying outcross-border strikes at the rate of one every other day, operations that the Pakistani prime minister describes as the biggest point of contention between his country and the UnitedStates. In addition to the Predator and Reaper, a veritable menagerie of drones now circle in the skies over war zones. Small UAVs such as the Raven, which is just over three feet long, or the even smaller Wasp (which carries a camera the size of a peanut) are tossed into the air by individual soldiers and fly just above the rooftops, transmitting video images of what’s down the street or on the other side of the hill.Medium-sized drones such as the Shadow circle over entire neighborhoods, at heights above 1,500 feet, to monitor for anything suspicious. The larger Predators and Reapers roam over entire cities at 5,000 to 15,000 feet, hunting for targets to strike. Finally, sight unseen, 44-foot-longjet-powered Global Hawks zoom across much larger landscapes at 60,000 feet, monitoring electronic signals and capturing reams of detailed imagery for intelligence teams to sift through. Each Global Hawk can stay in the air as long as 35 hours. In other words, a Global Hawk could fly from San Francisco, spend a day hunting for terrorists throughout the entire state of Maine, then fly back to the WestCoast. A massive change has thus occurred in the airspace above wars. Only a handful of drones were used in the 2003 invasion of Iraq, with just one supporting all of V Corps, the primary U.S. Army combat force. Today there are more than 5,300 drones in the U.S. military’s total inventory, and not a mission happens without them. One Air Force lieutenant general forecasts that “given the growth trends, it is not unreasonable to postulate future conflicts involving tens of thousands.” Between 2002 and 2008, the U.S. defense budget rose by 74 percent to $515 billion, not including the several hundred billions more spent on operations in Afghanistan and Iraq. With the defense budget at its highest level in real terms since 1946 (though it is still far lower as a percentage of gross domestic product), spending on military robotics research and development and subsequent procurement has boomed. The amount spent on ground robots, for example, has roughly doubled each year since 2001. “Make ’em as fast as you can” is what one robotics executive says he was told by his Pentagon buyers after9/11. The result is that a significant military robotics industry is beginning to emerge. The World War I parallel is again instructive. As a report by the Pentagon’s Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) noted, only 239 Ford Model T cars were sold in 1908. Ten years later, more than a millionwere.

U.S. Drone Use Inevitable Globally

US uses drones in lots of countries—not just Afghanistan—Obama committed to more attacks
Hillel Ofek, Spring 2010, “The Tortured Logic of Obama’s Drone War,” The New Atlantis, http://www.thenewatlantis.com/publications/the-tortured-logic-of-obamas-drone-war]

The CIA’s drone program, meanwhile, is controversial indeed. Using Predators equipped with video cameras and armed with Hellfire missiles, the program targets al Qaeda and Taliban commanders outside of combat zones, usually in the mountainous and lawless region of northwestern Pakistan, but also occasionally in Yemen and Somalia. This covert drone program, which the Bush administration used sporadically, has been expanded into a major policy under Obama. The first strike under the new administration occurred just three days after President Obama’s inauguration. Fifty-three drone attacks have been reported just in Pakistan in 2009 — more than during the entirety of the Bush presidency. And 2010 is likely to see a still greater number.
The US will increase the role of drones in US strategy across the board

Micah Zenko, fellow at the Center for Preventive Action at the Council of Foreign Relations, 2010, http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/Special-Reports/Drones-War-from-Afar/Analysis/ Accessed 7.31.10) 

Since late 2001, the US has used unmanned aerial systems (UAS) for offensive military operations in Afghanistan, Iraq, Yemen, and in the tribal areas of Pakistan, where the tempo and scope of strikes against suspected al-Qaida and Taliban operatives have increased under President Barack Obama. The effectiveness of UAS offensive operations is difficult to evaluate since many of them are covert – meaning they are unacknowledged by American or host-nation officials – and occur beyond the watch of journalists or civil-society groups. Nevertheless, in off-the-record settings, senior civilian and military officials in the George W Bush and Obama administrations have praised the role of UAS in Pakistan, where over one hundred strikes have killed hundreds of al-Qaida and Taliban operatives and civilians. As Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) Director, Leon Panetta, declared in May 2009, the airstrikes in Pakistan have been "very effective" and "frankly, it's the only game in town in terms of confronting or trying to disrupt the al-Qaida leadership." The apparent and largely unquestioned success of UAS in conducting offensive operations deserves a closer look, especially as the Pentagon plans to vastly expand their use against a range of targets. Consider three notable facts. First, in 2009, for the first time, more controllers of UAS were trained than pilots of manned aircraft. Second, whereas the US military can presently support 34 around-the-clock UAS strike orbits in the US Central Command's area of operations, within two years military officials want at least 50. Third, while it took Predator drones 12 years to fly their first 250,000 hours, that amount was doubled in the following 20 months. As the Defense Secretary Robert Gates noted in congressional testimony last summer, the best solution against projected future threats, "is not something that has a pilot in it." Nevertheless, there are several potential downsides to the unchecked use of UAS in offensive operations that citizens and policymakers should consider.

Robot Prolif Inevitable

The spread of robotic military tech is inevitable

P.W. Singer, Director of the 21st-Century Defense Initiative at Brookings, 2009, Wired for War: The Robotics Revolution and Conflict in the 21st Century, p. 109-110

“William James once said, ‘We are literally in the midst of an infinite.’ Today, there is an infinite going on in the world of war…. The challenge is that there are fewer things to look for and more information. The needle in the haystack is at the essence of counterinsurgency. Machines can filter down what we need to see. Instead of us telling machines where to go, it is increasingly machines telling us.” Noah Shachtman is the new breed of war correspondent. He’s quoting the nineteenth-century philosopher William James ,but doing so while talking about the next generation of robots, as we sit in a chic Manhattan Bar filled with rap stars and models. Describing his beat as “technology, national security, politics, and geek culture,” Shachtman writes for the New York Times and is contributing editor at Wired, the digital world’s most popular magazine. He also runs Danger Room, the blog focusing on “what’s next in national security.” In the course of his reporting, Shachtman has done everything from sneaking into Los Alamos nuclear lab to riding out on missions in Iraq with an EOD team and their robots. Based on these experiences, he is emphatic that we’ve only seen the start of the robotics trend in war. "In both war and police actions, you will see more and more of robots in all shapes and sizes .... There is a huge growth curve, with no signs of slowing down. To see having one [robot) in every squad isn't all that crazy. And that is before you get into the sexy, futuristic stuff." For military robotics in the next decade, "there is zero chance of the field not increasing exponentially."

Drones are already used by over 44 countries

Scott Shane, Reporter for NYT, 12-3-2009, "C.I.A. to Expand Use of Drones in Pakistan,”
http://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/04/world/asia/04drones.html

Yet with few other tools to use against Al Qaeda, the drone program has enjoyed bipartisan support in Congress and was escalated by the Obama administration in January. More C.I.A. drone attacks have been conducted under President Obama than under President George W. Bush. The political consensus in support of the drone program, its antiseptic, high-tech appeal and its secrecy have obscured just how radical it is. For the first time in history, a civilian intelligence agency is using robots to carry out a military mission, selecting people for killing in a country where the United States is not officially at war. In the months after the Sept. 11, 2001, attacks, C.I.A. officials were not eager to embrace killing terrorists from afar with video-game controls, said one former intelligence official. “There was also a lot of reluctance at Langley to get into a lethal program like this,” the official said. But officers grew comfortable with the program as they checked off their hit list more than a dozen notorious figures, including Abu Khabab al-Masri, a Qaeda expert on explosives; Rashid Rauf, accused of being the planner of the 2006 trans-Atlantic airliner plot; and Baitullah Mehsud, leader of the Pakistani Taliban. The drone warfare pioneered by the C.I.A. in Pakistan and the Air Force in Iraq and Afghanistan is the leading edge of a wave of push-button combat that will raise legal, moral and political questions around the world, said P. W. Singer, a scholar at the Brookings Institution and author of the book “Wired for War.” Forty-four countries have unmanned aircraft for surveillance, Mr. Singer said. So far, only the United States and Israel have used the planes for strikes, but that number will grow. “We’re talking about a technology that’s not going away,” he said.
Autonomic war inevitable 

Greg Bruno, Staff @ CFR, 7-19-2010 “ U.S. Drone Activities in Pakistan” Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22659/us_drone_activities_in_pakistan.html

It's unclear how many Reaper and Predator drones are stationed in or operating above Pakistan at any given time. What is clear is that the technology has become ubiquitous in war zones. Peter W. Singer, a senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, who has studied the use of drones in war, estimates there are roughly 7,000 unmanned systems (PDF) currently in use by the military, "ranging from 48-foot-long Predators to micro-aerial vehicles that a single soldier can carry in their backpack." Of these, the U.S. army controls the lion's share, and drones are considered the "eyes" of U.S. ground forces, an inseparable part (PDF) of how the United States fights in the twenty-first century. "Unmanned platforms are the emerging lethal and non-lethal weapons of choice that will continue to transform how the army prosecutes future operations and ultimately save lives," predicts the U.S. army (PDF).
AT: Civilian Casualties – Drones Accurate

The levels of civilian casualties from drones are smaller than other options, and worth it to kill terrorists
J.J. Green, 3-9-2010, "Collateral damage 'acceptable' when terrorists targeted," http://www.wtop.com/?nid=778&sid=1907176
In August of last year, Pakistani Taliban leader Baitullah Mehsud was spending a humid night on the roof of his father-in-law's house in South Waziristan. As he relaxed while his wife massaged his legs to ease the painful symptoms of diabetes, a launch order was given for a missile aboard a U.S. drone flying high above in the Afghani sky. In a matter of seconds, the house was reduced to little more than a smoking pile of rubble. Mehsud was killed. So were his wife and bodyguards. "That's an acceptable price for taking out a senior leader in the Taliban," says David Rittgers, a former Special Forces operator who has served three tours in Afghanistan. "I think if we had a chance to kill Adolph Hitler with a drone and Ava Braun was going to be a part of the collateral damage, I think that would be viewed as acceptable," Rittgers adds. "There's a strong parallel between that and Baitullah Mehsud." Al-Qaida has admitted losing two key members in the last three months, suffering significant damage to its ability to plan and launch terror attacks. Saleh al- Somali, senior external operations planner, and Abdullah Said, chief of internal operations, were both allegedly killed in separate U.S. drone strikes. Collateral damage has historically been a major concern for U.S. officials. It remains a prickly issue today. While eliminating more than a dozen top al-Qaida linked terror targets since 2004, hundreds of civilians have died in the process. "While the CIA does not comment on allegations of Predator operations, the tactics and tools we use in the fight against al-Qaida and its violent allies are not only lawful, they are exceptionally precise and effective," says CIA spokesman Paul Gimigliano.

Drones minimize civilian casualties – the strike with accuracy and precision
Nick Shifrin, Staff Writer, 11-19-2008, "U.S. Drone Strikes With Deadly Accuracy,"
http://abcnews.go.com/International/story?id=6289748&page=1

Two missiles destroyed a militant hideout and killed an al Qaeda commander today in one of the deepest U.S. strikes into Pakistan, underscoring the lethal and effective link between intelligence and technology that is helping the United States wage a covert war against militants. The missile strike on the edge of the village of Bannu in Pakistani's volatile Northwest Frontier province was at least the 24th since early August and the first outside of Pakistan's lawless tribal areas. It killed Abdullah al Azam al-Saudi, a local al Qaeda leader, current and former Pakistani intelligence officials tell ABC News. Not only was the strike one of the deepest inside Pakistan since missile attacks began here in 2001, but it was incredibly accurate, killing at least five foreign fighters, but leaving unscathed homes around the target. While top Pakistani officials publicly and privately protest the strikes, U.S. officials argue that they are essential. Planners say the strikes, in which missiles are launched from unmanned drone aircraft, have severely disrupted militant operations in Pakistan and Afghanistan. The strikes have become much more accurate, residents of the area and Pakistani intelligence sources tell ABC News, because of a stronger cadre of on-the-ground informants as well as new technology linking the informants, the drones and the targets together in a fashion more accurate than ever before. Lethal Strikes Start With Small Packages Current and former Pakistani intelligence agents say residents of the area who are helping the United States have access to what locals call "pathris," literally "small things" -- referred to by one agent as a "gadget" -- that can be thrown into homes and used as targeting signals. Military officials declined to comment further on whether the devices map Global Positioning System coordinates, provide an RF signal or use some combination of these or other targeting technologies. "The attacks have become so precise. In a village, if they want to hit a house in the middle of the village and it's surrounded by other houses, the missile would come and hit that one house only," a resident of North Waziristan, who says he has witnessed numerous missile strikes, told ABC News.

AT: Civilian Casualties – Inevitable

NATO airstrikes – not drones – produce the bulk of civilian casualties in Afghanistan – their evidence conflates the two

Christine Fair, Prof at the Center for Peace and Security Studies @ Georgetown, 5-28-2010, “Drone Wars,” Foreign Policy, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/05/28/drone_wars?page=0,1

Not only do drone opponents rely upon these fictitious reports of civilian casualties, they also tend to conflate drone strikes in Pakistan with air strikes in Afghanistan, lumping the two related but very different battlefields together as one contiguous theater. They also conflate different kinds of air strikes within Afghanistan. These distinctions matter, a lot. In Afghanistan, it is an ignominious truth that hundreds of civilians are killed in NATO airstrikes every year. But most of the civilian casualties in Afghanistan have not stemmed from pre-planned, intelligence-led attacks; rather, civilians are most likely to die when troops come into contact with the enemy and subsequently request air support. This is because when it comes to air strikes, NATO forces in Afghanistan have a limited range of air assets at their disposal. As a result, when troops come into contact with insurgents and call for air support, they get the ordinance that is available, not the firepower that would be best suited to their needs. Sometimes large bombs are dropped when smaller ones would have been better, and the risk of civilian casualties increases accordingly.  By contrast, drone airstrikes are pre-planned, intelligence-led operations, and are usually accomplished with minimal civilian deaths -- as even Human Rights Watch acknowledges. They are the product of meticulous planning among lawyers, intelligence officers, and others who scrupulously and independently confirm information about potential enemies, working to establish a rigorous "pattern of life" to minimize the deaths of innocents. Others in the Air Force, using a classified algorithm, estimate the potential for civilian casualties based upon a variety of local data inputs. While one should not be blasé about the loss of any civilian life, it is important to note that the different kinds of air operations are not created equal. 
All other military options would greatly increase the number of civilian casualties

Nathan Hodge, Columnist for Wired Magazine, April 2010, “Targeted Killing Lite: Inside the CIA’s New Drone Arsenal”, http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2010/04/in-drone-war-cia-opts-for-smaller-less-deadly-weapons/

In Iraq and Afghanistan, the U.S. military has long been wise to a problem: Weapons designed for Cold War combat are often too powerful — and too lethal — for low-intensity conflict and counterinsurgency. Now it seems the CIA is catching on to the concept as well.in today’s Washington Post, Joby Warrick and Peter Finn report that the CIA may be using “new, smaller missiles” to take out suspected insurgents in Pakistan’s tribal areas, in combination with better surveillance and other technological upgrades. Last month, they write, a CIA missile “probably no bigger than a violin case and weighing about 35 pounds” targeted a house in Miram Shah, in Pakistan’s South Waziristan province. The strike killed a top al-Qaeda organizer, along with several others. Such precise, low-collateral-damage attacks, they add, “have provoked relatively little public outrage.” Leaving aside the question of whether the CIA’s campaign of targeted killing is any less controversial — our pal Peter Singer argues that is isn’t — the agency’s acquisition of less-lethal weapons is intriguing. While the agency refused to comment on the specifics, it’s pretty easy to guess what’s going on here. Take the AGM-114 Hellfire missile, once the primary weapon in the drone arsenal. The hundred-pound missile packs a warhead that was originally designed to destroy a main battle tank. Use it against a more lightly armored target — say, a civilian car — and it’s overkill. At the military’s behest, contractors have long been developing a number of alternatives for arming drones.

AT: Civilian Casualties – Stats Exaggerated
The affs civilian casualty statistics are exaggerated

Kalsoom Lakhani, " Drone Attacks: Bombs in The Air Versus Boots on The Ground" 7-20-2009, Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/kalsoom-lakhani/drone-attacks-bombs-in-th_b_241439.html
Last week, Daniel Byman from Brookings was more cautious in his assessment when he noted, "Sourcing on civilian deaths is weak and the numbers are often exaggerated." However, he added, "more than 600 civilians are likely to have died from the attacks. That number suggests that for every militant killed, 10 or so civilians also died." Amir Mir, a Pakistan terrorism expert, put the total number of deaths caused by drone strikes since 2006 at 700, a number similar to Bergen and Tiedemann's estimates, "although he asserts that the vast majority of casualties have been civilians, something that is, in fact, impossible to establish definitively."
Drones have actually greatly reduced civilian casualties – their stats are wrong
Wall Street Journal, 7-14-2009, "Predators and Civilians," http://online.wsj.com/article/SB124743959026229517.html
In both cases, the argument against drones rests on the belief that the attacks cause wide-scale casualties among noncombatants, thereby embittering local populations and losing hearts and minds. If you glean your information from wire reports -- which depend on stringers who are rarely eyewitnesses -- the argument seems almost plausible. Yet anyone familiar with Predator technology knows how misleading those reports can be. Unlike fighter jets or cruise missiles, Predators can loiter over their targets for more than 20 hours, take photos in which men, women and children can be clearly distinguished (burqas can be visible from 20,000 feet) and deliver laser-guided munitions with low explosive yields. This minimizes the risks of the "collateral damage" that often comes from 500-pound bombs. Far from being "beyond the pale," drones have made war-fighting more humane. A U.S. intelligence summary we've seen corrects the record of various media reports claiming high casualties from the Predator strikes. For example, on April 1 the BBC reported that "a missile fired by a suspected U.S. drone has killed at least 10 people in Pakistan." But the intelligence report says that half that number were killed, among them Abdullah Hamas al-Filistini, a top al Qaeda trainer, and that no women and children were present. In each of the strikes in 2009 that are described by the intelligence summary, the report says no women or children were killed. Moreover, we know of planned drone attacks that were aborted when Predator cameras spied their presence. And an April 19 strike on a compound in South Waziristan did destroy a truck loaded with what the report estimates were more explosives than the truck that took out Islamabad's Marriott Hotel last September. That Islamabad attack killed 54 people and injured more than 260 others, mostly Pakistan civilians but also Americans.
Err neg – accurate civilian casualties statistics are very difficult to come by
Greg Bruno, Staff Writer at the Council on Foreign Relations, and Micah Zenko, Fellow for Conflict Prevention @ CFR, 6-2-2010, "Raising the Curtain on U.S. Drone Strikes,” http://www.cfr.org/publication/22290/raising_the_curtain_on_us_drone_strikes.html
You mentioned targeting of civilians. How good is the United States at targeting terrorists and avoiding civilian casualties? It's very difficult to know how many civilians or unintended targets have been struck by U.S. drone strikes in Pakistan. Within minutes [of a strike], casualties are withdrawn by militants and they're all buried by sunset in accordance with Muslim law. The United States in some instances is able to get DNA samples or people on the ground who can identify exactly who was killed, but it's very hard to know. I was told recently by a very senior U.S. official that in the last six months, they knew that only one civilian had been killed. So it's likely that, one, we're better at doing it; and, two, the intelligence provided by the Pakistani government is significantly better.

AT:  Drones Hacked

The military is encrypting the signal now

Wall Street Journal, 12-17-2009, “Insurgents Hack U.S. Drones,” 

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB126102247889095011.html
Senior military and intelligence officials said the U.S. was working to encrypt all of its drone video feeds from Iraq, Afghanistan and Pakistan, but said it wasn't yet clear if the problem had been completely resolved. Some of the most detailed evidence of intercepted feeds has been discovered in Iraq, but adversaries have also intercepted drone video feeds in Afghanistan, according to people briefed on the matter. These intercept techniques could be employed in other locations where the U.S. is using pilotless planes, such as Pakistan, Yemen and Somalia, they said.
Encryption solves
Michael Hoffman, John Reed and Joe Gould,  Staff writers @ Army Times, 12-18-2009, “Fixes on the way for nonsecure UAV links,”
http://www.armytimes.com/news/2009/12/airforce_uav_hack_121809w/
The service has identified how to protect the feeds, according to an Air Force officer who asked not to be identified. The officer said the service is starting to encrypt the feeds with a software modification but refused to discuss when the fix will be completed. The Air Force’s Unmanned Aircraft Systems Flight Plan puts the completion date at 2014.  “In today’s information age, we realize these are not encrypted datalinks, but we have taken steps to rapidly upgrade our current and future [remotely piloted aircraft] fleet to protect those datalinks,” the official said.  The Air Force isn’t relying solely on encryption to protect the video.  An immediate solution is to narrow the area from which the video feeds can be received, making it more likely that an insurgent would be spotted trying to intercept them, a defense official said. Typically, militants would need to be within 100 yards of the airman or soldier receiving the signal. 

And, multiple new security upgrades solve
Ewen MacAskill, Guardian's Washington DC bureau chief, 12-17-2009, "US drones hacked by Iraqi insurgents," http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/dec/17/skygrabber-american-drones-hacked
Air force Lieutenant General David Deptula, deputy chief of staff for intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance, said: "Any time you have a system that broadcasts information using omnidirectional signals, those are subject to listening and exploitation. One of the ways we deal with that is encrypting signals." When asked about the problem, a Pentagon spokesman, Lieutenant Colonel Mark Wright, indicated that it had been addressed. He said: "The department of defence constantly evaluates and seeks to improve the performance and security of our various ISR [intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance] systems. As we identify shortfalls, we correct them as part of a continuous process of seeking to improve capabilities and security."

AT: I’Law Adv – Drones Legal

Drones violate no portion of international law
 Nathan Hodge, Wired.com, 3-26-2010, “Drone Attacks Are Legit Self-Defense, Says State Dept. Lawyer,” http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2010/03/drone-attacks-legit-self-defense-says-administration-lawyer/

Now the State Department’s top legal adviser has offered a rationale for the ongoing campaign: Legitimate self-defense.  In a keynote address last night to the American Society of International Law, State Department legal adviser Harold Koh said it was “the considered view of this administration” that drone operations, including lethal attacks, “comply with all applicable law, including the laws of war.”  Al Qaeda and its allies, he continued, have not abandoned plans to attack the United States. “Thus, in this ongoing armed conflict, the United States has the authority under international law, and the responsibility to its citizens, to use force, including lethal force, to defend itself, including by targeting persons such as high-level al Qaeda leaders who are planning attacks,” he said.  It’s worth giving a closer look at the speech, excerpted here by ASIL. But this is not likely to appease critics of the drone war. Most recently, the American Civil Liberties Union filed a Freedom of Information Act lawsuit against the Defense Department, the State Department and the Justice Department, demanding that the government provide more details about the legal basis of the drone war, including details about who authorizes drone strikes, how the targets are cleared and the rate of civilian casualties.  Koh addressed several of the concerns raised by rights groups: Some have suggested that the very use of targeting a particular leader of an enemy force in an armed conflict must violate the laws of war. But individuals who are part of such an armed group are belligerent and, therefore, lawful targets under international law…. Some have challenged the very use of advanced weapons systems, such as unmanned aerial vehicles, for lethal operations. But the rules that govern targeting do not turn on the type of weapon system involved, and there is no prohibition under the laws of war on the use of technologically advanced weapons systems in armed conflict — such as pilotless aircraft or so-called smart bombs — so long as they are employed in conformity with applicable laws of war…. Some have argued that the use of lethal force against specific individuals fails to provide adequate process and thus constitutes unlawful extrajudicial killing. But a state that is engaged in armed conflict or in legitimate self-defense is not required to provide targets with legal process before the state may use lethal force.  Obviously, this doesn’t end the controversy, but the administration has made it quite clear it sees no legal reason to scale back the escalating drone war.
US drone use complies with all international laws

Shane Harris, Reporter for The Atlantic, 3-26-2010, “Administration Says Drone Strikes Are Legal and Necessary,” http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2010/03/administration-says-drone-strikes-are-legal-and-necessary/38080/

Last night, the State Department's legal adviser, Harold Koh, delivered a keynote address to the American Society of International Law's annual meeting in Washington. He spoke in part about the administration's use of lethal force against terrorists, specifically drone attacks, and whether this was legal under international law and the laws of armed conflict. Koh's remarks were the most consequential on this subject to date, and the ripple effects will be felt throughout the Obama administration's foreign policy for months and possibly years to come.   The bottom line was this: Lethal strikes against terrorists, including those involving unmanned drone aircraft, "comply with all applicable law, including the laws of war," Koh said. If you'd missed the roiling controversy over this question that's been playing out in recent months, know that this question is one that many experts had been waiting for Koh to address, and that it goes to the very heart of the Obama administration's war on terrorists.    
AT: I’Law Adv – No Solvency

International law has no force – the US can break it at will – this dooms its success

Michael Stokes Paulsen, Distinguished University Chair and Professor of Law, The University of St. Thomas School of Law, June 2009, “The Constitutional Power to Interpret International Law,” Yale Law Journal.

Thus, though treaties are part of the supreme law of the land under the U.S. Constitution, their legal force as they concern the international law obligations of the United States is, as a matter of U.S. law, always limited by (1) the Constitution’s assignment of certain indefeasible constitutional powers to the President and to Congress with respect to foreign affairs and war; (2) the power of Congress to enact inconsistent, overriding or limiting legislation; (3) the fact that many treaty commitments do not create self-executing U.S. domestic law obligations; and (4) the President’s foreign affairs executive power to interpret, apply, suspend (in whole or in part), or even terminate a U.S. treaty’s international obligation as a matter of U.S. law. It is worth pausing to consider exactly what all of this means, for its implications are mildly stunning, especially with respect to U.S. war powers: it means that a treaty of the United States that is the law of the land under Article VI of the Constitution—be it the U.N. Charter, the Geneva Conventions or any other major agreement at the center of the contemporary regime of international law—may not constitutionally limit Congress’s power to declare war or the President’s Commander-in-Chief power to conduct war as he sees fit. It means that Congress always may act to displace, or disregard, a treaty obligation. It means that the President, too, always may act independently to displace, or disregard, a treaty obligation. It means that treaties, as a species of international law with the strongest claim to U.S. domestic constitutional law status, never meaningfully constrain U.S. governmental actors. Their force is utterly contingent on the prospective actions and decisions of U.S. constitutional actors. 55 This conceptualization threatens all that the community of “international law” scholars hold most dear. For it seems to say that the United States may disregard the seemingly most sacred of international law treaty obligations almost at will. The answer to such a charge is yes, this analysis suggests precisely that. At least it does so as a matter of U.S. constitutional law. This does not mean, of course, that the United States must or should disregard important international law treaty obligations as a foreign policy matter. It certainly does not need to do so; other nations might validly regard such actions as a breach of international law; such nations might become very angry at the United States’s actions (or they might not); and such breaches, and reactions, may have serious international political repercussions. These are very serious policy considerations. But as a matter of U.S. constitutional law, it remains the case that Congress, and the President, may lawfully take such actions, hugely undermining the force of such international treaties as binding national law for the United States. The conclusion is blunt, but inescapable: international law in the form of U.S. treaties is primarily a political constraint on U.S. conduct—a constraint of international politics—more than a true legal constraint. The “binding” international law character of a treaty obligation is, as a matter of U.S. law, largely illusory.

International law isn’t key to global cooperation anyway

Samuel Estreicher, Law Professor at NYU, Fall 2003, “Rethinking the Binding Effect of Customary International Law,” Virginia Journal of International Law Association .

As for the subsidiary law that an increasingly interdependent world needs in advance of treaties, traditional CIL could not easily play this role as it was essentially backwards looking. The new, instantaneous customary law tries to play this role, but in a way that hardly comports with legitimacy. Without relying on CIL, states, international organizations, and other actors have ample means of identifying problems requiring interstate cooperation, drafting instruments that might command state support, and marshaling the forces of moral suasion. It is hard to see that the "law" aspiration of CIL offers the prospect of a significant incremental gain. In any event, the ultimate question is whether any such benefit warrants the accompanying costs—to which I now turn.

AT: Soft Power Adv – Soft Power Theory Wrong

Soft power theory is wrong—history and trends prove

Ilhan Niaz, Faculty member of the Department of History at the Quaid-i-Azam University, 1-10-2010, “The mirage of soft power in a globalised world,” http://www.dawn.com/wps/wcm/connect/dawn-content-library/dawn/in-paper-magazine/encounter/the-mirage-of-soft-power-in-a-globalised-world-010

SOFT power theorists argue that in a globalised world the powers of persuasion are as important as, if not more important than, the persuasiveness of power. The former includes a country’s cultural appeal, international marketability, mass media projection and civilisational prestige. Combined, these different aspects of soft power can win hearts and minds and thus facilitate the attainment of national interests. The latter includes the more traditional combination of military assets, intelligence resources, raw economic muscle, administrative capacity and political will. These old-fashioned manifestations of hard power are, it is proclaimed, no longer as relevant as soft power. Satellite television channels can trump ballistic missiles. The global appeal of curry in a hurry beats hard power projection through aircraft carriers and Harriers. One thing that soft power is a testament to is the ability of the human race to delude itself. It is remarkable that a hypothesis as intellectually bogus and empirically fragile should be projected as a legitimate new way of looking at old problems. The soft power world view is substantially invalidated by historical experience, events and trends of the contemporary era (1990-present) and future possibilities arising from historical experience and the dynamics of contemporary issues. 

Soft power can’t solve any emerging conflicts – only hard power will work

Ilhan Niaz, Faculty member of the Department of History at the Quaid-i-Azam University, 1-10-2010, “The mirage of soft power in a globalised world,” http://www.dawn.com/wps/wcm/connect/dawn-content-library/dawn/in-paper-magazine/encounter/the-mirage-of-soft-power-in-a-globalised-world-010

The beginning of a new decade furnishes an opportunity to reflect on what has been and on what may be. Looking towards the future, soft power rhetoric is set to confront some very hard realities. There are simply too many people on this planet for the majority of them to be sustained at a standard of living comparable to the industrial democracies. Depletion of natural resources is likely to impose harsh limits on economic and population growth. The failure to hammer out a real compromise at the 2009 Copenhagen summit has left everybody more vulnerable to climate change. Large parts of the world, including South Asia, are experiencing administrative breakdown and gross socioeconomic inequities. Other parts of the world are likely to spend the next generation coping with the fallout of US imperial misadventures in Afghanistan and Iraq.  On an overpopulated, resource-starved, economically imbalanced, and environmentally degraded planet, soft power will be utterly meaningless. Those powers that possess the requisite ruthlessness, military capability, material superiority, effective administration and political will, are likely to prevail. Those powers that are deficient on these and other indices of hard power are likely to perish or be marginalised. The hard power outlook for South Asia is bleak and being lulled into smug complacency by soft-power mantras will only serve to completely compromise the region’s future.

AT: Soft Power Adv – Alt Causes

Alt causes to soft power decline—

A. inevitable hard power failure

Ilhan Niaz, Faculty member of the Department of History at the Quaid-i-Azam University, 1-10-2010, “The mirage of soft power in a globalised world,” http://www.dawn.com/wps/wcm/connect/dawn-content-library/dawn/in-paper-magazine/encounter/the-mirage-of-soft-power-in-a-globalised-world-010

With US hard power in decline following a decade of imperial misadventures, flawed domestic policies and strategic overextension, there is little doubt that Washington’s ability to influence the global village is also going to decrease. But that doesn’t mean that people will stop wearing jeans or listening to rap music or eating at Pizza Hut. Soft power just doesn’t matter strategically or diplomatically unless backed by hard power. 
B. Torture

 Zain Pasha, 5-4-2010, “Torturing America: Securing the American Interest,” The Cornell International Affairs Review, http://triplehelixblog.com/2010/05/torturing-america-securing-the-american-interest/
Finally, U.S. use of torture undermines U.S. soft power leadership because it diminishes international opinion about the U.S.29 To be sure, a January 2007 World Public Opinion Poll of 26,000 people across 25 countries revealed that 67% of respondents disapproved of the way in which the U.S. treated Guantanamo Bay detainees and 49% of respondents (the largest plurality) felt the U.S. had an overall negative impact on the world.30 The implications of this are significant. For one thing, the U.S. relies on its soft power to gain the support of nations like Germany and Malaysia in the fight against terrorism. If public sentiment about the U.S. among the citizens of key U.S. allies is sufficiently negative, the U.S. may not be able to cooperate with those allies to confront a national security threat. For example, the U.S. may not be able to get permission to bomb an al-Qaeda terrorist cell in Malaysia, or it may not receive German political and military support in starting a campaign against terrorist groups. Moreover, soft power losses become self-perpetuating, as negative international opinion of the U.S. elicits isolationist responses from U.S. citizens that subsequently embolden U.S. enemies like al-Qaeda. Finally, winning the War on Terror necessitates moderate Muslim leadership in the Islamic world. For this, U.S. soft power diplomacy is crucial as it creates linkages between the U.S. and moderate Muslims that can subvert the influence of Muslim extremists.31 Indeed, without the support of our allies and those living in the Middle East, the U.S. will have a hard time winning the War on Terrorism.32
C. Guantanamo

Tom Farer, Dean of the Josef Korbel School of International Studies @ U Denver, 3-30-2010, “Obama and the World: One Year Later,” http://www.ony.unu.edu/events/Obama%20and%20the%20world_Event%20report.pdf
Finally, a UNICRI representative criticized the Obama administration’s lack of action in closing Guantanamo. Dean Farer responded that the president had to consider the intensity of the domestic political opposition he would encounter. Moreover, the Guantanamo issue, a very important symbol of soft power, is closely related to matters such as indefinite detention without trial and trial by special military tribunal. Further issues arose when Obama was briefed about the legal and political complexities of convicting dangerous individuals for whom evidence was secured through forms of intelligence that cannot be disclosed.  
Turkey TNW’s Neg

Turkey Prolif Disad – 1NC Shell

Uniqueness – presence of US TNWs are a security guarantee – its preventing Turkish prolif

Mustafa Kibaroglu, Fmr Joint research Fellow at Belfer Center, Winter 2008, “Implications of a Nuclear Iran for Turkey,” Middle East Policy
Even though there is much talk in Turkey about why the state should develop nuclear weapons among those who approach the issue from the perspective of national pride and prestige as well as security, most decision makers are quite aware that the possible consequences of going nuclear would mean violation of Turkey's international obligations. Outside powers point to the difficulties Turkey may have to endure, but it also is state practice in institutions such as the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the military. These entities have always formulated and conducted Turkey's foreign and security policies in line with Ataturk's dictum, "peace at home, peace in the world." Against this backdrop, one should not expect Turkey to embark upon a rushed nuclear weapons program, even if Iran crosses the critical threshold. Should this happen, however, what will keep Turkey from developing nuclear weapons will not simply be responsible state practice. The extent to which Turkey's allies are willing and able to allay its fears emanating from the worsening regional security situation will also have a decisive effect on policy makers. Improving relations with the United States and the EU, as well as strengthening the nuclear nonproliferation regime, will make the greatest impact in this regard.

Withdrawal causes turkey to seek nuclear weapons, causing an arms race and war in the middle east

David Wroe, staff writer, 3-4-10, “Rash withdrawal of US nukes poses dangers”, The Local. http://www.thelocal.de/national/20100304-25643.html

The SWP's Oliver Thränert said that the weapons still played an important symbolic role in transatlantic security cohesion. “Newer NATO members still value them because the bind the US to the old continent,” he said.  If the weapons were removed from Germany and from the other countries where the US is believed to have nuclear stockpiles – Italy, Belgium, Turkey and the Netherlands – then countries currently enjoying the security of the nuclear umbrella could be encouraged to go nuclear to protect themselves, Thränert said.  This was particularly the case with Turkey. If Iran continued to develop its nuclear programme and Turkey no longer felt protected by the US arsenal, it could build its own weapons, fuelling a Middle East arms race. Europe could then be drawn into the military escalation. 

Turkish proliferation would snowball in the middle east – causes nuclear terrorism and war

Henry Sokolski, Executive Director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, 6-14-2007, “The EU Facing Nuclear Weapons Challenges” http://www.npolicy.org/files/20070616-Sokolski-Talk-AixEnProvence-Conference.pdf

One country that might disagree with this view, though, is Turkey. It is trying to figure out how to live with a nuclear weapons armed neighbor, Iran; is disappointed by its inability to be fully integrated into the EU; and is toying with getting its own nuclear capabilities. Whether or not Turkey does choose to go its own way and acquire a nuclear weapons-option of its own will depend on several factors, including Ankara’s relations with Washington, Brussels, and Tehran. To a very significant degree, though, it also will depend on whether or not the EU Members States are serious about letting Turkey join the EU. The dimmer these prospects look, the greater is the likelihood of that Turkey will chose to hedge its political, economic, and security bets by seeking a nuclear weapons-option of its own. This poses a difficult choice for the EU. Many key members are opposed to letting Turkey join the EU. There are arguments to favor this position. Yet, if Turkey should conclude that its interests are best served by pursuing such a nuclear weapons-option, it is almost certain to fortify the conviction of Egypt, Algeria, and Saudi Arabia to do the same. This will result in the building up a nuclear powder keg on Europe’s doorstep and significantly increase the prospect for nuclear terrorism and war.
Turkey Prolif Disad – 1NC Shell

The conflict escalates – it draws in great power wars, and collapses the global economy

James Forest, director of terrorism studies @ West Point, 9-1-2007, War Is a No-Win Scenario, The Futurist

A West Point terrorism expert sees no benefit to regional war.  A regional war in the Middle East would bring a variety of negative consequences for the United States. First, and most obvious, the global security environment would shift in a most unfavorable direction. The death and destruction would transcend geopolitical boundaries and possibly spill over into neighboring regions. The humanitarian crisis would overwhelm the unprepared regimes throughout the Middle East. Calls for intervention and relief could result in allies of the United States becoming involved.  Meanwhile, the asymmetric nature of much of the fighting will offer new opportunities for many young, motivated men and women to acquire the skills of guerrilla warfare, making them attractive recruits for al-Qaeda and affiliate terrorist organizations. Wars bring an enabling environment for arms trafficking and other sorts of criminal activity, as well as human rights abuses--in some cases, even atrocities like genocide. It is also highly doubtful that, should such a war take place, the victors of the bloodshed will be inclined to establish the sort of liberal, open democratic societies that were fostered and nurtured in Europe and Asia following World War II.  The impact of a regional war on the world's increasingly interdependent economy would go beyond the price we pay to heat our homes and fuel our cars, which will increase dramatically. (Of course, this could force more serious private and personal investment in alternative energy sources, which is not a bad thing.) Key shipping lanes, like the Strait of Hormuz and the Gulf of Suez, will become hazardous for all types of commercial vessels. We have already witnessed how instability in the Middle East--punctuated by brief skirmishes like the Israeli-Hezbollah conflict in 2006--negatively affects global commodity prices, foreign exchange rates, and other facets of the global economy. A full-blown regional war would naturally exacerbate this.    

The terminal impact is extinction

Bahig Nassar, co-ordinating center of non governmental organizations, and Afro-Asian People's Solidary Organization, keynote paper for Cordoba Dialogue on Peace and Human Rights in Europe and the Middle East, 
11-15-2002, www.inesglobal.org/bahignassar.html 

Wars in the Middle East are of a new type. Formerly, the possession of nuclear weapons by the United States and the Soviet Union had prevented them, under the balance of the nuclear terror from launching war against each other. In the Middle East, the possession of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction leads to military clashes and wars - Instead of eliminating weapons of mass destruction, the United States and Israel are using military force to prevent others from acquiring them, while they insist on maintaining their own weapons to pose deadly threats to their nations. But the production, proliferation and threat or use of weapons of mass destruction (nuclear chemical and biological) are among the major global problems which could lead, if left unchecked, to the extinction of life on earth. Different from the limited character of former wars. The current wars in the Middle East manipulate global problems and escalate their dangers instead of solving them.

Uniqueness – No Turkey Prolif Now

Turkey’s secure now – They view TNWs as a safe guarantee against the need for nukes

Alexandra Bell, 8-26-09, “Turkey’s Nuclear Crossroads”, Ploughshares Fund. http://www.ploughshares.org/news-analysis/blog/turkey%E2%80%99s-nuclear-crossroads-0

Turkey has a vastly superior military force and would not be directly threatened by Iran (a few people I spoke to flippantly noted that it was Israel who would be in trouble). Nevertheless, nations acquire nuclear weapons not only for security, but also for pride and prestige. Having a nuclear capability elevates a nation into an elite, if dubious, club.  At the moment, Turkey seems alright with the status quo. It does not have a nuclear adversary, and in addition to being covered by NATO’s strategic security umbrella, it also houses an estimated 50 to 90 tactical nuclear weapons. Turkish officials were cagey about discussing these weapons. A former Air Force general, following what seemed to be the official line, denied that there were nuclear weapons in Turkey, saying they were removed at the end of the Cold War. This differed from the other officials I met, whose wink-wink references basically confirmed the presence of the nukes. They also hinted that the weapons would be critically important if a certain neighbor got the bomb. 

Now is key – Turkish leaders are nervous without a strong signal from the US—withdrawal causes prolif

GSN, 7/21/2008. Global Security Newswire. “No Need for U.S. Nukes In Europe, Observers Say,” http://www.nti.org/d_newswire/issues/print.asp?story_id=5A1AA4C7-864E-4F15-AF82-0A7DE40E88DA.

The major obstacle now to complete removal of those bombs is Turkey, said physicist James Acton, a lecturer at the War Studies Department at King’s College London.  “As a matter of principle the idea of withdrawing nuclear weapons from Europe is something that an awful lot of people agree with,” he said.  “The question is to what extent does the withdrawal of nuclear weapons from Turkey make Turkey more likely to want to acquire nuclear weapons itself” as a hedge against Iran’s nuclear ambitions.  There would have to be extensive discussions to assure leaders in Ankara that NATO’s defense commitment would persist once the nuclear weapons had been pulled, he said.  “It’s really a very insecure time for the U.S.-Turk alliance.  Anything that gives the Turks the impression that this alliance is eroding would not be a good idea,” said panelist Bruno Tertrais, a researcher at the Foundation for Strategic Research in Paris. 

TNW Withdrawal Causes Turkey Prolif

Plan collapses the credibility of US security assurances – Sparks Turkish prolif

Oliver Thranert, Senior Fellow, German Institute for International and Security Affairs, 12-10-08, “U.S. Nuclear Forces in Europe to Zero? Yes, But Not Yet,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22533&prog=zgp&proj=znpp

Second: Nonproliferation within NATO. The U.S. nuclear presence in Europe was always intended to prevent nuclear proliferation within the Alliance. Without a clearly demonstrated nuclear deterrent provided by U.S. nuclear weapons based at Incirlik, Turkey could have further doubts about the reliability of NATO's commitment to its security. Turkey already feels let down by NATO's ambivalent response to its calls for support in the Iraq wars of 1991 and 2003. Sitting on the outer edge of the alliance, facing a nuclear-weapon-capable Iran, and possibly feeling that NATO’s nuclear security guarantee would not actually be extended to it in a crisis, Turkey could seek to develop countervailing nuclear capabilities of its own.  

Withdrawing TNWs from Europe causes Turkish proliferation

Dr. Gunnar Arbman, Director of Research, Swedish Defence Research Agency (FOI), Stockholm, Sweden, and Lars Wigg, Project Leader for Studies of Nuclear Weapons and Threat Analysis, Swedish Defence Research Agency, May 25, 2002, online: http://www.pugwash.org/reports/nw/situgna.htm, accessed November 23, 2003

The discussion then turned to American TNWs deployed in some NATO states. Arguments for and against this deployment were presented, and it was regretfully concluded by the participants that there seems to be no unanimous European wish to have them removed at present, even if they mostly have a symbolic, political value. One view was that Turkey might decide to develop an indigenous nuclear arsenal if NATO TNWs were withdrawn from its territory. Moreover it was argued that there is a general American belief, perhaps erroneous, that its European allies want TNWs to remain deployed in some NATO countries.

TNWs perceived as key to deterrence capabilities.

Today’s Zaman, 5/4/2009. LALE SARIIBRAHIMOĞLU. “Turkey to face pressure over US nukes on its soil,” http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/detaylar.do?load=detay&link=174286&bolum=100

But Mustafa Kibaroğlu, an associate professor at Ankara's Bilkent University and an expert on arms control issues, told Today's Zaman that Turkish decision makers, i.e., both the political and the military leadership, are for maintaining those weapons on Turkish soil to continue their deterrence capabilities in the region, which includes the Balkans, the Middle East and the Mediterranean. Second, Turkey sees the US as the backbone of deterrence in the region and does not favor the idea of scrapping the nukes from its soil.  Kibaroğlu, in an article he had published by the Routledge publishing house in December 2005 under the headline "Isn't it Time to Say Farewell to Nukes in Turkey?," gives an in-depth analysis of the rationale behind the Turkish reluctance over the idea to scrap US nukes on its territory.  Kibaroğlu states in his article that the attitude of Turkish officials toward US nuclear weapons deployed in Turkey for over four decades has been static. Officials have understandable arguments, based on their threat analysis, as to why these weapons should be retained in Turkey. 

US Security Assurances Key to Prevent Prolif

Credible U.S. security guarantees key to prevent Turkish prolif 

Ian Lesser, Vice President and Director of Studies at Pacific Council on International Policy, 2004, “Turkey, Iran and Nuclear Risks,” http://www.turkishpolicy.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=132&Itemid=82

In the context of a foreign and security policy that is, at base, conservative and multilateral, the Middle East is one region where Ankara has been prepared to think and act more assertively. The prospect of one or more nuclear or near-nuclear states on Turkey’s Middle Eastern borders is now a significant factor in Turkish strategic thought. But in the nuclear realm, Turkey retains a strong preference for multilateral approaches, imbedded in NATO –and to an increasing extent European– policies. The NATO (really the U.S.) nuclear guarantee has been the cornerstone of an approach that still owes much to Cold War patterns. Only very recently have Turkish strategists begun to contemplate a capacity for deterrence and response that goes beyond Alliance arrangements. Turks worry about the reliability of both NATO and U.S. commitments to Turkish defense in Middle Eastern contingencies, and Turkey will be strongly affected by changes in Alliance strategy, missions, and cohesion, all of which are in flux. If the European Union does open formal accession talks with Ankara, as most Turks hope, the European part of this equation is set to grow in importance. While the defense dimension of Turkey’s relations with Europe has been less prominent (and sometime strained), this too is set to grow in prominence as the EU focuses more heavily on extra-European challenges, including proliferation. Could Turkey act more radically, outside multilateral arrangements, to meet risks posed by a nuclear-ready Iran? The short answer is yes, but it is not very likely. Could Turkey “go nuclear”? Again, the answer is yes, but it is most unlikely. The key in both cases would be a sharp deterioration in the quality of Turkish defense cooperation with the West, and a sense that Turkey was being left to go it alone in a dangerous geo-strategic setting. Overall, the existence of a nuclear-ready Iran poses some direct risks to Turkish security –and many indirect but highly consequential ones. Implications for U.S. and Western policy abound. .

Security guarantee is the vital internal link to prevent Turkish prolif

Bradley Bowman, Senate Foreign Relations Committee staff member for the Middle East, February 2008, “Chain Reaction: Avoiding a Nuclear Arms Race in the Middle East,” http://www.saudi-us-relations.org/fact-book/documents/2008/080315-arms-race.pdf

Staff believes U.S.-Turkey relations and Turkish perceptions regarding the reliability of NATO will serve as the decisive factors in Turkey’s decision regarding nuclear weapons. If the bilateral relationship with the United States is poor and Turkey’s trust in NATO low, Turkey would be more likely to respond to Iranian nuclear weapons by pursuing nuclear weapons as well. However, a fully restored bilateral relationship with the United States and a renewed Turkish trust in NATO provide the best means to discourage a Turkish pursuit of nuclear weapons.

Credible security guarantee key to prevent Turkish proliferation 

Ian Lesser, Vice President and Director of Studies at Pacific Council on International Policy, 2004, “Turkey, Iran and Nuclear Risks,” http://www.turkishpolicy.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=132&Itemid=82

A nuclear-capable or near-nuclear Iran would pose both direct and indirect challenges to Turkish interests. In direct terms, a functioning Iranian nuclear arsenal, coupled with Iranian short and medium-range missiles, would pose a much more dramatic and politically salient threat to Turkish security, going well beyond the current rather amorphous sense of WMD threat. An open Iranian nuclear capability would place immediate pressure on Turkey’s slow-moving missile defense plans, and would probably compel Ankara to press for a much more direct NATO (and EU) stance regarding Article V and other commitments in Middle Eastern contingencies. Exposure to a nuclear arsenal on Turkey’s borders would not be a new phenomenon for Turkey –Turks have lived with the reality of Soviet and Russian nuclear power for decades– but it would immensely increase the sense of insecurity in an already security-conscious society. In the absence of a predictable Western security guarantee, Ankara might also consider acquiring deterrent capabilities of its own, although the prospect for this is complicated and politically risky for Turkey.

AT: Turkey Lacks the Capability

Turkey developing breakout capabilities

Sebnem Udum, Bilkent University Department of International Relations, 2007, “Turkey’s non-nuclear weapon status,” Journal on Science and World Affairs, Vol. 3, No. 2

Turkey has recently announced its decision to transfer civilian nuclear technology for energy purposes – the latest attempt in the past four decades. There are views supporting and opposing such transfer from energy and security viewpoints. What is relevant to this study is that there are those in several circles that view this transfer as a technological capability that would give Turkey a nuclear option in case its current policy converges to a security deficiency as a result of international and regional developments [19]. The assessment of such a view is the subject of another study, but it should be underlined that post-9/11 developments, that is, deteriorating relations with the United States and Israel, doubts about NATO, growing anti- Americanism and anti-EU sentiments, Iran’s nuclear program and North Korea’s recent test, resulted in questions over Turkey’s non-nuclear-weapon state status particularly in terms of the effectiveness of the nuclear nonproliferation regime, and the reliability of Turkey’s alliances vis-à-vis the rising proliferation of WMD in the region.

Their acquiring the capacity for rapid, breakout proliferation

Karl Vick, Washington Post Foreign Service, 3-7-2006, “Energy, Iran Spur Turkey's Revival of Nuclear Plans,” Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/03/06/AR2006030601513.html

ISTANBUL -- Turkey is reviving its long-deferred quest for nuclear power, pressed both by serious energy shortfalls within its own borders and by strident nuclear ambitions in neighboring Iran that threaten to upset a regional balance of power.  "The rise in oil prices and the need for multiple sources of energy make our need for nuclear energy an utmost priority," Energy Minister Hilmi Guler said last month in announcing plans to build as many as five atomic energy plants. The first, to be located on the Black Sea at Sinop, would come on line in 2012 and ease Turkey's costly dependence on natural gas, 90 percent of which arrives by pipeline from Russia and Iran.  With a rapidly expanding economy, a population of 70 million and scarce petroleum deposits, Turkey appears to be a logical candidate for nuclear power. Guler, who made his remarks while visiting a nuclear plant in Virginia, said the new Turkish reactors could provide about a tenth of the 54,000 megawatts the country expects to need over the next two decades.  "Turkey is a very poor country in respect to power. This has made the country very vulnerable," said Fatih Birol, chief international economist at the energy agency of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, a cooperative of 30 countries that fosters good governance. Birol said that after briefing Turkey's foreign and energy ministers in recent weeks, "I think this government is rather determined to go ahead." ad_icon  Neighboring Iran's nuclear program, which the United States and other countries have called a cover for developing nuclear weapons, also looms over the revival of Turkey's program, which has had numerous false starts since the early 1960s. Iran and Turkey are almost identical in population and economy and regard each other roughly as equals in a famously combustible region with no dominant power.  "Iran with nuclear production will be the dominant power," said Ozdem Sanberk, a former ambassador to Washington who heads the Turkish Economic and Social Studies research group in Istanbul. "There will be an asymmetrical relationship."  Sanberk has argued recently that Turkey has no choice but to pursue a nuclear program of its own under the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.  "If we want to leave an independent country to our future generations, we do not have the luxury to delay," Sanberk wrote.  U.S. officials are trying to use Turkey's unease over developments in Iran as part of international efforts to persuade Tehran to suspend its nuclear program. Last month, the U.S. ambassador to the International Atomic Energy Agency, Greg Schulte, spent two days in Ankara for what the U.S. Embassy described as "intense dialogue and cooperation" on the Iranian question. Senior officials of Turkey's ruling Justice and Development Party, whose roots in Islam afford some entree with Tehran, lately have turned up the volume. Foreign Minister Abdullah Gul said Turkey was "saddened by Iran's restarting uranium enrichment."  Any Turkish move toward a nuclear weapons program would mark a dramatic departure from long-standing foreign policy and military doctrine. Guided by the slogan of the country's founder, Mustafa Kemal Ataturk, "Peace at home, peace in the world," Turkish diplomats and the powerful general staff have invested heavily in international institutions, deploying troops repeatedly to Afghanistan and ratifying the most stringent additions to the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.  "Turkey's state policy is always: Play the game within the rules," said Mustafa Kibaroglu, a nuclear proliferation expert at Bilkent University in Ankara. But "if Iran goes nuclear, then who knows?"

AT: Joint Statement = No Prolif

Italy and Turkey vote neg – Even after the joint declaration they want US TNWs

Beril Dedeoglu, staff writer, 2-27-10, “Europe without nuclear weapons”, Today’s Zaman. http://www.alarabiya.net/views/2010/02/27/101686.html

In fact, making a joint declaration is not necessary, because every concerned country can at any time individually ask the United States to withdraw its nuclear weapons from its sovereign territory. Furthermore, the fact that Italy and Turkey haven’t signed this declaration is worth noting. Sooner or later this debate will affect Turkey and Italy’s relations with the United States, but it’s almost certain that these two will not sacrifice their cooperation with Washington for the sake of, for example, Luxemburg. Additionally, nothing allows us to believe that these two countries need France to become the provider of the so-called nuclear umbrella in Europe.  This debate has shown once again the dimensions of the European Union’s internal disagreements. There is a difference of opinion about the NATO-EU relationship between northern and southern members of the EU. The southern EU countries, except France, estimate that working together with the United States in the Mediterranean basin and the Middle-East will be less costly. From this perspective, they also support Turkey’s accession to the EU. But the northern EU countries want to be influential in the same region without the United States and Turkey. They probably imagine that Russia may support their policy, but one mustn’t forget that Russia is also a Black Sea country, thus Turkey will still be an important factor in this scenario.  It’s as yet unknown what NATO’s reaction will be to this joint declaration or what the United States’ counterproposals will be. However, it’s almost certain that countries such as Turkey and Italy will criticize this initiative. What if someone calls for a total denuclearization of the European continent in order to reinforce Europe’s position as an area of peace and stability? Countries such as Turkey or Italy wouldn’t oppose this, but it’s obvious which European countries would strongly refuse such an idea. 
Turkey and Italy will fight

Julian Borger, diplomatic editor, 2-22-10, “Five Nato states to urge removal of US nuclear arms in Europe”, The Guardian. http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/feb/22/nato-states-us-nuclear-arms-europe

Italy and Turkey have made no public statements on the weapons on their soil since Barack Obama's call last April for the eventual abolition of nuclear arms.  Russia is estimated to have 4,000 tactical weapons in its arsenal, but many proponents of disarmament argue that the short-range weapons on both sides are militarily obsolete, since the end of the cold war. They point out that the US and Russia can reach each other with inter-continental ballistic missiles in minutes while the tactical gravity bombs take hours – if not days or weeks in Turkey's case – to be loaded on to planes and flown to their targets.  It is unclear, however, whether Rome and Ankara will fight to keep the bombs as the embodiment of America's nuclear umbrella. Some east European Nato members are opposed to their removal for the same reason.  "Denied the protection of Nato's nuclear weapons in Europe, Turkey would have additional reasons to worry about Iran's nuclear programme – and perhaps to develop nuclear weapons of its own. Newer Nato members in central Europe, who see in the nuclear weapons a symbol of US commitment to defend them, would be left feeling vulnerable," George Robertson, a former defence secretary and Nato secretary general, argued in an article he co-authored this month for the Centre for European Reform. 
Turkey Prolif Bad – EU Accession

Turkish prolif prevents EU accession, undermines Turkey-west relations, and hurts the Turkish economy 

Sebnem Udum, Bilkent University Department of International Relations, 2007, “Turkey’s non-nuclear weapon status,” Journal on Science and World Affairs, Vol. 3, No. 2

On the other hand, a decision for Turkey’s acquisition of nuclear weapons would not be a rational choice: if Turkey would decide to go nuclear, international pressure would be intense. Turkey is already a candidate to the EU, and has a membership perspective, which ties Turkey firmly to the West and the Western liberal zone. Becoming an EU/EC member has been a state policy, based on the modernisation process dating back to the Ottoman times. Turkey’s nuclear aspirations would jeopardise this process and would have high political costs. Likewise, it would have adverse effects on relations with the United States, which is an indispensable ally despite all the tensions. Economic sanctions would be applied to the already sensitive Turkish economy, which would impair micro and macro balances. Condemnation and isolation from the international community would be unbearable militarily, politically and economically. What is more, the place of nuclear weapons in the military strategy is doubtful, that is, against which country would Turkey use it or threaten to use it? If it were Iran, there are other more powerful international and regional actors. Turkey has other leverages that it could use against Iran in diplomatic relations. Last but not least, it would make Turkey a target [20].

EU accession is key to prevent conflict over Cyprus

T.R. Prime Ministry, December 2004, “The Likely Effects of Turkey’s Membership Upon the EU,” www.dpt.gov.tr/DocObjects/Download/2987/olasi-i.pdf

5. Contribution of Turkey’s EU Membership to the Settlement of the Cyprus Question Efforts to reach a comprehensive solution towards the reunification of the island were resumed in 1999 under a good offices mission of the UN Secretary-General. In this framework, the aim was for the Turkish Cypriot and Greek Cypriot sides to reach a comprehensive solution and for a new order to be created on Cyprus, and it was considered that a solution to be reached by I May 2004 would be of benefit to all parties concerned and to international peace and security. This approach was envisaged as the only way for Cyprus to join the EU on 1 May 2004 as a united whole. The plan communicated to the parties during talks held in Switzerland on 3 1 March 2004, to be voted in separate and simultaneous referenda, was finalised by the UN SecretaryGeneral in close consultation with the two sides on Cyprus and with Greece and Turkey. The referenda were held on Cyprus on 24 April and a great majority of the Turkish Cypriots voted in favour of the solution plan of the UN Secretary-General which would allow Cyprus to join the EU on 1 May 2004 as a united whole. However, the Greek Cypriots rejected the plan with a majority of 75 percent, resulting in the failure of efforts for a united Cyprus to join the EU. In the end, the comprehensive solution plan of the UN Secretary-General became null and void in accordance with the relevant provisions of the plan. With the accession of the Greek side to the EU on 1 May 2004, the EU became party to an international problem despite its own criteria, which require that a country should settle its border disputes before it can join the EU. Following the referenda, the Turkish side, which had clearly expressed its desire for reunification and thus for integration with the EU, remained outside the EU while the Greek Section became an EU member. Turkey, which has been in favour of a solution of the Cyprus question ever since the beginning, has in this framework always stated that it seeks a lasting and equitable peace on Cyprus, and all its actions have developed in conformity with that statement. In this process, Turkey has adopted an approach from which both sides would benefit in the end. The Turkish Government regards the establishment of a lasting and equitable peace on Cyprus as one of its priority goals. On this issue, efforts have been made to develop joint strategies towards a solution in close cooperation and solidarity both with the organisations concerned and with the TRNC authorities. Turkey not only produced an occasion for the resumption of talks on Cyprus but also showed its goodwill through the support it gave to the UN Secretary-General during the whole of the process. In addition, the dialogue and cooperation that has been steadily developing since 1999 between the Turkish and Greek governments would further increase within the EU and, spreading to all areas, enable new steps to be taken. This would also contribute to the settlement of the Cyprus question.

Turkey Prolif Bad – EU Accession
Cyprus conflict escalates to full scale war between Turkey and Greece

Khairi Janbek, Institute for Diplomacy in Amman, Jordan, June 1998, “Heat Wave in Cyprus,”

On the Turkish side of the island thirty thousand Turkish troops are unlikely to be deterred by the missiles in the event of conflict. The range of the missiles, however threatens nearby Turkish cities and towns on the mainland, which could lead to total war in the instance of conflict. In an apocalyptic scenario, Greece would most likely get involved, again unsettling peace in the Balkans, and the Mediterranean would become a heavily militarized zone in an age of demilitarization. Obviously, such a situation would have implications for the Arab world. Although relations between Greek-Cyprus and the neighboring Arab states are normal, any perceived threat could put both Lebanese and Syrian ports and cities at the mercy of the Russian missiles. This, in turn, could lead to a new arms race in the region, at a time when resources should be targeted for development, and cooperation among the nations of the region is paramount to solving the fundamental problems of their collective existence. Pushing a policy of brinkmanship at a time when the whole area is nervous it is clearly not a wise thing for the Greek-Cypriot's to do.  The stalled Middle East peace process does not need this Meditteranean island to further induce the prevailing pyschology of encirclement. Neither does Turkey-with its conventionally cool relations with all its neighbors- need the emerging tension on the island. Greece, on the other hand, as a member of the EU and NATO, has fully integrated itself into the EU ethos and can only act accordingly.

It spills over to broader war in the Balkans

F. Stephen Larrabee, and Ian O. Lesser, policy analysts at RAND, Turkish Foreign Policy in an Age of Uncertainty, 2003, http://www.rand.org/publications/MR/MR1612/MR1612.ch4.pdf

This recent cooperation in the Balkans, however, is highly dependent on a continuation of the process of bilateral détente and progress toward the resolution of other outstanding bilateral issues. If this progress were to be halted, leading to new tensions in bilateral relations, the cooperation in the Balkans between Turkey and Greece could be adversely affected. The emergence of a more nationalistic regime in Ankara could also result in a more assertive, less-cooperative Turkish policy in the Balkans. Finally, a serious deterioration of Turkey’s relationship with the EU could diminish Turkey’s readiness to cooperate with Greece in the Balkans.

Balkan war risks escalation and nuclear conflict

Raymond Tanter, prof. of political science @ Univ. Michigan, and John Psarouthakis, former advisor to prime minister of Greece, 1999, Balancing in the Balkans, pg. 115

Western Christians—Catholics and Protestants populate rich regions of Europe. Eastern Orthodox Christians inhabit poor Europe. NATO is like a wealthy country club that excludes neighbors who live near the club, but who are socially not acceptable as members. And the excluded poor cannot understand why the rich members of NATO seek to protect non Christians in Bosnia and Kosovo, entities with Muslim populations left over from Ottoman efforts to conquer Europe. In writing about Kosovo and the new fault line of Europe, one commentator worries that a pro-Greek, pro-Serb and anti-Turkish Russia stocked with loose nuclear weapons might be drawn into a conflict that arises out of the instability in Kosovo. Even a “Theater war that fuses Balkan and Middle Eastern hatreds is not out of the question.”

US-Turkey Relations Disad – 1NC Shell

US-Turkey relations back on the upswing – Obama

Stratfor, 4-7-2009, “Geopolitical Diary: Courting Turkey,” http://www.stratfor.com/geopolitical_diary/20090406_geopolitical_diary_courting_turkey.

U.S. President Barack Obama addressed the Parliament in Ankara on Monday, in one of the most aggrandizing approaches that we have seen in years. Obama’s personality and diction were set to full-strength shine: He did everything possible to communicate his respect and admiration of Turkey’s position and history. It was a speech meant to impress, and from what we have been hearing, Obama hit his mark.  His address came near the end of seven days of nonstop meetings among Western and world leaders, stretching from the G-20 to NATO to the European Union and wrapping up with the April 6 bilateral meetings between Obama and Turkish leaders. Obama didn’t get as much as he hoped to out of the Europeans — and especially out of Germany — so he is looking to Turkey instead. So far, it appears that the Americans either have granted, or leaned on the Europeans to grant, a series of not-so-minor concessions to Turkey.  Obama’s speech underscored the Americans’ feeling that Turkey is in a prime position to influence events. To be Turkish is to balance oneself between the West and the Islamic worlds, as well as between the United States and Russia. Washington wants to use Turkey’s position as the leading Muslim state — with influence from the Middle East to South Asia — to deal with the unrest in the Arab/Muslim world and, ideally, as a hedge against Russia. Judging from the abject flattery and language indicating that Obama thought highly of Turkey’s ability to act in accordance with mutual best interests, it is fairly clear that Obama’s talks with the Turkish leadership went extremely well. 
US withdrawal of TNWs spooks Turkey – Tanks relations

Oliver Thranert, Senior Fellow of International Politics at the Friedrich Ebert Foundation in Bonn, 12-10-2008, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “U.S. Nuclear Forces in Europe to Zero? Yes, But Not Yet”. http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22533&prog=zgp&proj=znpp

In the months ahead U.S. nuclear forces in Europe will be debated much more. There are three reasons for this. First, nuclear disarmament will be on the agenda of the new U.S. President, Barack Obama. Calls by George Shultz, William Perry, Henry Kissinger and Sam Nunn for the U.S. to work toward the elimination of nuclear weapons have sparked an international debate and gained many supporters, including Obama. Second, the 2010 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) Review Conference is approaching. Reaching agreement there may involve making concessions on NATO’s nuclear sharing arrangement as some non-aligned countries have long argued that it runs counter to the NPT by providing non-nuclear-weapon states with access to nuclear weapons. Third, NATO is supposed to begin debating a new strategic concept after the NATO summit to be held in Strasbourg and Baden-Baden in April 2009.  Building consensus on the role of nuclear deterrence in general and the stationing of U.S. nuclear forces in Europe in particular will be hard. While "old" NATO members may question the continued relevance of U.S. nuclear forces in Europe, "new" member states worry about Russia and its more assertive foreign policy, exemplified by the Georgia crisis and its announced intention to place nuclear-capable missiles close to the Polish border. NATO members at its Southern periphery – in particular Turkey – may insist that the U.S. should not remove its nuclear weapons in the face of Iran's continued nuclear program and the threat of a nuclear arms race in the Middle East. 

US-Turkey Relations Disad – 1NC Shell

Close US-Turkey ties key to Central Asian stability and US power projection

Hüseyin Bagci and Saban Kardas, Middle East Technical University, May 12, 2003, “Post-September 11 Impact: The Strategic Importance of Turkey Revisited,” Prepared for the CEPS/IISS European Security Forum, http://www.eusec.org/bagci.htm#ftnref112

In developing this relationship, Turkey's special ties with the region again appeared to be an important asset for U.S. policy. Turkey had a lot to offer: Not only did Turkey have strong political, cultural and economic connections to the region, but it had also accumulated a significant intelligence capability in the region. Moreover, the large experience Turkey accumulated in fighting terrorism would be made available in expanding the global war on terrorism to this region.[43] As a result, after the locus of interest shifted to a possible operation against Afghanistan, and then to assuring the collaboration of the countries in Central Asia, Turkish analysts soon discovered that Turkey's geo-strategic importance was once again on the rise. It was thought that, thanks to its geography's allowing easy access to the region, and its strong ties with the countries there, Turkey could play a pivotal role in the conduct of U.S. military operations in Afghanistan, and reshaping the politics in Central Asia: "Turkey is situated in a critical geographic position on and around which continuous and multidimensional power struggles with a potential to affect balance of power at world scale take place. The arcs that could be used by world powers in all sort of conflicts pass through Turkey. Turkish territory, airspace and seas are not only a necessary element to any force projection in the regions stretching from Europe and Asia to the Middle East, Persian Gulf, and Africa, but also make it possible to control its neighborhood... All these features made Turkey a center that must be controlled and acquired by those aspiring to be world powers... In the new process, Turkey's importance has increased in American calculations. With a consistent policy, Turkey could capitalize on this to derive some practical benefits... Turkey has acquired a new opportunity to enhance its role in Central Asia."[44]
Central Asian instability leads to thermonuclear war

M. Ehsan Ahrari, Professor of National Security and Strategy of the Joint and Combined Warfighting School at the Armed Forces Staff College, August 2001 , “Jihadi Groups, Nuclear Pakistan and the New Great Game,”

South and Central Asia constitute a part of the world where a well-designed American strategy might well help avoid crises or catastrophe. The U.S. military would provide only one component of such a strategy, and a secondary one at that, but has an important role to play through engagement activities and regional confidence building. Insecurity has led the states of the region to seek weapons of mass destruction, missiles and conventional arms. It has also led them toward policies which undercut the security of their neighbors. If such activities continue, the result could be increased terrorism, humanitarian disasters, continued low-level conflict and potentially even major regional war or a thermonuclear exchange. A shift away from this pattern could allow the states of the region to become solid economic and political partners for the United States, thus representing a gain for all concerned.

Yes US-Turkey Relations

US-Turkish relations are high despite some frictions

Sunday’s Zaman, 8-22-2010, “Ankara and Washington intertwined despite their differences ,”  http://www.sundayszaman.com/sunday/detaylar.do?load=detay&link=219718

Turkish-US relations came into the stoplight again after the publication of a Financial Times article first run by several mainstream Turkish media organizations on an “ultimatum from the US,” but experts underline that despite the difference of opinion on Iran and Israel, Ankara and Washington have many interests in common and that no one should expect a shift in ties. The US administration denies in part the Financial Times story, which suggested that US President Barack Obama personally warned Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdoğan that his government risks not obtaining some of the weapons it wants from the US if it does not change its position on Iran and Israel.

Absent the plan, US-Turkish relations will remain intact

Sunday’s Zaman, 8-22-2010, “Ankara and Washington intertwined despite their differences ,”  http://www.sundayszaman.com/sunday/detaylar.do?load=detay&link=219718

Ziyal shared a similar view, saying that if there are no developments regarding Iran, US-Turkish relations will continue within the existing framework. He added that he does not expect any major development regarding Iran but that the Iraqi problem has not yet been solved. Professor Mustafa Kibaroğlu from Bilkent University is not pessimistic about the future of US-Turkish relations, either. He underlined that Israel is looking for an exit from its problems with Turkey because it needs it.

Current spats in the relationship won’t collapse overall US-Turkey cooperation, but tensions are high – the plan sends the worst possible signal at the worst time

Today’s Zaman, 8-29-2010, “US must see Turkey as significant partner,” http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/news-220362-100-us-must-see-turkey-as-significant-partner.html

Walker claims there is serious cause for concern in the US-Turkish relationship, but ultimately he estimates that Turkey and the US share more than they differ on and that both countries need one another. “Turkey remains America’s best ally in the region and America remains Turkey’s preferred regional ally and superpower despite all of the rhetoric of a turn to the East and the ‘return’ of the Russians or the rise of the Chinese or the Indians,” Walker noted. Some in the US believe that Turkish foreign policy is completely designed to undermine US interests in the region. For instance, the US and its allies are working to avert Iran’s nuclear ambition to build a nuclear weapon, but Turkey, the argument goes, wants a nuclear-armed Iran. “Turkey and the US clearly have a shared interest in preventing the emergence of a nuclear Iran, and in the success of the Middle East peace process. This is well understood on both sides,” Ian Lesser, a senior fellow at the German Marshall Fund of the United States, said. He made the same remarks as he testified before the US House Committee on Foreign Relations in a panel discussion called “Turkey’s New Foreign Policy Direction” in late July. “But we have done an insufficient job of reconciling specific policy approaches,” Lesser stressed. “These may not always converge, and we will just have to accept that reality.” Walker said that if Ankara and Washington begin to feel there is a crisis, it will become one, but if cooler heads prevail, he said he sees this time as being a defining moment in the relationship that could be a good, rather than a bad, thing. 

Link – TNW Withdrawal Destroys Relations

Turkey perceives Russia and Iran as key threats – They’d backlash against plan

Oliver Thranert, Senior Fellow, German Institute for International and Security Affairs, 12-10-08, “U.S. Nuclear Forces in Europe to Zero? Yes, But Not Yet,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22533&prog=zgp&proj=znpp

Building consensus on the role of nuclear deterrence in general and the stationing of U.S. nuclear forces in Europe in particular will be hard. While "old" NATO members may question the continued relevance of U.S. nuclear forces in Europe, "new" member states worry about Russia and its more assertive foreign policy, exemplified by the Georgia crisis and its announced intention to place nuclear-capable missiles close to the Polish border. NATO members at its Southern periphery – in particular Turkey – may insist that the U.S. should not remove its nuclear weapons in the face of Iran's continued nuclear program and the threat of a nuclear arms race in the Middle East.  
Turkish leadership is unanimously in favor of US TNWs

Turkish NY, 5-4-09, “Turkey to face pressure over US nukes on its soil”. http://www.turkishny.com/old/en/english-news/7307-turkey-to-face-pressure-over-us-nukes-on-its-soil.html

Belgium and Germany, which also hosts US nuclear weapons on its soil, debated in their parliaments almost two weeks ago the withdrawal of those weapons from their territory. Those debates have now raised questions over what Turkey's policy will be on the fate of those weapons believed to be deployed at the İncirlik base in southern Turkey. According to the US-based Arms Control Association, under NATO nuclear-sharing arrangements, an estimated 480 tactical nuclear weapons remain deployed in five NATO non-nuclear-weapon states (Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands and Turkey) and in the United Kingdom, which also possesses an independent nuclear arsenal. Canada and Greece ended their participation in nuclear sharing. At this stage Turkish diplomatic sources decline to comment on what Ankara's policy will be if NATO presses and finally agrees on a unanimous decision to withdraw the weapons from Turkish soil, too. But Mustafa Kibaroğlu, an associate professor at Ankara's Bilkent University and an expert on arms control issues, told Today's Zaman that Turkish decision makers, i.e., both the political and the military leadership, are for maintaining those weapons on Turkish soil to continue their deterrence capabilities in the region, which includes the Balkans, the Middle East and the Mediterranean. Second, Turkey sees the US as the backbone of deterrence in the region and does not favor the idea of scrapping the nukes from its soil. 

Strong security guarantees from the US and NATO, including on nuclear deterrence, will determine Turkey’s future relations with the US

Zalmay Khalilzad, 2000, The Future of Turkish-Western Relations: Toward a Strategic Plan, http://www.rand.org/publications/MR/MR1241/, Chapter 5

In the future, the relative importance of this issue will grow. First, continued Turkish vulnerability to missiles deployed by hostile governments will increase Ankara’s incentive to either acquire defenses against such missiles, in cooperation with its Western allies, or to acquire its own missiles and deterrent capabilities. Turkey has expressed interest in missile defenses, and is having more detailed discussions with key allies, including the United States and Israel, on missile defense technologies and architecture. Turkey is also embarking on the design and production of its own short-range missiles, and could move to develop longer-range systems. Turkey’s incentives to develop its own retaliatory capabilities, as opposed to defensive efforts, will depend critically on the health of the strategic relationship with the United States and NATO. Ankara seeks reassurance that the NATO security guarantee, including its nuclear dimension, remains valid in the face of a more diverse set of post–Cold War risks to Turkish territory.
US-Turkey Relations Good – Balkans War

US-Turkey relations key to resolve Balkans conflict

Soner Cagaptay, head of the Turkish program at the Washington Institute for Near East Policy, 06/20/2003, http://www.nationalreview.com /comment/comment-cagaptay062003 .asp

If Ankara were to study Turkish-American relations over the past decade, it would find much worth noting. In the 1990s, the underlying foundation of the bilateral relationship was Turkey's geostrategic importance. Turkey's position between southeastern Europe, the Near East, and the Caucasus made the country an irresistible strategic asset. Without Ankara, America could not stabilize the Balkans, tap Caspian oil, or hope to settle the Middle East conflict. At the nexus of Europe and Asia, Turkey proved a great help to America. In return, Washington looked after Turkey's global interests in Central Asia, Europe, and the Mediterranean. During the Iraq war, though, this partnership collapsed as the ruling Justice and Development Party (AK Party) failed to make Turkey's geostrategic importance — its most valuable possession — available to Washington. 

Balkan war draws in the US and Russia

Barbara Conry is a foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute, 9-18-95, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-239.html

The financial benefits to the American people of disentangling U.S.-European security are significant. More important than the economic benefits, however, are the security implications. It should not be forgotten that NATO is a military alliance--which by definition entails a risk  of sending American troops to war. During the Cold War, that may have been a risk worth taking, as an attack (presumably from the Soviet Union) on Western Europe would havebeen likely to threaten America's own security. NATO's probable missions in the post-Cold War era, however, are far less likely to have an immediate and substantial impact on American interests. Any scenario involving NATO action in the foreseeable future would almost certainly inject the United States into a parochial European conflict--which would be neither necessary nor wise.  Is the United States a "European Power"?  There are, of course, those in the foreign policy community who allege that any threat, direct or indirect, to America's West European allies is equally threatening to the United States. Assistant Secretary of State for European and Canadian Affairs Richard Holbrooke, for example, has written in Foreign Affairs,  The United States has become a European power in a sense that goes beyond traditional assertions of America's "commitment" to Europe. In the 21st century, Europe will still need the active American involvement that has been a necessary compo-nent of the continental balance for half a century. Conversely, an unstable Europe would still threaten essential national security interests of the United States. . . . Local conflicts, internal political and economic instability, and the return of historical grievances have now replaced Soviet expansionism as the greatest threat to peace in Europe. Western Europe and America must jointly ensure that tolerant democracies become rooted throughout all of Europe and that the seething, angry, unresolved legacies of the past are contained and solved.(28)  Holbrooke makes no distinction between American and European interests. But the notion that events in Central and Eastern Europe are of equal concern to the EU--some of whose member states share borders with Central European countries--and the United States--which is thousands of miles away--is both ahistorical and illogical. Although the United States has some interests in Europe, American and European interests are not identical and should not be viewed as such. Maintaining NATO as the primary European security regime fosters the fallacy of congruent "transatlantic" interests. The belief in congruent interests was exaggerated even during the Cold War, despite the existence of a mutual security threat. It has no validity in a postCold War setting. Encouraging the WEU to emerge as NATO'ssuccessor would be recognition that European interests can be, and often will be, distinct from American interests.  Not All European Disputes Matter to America  The likelihood of large-scale conflict within the EU is negligible, but there are numerous potential conflicts on its periphery. The local conflicts, internal political and economic instability, and return of historical grievances that Holbrooke mentions may indeed threaten European interests, but it is difficult to envisage a scenario in which such conflicts would have a significant impact on American security. As long as NATO exists, however, there will be immense pressure on the United States to become involved when the alliance's European members perceive that their interests are threatened. The United States therefore runs a great risk of being drawn, at the insistence of its NATO allies, into a Central or Eastern European quagmire that has no bearing on American security. Such an intervention would not only represent a waste of American blood and treasure, it could, as the University of Chicago's Charles Glaser concedes, more broadly jeopardize America's safety.  Because war in the East is likely, Western commitments would likely be put to the test. Intervention in a Central European war could involve the West in a war that becomes unexpectedly large, including the possibility of an unintended clash with Russia.(29) 

US-Russia nuclear war causes extinction

The American Prospect, 2/26/01 

The bitter disputes over national missile defense (NMD) have obscured a related but dramatically more urgent issue of national security: the 4,800 nuclear warheads -- weapons with a combined destructive power nearly 100,000 times greater than the atomic bomb that leveled Hiroshima -- currently on "hair-trigger" alert. Hair-trigger alert means this: The missiles carrying those warheads are armed and fueled at all times. Two thousand or so of these warheads are on the intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) targeted by Russia at the United States; 1,800 are on the ICBMs targeted by the United States at Russia; and approximately 1,000 are on the submarine-based missiles targeted by the two nations at each other. These missiles would launch on receipt of three computer-delivered messages. Launch crews -- on duty every second of every day -- are under orders to send the messages on receipt of a single computer-delivered command. In no more than two minutes, if all went according to plan, Russia or the United States could launch missiles at predetermined targets: Washington or New York; Moscow or St. Petersburg. The early-warning systems on which the launch crews rely would detect the other side's missiles within tens of seconds, causing the intended -- or accidental -- enemy to mount retaliatory strikes. "Within a half-hour, there could be a nuclear war that would extinguish all of us," explains Bruce Blair. "It would be, basically, a nuclear war by checklist, by rote."  

US-Turkey Relations Good – Terrorism

Turkey is key to the US fight against terrorism

Mustafa Kibaroglu, professor of international relations at Bilkent University in Ankara, 2003, “Bulletin of Atomic Scientist,” p. o/l: http://www.thebulletin.org/issues/2003/ja03/ja03kibaroglu.html)

Still, U.S. strategists will no doubt bear in mind that the greatest challenge to U.S. security will come from the threat posed by international terrorism. And no military capability—no matter how great—can prevent or deter acts of terrorism. The most important instrument will be reliable intelligence. At that point, Turkey will be seen again as an invaluable partner, given its location, cultural, religious, and linguistic common denominators with other civilizations in the Eurasian landscape, as well as its centuries-old expertise in military affairs, including intelligence-gathering capabilities.  The U.S. attitude toward the United Nations and toward NATO was much criticized throughout the Iraqi crisis, yet it seems likely that the United States may prefer, in the future, to form ad hoc alliances rather than maintain static and regional alliances. If so, the United States may have to more frequently enter into lengthy negotiations, as it did with Turkey.  In the future, Turkish-American relations will be determined by the scope and content of emerging U.S. policies and Turkey’s capability and willingness to collaborate on particular policies as they develop. By the same token, the economic incentives that the United States had used as sweeteners in achieving its politico-military goals may also be considerably affected.
Unchecked terrorism will result in extinction

Yonah Alexander, professor and director of the Inter-University for Terrorism Studies in Israel and the United States. “Terrorism myths and realities,” The Washington Times, August 28, 2003
Unlike their historical counterparts, contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact.  The internationalization and brutalization of current and future terrorism make it clear we have entered an Age of Super Terrorism [e.g. biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear and cyber] with its serious implications concerning national, regional and global security concerns. Two myths in particular must be debunked immediately if an effective counterterrorism "best practices" strategy can be developed [e.g., strengthening international cooperation].  The first illusion is that terrorism can be greatly reduced, if not eliminated completely, provided the root causes of conflicts - political, social and economic - are addressed.  The conventional illusion is that terrorism must be justified by oppressed people seeking to achieve their goals and consequently the argument advanced by "freedom fighters" anywhere, "give me liberty and I will give you death," should be tolerated if not glorified.  This traditional rationalization of "sacred" violence often conceals that the real purpose of terrorist groups is to gain political power through the barrel of the gun, in violation of fundamental human rights of the noncombatant segment of societies. For instance, Palestinians religious movements [e.g., Hamas, Islamic Jihad] and secular entities [such as Fatah's Tanzim and Aqsa Martyr Brigades]] wish not only to resolve national grievances [such as Jewish settlements, right of return, Jerusalem] but primarily to destroy the Jewish state.  Similarly, Osama bin Laden's international network not only opposes the presence of American military in the Arabian Peninsula and Iraq, but its stated objective is to "unite all Muslims and establish a government that follows the rule of the Caliphs."  The second myth is that strong action against terrorist infrastructure [leaders, recruitment, funding, propaganda, training, weapons, operational command and control] will only increase terrorism. The argument here is that law-enforcement efforts and military retaliation inevitably will fuel more brutal acts of violent revenge.  Clearly, if this perception continues to prevail, particularly in democratic societies, there is the danger it will paralyze governments and thereby encourage further terrorist attacks.  In sum, past experience provides useful lessons for a realistic future strategy. The prudent application of force has been demonstrated to be an effective tool for short- and long-term deterrence of terrorism. For example, Israel's targeted killing of Mohammed Sider, the Hebron commander of the Islamic Jihad, defused a "ticking bomb." The assassination of Ismail Abu Shanab - a top Hamas leader in the Gaza Strip who was directly responsible for several suicide bombings including the latest bus attack in Jerusalem - disrupted potential terrorist operations. Similarly, the U.S. military operation in Iraq eliminated Saddam Hussein's regime as a state sponsor of terror.  Thus, it behooves those countries victimized by terrorism to understand a cardinal message communicated by Winston Churchill to the House of Commons on May 13, 1940: "Victory at all costs, victory in spite of terror, victory however long and hard the road may be: For without victory, there is no survival."

Deterrence/Heg Disad – 1NC Shell

US-Turkish security cooperation is critical to US power projection and stability in the middle east, Africa, and central asia – its key to overall US hegemony

Hüseyin Bagci and Saban Kardas, Middle East Technical University, May 12, 2003, “Post-September 11 Impact: The Strategic Importance of Turkey Revisited,” Prepared for the CEPS/IISS European Security Forum, http://www.eusec.org/bagci.htm#ftnref112

In developing this relationship, Turkey's special ties with the region again appeared to be an important asset for U.S. policy. Turkey had a lot to offer: Not only did Turkey have strong political, cultural and economic connections to the region, but it had also accumulated a significant intelligence capability in the region. Moreover, the large experience Turkey accumulated in fighting terrorism would be made available in expanding the global war on terrorism to this region.[43] As a result, after the locus of interest shifted to a possible operation against Afghanistan, and then to assuring the collaboration of the countries in Central Asia, Turkish analysts soon discovered that Turkey's geo-strategic importance was once again on the rise. It was thought that, thanks to its geography's allowing easy access to the region, and its strong ties with the countries there, Turkey could play a pivotal role in the conduct of U.S. military operations in Afghanistan, and reshaping the politics in Central Asia: "Turkey is situated in a critical geographic position on and around which continuous and multidimensional power struggles with a potential to affect balance of power at world scale take place. The arcs that could be used by world powers in all sort of conflicts pass through Turkey. Turkish territory, airspace and seas are not only a necessary element to any force projection in the regions stretching from Europe and Asia to the Middle East, Persian Gulf, and Africa, but also make it possible to control its neighborhood... All these features made Turkey a center that must be controlled and acquired by those aspiring to be world powers... In the new process, Turkey's importance has increased in American calculations. With a consistent policy, Turkey could capitalize on this to derive some practical benefits... Turkey has acquired a new opportunity to enhance its role in Central Asia."[44]
US-Turkish cooperation is key to successful leadership on all major foreign policy imperatives 

Avni Dogru, a political analyst and a freelance writer based in New York,  8-10-2010, “A Break In Israeli-Turkish Relations?,” http://www.countercurrents.org/dogru100810.htm

Turkey, an active member of the G-20, NATO and UN Security Council, has a crucial role in most major U.S. foreign policy issues, including Iraq, Afghanistan and Iran, and can play a vital role in Obama administration’s efforts to mend ties with the Muslim world. Therefore, a downturn in U.S.-Turkish relations may diminish U.S. power and hurt both Turkish and U.S. interests in all these foreign policy issues. In addition, the fact that this political crisis with Israel is also widely perceived as a conflict with the United States in both Turkey and the Muslim world — because of America’s unconditional support for Israel — the continuation of tension will further harm the U.S. image in the Muslim world. Consequently, the rise of anti-Americanism in the region and a more unstable and polarized Middle East would hurt the U.S. standing in the whole of Middle East, but more particularly in Iraq and Afghanistan.

US leadership is essential to prevent global nuclear exchange.

Zalmay Khalilzad, RAND, Washington Quarterly, Spring, 1995
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

AT: NPT Adv – NPT Doesn’t Solve Prolif

Strengthening the NPT won’t effect prolif – it’s driven by threat perception and regional tension 

Keith Hansen, Prof of IR at Stanford who served for eight years on the U.S. delegation during CTBT negotiations and implementation, March/April 2005, “CTBT: Forecasting the Future,” http://thebulletin.metapress.com/content/h21185738p776222/fulltext.pdf

As others have persuasively argued, ultimately it will be a sense of security from perceived or actual threats that will deter proliferation efforts.9 Most countries accept the importance of global adherence to international treaties, but these conventions are at best Band-Aids when applied to the feelings of insecurity and lack of trust resulting from regional threats and conflicts. The nuclear weapons states must do their part by continuing efforts to reduce their nuclear arsenals, including the destruction of warheads. But collective efforts also must continue in the search for bilateral and international arrangements to eliminate the anxieties that drive individual countries to acquire nuclear weapons. From the CTBT experience it is obvious that national aspirations and policy objectives often override efforts to establish international norms. Ultimately, countries look inward and/or to their allies for security rather than to international organizations or agreements that are difficult to influence or control and are at times too slow to act. The one exception to this experience has been the negotiation of regional nuclear weapon- free zones, which have been adopted by the countries of Latin America, Africa, Southeast Asia, and the South Pacific. These regional treaties create de facto nuclear test bans and appear to be a positive boost to the nuclear nonproliferation regime. Unfortunately, the two regions where such treaties would provide the biggest contribution—the Middle East and South Asia (particularly India and Pakistan)—are precisely where insecurities from regional tensions and suspicions have made these agreements unattainable.

NPT success is an illusion – slow rate of proliferation is caused by other factors

Michael Wesley, PhD IR, Dir. Asia Inst. At Griffith, September 2005, “It’s time to scrap the NPT,” Australian Journal of International Affairs, v. 59, iss. 3

The NPT was always a flawed regime, based on an unequal distribution of status and security. Its apparent effectiveness in containing nuclear proliferation was largely due to other factors. The events of the past 15 years have only magnified the NPT's flaws. The end of the Cold War decoupled the possession of nuclear weapons from the global power structure. While many commentators were applauding the expansion of the number of NPT signatories, and South Africa, South Korea, Brazil and Argentina renounced plans to acquire nuclear weapons, deeper and more insistent proliferation pressures were building among the emerging great powers of Asia. The succession of Persian Gulf wars demonstrated to many insecure states that only nuclear—not chemical or biological—weapons deter conventional military attack. The international community was repeatedly surprised by the extent and sophistication of Iraq's, Pakistan's, North Korea's and Libya's progress in acquiring nuclear materials and know-how, each time underlining the inadequacies of the non-proliferation regime. After the 1998 South Asian nuclear tests, India's highly effective rhetorical defence of its policy and the world's half-hearted and short-lived sanctions against India and Pakistan damaged the moral authority of the NPT regime, perhaps terminally.

AT: NPT Adv – No Prolif Impact

Fears of a nuclear tipping point are empirically denied, analysts always overstate proliferation risks

Francis Gavin, Professor of International Affairs and Director of International Security and Law, University of Texas at Austin, Winter 2009/2010, “Same As It Ever Was: Nuclear Alarmism, Proliferation, and the Cold War,” International Security 34.3

One of the greatest fears of nuclear alarmists is that if a key state acquires nuclear weapons, others will follow. This idea of a nuclear tipping point, chain reaction, or "domino" effect, however, is by no means new. Consider this headline—"Many Nations Ready to Break into Nuclear Club"—from a front-page article in the Washington Post from June 1981.39 Articles with similar titles can be found from almost every year since at least the early 1960s.  Fears of a tipping point were especially acute in the aftermath of China's 1964 detonation of an atomic bomb: it was predicted that India, Indonesia, and Japan might follow, with consequences worldwide, as "Israel, Sweden, Germany, and other potential nuclear countries far from China and India would be affected by proliferation in Asia."40 A U.S. government document identified "at least eleven nations (India, Japan, Israel, Sweden,West Germany, Italy, Canada, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Rumania, and Yugoslavia)" with the capacity to go nuclear, a number that would soon "grow substantially" to include "South Africa, the United Arab Republic, Spain, Brazil and Mexico."41 A top-secret, blue-ribbon committee established to craft the U.S. response contended that "the [1964] Chinese nuclear explosion has increased the urgency [End Page 17] and complexity of this problem by creating strong pressures to develop independent nuclear forces, which, in turn, could strongly influence the plans of other potential nuclear powers."42  These predictions were largely wrong. In 1985 the National Intelligence Council noted that for "almost thirty years the Intelligence Community has been writing about which nations might next get the bomb." All of these estimates based their largely pessimistic and ultimately incorrect estimates on factors such as the increased "access to fissile materials," improved technical capabilities in countries, the likelihood of "chain reactions," or a "scramble" to proliferation when "even one additional state demonstrates a nuclear capability." The 1985 report goes on, "The most striking characteristic of the present-day nuclear proliferation scene is that, despite the alarms rung by past Estimates, no additional overt proliferation of nuclear weapons has actually occurred since China tested its bomb in 1964." Although "some proliferation of nuclear explosive capabilities and other major proliferation-related developments have taken place in the past two decades," they did not have "the damaging, systemwide impacts that the Intelligence community generally anticipated they would."43  In his analysis of more than sixty years of failed efforts to accurately predict nuclear proliferation, analyst Moeed Yusuf concludes that "the pace of proliferation has been much slower than anticipated by most." The majority of countries suspected of trying to obtain a nuclear weapons capability "never even came close to crossing the threshold. In fact, most did not even initiate a weapons program." If all the countries that were considered prime suspects over the past sixty years had developed nuclear weapons, "the world would have at least 19 nuclear powers today."44 As Potter and Mukhatzhanova argue, government and academic experts frequently "exaggerated the scope and pace of nuclear weapons proliferation."45  Nor is there compelling evidence that a nuclear proliferation chain reaction will ever occur. Rather, the pool of potential proliferators has been shrinking. Proliferation pressures were far greater during the Cold War. In the 1960s, at least twenty-one countries either had or were considering nuclear weapons research [End Page 18] programs. Today only nine countries are known to have nuclear weapons. Belarus, Brazil, Kazakhstan, Libya, South Africa, Sweden, and Ukraine have dismantled their weapons programs. Even rogue states that are/were a great concern to U.S. policymakers—Iran, Iraq, Libya, and North Korea—began their nuclear weapons programs before the Cold War had ended.46 As far as is known, no nation has started a new nuclear weapons program since the demise of the Soviet Union in 1991.47 Ironically, by focusing on the threat of rogue states, policymakers may have underestimated the potentially far more destabilizing effect of proliferation in "respectable" states such as Germany, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan.

AT: NPT Adv – No Prolif Impact
Longitudinal analysis of proliferation predictions proves that their evidence is overly pessimistic 

Moeed Yusuf, Fellow at the Center for the Study of the Longer-Range Future at Boston University and Fellow at the Brookings Institute, January 2009, “Predicting Proliferation: The History of

the Future of Nuclear Weapons,” Brookings Institute, policy paper 11

This study offers a brief survey of attempts to predict the future of nuclear weapons since the beginning of the Cold War.1 The aim of this analysis is not merely to review the record, but to provide an overall sense of how the nuclear future was perceived over the past six decades, and where and why errors were made in prediction, so that contemporary and future predictive efforts have the benefit of a clearer historical 1 This analysis relies on declassified U.S. government documents and English-language literature on the subject, and thus is limited in its scope. Projections by commentators in several major nuclear states, such as the Soviet Union/Russia and China, are not considered, although some analyses by Australian, British, Canadian, French, German, and Indian experts are taken into consideration. record. The survey is based on U.S. intelligence estimates as well as the voluminous scholarly work of American and foreign experts on the subject. Six broad lessons can be gleaned from this history. First, it reveals consistent misjudgments regarding the extent of nuclear proliferation. Overall, projections were far more pessimistic than actual developments; those emanating from independent experts more so than intelligence estimates. In the early years of the Cold War, the overly pessimistic projections stemmed, in part, from an incorrect emphasis on technology as the driving factor in horizontal proliferation, rather than intent, a misjudgment, which came to light with the advent of a Chinese bomb in 1964. The parallel shift from developed-world proliferation to developing-world proliferation was accompanied by greater alarm regarding the impact of proliferation. It was felt that developing countries were more dangerous and irresponsible nuclear states than developed countries. Second, while all the countries that did eventually develop nuclear weapons were on the lists of suspect states, the estimations misjudged when these countries would go nuclear. The Soviet Union went nuclear much earlier than had been initially predicted, intelligence estimates completely missed China’s nuclear progress, and India initially tested much later than U.S. intelligence projections had anticipated and subsequently declared nuclear weapon status in 1998 when virtually no one expected it to do so. Third, the pace of proliferation has been consistently slower than has been anticipated by most experts due to a combination of overwhelming alarmism, the intent of threshold states, and many incentives to abstain from weapons development. In the post-Cold War period, the number of suspected threshold states has gradually decreased and the geographical focus has shifted solely to North-East Asia, South Asia, and the Middle East. There is also much greater concern that a nuclear chain reaction will break out than was the case during the Cold War.

Non-prolif norms are resilient

Jacques Hymans, Professor of International Relations at USC, 2006, “Theories of Nuclear Proliferation,” Nonproliferation review
First, on the macro picture of proliferation, idealists say: Don’t hyperventilate . Many societies contain advocates for nuclear armament, but they also invariably contain many influential people who do not want the bomb*and many of those frankly can imagine almost no circumstance that would change their minds. It is not an accident or a lucky break that there are so few nuclear weapon states in the world today. The norm of nuclear nonproliferation has been very stable for decades, and an analysis of the demand side of the proliferation equation offers much reason to believe that the norm will continue to remain robust into the future.

AT: Russia Adv – Won’t Reciprocate

Russia won’t trade forward-deployed TNWs for anything – They perceive them as necessary to compensate for inferior conventional forces

Keith Payne, former Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense, 6-24-2009, “REP. HOWARD L. BERMAN HOLDS A HEARING ON U.S.-RUSSIA NUCLEAR ARMS REDUCTIONS”.

Sir, I think they have three near-term goals, and I base this on extensive reading of what they say. One, they have a problem in that their Cold War nuclear weapons, nuclear launch systems are going out of service life very rapidly, so their numbers are going down one way or the other, with or without an arms control agreement. They're very aware of that.  What they would like to do is retain strategic parity with the United States in the only way that they can, and that is negotiate our numbers down in a corresponding way to the numbers -- the way their own numbers have to go down because their systems are simply reaching the end of their service life.  So that's one: retain parity with the United States based on an agreement wherein they give up what they were already going to do away with and they ask us to give up real capability. That's one.  Two, they would like to retain and improve their tactical nuclear weapons for the reasons that Secretary Perry mentioned. They have little confidence in their conventional forces. They have confidence in their tactical nuclear weapons, even as weapons of war to use for defending their borders, for example.  They've said this openly, that the use of tactical nuclear weapons is a way to de-escalate a conflict. What they mean by that is by ending it with the use of nuclear weapons.  So the second near-term goal is to retain and improve their tactical nuclear weapons, which is why they've told us they're off the table. They won't negotiate over those.

Hawks and the military preclude Russian reciprocation

Stephen Blank, professor at the Strategic Studies Institute of the U.S. Army War College, 2-18-10, “European Proposal on Tactical Nuclear Weapons Highlights Russian Nuclear Dilemmas”, Jamestown Foundation, http://www.jamestown.org/single/?no_cache=1&tx_ttnews[tt_news]=36056&tx_ttnews[backPid]=7&cHash=e679e40f47
Although the new Russian military doctrine retained the preexisting official position on nuclear use and refrained from discussing preventive or preemptive nuclear use as Nikolai Patrushev, the Chairman of the Security Council had called for in October 2009, this does not validate Ivanov’s claim above (www.kremlin.ru, February 5; Izvestiya, October 14, 2009). As Ivanov admitted in 2006, Russian submarines equipped with Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBM’s) or other nuclear weapons were already practicing launches against the US (Interfax, September 10, 2006). More recently, during the Russian exercises in the summer and fall of 2009 Ladoga and especially Zapad 2009, the Russian air force launched simulated nuclear strikes against Poland in a purely conventional exercise on a first-strike basis, clearly aiming to intimidate Poland (www.telegraph.co.uk, November 2, 2009). Moreover, Stabilnost 2008 rehearsed, among other contingencies, a global nuclear war against the US (EDM, October 3, 2008). Clearly, it will be impossible to secure meaningful reductions to its TNW as long as the navy and its supporters like Patrushev, who argues that Russia cannot go to zero as long as anyone has nuclear weapons and still seeks a preemption and preventive option, are making the decisions (Interfax, February 5). Moreover, as Russia’s exercises since 2006 conclusively show, Moscow sees nuclear weapons as war fighting weapons to be used offensively, hence its opposition, as stated in the doctrine, to US missile defenses (www.kremlin.ru, February 5). Whether the Russian government fully controls its generals as Ivanov claims, or is ambivalent or disingenuous is a question for each person to decide. But the existing evidence is hardly reassuring either with regard to TNW or to questions of nuclear weapon use in general.

AT: Russia Adv – No Accidental Launches

History proves – no risk of accidental US-Russia nuclear war

Pavel Podvig, PhD in political science and researcher at the Center for International Security and Cooperation at Stanford University, November 2004, “Reducing the Risk of Accidental Launch Time for a New Approach?” csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/pm_0328.pdf

Historical data on false alarm incidents in the U.S. and Soviet/Russian early warning systems seem to support the assumption about relative importance of technical and human factors. For example, in the November 1979 training tape incident in the United States it was information from satellites that helped recognize the alarm as false. In similar incidents in the Soviet Union it was mainly actions of operators who questioned accuracy of the data provided by the early warning sensors that prevented escalation.
No risk of “use it or lose it” situations

Arms Control Association, November 2007, “Text of Nov. 28 E-mail from Strategic Command responding to ACT's questions on the alert status of U.S. nuclear weapons” http://www.armscontrol.org/interviews/20071204_STRATCOM

A7) The United States maintains the ability to launch its nuclear weapons in a timely basis as directed by the President. Minuteman III ICBMs are designed to be capable of delivering a rapid response prior to being struck by an adversary’s ballistic missile force. This is an important aspect of our deterrent because it complicates an opponents’ pre-emptive strike planning. However, the fundamental fact is that U.S. forces are postured such that the President is not confronted with a “use or lose” situation in that other strategic forces could be directed to respond to an attack. See answer 1.  Q8) In a Nov. 6 paper, nongovernmental analyst Bruce Blair wrote, "the fact remains that the US posture is still geared for firing thousands of weapons with a few minutes." Is that an accurate statement?  A8) No, this is not true. Under the Moscow Treaty, the U.S. will have only 1700-2200 operationally deployed nuclear weapons. The U.S. is well on its way to achieving this limit. Only a portion of these are on day-to-day alert. 

Russia won’t escalate to nuclear use in regional conflicts

Simon Saradzhyan, Moscow Correspondent for ISN Security Watch, 2-16-2010, “Nuclear ‘Constraint’ in Russia”, ISN, http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/Security-Watch/Detail/?ots591=EB06339B-2726-928E-0216-1B3F15392DD8&lng=en&id=112745

What has been discussed by the doctrine’s authors, but omitted from the final draft, is even more important. One of the doctrine’s authors, Deputy Secretary of the Security Council Baluevsky, confirmed to Interfax on 5 February that an earlier draft allowed for the use of nuclear weapons in response to the “threat” of the use of nuclear weapons or WMDs. That provision was deleted. Nor does the new doctrine allow for the first-use of nuclear weapons in a local war as Security Council Secretary Nikolai Patrushev said it might in his 14 October 2009 interview with Izvestia.   Nor does the doctrine contain any provisions that would indicate that the role of non-strategic nuclear weapons (NSNWs) may increase. There have been several reports indicating that an upgrade of the role of NSNWs may be in the works, including an observation by an “authoritative Russian military man” to western scholars in September 2009 that the role of tactical nuclear arms is being significantly upgraded. Rather than referring to NSNWs, the doctrine reaffirms the importance of strategic nuclear forces intended to deal “prescribed damage” to the enemy under any conditions. 

AT: Nuclear Terrorism Adv

No theft risk – TNWs are secure

Joshua Handler, 2003, Tactical Nuclear Weapons: Emergent Threats in an Evolving Security Environment, p. 32
Ensuring the security of tactical nuclear weapons has been a major concern of many analysts and commentators. It is frequently claimed that the security of tactical nuclear weapons is somehow worse than for strategic nuclear weapons and, thus, that special steps are somehow merited. However, one result of the PNI’s is that [TNW’s] tactical nuclear weapons are now approximately as secure as strategic nuclear weapons. It is now as good—or as bad—and this is a large chance from the 1990-91 time frame. [TNW’s] Tactical nuclear weapons in the United States and Russia are in many cases collocated with strategic nuclear weapons in major nuclear weapons storage facilities that contain multiple bunkers. Moreover, major changes in deployment patterns have improved the security situation for tactical nuclear weapons. There are almost no forward-deployed or dispersal tactical nuclear weapons on land, and there are no such weapons deployed on U.S. or Russian ships or submarines. The only exception is U.S. tactical nuclear weapons aircraft bombs in Europe, which are now kept in weapons storage vaults (WSV) set into the floor of hangers where aircraft can be located. In the case of Russia, some tactical nuclear weapons may be located in storage areas in the vicinity of an airfield, but unlike the United States, they are most likely not on the airfield area proper. Lastly, many of the supposedly smaller and more easily transportable tactical nuclear weapons, such as artillery shells, may almost be or have been completely eliminated. Thus concerns about them being stolen are now (or soon to be) moot.

US security devices prevent unauthorized use even if they are stolen

NAPF, Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, 2009, “NATO’s Positions Regarding Nuclear Non-Proliferation, Arms Control, and Disarmament and Related Issues,” NuclearFiles.org

NATO's nuclear weapons are stored under highly secure conditions. They have been well-tested and meet the highest safety standards. The U.S. PAL devices ensure an additional safeguard against accidental or unauthorized use. Allies are confident in the safety and security of their nuclear weapons.

The cumulative obstacles reduce the risk of nuclear terrorism to near zero

Francis J. Gavin, Professor of International Affairs and Director of the Robert S. Strauss Center for International Security and Law @ UT, 1-7-2010, “Same As It Ever Was” International Security 34:3, http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/pdfplus/10.1162/isec.2010.34.3.7

Coherent policies to reduce the risk of a nonstate actor using nuclear weapons clearly need to be developed. In particular, the rise of the Abdul Qadeer Khan nuclear technology network should give pause.49 But again, the news is not as grim as nuclear alarmists would suggest. Much has already been done to secure the supply of nuclear materials, and relatively simple steps can produce further improvements. Moreover, there are reasons to doubt both the capabilities and even the interest many terrorist groups have in detonating a nuclear device on U.S. soil. As Adam Garfinkle writes, “The threat of nuclear terrorism is very remote.”50 Experts disagree on whether nonstate actors have the scientific, engineering, financial, natural resource, security, and logistical capacities to build a nuclear bomb from scratch. According to terrorism expert Robin Frost, the danger of a “nuclear black market” and loose nukes from Russia may be overstated. Even if a terrorist group did acquire a nuclear weapon, delivering and detonating it against a U.S. target would present tremendous technical and logistical difficulties.51 Finally, the feared nexus between terrorists and rogue regimes may be exaggerated. As nuclear proliferation expert Joseph Cirincione argues, states such as Iran and North Korea are “not the most likely sources for terrorists since their stockpiles, if any, are small and exceedingly precious, and hence well-guarded.”52 Chubin states that there “is no reason to believe that Iran today, any more than Sadaam Hussein earlier, would transfer WMD [weapons of mass destruction] technology to terrorist groups like al-Qaida or Hezbollah.”53 

China DA

Chinese Appeasement DA 1NC
Status quo relations are based on reciprocity – the plan swings too far towards unilateral accommodation of China 
Cheng Li, Director of Research @ Thornton Center, 2009, “Can President Obama Pull a Cairo-Speech Moment in China?,” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/1109_obama_china_li.aspx

Such condescension has fueled the growth of a hypernationalistic segment of China's younger generation, the so-called "angry youth," and caused broad swaths of the Chinese public to think that the United States has a conspiracy to "keep China down." It is therefore productive that Obama has changed the relationship's tone, and even erstwhile China critics, such as House Speaker Nancy Pelosi and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, have somewhat adjusted their tone in the new era.   This shift in U.S. approach is partly the result of Obama's "unclenched fist" worldview, but it is also a prudent reaction to China's increasing geopolitical importance.   Now the imperative for the United States is to avoid swinging too far in the opposite direction – that is, seeming too deferential to China on hot-button political issues. Such a sudden change of heart would appear baldly opportunistic to the Chinese. There is already a nascent perception in Beijing that the United States is only interested in the country's continued financial support and expanding consumer market. A failure to represent American ideals honestly and engage the Chinese on areas of disagreement would risk cementing this impression.   To a certain extent, the Obama administration is already on the record in support of such an approach. Deputy Secretary of State James Steinberg recently introduced the catchphrase "strategic reassurance," a new policy framework meant to supplant the Bush-era call for China to become a "responsible stakeholder." According to Steinberg, strategic reassurance requires that both sides "find ways to highlight and reinforce the areas of common interest, while addressing the sources of mistrust directly, whether they be political, military, or economic."  Concrete steps have already been taken to address military and economic mistrust, but the political dimension of "strategic reassurance" remains largely undefined. In part, this haziness is a reflection of how discombobulated the world's leading liberal democracy feels vis-à-vis the increasingly powerful but still authoritarian China. After the collapse of the Soviet Union, the United States and its allies expected successive waves of democratization to extend democratic capitalism to the farthest reaches of the globe. Instead, China's model of state capitalism appears to have weathered a series of financial storms better than democratic capitalism, and the United States now struggles with the question of how to engage this hybrid authoritarian-capitalist state in the post-Cold War world. 

Signals of weakness lead to Chinese attack on Taiwan

Arthur Waldron, Professor of International Relations at the University of Pennsylvania, 2000, “Congressional Statement,” http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/congress/2000_hr/00-06-21waldron.htm
This is the danger we face with China. It is that a miscalculation of how successful a use of force will be, particularly if combined with misleading signals from Washington and what looks like American weakness, will lead Beijing to calculate that a “splendid little war” may in fact be possible—for example over Taiwan.  I am certain that an attack on Taiwan would lead to disaster for China. But there are those in Beijing who imagine that the US could be scared off and that a series of missile salvoes could bring the island down. Reality would be very different, of course. Taiwan would strike back; the US would become involved; China’s economy would collapse as exports to the United States suddenly stopped; unemployment would rise and with it unrest, for Beijing has a tacit agreement with its people assuring rising living standards in return for obedience. As the scale of the disaster became clear in China, political struggle would begin within the elite. When the dust finally cleared the achievements of the past thirty years would be gone in China, and her neighbors, thoroughly awake to their own danger, would be developing their own deterrent capabilities.  How can we prevent such a disaster? Here are some things the United   should do.  Rebalance our diplomacy. We need to move away from the current administration’s almost obsessive focus on China to deal with other states as well. We need to strengthen our political and military ties with other democratic states, and always put our allies first.  Make deterrence absolutely clear. This means speaking clearly and credibly. It was clear to me during the Taiwan election period that even this administration has learned something and the verbal signals, naval movements, and bits of news that came out, showed a far better concept of operations than four years ago when Lee Teng-hui was reelected and China fired missiles.

Chinese Appeasement DA 1NC
China-Taiwan war leads to Extinction
Ching Cheong, “No One Gains in War Over Taiwan”, 6-25-2000, Straits Times 

THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -horror of horrors -raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.

Independently of Taiwan – Chinese belligerence leads to nuclear war

C. Dale, Walton Lecturer in International Relations and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, 2007, “Geopolitics and the Great Powers in the 21st Century,” p. 49

Obviously, it is of vital importance to the United States that the PRC does not become the hegemon of Eastern Eurasia. As noted above, however, regardless of what Washington does, China's success in such an endeavor is not as easily attainable as pessimists might assume. The PRC appears to be on track to be a very great power indeed, but geopolitical conditions are not favorable for any Chinese effort to establish sole hegemony; a robust multipolar system should suffice to keep China in check, even with only minimal American intervention in local squabbles. The more worrisome danger is that Beijing will cooperate with a great power partner, establishing a very muscular axis. Such an entity would present a critical danger to the balance of power, thus both necessitating very active American intervention in Eastern Eurasia and creating the underlying conditions for a massive, and probably nuclear, great power war. Absent such a "super-threat," however, the demands on American leaders will be far more subtle: creating the conditions for Washington's gentle decline from playing the role of unipolar quasi-hegemon to being "merely" the greatest of the world's powers, while aiding in the creation of a healthy multipolar system that is not marked by close great power alliances.

Uniqueness – US Strong Now

US is perceived as strong now
Danielle Pletka, vice president for foreign policy studies @ AEI, 5-27-2010, “Obama Must Match Rhetoric, Reality,” http://www.aei.org/article/102106

For those of us afraid of U.S. retreat--particularly retreat rationalized by the failure of other countries to rally behind us (swimming with what Obama calls the "currents of cooperation")--the president counters himself with a rousing hurrah for strength at home and abroad. Obama is right that a nation that is weak domestically cannot loom large on the world stage. But he is also the president who has slashed defense programs, opposed military pay increases and set in motion a national borrowing spree so overwhelming that debt service will top defense outlays in two years. "At no time in human history," Obama said, "has a nation of diminished economic vitality maintained its military and political primacy." Bingo. The soothing music of international harmony will clearly be a broad theme behind the new NSS. But the president confuses allies with international organizations and leadership with cooperation. Neither is a substitute for the other--and our allies are increasingly at odds with this administration. Relations are strained with traditional friends in London, Paris and Berlin; and things aren't too hot with New Delhi, Tokyo or Seoul. Meanwhile, the pillars of the "international order" Obama seeks to build--the United Nations, the International Monetary Fund and the International Atomic Energy Commission, among others--have failed in epic fashion to address nuclear weapons in Iran and North Korea, genocide in Darfur, economic collapse in Europe and so on. At West Point, the president said, "We've always had the foresight to avoid acting alone"--as if choosiness kept us from fighting the wars of the 20th century without allies. But good taste doesn't forge alliances; leadership does. Sometimes leadership requires Washington to lead alone. One need not go as far as Bush to understand that we need a gear other than reverse when it comes to military engagement.
Obama widely perceived as strong now – presence is key

John Guardino, writer and analyst who focuses on political, military, and public-policy issues, 2010, “Obama’s Defense Budget,” The American Spectator, http://spectator.org/archives/2010/02/04/obamas-defense-budget

Historical perspective and contextual understanding also are required. Obama, remember, inherited two wars, an omnipresent terror threat, and the greatest military in the history of the world. So it is not surprising that as president, and as commander-in-chief, he hasn't simply and recklessly dismantled and disarmed the U.S. military.   Yet, that seems to be the ridiculous and ahistorical standard against which the media judge the president. And, of course, given this standard (or grading curve), the president looks like a stellar performer and a strong commander-in-chief.   Give Obama credit for not being reckless; he is not. If he were reckless, then he would have foolishly and precipitously withdrawn troops from Iraq and Afghanistan. Obama, however, has not done that; in fact, quite the opposite: He has sent tens upon thousands of more troops to Afghanistan and is adhering, essentially, to the Bush administration's deliberative, conditions-based plan for troop withdrawals from Iraq.   The president recognizes that a sudden and precipitous withdrawal from Iraq and Afghanistan would be an unmitigated national security disaster for the United States

Link – Presence
Forward deployed US forces are key to determining China over Taiwan

Admiral Jay L. Johnson, & General Charles C. Krulak,  8-17-2009, “Forward presence essential to American interests,” United States Navy, http://www.navy.mil/navydata/navy_legacy_hr.asp?id=274
Forward deployed U.S. forces, primarily naval expeditionary forces — the Navy-Marine Corps team — are vital to regional stability and to keeping these crises from escalating into full-scale wars. To those who argue that the United States can't afford to have this degree of vigilance anymore, we say: The United States can't afford not to. These brushfires, whether the result of long-standing ethnic tensions or resurgent nationalism in the wake of the Cold War will only continue. The Cold War was an anomaly. Never again will we live in a bipolar world whose nuclear shadow suppressed nationalism and ethnic tensions. We have, in some respects, reverted back to the world our ancestors knew: A world in disorder. Somalia, Bosnia, Liberia, Haiti, Rwanda, Iraq and the Taiwan Straits are merely examples of the types of continuing crises we now face. Some might call this period an age of chaos. The United States and the world cannot afford to allow any crisis to escalate into threats to the United States', and the world's, vital interests. And while the skies are not dark with smoke from these brushfires, today's world demands a new approach. The concepts of choice must be selective and committed engagement, unencumbered global operations and prompt crisis resolution. There is no better way to maintain and enforce these concepts than with the forward presence of the U.S. Navy-Marine Corps team.

There is no substitute for physical presence in preventing a belligerent China

Admiral Jay L. Johnson, & General Charles C. Krulak,  8-17-2009, “Forward presence essential to American interests,” United States Navy, http://www.navy.mil/navydata/navy_legacy_hr.asp?id=274
Prevent: The key to prevention is continuous presence in a region. This lets our friends know we have an interest and lets potential foes know that we're there to check any move. Both effects occur without any direct action taken. Although hard to measure, the psychological impact of naval expeditionary forces is undeniable. This regional presence underwrites political and economic stability. This is forward presence. Deter: Presence does not prevent every crisis. Some rogues are going to be tempted to strike no matter what the odds, and will require active measures to be deterred. When crises reach this threshold, there is no substitute for sustained actual presence. Naval expeditionary forces can quickly take on the role of the very visible fist. Friends and potential enemies recognize naval expeditionary forces as capable of defending or destroying. This visible fist, free from diplomatic and territorial constraints, forms the bedrock of regional deterrence. For example, the mere presence of naval expeditionary forces deterred Chinese attempts to derail the democratic process in Taiwan and countered Iraqi saber-rattling toward Jordan. It's hard to quantify the cost savings of deterring a crisis before it requires our intervention. But the savings are real — in dollars, and often in blood and human misery.

The unilateral nature of the plan encourages belligerence and signals US weakness
James Thomason, Senior Analyst in the Strategy, Forces and Resources Division @ Institute for Defense, 2002, “Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD Volume I: Main Report,” Institute for Defense Analyses, IDA Paper P-3707, July 

Indeed, the weight of the evidence suggests that the process—more than the magnitude—of change will evoke the most objections. Accordingly, if reductions in these regions are desired, we recommend giving considerable attention to the process of change as it relates to our friends and allies. Fundamental is to consult with an ally as the reduction decision is being made and as it is being implemented, in order to educate foreign experts and allow them to take ownership of the change. The painful memory that remains in Korea (whether or not it is accurate) of the Carter administration’s unilateral reduction is an example of why this is important. At the same time, consultations may provide the US valuable insights as to how to achieve policy goals. For example, one Korean advised, if the US wants to reduce US Forces Korea, the US and RoK should at least try to figure out how to obtain a reciprocal gesture from Kim Jong-Il. 
Link – Resolve
Failure to show strong commitment to Asian allies spurs Chinese belligerence

Ryan Mauro, Geopolitical Analyst, Global Politician, 5-7-2007, http://www.globalpolitician.com/22760-foreign-iraq

China’s rise in power would become inevitable and accelerated, as our Asian allies doubted our commitments, and would decide on appeasement and entering China’s sphere of influence, rather than relying upon America.  The new dynamics in Asia, with allies of America questioning our strength, would result in a nuclear arms race. Japan would have no option but to develop nuclear weapons (although she may do so regardless). Two scenarios would arise: China would dominate the Pacific and America’s status as a superpower would quickly recede, or there would be a region wide nuclear stalemate involving Burma, China, India, Pakistan, North Korea, South Korea, Japan, and possibly Taiwan and Australia.

Lack of clarity over resolve encourages Chinese miscalculation

National Interest 6-25-2010, “Withdrawal Dates,” pg. A7
The Journal believes that Gates’s response demonstrates “the Pentagon thinks it’s time to draw brighter lines around this kind of misbehavior.” This new stance should please our allies in Taiwan and Japan, who are getting worried about China’s growing military muscle. And “every country that uses the South China Sea’s busy shipping lanes” is probably breathing a bit easier as well. “The clearer the U.S. is in responding to Chinese military assertiveness,” opine the editors, “the less likely China will miscalculate and become an enemy.”

Signal of weakness triggers Chinese aggression

Zalmay Khalilzad, Professor @ Chicago, “Congage China,” 1995, RAND, http://www.rand.org/publications/IP/IP187/IP187.html 

Third, the United States should seek to strengthen its own relative capabilities and those of its friends in East Asia to deter possible Chinese aggression and deal effectively with a more powerful, potentially hostile China. China's military leaders are considering the possibility of a conflict with the United States. They recognize the overall superiority of the U.S. military but believe there are weaknesses that could be exploited while preventing the United States from bringing its full power to bear in case of a conflict over Taiwan. According to the Chinese, U.S. weaknesses include vulnerability of U.S. bases to missile attacks, heavy U.S. reliance on space, America's need to rapidly reinforce the region in times of conflict, susceptibility of U.S. cities to being held hostage, and America's sensitivity to casualties. According to the emerging Chinese doctrine, the local balance of power in the region will be decisive because in this new era wars are short and intense. In a possible Taiwan conflict China would seek to create a fait accompli, forcing the United States to risk major escalation and high levels of violence to reinstate the status quo ante. China might gamble that these risks would constrain the U.S. response. Such an approach by China would be extremely risky and could lead to a major war. Dealing with such possible challenges from China both in the near and long term requires many steps. Burden-sharing and enhanced ties with states in East and Southeast Asia will be important. New formal alliance relationships--which would be the central element of a containment strategy--are neither necessary nor practical at this time, but it would be prudent to take some preparatory steps to facilitate the formation of a new alliance or the establishment of new military bases should that become necessary. They would signal to China that any attempt on their part to seek regional hegemony would be costly. The steps we should take now in the region must include enhancing military-to-military relations between Japan and South Korea, encouraging increased political- military cooperation among the ASEAN states and resolving overlapping claims to the Spratly Islands and the South China Sea; fostering a Japanese-Russian rapprochement, including a settlement of the dispute over the "northern territories;" and enhancing military-to-military cooperation between the United States and the ASEAN states. These steps are important in themselves for deterrence and regional stability but they can also assist in shifting to a much tougher policy toward China should that become necessary.

Link – Troops

Troops are a key signal of strength
James Thomason, Senior Analyst in the Strategy, Forces and Resources Division @ Institute for Defense, 2002, “Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD Volume I: Main Report,” Institute for Defense Analyses, IDA Paper P-3707, July 

Richard Haass - Also writing in the mid-1990s, Richard Haass, then of the Brookings Institution, alluded explicitly to what he viewed as the use of US forces deployed and stationed forward in a deterrent role and, implicitly at least, to their value in that role [Haass, 1999]. Force is used every day [by the US] for deterrence; examples include maintaining strategic nuclear forces on some kind of alert, stationing large numbers of forces in Europe and Korea, and the US Navy sailing the high seas to signal US interests and a readiness to act on their behalf. [p. 20] Haass, like Dismukes, alluded to the importance of appropriate signaling behavior in successful deterrence:  The movement and use of military forces is obviously a critical component of a deterrent strategy. Forces can be positioned, deployed, and/or exercised to signal the existence of interests and the readiness to respond militarily if those interests are either threatened or attacked….Deterrence can be the purpose behind long-term deployments, such as the US military presence on the Korean Peninsula or in Europe since the end of World War II. 

Forward presence is key to successful coercion and bargaining – limits aggression
Michael A. Allen, Ph.D. Candidate in Political Science at SUNY-Binghamton, 2-15-2010, “Deploying Bases Abroad: An Empirical Assessment,” http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/3/1/3/6/9/p313697_index.html

The analysis within the Harkavy books suggest one initial hypothesis that would normally act as a control variable in other studies: distance. Given that the rival for the United States during the Cold War was on the other side of a globe encourages the United States to deploy bases that are far from its own territory and closer to the Soviet Union. This impetus is also bolstered by the traditional borders of the United States containing two oceans and having its two neighbors be strong and stable allies during the Cold War. As such, we would expect the following hypothesis:  Hypothesis 1: The further away a country is from the United States, the higher the likelihood the United States will deploy a base in its territory.  The proximity of a state to the United States is an attractive variable for defensive and offensive reasons. Defensively, it allows for the interception of forces prior to reaching the United States and force potential conflicts to remain distant. Offensively, it allows the United States to adequately project its military power into areas where conventional armies would normally require months to arrive. Having some semblance of a force already deployed within a distant region makes coercion in bargaining with other states more credible.

Presence is key to political influence – undergirds all other presence

James Thomason, Senior Analyst in the Strategy, Forces and Resources Division @ Institute for Defense, 2002, “Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD Volume I: Main Report,” Institute for Defense Analyses, IDA Paper P-3707, July 
In several studies conducted midway through the 1990s, Bradford Dismukes of the Center for Naval Analyses argued on behalf of a forward military presence posture over one centered in the United States and deployed only as needed [Dismukes, 1994]. “The posture of overseas presence is superior to one centered on forces in CONUS in capacity to support the objectives of the national strategy.” [p. 49] “CONUS forces are indeed influential, including in the deterrence of adversaries who know that forces overseas can be augmented by forces from CONUS…. But…that is not to say that CONUS-based forces would be as effective in either deterrence or military action as forces overseas.” [p. 38] “Military power is but one of many instruments available to US policy makers. The fact that what follows focuses on the manifestation of military power in the form of forces forward does not indicate that it is the leading instrument. It is not. In today’s world, primacy rests with the economic and political. But military power in the form of overseas presence is an essential component of US policy without which political and economic means of influence will not remain effective.”

Link – Perception of Weakness
Perception of weakness triggers an attack on Taiwan

John Steward, Congressman, 1998, “Proceedings of the Standing Senate Committee on Fisheries,” http://parl.gc.ca/36/1/parlbus/commbus/senate/com-e/fore-e/17ev-e.htm?Language=E&Parl=36&Ses=1&comm_id=8

The U.S. Defence Department has published a report that says that the views expressed by visiting Chinese officers and recent Chinese military publications indicate that Beijing holds a number of misconceptions that may cause political friction or military conflict with the U.S. The report argued that China's belief in the weakness of U.S. forces could contribute to a decision to attack Taiwan. The report noted that the problem has worsened despite unprecedented military contact between U.S. and Chinese forces.

If China perceives a lack of resolve they will attack Taiwan

James Woolsey, Former CIA Director, 2-12-1998, FDCH Congressional Testimony, Scholar
The one issue which might cause a major rupture between China and the United States is Taiwan. After we demonstrated weakness and vacillation for several years, I believe that the Chinese were genuinely surprised nearly two years ago when they launched ballistic missiles into the waters near Taiwan and the United States responded by sending two aircraft carriers. It is dangerous to give China reason to doubt our resolve, as we had done before that incident. Wars can result, and have resulted, from such miscalculations. Beijing must be quite clear that we insist that there be only a peaceful settlement of the Taiwan issue. Taiwan's healthy democracy is, in a sense, an affront to the dictators in Beijing, and the affront will be doubly galling to Beijing if China begins to have severe economic problems and Taiwan continues to prosper. Taiwan could thus easily become the focus for the nationalistic fervor which Chinese leaders may be tempted to stir up in order to distract the Chinese people from political oppression and economic disruption. A Chinese invasion of Taiwan itself is not militarily feasible for many years, but the seizure of one or more of the offshore islands, such as Quemoy, or a ballistic missile attack against key targets on Taiwan using conventional warheads with high accuracy (e.g. by using GPS guidance) could bring us into a serious military confrontation with China.

Only perception of US strength prevents Chinese domination of Asia

Des Moore, Director of the Institute for Private Enterprise, 2002, Australian Financial Review, Scholar
The visit by US President George W. Bush to China went off well but did nothing to reduce the reason why China, though not our present or inevitable future adversary, looms large in considerations of Australia's future security. Not basically because of Taiwan (the subject of two recent conferences in Australia), nor because China is in "our region", but because it is a great power now - and could be a superpower tomorrow. To become the world's hegemon requires of a country that it be Eurasia's dominant landpower and the world's dominant sea, air and space power. So the USA can never be the world's hegemon. But China could. That day, if it ever comes, is a very long way off. In the meantime, China is bound to cause quite enough problems to be getting on with. That is not because China is a revolutionary State, though it once was, and though its still being a one-party State doesn't help. Rather, it is because the larger and more powerful you are, the more you are able to impose your will on others. And what China now wants is unfettered primacy in what it regards as its rightful area of influence North East and South-East Asia and surrounding seas. Within that area, China's old foe, Japan, is the only serious obstacle to its hegemony; and Japan has self-imposed limitations, both economic and military. So only the US, outside the area but with many and large interests and armed forces within it, stands in the way. That is why China, alone in the area (apart from North Korea), wants the US military presence removed; and also why all the other countries want the US to remain to reassure them that they do not need to give in to Chinese overt or covert intimidation. China, say some, wants to enjoy growing influence abroad without being blocked by the US, while the US wants China not to dominate Asia. But the only way to stop China almost effortlessly dominating Asia is by the US blocking it.

Link – Commitment From The US Towards Asia
Strong presence is key to deterring Chinese aggression

Ralph A. Cossa et al, President of the Pacific Forum @ CSIS, Brad Glosserman, Michael A. McDevitt, Nirav Patel, James Przystup, Brad Roberts, 2009, “The United States and the Asia-Pacific Region: Security Strategy for the Obama Administration,” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA498204&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf

As China’s capabilities improve, so too have U.S. capabilities in the region. The United States is intent on maintaining the current advantages that allow it to shape China’s strategic choices and deter any potential aggression. As Thomas J. Christensen, former Deputy Assistant Secretary for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, noted, U.S. officials believe a “strong U.S. presence in Asia, backed by regional alliances and security partnerships, combined with a robust policy of diplomatic engagement, will help maximize the chance that China will make the right choices moving forward.” This “shaping” must be done transparently and in the context of a broader Asia-Pacific strategy that reassures allies and friends of Washington’s continued commitment to the region. 

US resolve is directly related to China’s choice to attack Taiwan

Robert S. Ross, Associate of John King Fairbank Center for East Asian Studies @ Harvard University, 2002, “Navigating the Taiwan Strait,” Scholar

The U.S.-China military balance undermines PRC confidence that it can deter U.S. intervention on behalf of Taiwan. But given U.S.-China asymmetric interests in Taiwan, the extended deterrence capability of the United States also depends on China’s assessment of U.S. resolve. Although U.S. security interests in Taiwan are limited to reputation interests, China has enough respect for U.S. resolve that U.S.-China asymmetric interests do not appreciatively enhance China’s confidence that it can use force without it leading to U.S. intervention. Chinese civilian and military analysts understand that U.S. domestic politics increases the likelihood of U.S. intervention in defense of Taiwan. Domestic political opposition toward China and political support for Taiwan in the United States are at their highest levels since the late 1960s. U.S. domestic politics has encouraged the growth in U.S. arms sales to Taiwan since the early 1990s, and it will constrain the administration’s options during a mainland- Taiwan conflict. Chinese military and civilian analysts also grasp the extent of Washington’s strategic commitment to Taiwan. They acknowledge that the March 1996 deployment of two U.S. carriers was a “strong military signal” of U.S. readiness to intervene in a possible war over Taiwan.58 Moreover, the carrier deployment firmly coupled the U.S. commitment to defend Taiwan with the credibility of its security commitments to its allies in East Asia. Since then, Chinese leaders have assumed that a war with Taiwan means a war with the United States. As one observer has noted, “What many, many people realize is that the effectiveness of [U.S.] deterrence . . . must markedly exceed that of 1996, so that the likelihood of U.S. military intervention is even more notable, with a likely corresponding escalation in the deterrence dynamics.”59 Another analyst has warned that the possibility of U.S. intervention means that any Chinese action could encounter “unexpectedly serious consequences.”60 Chinese analysts also realize that because of its superiority in long-range, high-accuracy weaponry, the United States can wage war while remaining out of range of enemy forces. Moreover, it can use precision-guided munitions to target leadership command-and-control centers to shorten the war and further reduce casualties. Chinese studies of the 1991 Gulf War conclude that highaccuracy, long-range weaponry was the decisive factor in the U.S. victory. One Chinese military analyst, summing up the impact of high technology on warfare, has argued that “whoever possesses the newest knowledge and technology can thus grab the initiative in military combat and also possess the ‘killer weapon’ to vanquish the enemy.” Moreover, Chinese analysts recognize that the development by the United Sates of increasingly sophisticated unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) will enable U.S. forces to carry out these missions while further reducing their vulnerability to enemy forces.61 Thus the ability of the United States to wage war with minimal casualties contributes to the credibility of its extended deterrence commitments. 

Link – Japan

Strong presence is key to hedge against China rise

Robert Kagan, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund, August-September 2007, “End of Dreams, Return of History,” Hoover Policy Review, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html

If anything, the most notable balancing over the past decade has been aimed not at the American superpower but at the two large powers: China and Russia. In Asia and the Pacific, Japan, Australia, and even South Korea and the nations of Southeast Asia have all engaged in “hedging” against a rising China. This has led them to seek closer relations with Washington, especially in the case of Japan and Australia. India has also drawn closer to the United States and is clearly engaged in balancing against China. Russia ’s efforts to increase its influence over what it regards as its “near abroad,” meanwhile, have produced tensions and negative reactions in the Baltics and other parts of Eastern Europe. Because these nations are now members of the European Union, this has also complicated eu-Russian relations. On balance, traditional allies of the United States in East Asia and in Europe, while their publics may be more anti-American than in the past, nevertheless pursue policies that reflect more concern about the powerful states in their midst than about the United States. 12 This has provided a cushion against hostile public opinion and offers a foundation on which to strengthen American relations with these countries after the departure of Bush.

U.S. Military Presence in Asia Prevents East Asian Instability 

Thomas Christensen, Professor of Politics at MIT, 1999, International Security, vol 23, no 4, Scholar
If security dilemma theory is applied to East Asia, the chance for spirals of tension in the area seems great, particularly in the absence of a U.S. military presence in the region. The theory states that, in an uncertain and anarchic international system, mistrust between two or more potential adversaries can lead each side to take precautionary and defensively motivated measures that are perceived as offensive threats. This can lead to countermeasures in kind, thus ratcheting up regional tensions, reducing security, and creating self-fulfilling prophecies about the danger of one's security environment. If we look at the variables that might fuel security dilemma dynamics, East Asia appears quite dangerous. From a standard realist perspective, not only could dramatic and unpredictable changes in the distribution of capabilities in East Asia increase uncertainty and mistrust, but the importance of sea‑lanes and secure energy supplies to almost all regional actors could encourage a desta​bilizing competition to develop power‑projection capabilities on the seas and in the skies. Because they are perceived as offensive threats, power‑projection forces are more likely to spark spirals of tension than weapons that can defend only a nation's homeland. Perhaps even more important in East Asia than these more commonly considered variables are psychological factors (such as the historically based mistrust and animosity among regional actors) and political geography issues relating to the Taiwan question, which make even defensive weapons in the region appear threatening to Chinese security. One way to ameliorate security dilemmas and prevent spirals of tension is to have an outside arbiter play a policing role, lessening the perceived need for regional actors to begin destabilizing security competitions. For this reason, most scholars, regardless of theoretical persuasion, seem to agree with U.S. officials and local leaders that a major factor in containing potential tensions in East Asia is the continuing presence of the U.S. military, particularly in Japan. 

Link – South Korea

Withdrawal from South Korea emboldens China – encourages adventurism

Stephen J. Kim, M.D.. Education. M.D., John Hopkins University; B.S., Duke University, 2006, “Alternative Proliferation And Alliance Futures In East Asia”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA451273&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf 

But what about alternative futures we do not want to see in 2025? It is easier to be a pessimist because one has selective recourse to the data of history. One remains anxious as to whether the lure of past glory and regional predominance tugs at the heart of Chinese or Japanese leaders. In their long histories, China has rarely been democratic; Japan has rarely been pacifistic; Korea has rarely been unhindered by great power conflicts. The withdrawal of U.S. forces that would accompany the abrogation of our treaty and alliance commitments in East Asia would likely harbinger a future reeking with the unpleasantness and chauvinism of East Asia’s past. Rather than serving as a rally point for reform and genuine opening of the society, the 2008 Beijing Olympic games could be used as a bugle for Chinese nationalism. If the United States and China fail to reach a clear understanding about nuclear proliferation, the withdrawal of U.S. forces from South Korea and Japan will only embolden a confident and assertive China. Chinese nationalists will want to throw their weight around East Asia. In this environment, I believe that as soon as China achieves domestic stability, it will try to penetrate culturally into neighboring countries. The Chin, Sui, Tang, and Qing dynasties were not exceptions. As soon as it feels that it has achieved its original target for economic reforms, and buttressed by its confident nationalistic impulses, China is likely to claim, at a minimum, its regional power hegemony in East Asia.9 The next generation of Chinese nationalist leaders suffers little in confidence, panache, or assertiveness. 

Forward deployment is the only way to make conventional deterrence credible

Michael S. Gerson, Research analyst @ Center for Naval Analyses, a federally funded research center, where he focuses on deterrence, nuclear strategy, counterproliferation, and arms control, Autumn 2009, “Conventional Deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age,” Parameters

Conventional deterrence also plays an important role in preventing nonnuclear aggression by nuclear-armed regimes. Regional nuclear proliferation may not only increase the chances for the use of nuclear weapons, but, equally important, the possibility of conventional aggression. The potential for conventional conflict under the shadow of mutual nuclear deterrence was a perennial concern throughout the Cold War, and that scenario is still relevant. A nuclear-armed adversary may be emboldened to use conventional force against US friends and allies, or to sponsor terrorism, in the belief that its nuclear capabilities give it an effective deterrent against US retaliation or intervention.15 For example, a regime might calculate that it could undertake conventional aggression against a neighbor and, after achieving a relatively quick victory, issue implicit or explicit nuclear threats in the expectation that the United States (and perhaps coalition partners) would choose not to get involved.  In this context, conventional deterrence can be an important mechanism to limit options for regional aggression below the nuclear threshold. By deploying robust conventional forces in and around the theater of potential conflict, the United States can credibly signal that it can respond to conventional aggression at the outset, and therefore the opponent cannot hope to simultaneously achieve a quick conventional victory and use nuclear threats to deter US involvement. Moreover, if the United States can convince an opponent that US forces will be engaged at the beginning of hostilities—and will therefore incur the human and financial costs of war from the start—it can help persuade opponents that the United States would be highly resolved to fight even in the face of nuclear threats because American blood and treasure would have already been expended.16 Similar to the Cold War, the deployment of conventional power in the region, combined with significant nuclear capabilities and escalation dominance, can help prevent regimes from believing that nuclear possession provides opportunities for conventional aggression and coercion.
AT: Link Turn

No risk of a turn – strategic posturing is zero-sum not positive-sum – hard-power key

Ian Bremmer, President of the Eurasia Group, 8-2010, “Gathering Storm: America and China in 2020,” http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/articles/2010-JulyAugust/full-Bremmer-JA-2010.html

To address the issue of diverging interests, U.S. officials must first accept that there is a problem. Washington continues to behave as though Beijing resists calls for greater international burden-sharing only because China’s developing economy is not yet ready—and that once it reaches some undefined point of maturity, Chinese leadership will see the virtue of partnering with Washington on projects that bring stability to international politics and the global economy. This assumption is grounded in the view that U.S.-Chinese relations remain positive-sum, that developments that benefit one will generally benefit the other.  Over the longer term that may be true, and Washington is wise to continue to seek closer economic integration with China, to formalize the strategic dialogue between the two sides, and to try to work toward eventual realization of a G-2 model of cooperation. But between now and 2020, Washington and Beijing will have to grapple with the fact that China’s decoupling, the friction generated by the collision of free-market and state capitalism, and competition for scarce resources will push the two sides toward confrontation. Beijing recognizes this change. Washington apparently does not.  If China and America are to coexist with a minimum of conflict in 2020, U.S. policymakers should separate the positive-sum and zero-sum elements of the relationship. Where the two sides’ interests coincide, U.S. officials should work to ensure that American economic power, political influence, and military might remain as valuable as possible for the next stage of China’s development. 
The risks of playing it soft outweigh any possible benefit in the strategic relationship
Aaron Friedberg, Professor of Int’l Affairs @ Princeton, 2000, “Asian Allies: True Strategic Partners,” Present Dangers: Crisis & Opportunity in American Foreign & Defense Policy

Many Western experts have warned that the United States can “turn China into an enemy” by treating it like one. This bit of strate​gic folk wisdom contains a kernel of truth, but it is less profound, and less helpful as a guide to policy than it is sometimes made to seem. As has already been suggested, China may become an enemy, even if the United States treats it like a friend. Nor is it clear in the present situation exactly which U.S. actions would be regarded as provocative or what their full effects might be. Chinese officials regularly warn of dire consequences if the United States and its allies proceed in certain ways. Some of this rhetoric may in fact give a clear indication of China’s intended response, but some of it is merely deterrent bluff. In any case, there will inevitably be some steps that the United States needs to take to bolster its own strategic position in Asia, even at the risk of arousing the ire of the present Chinese leadership. If the United States makes preserving cordial relations with China (or even maintaining “stability”) the premier aim of its Asia policy, it will have effectively given Beijing a veto over everything it does in the region. The dangers of acting in an overly provocative fashion have received a great deal of attention in recent years from American decision-makers. But there is another danger as well: If the United States appears unduly passive or detached, if it fails to respond adequately to Chinese initiatives, or appears excessively sensitive and responsive to criticism from Beijing, it may set in motion forces that could serve in the long run to undermine its geopolitical posi​tion. Unlike China, the United States is not an Asian power by virtue of geography but rather as the result of a deliberate exer​cise of political determination. And so—although their urgency and plausibility may ebb and flow—there will always be questions about the willingness and ability of the United States to remain engaged in Asia. China, by contrast, is not going anywhere, and everyone in the region knows it. This fact could be a major advan​tage to the United States, because a distant great power is likely to appear less threatening to weaker states, and more desirable as a strategic partner, than one that it is close by. But this difference could also be turned into a significant liability for the United States by Chinese strategists intent on displacing it. They might try to fuel doubts about American reliability and staying power, perhaps by staging tests of resolve from which they expect Washington to back down, or by developing military capabilities that strain the American will and ability to respond, or, more subtly by luring the U.S. into expressions of amity and deference that seem to suggest acknowledgment of China’s growing strength. In responding to such stratagems, the United States will have to act in ways intended to convince its current and potential allies, as well as the Chinese themselves, of its seriousness and steadiness of purpose.
Taiwan Internal Link – Perception of Weakness

Actual military effectiveness is irrelevant – perceived lack of resolve triggers a Chinse attack on Taiwan

Thomas Christensen, Professor of Politics @ Princeton, 4-2001, “Posing problems without catching up,” International Security

China is also working to develop antistealth and antisatellite capabilities. Even if the Chinese programs have only limited effect against more technologically advanced foes, they may still pose a future security challenge to Taiwan and the United States. If Beijing elites believe that they are in a protracted war of wills over an issue that they care about much more than do the Americans, such as Taiwan, those elites might still be emboldened by the perceived capability--however limited--to increase costs to American and Taiwanese forces and to reduce costs to mainland assets in such a struggle. This problem is only exacerbated by any perceptions that Chinese elites might have about America's supposed limited willingness to fight such protracted wars and to suffer casualties. Implications and Prescriptions for U.S. Strategy If the analysis above is correct, preventing war across the Taiwan Strait and between the United States and China is much more difficult than a straightforward net assessment of relative military power in the region might suggest. To deter China from launching attacks against Taiwan and escalating crises and conflicts by attacking American assets in the region, the United States must do more than demonstrate an ability to prevail militarily in a conflict; it must also demonstrate American resolve and, perhaps, the ability to protect its forces not only from defeat but also from significant harm.

This dynamic is specifically true in East Asia

Mackenzie Eaglen, Research fellow for National Security Studies @ Heritage, 2009, “How to Dismantle a Military Superpower,” Defense News, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4275078

As militaries expand and modernize, the probability of miscalculation grows. Military weakness, real or perceived, encourages enemies to act. Threats to the global system of trade (which rests on the foundation of the U.S.-led security structure) would increase. This delicate system would become more vulnerable to attempts to disrupt access to vital resources. Weakness opens the opportunity for hostile powers to more likely dominate East Asia, Europe or the Persian Gulf. 

The plan’s signal of weakness collapses any hope of cross-strait peace

Matt Continetti, 2008, The Weekly Standard, pg. B2
Taiwan president Ma Ying-Jeou took office last May, pledging to improve relations between Taiwan and China while protecting his democracy's sovereignty. To that end, in recent months the two countries have resumed cross-strait talks, allowed direct flights between the mainland and Taipei, and pursued further economic integration.  Yet Ma also understands that he must negotiate from a position of strength. For the United States to renege on its commitments would weaken Ma's hand at a critical time. After all, his government is only a few months old and Beijing is no doubt searching for weaknesses. American self-doubt and lack of follow through--in effect, a lack of American resolve and confidence in Ma's government--may lead Chinese policymakers to think that they can act provocatively.  Beijing has already gotten away with a lot. China is a rising autocratic power that has suffered no consequences for its gross human rights violations and support for rogue regimes. The military buildup on the Chinese side of the Taiwan Strait continues uninterrupted. There are now more than a thousand Chinese missiles pointed at Taiwan. In the last decade the Chinese have deployed more than 300 advanced aircraft across the Strait. China has five ongoing submarine programs. A massive, underground nuclear submarine base was recently detected on Hainan Island.  China has reasons for its buildup. It is meant, among other things, to deter unilateral declarations of Taiwanese independence. The authors of the Defense Department's 2008 report on Chinese military power wrote, the &quot;ongoing deployment of short-range ballistic missiles, enhanced amphibious warfare capabilities, and modern, long-range anti-air systems opposite Taiwan are reminders of Beijing's unwillingness to renounce the use of force.&quot; The greater the military imbalance between China and Taiwan, the more likely China is to use military force in a cross-strait dispute. This is another reason the deal is necessary. Taiwan requires arms to serve as a deterrent against the mainland.
Taiwan Impact – Nuclear War

China-Taiwan war is the most probable impact
Columbia University Press, 2005, “Dangerous Strait,” http://cup.columbia.edu/book/978-0-231-13564-1/dangerous-strait

Today the most dangerous place on earth is arguably the Taiwan Strait, where a war between the United States and China could erupt out of miscalculation, misunderstanding, or accident. How and to what degree Taiwan pursues its own national identity will have profound ramifications in its relationship with China as well as in relations between China and the United States.  Events late in 2004 demonstrated the volatility of the situation, as Taiwan's legislative elections unexpectedly preserved a slim majority for supporters of closer relations with China. Beijing, nevertheless, threatened to pass an anti-secession law, apt to revitalize pro-independence forces in Taiwan—and make war more likely. Taking change as a central theme, these essays by prominent scholars and practitioners in the arena of U.S.-Taiwan-Chinese relations combine historical context with timely analysis of an accelerating crisis. The book clarifies historical developments, examines myths about past and present policies, and assesses issues facing contemporary policymakers. Moving beyond simplistic explanations that dominate discussion about the U.S.-Taiwan-China relationship, Dangerous Strait challenges common wisdom and approaches the political, economic, and strategic aspects of the cross-Strait situation anew. The result is a collection that provides fresh and much-needed insights into a complex problem and examines the ways in which catastrophe can be avoided. 

US will be drawn in – turns the case because requires more presence in response
Robert E Kelly, Assistant Professor, Department of Political Science & Diplomacy, Pusan National University, 12-18-2009, “Should the US Pull Out of South Korea (2): No,” Asian Security Blog, http://asiansecurityblog.wordpress.com/2009/12/18/should-the-us-pull-out-of-south-korea-2-no/
If we leave, everyone in Asia will read it as a sign that we are weak and that we are leaving Asia generally. Yes, this is the credibility argument straight out of the Vietnam, Iraq, and Afghanistan debates. But the world sees US power today as wavering; we are the tottering giant, especially in Asia. If we leave during the GWoT, that image will be confirmed, and the Chinese will push hard in Asia. A US departure will touch off an arms race as regional uncertainty rises. Asia is not where Europe or Latin America are in terms of regional amity. The US presence is more needed in this region, and it earns the US the friendship of the local democracies. It is hard to see how a spiraling arms race, as Japan and China openly start competing for regional leadership, plus perhaps India and China, would help the US. The US could very well be pulled back in later. A US departure from Korea (and Japan next?) will be read as a clear victory for China in the Sino-US regional competition.

Conflict draws in the US and goes nuclear

Brad Roberts, PhD, Inst. For Defense Analysis, Ashley J. Tellis, senior associate @ Carnegie, and Michael Swaine, China expert @ Carnegie, 1-26-2005, “The Nuclear Dimension of a Taiwan Crisis,” Carnegie Endowment, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/events/?fa=eventDetail&id=740
With U.S. credibility as a security guarantor on the line and with potentially strong domestic pressure for the U.S. to retaliate, the willingness of U.S. leadership to counter a Chinese nuclear attack could be higher than what Beijing might expect.  But the surprises and miscalculations might not all be on China’s side. The United States may be surprised by China’s willingness to demonstrate its resolve and pay a high price by prolonging and exploiting the crisis situation. The United States might also be caught off-guard by China’s likely perception of an American attack on its command-control capacity as an assault on the regime itself. Finally, the U.S. may also miscalculate by discounting Taiwan as an independent actor, which could undertake its own acts of escalation or even choose to quit the conflict even as the U.S. seeks to continue.  Roberts concluded his remarks by noting that the actual risks of a war across the Taiwan Strait, the risks of a nuclear escalation in such a war, and the risks of tit-for-tat nuclear exchange in such a war may all, as conventional wisdom holds, be low. But Taiwan remains one of the very few flashpoints between two important powers that may have a potential nuclear dimension. Ultimately, this fact, along with the very real possibilities of miscalculations and unexpected behavior, underscores the importance of further.
Taiwan Impact – Magnifier Mechanics

Taiwan war goes nuclear

Jay Taylor, Former Dir of State Dept Analysis, 2002, “Bush Scraps China Policy of Six Presidents,” LA Times
They could be wrong, however. At some point, the Chinese people could feel so strongly about what they would see as the final violation of the unity of China that they would be willing to go to war. The revisionists, and those in the upper echelon of the Bush administration who apparently support them, notably Vice President Dick Cheney and Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld, no doubt have thought this war scenario through. They realize that with only 2% of the mainland's population, no matter how many F-16s, submarines, or anti-missile missiles we sell Taiwan, the island would not likely prevail in a prolonged conflict with China. A Chinese blockade, which few nations would challenge, could quickly devastate the Taiwan economy. Furthermore, the hawks understand that if the United States intervened in such a conflict, regardless of how many thousands of smart bombs it rained down on the mainland, China might outlast the patience of the American people.     That brings up the administration's Nuclear Posture Review, which, for the first time, declared that the deployment of U.S. nuclear weapons should take into account the possibility of a  nuclear war with China  "over  Taiwan. " In other words, to maintain a potential strategic offshore base for use in a hypothetical conflict with China, we may have to fight a nuclear war with China. This would be "a self-fulfilling prophecy" of biblical proportions. 

 

It’s the most likely scenario

Chalmers Johnson, President of the Japan Policy Research Institute, 5-14-2001, “Time to Bring the Troops Home,” The Nation, http://www.thenation.com/doc.mhtml?i=20010514&c=1&s=johnson

China is another matter. No sane figure in the Pentagon wants a war with China, and all serious US militarists know that China's minuscule nuclear capacity is not offensive but a deterrent against the overwhelming US power arrayed against it (twenty archaic Chinese warheads versus more than 7,000 US warheads). Taiwan, whose status constitutes the still incomplete last act of the Chinese civil war, remains the most dangerous place on earth. Much as the 1914 assassination of the Austrian crown prince in Sarajevo led to a war that no one wanted, a misstep in Taiwan by any side could bring the United Statesand China into a conflict that neither wants. Such a war would bankrupt the United States, deeply divide Japan and probably end in a Chinese victory, given that China is the world's most populous country and would be defending itself against a foreign aggressor. More seriously, it could easily escalate into a nuclear holocaust.

Impossible to control China-Taiwan escalation
Michael D. Swaine, Senior Associate and Co-Director of the China Program @ Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2004, “Trouble in Taiwan”, Foreign Affairs, Scholar
A war with China over Taiwan would, of course, be far more dangerous than any of the United States' post-Cold War operations. Although not a match for the United States, China is nonetheless a continental power with very large conventional ground, naval, and air forces, as well as a nuclear weapons arsenal capable of reaching any target in the United States and beyond. Taiwan's proximity to China, the difficulty involved in interdicting Chinese attacks without directly striking the Chinese mainland, and the historical inclination of both sides to display resolve in a crisis through decisive -- and sometimes rapid -- military action suggest that escalation might prove extremely difficult to control.

Modernization Internal Link

Concessions to China encourage a belligerent response

Robert Pfaltzgraff, Professor of Int’l Security, 2009, “China-US Strategic Stability”, Scholar
I conclude on the note that the dynamics of the China-U.S. strategic relationship as I have outlined it are such that we should obviously seek to avoid crisis miscalculation and do what we can to control escalation should we ever face a political-military crisis in which China will attempt to shape U.S. responses by working to ensure and exploit U.S. vulnerabilities. For the United States strategic stability can best be enhanced by reducing vulnerabilities, including a strategic nuclear posture that includes deterrence by denial.  Therefore, deterrence of China has both offensive and defensive elements. We will need to take seriously China’s perception of its growing nuclear weapons capability as tools of military power and political intimidation regardless of whether this is China’s motivation for such modernization or if this is the consequence of China’s military modernization.  This also means rejection of a mutual vulnerability relationship with China in the mistaken belief that this will lead China to forego modernization options. In fact, if my analysis is correct, we will only encourage China to exploit those vulnerabilities that we are perpetuating, having therefore the reverse of the intended effect. Instead, we should work to reduce U.S. vulnerabilities. Specifically, this would mean placing greater emphasis on missile defense; reinforcing extended deterrence to allies, especially Japan; and the continued U.S. ability to project power into the Asia-Pacific area – in order to enhance stability in what will be a dynamic and changing security setting in the years ahead.  Not only is strategic stability not served by offering China an assurance that the United States accepts mutual vulnerability as the basis for the strategic relationship. To the contrary, such an assurance could have the reverse effect contributing to miscalculation and undesirable crisis escalation – the opposite of the definitions of stability set forth at the beginning of my presentation.

Weakness invites challenges – prevents international credibility

John R. Bolton, Former U.S. ambassador to the United Nations, 10-18-2009, “The danger of Obama's dithering,” Los Angeles Times, http://articles.latimes.com/2009/oct/18/opinion/oe-bolton18

Weakness in American foreign policy in one region often invites challenges elsewhere, because our adversaries carefully follow diminished American resolve. Similarly, presidential indecisiveness, whether because of uncertainty or internal political struggles, signals that the United States may not respond to international challenges in clear and coherent ways.  Taken together, weakness and indecisiveness have proved historically to be a toxic combination for America's global interests. That is exactly the combinaton we now see under President Obama. If anything, his receiving the Nobel Peace Prize only underlines the problem. All of Obama's campaign and inaugural talk about "extending an open hand" and "engagement," especially the multilateral variety, isn't exactly unfolding according to plan. Entirely predictably, we see more clearly every day that diplomacy is not a policy but only a technique. Absent presidential leadership, which at a minimum means clear policy direction and persistence in the face of criticism and adversity, engagement simply embodies weakness and indecision. 

Modernization Impact – Asian Instability

Chinese nuclear modernization leads to regional instability

Phillip Saunders, Fellow @ Monterrey Institute for Int’l Studies and Jing-Dong Yuan, Fellow @ Monterrey as well, 1999, China’s Strategic Force Modernization, Monterey Institute, Scholar

A doctrinal shift from minimal deterrence to limited deterrence would call China’s NFU pledge into question. The associated build up of Chinese nuclear missile forces, coupled with a US-Russian START III build-down, would move China closer to numerical parity. This could have two contradictory consequences. China’s two-decade free ride on superpower nuclear weapons reductions might end, as in- ternational pressure mounted for China to par- ticipate in the global nuclear disarmament process. However, the United States and Russia might reconsider further reductions in their strategic nuclear arsenals, especially if China refused to make reductions in its arsenal. A shift in Chinese nuclear doctrine would proba- bly be interpreted by the United States as evi- dence of Chinese hostility, which would worsen relations and undermine regional stability.

Asian conflict escalates to global nuclear war

Paul Dibb, Professor @ Australian National University, 2001, “Strategic Trends: Asia at a Crossroads,” Naval War College Review, Winter, Proquest
The areas of maximum danger and instability in the world today are in Asia, followed by the Middle East and parts of the former Soviet Union. The strategic situation in Asia is more uncertain and potentially threatening than anywhere in Europe. Unlike in Europe, it is possible to envisage war in Asia involving the major powers: remnants of Cold War ideological confrontation still exist across the Taiwan Straits and on the Korean Peninsula; India and Pakistan have nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles, and these two countries are more confrontational than at any time since the early 1970s; in Southeast Asia, Indonesia-which is the world's fourth-largest country-faces a highly uncertain future that could lead to its breakup. The Asia-Pacific region spends more on defense (about $150 billion a year) than any other part of the world except the United States and Nato Europe. China and Japan are amongst the top four or five global military spenders. Asia also has more nuclear powers than any other region of the world.  Asia's security is at a crossroads: the region could go in the direction of peace and cooperation, or it could slide into confrontation and military conflict. There are positive tendencies, including the resurgence of economic growth and the spread of democracy, which would encourage an optimistic view. But there are a number of negative tendencies that must be of serious concern. There are deep-seated historical, territorial, ideological, and religious differences in Asia. Also, the region has no history of successful multilateral security cooperation or arms control. Such multilateral institutions as the Association of Southeast Asian Nations and the ASEAN Regional Forum have shown themselves to be ineffective when confronted with major crises.

Asian war goes nuclear

Michael May, emeritus research professor at Stanford, former co-director of the Center for International Security and Cooperation, representative on the Threshold Test Ban Treaty Negotiating Team in Moscow in 1974, 1997, Washington Quarterly, Summer
The unpalatable facts, to Europeans and North Americans, are that Asia has about half of the world's people, that it is growing faster than other parts of the world, and that, by mid-century, it will probably have more than half the population of the developed world and more than half of its money. Energy consumption, economic influence, and military power will be distributed in proportion. That is the rosy scenario. The dark scenario is that of a war that would, in all likelihood -- because nuclear weapons can be procured and deployed by any of these countries at a fraction of the cost of peaceful development --leave most of the civilized world devastated.

Modernization Impact – Proliferation

Chinese modernization tanks global non-proliferation regimes

Jing-Dong Yuan, PhD, Senior Research Associate @ EANP, 2003, “Chinese Response to U.S. Missile Defenses,” Nonproliferation Review, Scholar

The fallout of Chinese responses discussed above could be severe in several respects and could well affect regional security and stability, global arms control and disarmament, and potential misperception of strategic intents between China and the United States. In the first instance, the expansion of China's nuclear arsenals could cause India to respond; India's nuclear armament in turn could trigger Pakistani reactions. The end result could be greater nuclear weapons and missile proliferation in China and South Asia.'" In addition, the growth of the Chinese nuclear missile force could undermine the credibility of U.S. extended deterrence over Japan and, coupled with the uncertainty over North Korea's nuclear programs, could impel Tokyo to reconsider its own nuclear policy. :54  The U.S. decision to deploy missile defenses could potentially bring the global arms control process to a complete halt. Beijing has warned that U.S. missile defense plans could derail Chinese nonproliferation commitment with the West, reversing the progress made in the last two decades.'" Ambassador Sha once observed; The NMD program... is designed to gain unilateral strategic superiority by building U.S. security on the insecurity of others. This will undercut the basis for its cooperation with relevant countries. I low can you expect progress in I the] arms control field while you yourself are developing NMD at full speed? It's just wishful thinking.

Modernization prevents Chinese cooperation on non-proliferation
Hui Zhang, Research Fellow, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, 2000, “How US Missile Defense Plans Affect China’s Nuclear Arms Control Policies: A Chinese Perspective,” http://www.reachingcriticalwill.org/legal/nwc/mon2china.html

Moreover, a redoubled Chinese nuclear modernization effort could raise calls in China for carrying out additional nuclear tests to perfect modernized weapon designs. While such tests are barred by the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty — another key element of the global regime limiting the spread of nuclear weapons — that treaty has never entered into force, the United States has refused to ratify it, and the United States would be withdrawing from or violating the ABM Treaty to build an NMD. In that situation, China might feel well within its rights to carry out prohibited tests in response. At the same time, with the United States carrying out an action that threatened China, China might well decide to stop cooperation with the United States in other security areas — such as constraining its nuclear and missile exports, helping to convince North Korea to rein in its arms programs, and working to resolve nuclear issues in South Asia.

Chinese modernization collapses the global non-proliferation regime

Thomas E. Doyle, Department of Political Science at the University of California, 2009, “The moral implications for the subversion of the Nonproliferation Treaty regime,” Ethics and Global Politics
 Toward the end of the Bush Administration, Russia threatened to point missiles at Eastern Europe if the USA installed missile defense stations in the Czech Republic and Poland.59 The same report revealed that Russia also adjusted its public position on the use of preventive force to match the corresponding change in American doctrine. And to some extent the changes in American policy toward Taiwan has motivated the expansion and modernization of the Chinese submarine force, along with its capacity to project nuclear force with MIRV-d missiles (i.e. missiles that carry more than one independently directed nuclear warhead).60  These are changes in circumstances (as opposed to changes in status) that fundamentally alter the security context for Eastern European and East Asian countries. As with the problem of second-tier proliferation, insecure NPT states parties are unable to trust that the regime will look after their nuclear-related security interests. As Russia and China modernize their nuclear forces, and as they emphasize the non-legal character of their positive and negative security assurances (although China maintains a no-first-use policy), the affected Eastern European and East Asian states will experience greater pressure to acquire nuclear deterrent capabilities. If they do so, their rivals and neighbors will feel similar pressures, likely leading to a proliferation cascade that is consistent with the de factodissolution of the NPT regime.
Modernization Impact – Japan Rearm

Chinese modernization leads to Japanese rearmament
Phillip Saunders, Fellow @ Monterrey Institute for Int’l Studies and Jing-Dong Yuan, Fellow @ Monterrey as well, 1999, China’s Strategic Force Modernization, Monterey Institute, Scholar

Any significant expansion of China’s nu- clear force would have important implications for regional security dynamics. Some Japanese analysts would interpret China’s strategic mod- ernization as a threat, especially if it includes a shift to limited deterrence and an expansion in the number of MRBMs. The closing of the gap between Chinese nuclear missile forces and US military capabilities and the potential for nuclear exchanges in the western Pacific could cause Tokyo to question the credibility of extended deterrence and the US nuclear umbrella. This might lead Japan to make a greater commitment to theater missile defense and to reconsider its nuclear and ballistic missile options. This reas- sessment might also be triggered by an easing of tensions on the Korean peninsula, which might undercut the rationale for a forward-based US presence in Northeast Asia.

Japanese prolif destroys US and Japanese environmental efforts

Emma Chanlett-Avery, Specialist in Asian Affairs, and Mary Beth Nikitin, Analyst @ CRS, 2-19-2009, “Japan's Nuclear Future,” CRS, http://opencrs.com/document/RL34487/

If Japan decided to go nuclear, its international reputation as a principled advocate for non- proliferation would erode. Many observers say this would rule out Japan’s ambition of eventually holding a seat on the United Nations Security Council. Japan, of course, would bear the brunt of these consequences, but it could be harmful to U.S. interests as well. Japan is generally viewed overwhelmingly positively by the international community, and its support for U.S.-led international issues can lend credibility and legitimacy to efforts such as democracy promotion, peacekeeping missions, environmental cooperation, and multilateral defense exercises, to name a few. 

Tanks climate reform – all of Asian emissions are at risk

Jiji Press Ticker, 6-9-2007, “Japan to Take Over Difficult Task as Next G-8 Pres,” Scholar

"The world's emissions will not decrease if developing countries do not cooperate," a senior Japanese official says. "We have to overcome a split between the North and the South."  Kuniyuki Nishimura, leader of the Mitsubishi Research Institute's global warming research group, urges Japan to use its influence as a major nation in Asia in the lead-up to the next year's summit, which will be hosted by Japan.  "On a diplomatic front, whether Japan can win broad-based support from other Asian nations is the key," Nishimura says.

The impact to global warming is extinction
Ronnie Cummins, Int’l. Dir. @ Organic Consumers Association, and Will Allen, Policy Advisor @ Organic Consumers Association, “Climate Catastrophe: Surviving the 21st Century”, 2-14-2010, http://www.commondreams.org/view/2010/02/14-6
The hour is late. Leading climate scientists such as James Hansen are literally shouting at the top of their lungs that the world needs to reduce emissions by 20-40% as soon as possible, and 80-90% by the year 2050, if we are to avoid climate chaos, crop failures, endless wars, melting of the polar icecaps, and a disastrous rise in ocean levels. Either we radically reduce CO2 and carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e, which includes all GHGs, not just CO2) pollutants (currently at 390 parts per million and rising 2 ppm per year) to 350 ppm, including agriculture-derived methane and nitrous oxide pollution, or else survival for the present and future generations is in jeopardy. As scientists warned at Copenhagen, business as usual and a corresponding 7-8.6 degree Fahrenheit rise in global temperatures means that the carrying capacity of the Earth in 2100 will be reduced to one billion people. Under this hellish scenario, billions will die of thirst, cold, heat, disease, war, and starvation.  
Modernization Impact – CCP Collapse

Modernization leads to wealth disparities in China – threatens CCP collapse

Howard Krawitz, Senior Foreign Service Officer and Distinguished Visiting Research Fellow @ Institute for National Strategic Studies, 2003, “Modernizing China's Military: A High-Stakes Gamble?,” Strategic Forum, 204, December, Scholar
China’s accelerated push to modernize the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) raises two important questions: What impact will such change have upon the PLA image, status, and role in Chinese society? And how will Chinese military modernization affect the strategic interests and security concerns of the United States and China’s neighbors in the region?  Making the PLA into a more professional, technologically proficient force would certainly strengthen its capability to perform national defense, regional security, and other externally oriented missions more effectively. But modern- ization could also significantly change internal PLA demographics, resulting in a drastic alter- ation of the social contract that has tradition- ally existed between China’s military and civilian society.  The aftereffects of major changes in the historic social contract remain a large and potentially dangerous unknown. Conceivably, substantive change could create conditions leading to political competition between civil- ian and military authorities or wrangling over limited resources. It might promote within the PLA itself a rise in divisive issues similar to those now plaguing Chinese society in general as a result of two decades of uneven economic reform: intensified urban-rural distinctions, rifts between haves and have-nots, and increas- ing divisions between the educated and unedu- cated, the privileged and unprivileged. For the PLA parent entity, the Chinese Communist Party (CCP), modernization repre- sents a double-edged sword. It promises the party a more effective mechanism for main- taining domestic primacy and enhancing international prestige. Conversely, the modern- ization process could equally well create a military increasingly unwilling to be seen as a tool for enforcing party dicta or policing inter- nal security—in effect, working against party interests. 
Chinese instability leads to world war three
Tom Plate, Professor @ UCLA, 6-28-2003, Straits Times 

After all, having created a runaway economic elephant, will the Communist Party leaders be able to stay in the saddle? Before long, the Chinese middle class alone may approach the size of the entire population of America. It will want more freedom, not less - bet on it. But imagine a China disintegrating - on its own, without neo-conservative or Central Intelligence Agency prompting, much less outright military invasion - because the economy (against all predictions) suddenly collapses. That would knock Asia into chaos. A massive flood of refugees would head for Indonesia and other places with poor border controls, which don't want them and can't handle them; some in Japan might lick their lips at the prospect of World War II Revisited and look to annex a slice of China. That would send Singapore and Malaysia - once occupied by Japan - into nervous breakdowns. Meanwhile, India might make a grab for Tibet, and Pakistan for Kashmir. Then you can say hello to World War III, Asia-style. That's why wise policy encourages Chinese stability, security and economic growth - the very direction the White House now seems to prefer.

Resolve Impact

Our impact outweighs – perceived loss of resolve makes states more likely to escalate and intensify conflicts  

Shiping Tang, associate research fellow and deputy director of the Center for Regional Security Studies at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences in Beijing, 3-2005, “Reputation, Cult of Reputation, and International Conflict,” Security Studies, Vol. 14, No. 1, p. 34-62

Second, the cult adds still another ingredient for escalation: it exacerbates hostilities between two adversaries in a conflict and makes them less willing to compromise, thus prolonging the rivalry. Indeed, the fear of losing reputation has been a major factor behind states' reluctance to end conflicts.50 Israel's unwillingness to stop its bleeding in southern Lebanon sooner, like the earlier US. reluctance to cut its losses in Vietnam, was in large part due to its fear of losing "the deterrent image," prestige, reputation, and credibility.51 The same holds true for the Soviet Union's reluctance to pull out of Afghanistan's mountains and Vietnam's reluctance to get out of Cambodia's jungle.52  Furthermore, prolonging a crisis or rivalry can cause a state to believe that it has already invested too much reputation to back down. When a second crisis erupts between two previous foes, both sides will be even less willing to compromise, whatever the outcome of the previous conflict might have been. If the previous conflict ended in a draw, both sides now have even more reason to avoid losing. If the previous round ended in one side's defeat, the antagonism may become even more severe: the side that won is unwilling to lose its supposedly hard-won reputation, while the side that lost may stand firm in an attempt to regain its "lost" reputation. Each additional round makes both sides feel that they have more and more reputation at stake in the confrontation, so they are even more reluctant to compromise. Hence, the "lock-in effect" is far more serious in rivalries than in random conflicts.53  The arrival of the second conflict also makes both sides believe that the conflict between them is unresolvable and will remain so for the foreseeable future. This will lead both sides to fear that the other side will deem any slight concession as a sign of weakness, and the fear induces states to believe that even the tiniest compromise at the least significant place might have far-reaching consequences.54 The result is a "paradox of credibility": "in order to buttress its credibility, a nation should intervene in the least significant, the least compelling, and the least rewarding cases, and its reaction should be disproportionate to the immediate provocation or the particular interest at stake."55

Signal of weakness leads to global conflict

Victor Davis Hanson, Senior Fellow in Military History @ Hoover, 2009, “Change, Weakness, Disaster, Obama: Answers from Victor Davis Hanson,” Interview with the Oregon Patriots, Resistnet.com, http://www.resistnet.com/group/oregon/forum/topics/change-weakness-disaster-obama/showLastReply
BC: Are we currently sending a message of weakness to our foes and allies? Can anything good result from President Obama’s marked submissiveness before the world? Dr. Hanson: Obama is one bow and one apology away from a circus. The world can understand a kowtow gaffe to some Saudi royals, but not as part of a deliberate pattern. Ditto the mea culpas. Much of diplomacy rests on public perceptions, however trivial. We are now in a great waiting game, as regional hegemons, wishing to redraw the existing landscape — whether China, Venezuela, Iran, North Korea, Pakistan, Syria, etc. — are just waiting to see who’s going to be the first to try Obama — and whether Obama really will be as tenuous as they expect. If he slips once, it will be 1979 redux, when we saw the rise of radical Islam, the Iranian hostage mess, the communist inroads in Central America, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, etc.  BC: With what country then — Venezuela, Russia, Iran, etc. — do you believe his global repositioning will cause the most damage?  Dr. Hanson: I think all three. I would expect, in the next three years, Iran to get the bomb and begin to threaten ever so insidiously its Gulf neighborhood; Venezuela will probably cook up some scheme to do a punitive border raid into Colombia to apprise South America that U.S. friendship and values are liabilities; and Russia will continue its energy bullying of Eastern Europe, while insidiously pressuring autonomous former republics to get back in line with some sort of new Russian autocratic commonwealth. There’s an outside shot that North Korea might do something really stupid near the 38th parallel and China will ratchet up the pressure on Taiwan. India’s borders with both Pakistan and China will heat up. I think we got off the back of the tiger and now no one quite knows whom it will bite or when. 
Midterms (GOP Bad) DA

Yes Dems
Dems will retain control of both houses in the midterms—most recent polls and historical indicators prove

Newsweek, 8-27-2010, “Poll: Democrats May Not Be Headed for Midterm Bloodbath,” http://www.newsweek.com/2010/08/27/newsweek-poll-democrats-may-not-be-headed-for-midterm-bloodbath.html

As Democrats prepare for considerable losses in the November elections, there’s reason to believe the party in power may not be headed for the bloodbath it might expect. According to a new NEWSWEEK Poll, President Obama’s approval rating—47 percent—indicates that the party is better off this year than Republicans were in 2006, when the GOP lost 30 House seats, and than the Democrats were in 1994, when they lost 52 House seats.

Obama’s rebounding

Newsweek, 8-27-2010, “Poll: Democrats May Not Be Headed for Midterm Bloodbath,” http://www.newsweek.com/2010/08/27/newsweek-poll-democrats-may-not-be-headed-for-midterm-bloodbath.html

Obama’s approval has fallen 1 percentage point since the last NEWSWEEK survey in June, but the White House has gained ground on several specific issues, specifically his handling of the economy, which has risen to 40 percent (from 38 percent) over the past two months. Voters also generally approve of Obama’s response to the oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico, as well as the administration’s handling of the war in Iraq, which Obama is expected to address next week from the Oval Office.

Polls are wrong – they’ve been undervaluing democratic enthusiasm

Carl Cameron, Staffwriter, 8-27-2010, “Polls Are Dead Wrong About House Dems, Says Van Hollen, http://politics.blogs.foxnews.com/2010/08/27/polls-are-dead-wrong-about-house-dems-says-van-hollen#ixzz0xsW9gQPU
“Reports of the House Democrats’ demise are greatly exaggerated,” Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee Chairman Rep. Christopher Van Hollen (D-Md) said at a Washington press conference Friday. “It all depends on turnout projections, and I think they have been miscalculating Democratic turnout.”

Yes Dems

Dems are way ahead on fundraising and just ramping up attacks on the tea parties – this will help their chances

Carl Cameron, Staffwriter, 8-27-2010, “Polls Are Dead Wrong About House Dems, Says Van Hollen, http://politics.blogs.foxnews.com/2010/08/27/polls-are-dead-wrong-about-house-dems-says-van-hollen#ixzz0xsW9gQPU
The Democratic National Committee and its House and Senate subcommittees have been girding for tough midterms all year. Democrats have raised and spent more than Republicans, and have pre-committed resources and ground troops to defend their 54 most vulnerable seats. With primaries winding down, Democrats are now ramping up their attacks on the GOP as too extreme, based on its new crop of Tea Party-backed candidates. “The Republican candidates emerging from primaries across the country are on the far right of the spectrum, in many cases being driven by the Tea Party movement,” says Van Hollen. “In many cases, being the nominee of the Tea Party movement. And they are not a good fit for our moderate, centrist districts.” Amplifying that charge in a coordinated launch, the DNC posted a web video spotlighting some better-known Tea Party candidates and their positions. It ends with US Senate candidate Joe Miller of Alaska saying, “We’ve got to transition out of the social security arrangement, and go into more of a privatization. That’s not that radical of an idea.” A derisive warning then flashes onto the screen: “The Republican Tea Party 2010. Imagine, these people could represent YOU.”

Tea party success in the primaries will boost the dems – they’ll retain control

James Rowley, Staffwriter, 8-27-2010, Bloomberg News, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-08-27/tea-party-backed-victories-will-hurt-republicans-house-s-van-hollen-says.html

Victories of “extreme right” Tea Party-backed congressional candidates in Republican primaries will help the Democratic Party retain control of the House by alienating independent voters who will determine the November election outcome, the House Democrats’ campaign chief said. Many Republican candidates “emerging from the primaries are on the far right of the political spectrum, and many are driven by the Tea Party movement,” Representative Chris Van Hollen told reporters in Washington. 

GOP primaries will scale back the republican victories as long as the dems can appeal to moderates

Jessica Rettig, Staffwriter, 8-27-2010, “Van Hollen Says Democrats Will Retain Majority in the House,” http://politics.usnews.com/news/articles/2010/08/27/van-hollen-says-democrats-will-retain-majority-in-the-house.html
The DCCC and Van Hollen are also banking on the fact that moderate voters will be the ones who will decide the big races in swing states. He said that many of the Republican candidates who won their primary with votes from their party base are too far to the right to win undecided voters. "Americans are going to be turned off by the outrageous rhetoric on the right," he said. "It's a turn off to the sensible center and the people who constitute the key, independent voters in these swing districts."
Link Args – Agenda Focus

The plan distracts from the focus on jobs – costs democrats in the midterm

International Institute for Security Studies, 2010, “Obama's presidency bolstered by political success,” Strategic Comments
Thus, while Obama might feel more comfortable concentrating on foreign affairs and is marginally freer to do so, he is compelled to stay focused on job creation and financial reform in the short term to minimise the midterm electoral losses, and in the longer term to maximise his chances for re-election in 2012. He also has other agenda items to protect. One is energy reform, which has both domestic and international elements. The administration's recent decision to allow offshore oil drilling for the first time in decades - to the delight of many Republicans and the dismay of many Democrats - demonstrates how willing he is to placate Republicans to get meaningful restrictions on carbon emissions, and more broadly suggests that despite the health-care victory Obama is still more inclined towards calculated compromise than triumphal imperiousness.

The plan’s addition to the agenda makes democrats lose

Sourav Bhowmick, Staff writer, 1-6-2010, “How the democrats can saver their midterm election hopes,”

http://www.northbynorthwestern.com/2010/01/62336/how-the-democrats-can-save-their-midterm-election-hopes/

Yes, that was the label Congress had for the past few years and it was nothing to be proud of. But this year, however, some angry voters may argue that Democrats have tried to do too much. Despite the fact that 53% of Americans voted for President Obama’s agenda on the economy, energy and health reform, far less are supportive of Democrats who have pushed the same agenda in the last year. Many moderates are fearful that Congress is doing too much too soon. That’s why Democrats can’t afford to bring up any other potentially damaging issues between now and election day. If re-election is Democrats’ top priority, then they could benefit from avoiding any additional controversy. It’s important to remember that voters have short-term memory; if Democrats let things cool down, voters could likely forget the intensity of the anger surrounding the bailouts, cap n’ trade, and healthcare.

Negative reaction to the plan fuels turnout and vote choices in midterm elections – popular support for the plan doesn’t

Alan Abramowtiz, Professor of Political Science at Emory University, 9-3-2009, “Forecasting the Midterm Elections,” http://www.centerforpolitics.org/crystalball/article.php?id=AIA2009090301
There are several theories that attempt to explain why the president’s party almost always loses seats in midterm elections. Surge and decline theory argues that midterm elections represent a return to normal voting patterns following presidential elections in which short-term forces can produce unusual gains for the winning candidate’s party. Negative voting theory argues that those who are dissatisfied with the status quo are more motivated to turn out and express their discontent in midterm elections than those who are satisfied. And balancing theory argues that, knowing that the president will be in office for the next two years, some voters seek to provide greater balance in government by electing members of the opposition party to Congress. All of these theories may be partially correct. Whatever the explanation, midterm elections are generally not kind to the president’s party.
Link Args – Afghanistan

Reduced military presence in Afghanistan makes the dems look weak on national security 
Rafia Zakaria, Director Amnesty International USA, 7-1-2010, BBC, p.1
From a military and strategic perspective, Gen McChrystal's departure signals the difficulties in implementing COIN, or the 'counter-insurgency' doctrine, popularized by the American military. Focused on using a large troop presence to secure areas and win the support of the local population, COIN came under severe scrutiny during the Afghanistan review earlier this year. As the now infamous article in the Rolling Stone magazine indicates, when the decision to order larger troop numbers was made, it seemed that Gen McChrystal had won and President Obama was committed to devoting the resources that would translate into dividends in Afghanistan.  Of course, as pointed out by Max Boot of the Council on Foreign Relations in an op-ed article published by The New York Times the day after the general's resignation, troop levels in Afghanistan still remained far below those in Iraq and many promised reinforcements had not arrived. The lacklustre success of the Marja offensive and the increasing number of casualties -- coming as they did before the initiation of an even riskier campaign in Kandahar -- also signalled the increasing intractability of implementing a strategy that would yield dividends in the form of winning over Afghan hearts and minds.  The above reflects some of the challenges in implementing a strategy that has been touted as the magic solution for the Afghanistan problem. Ironically, however, the biggest challenges in implementing COIN lie not in the logistics of war-making or the forbidding terrain of Afghanistan but the juxtaposition of the American civilian-military power dynamic in a post 9/11 world. While the supremacy of the political branches of the government over the military and the unquestioned status of the president as the commander in chief is one of the cornerstones of American democracy, it also places certain decision-making challenges on the political branches.  In the post 9/11 culture of fear, political figures -- be they in Congress or in the executive branch -- have made the provision of security a staple of their political campaigns. Candidates running for Congress, the Senate and even local offices continue to be reluctant to evaluate the efficacy of existing strategies and remain committed to seeing counter-terrorism as a political issue rather than a military one. The American public in turn unquestionably believes in the necessity of endless counter-terror dollars in making the homeland secure, thus making the political appeal of pandering to their fears a staple of electoral politics.  Resultantly, the political branches of the US government are unwilling to make unpopular decisions regarding foreign wars. Military strategy is thus dictated by the political demands of being tough on terrorists and producing low-cost victories that respond to the population's insatiable demand for security. Even those such as Vice President Biden, who were vehemently opposed to the increase of troops in Afghanistan, remain politically committed to the idea that the quick elimination of the bad guys is crucial to American security.  Even as the demands of the military change in response to unconventional warfare, American elected representatives refuse to close down bases and stop manufacturing equipment designed for a Cold War world, for fear of eliminating jobs and angering constituents. The consequence is that the war in Afghanistan has become a primarily political campaign outsourced to the United States military, which is then expected to deliver the political material to orchestrate campaign narratives that present candidates as being committed to national security, rather than actually producing positive results in places such as Afghanistan. 

The GOP will pounce on the plan and use it to attack the dems
Stephen Biddle, Senior Fellow for Defense Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, July-August 2009, “Is It Worth It? The Difficult Case for War in Afghanistan,” The American Interest Online, http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=617

However, reversing policy and disengaging would be no easier for Obama. It would be the wrong course on the merits. Politically, it would commit the Administration to a policy now supported by only 17 percent of the electorate. It would play into the traditional Republican narrative of Democratic weakness on defense, facilitate widespread if ill-founded Republican accusations of the Administration’s leftist radicalism, and risk alienating moderate Democrats in battleground districts whose support the President will need on other issues. However bad the news may look if the United States fights on, withdrawal would probably mean a Karzai collapse and a Taliban victory, an outcome that would flood American TV screens with nightmarish imagery.

Link Args – Iraq

Iraq is far from stability

Sydney Morning Herald, 8-28-2010, “ Iraq is still many years away from stability, whatever Obama says,” http://www.smh.com.au/world/iraq-is-still-many-years-away-from-stability-whatever-obama-says-20100827-13vyv.html
Arguing that Obama needed to make clear that Iraq was still at least seven to 10 years away from anything that could be called ''stable'', and decades away from full development, Cordesman argued that the President had failed to prepare Americans to understand that they would continue to make a major commitment to Iraq. "He should have warned them that US forces are withdrawing from a country with a massive budget crisis, grossly inadequate quality of governance and rule of law, an economy crippled by 30 years of crisis and mismanagement and with security forces that are still some years away from the counterinsurgency capabilities they need and as much as decade away from building up all of the military forces they need to defend against a threat like Iran," he said. "He should have been honest about Iraq's near political paralysis, ongoing violence and need for help in dealing with potentially explosive differences between Sunni and Shiite, Arab and Kurd."

That destroys public support for the plan
CNN, 5-29-2010, “CNN poll: Instability in Iraq could hurt support for U.S. withdrawal,” http://www.cnn.com/2010/US/05/29/poll.iraq.troop.withdrawal/index.html
Support for President Obama's planned removal of U.S. troops from Iraq by the end of the August could drop significantly if Iraq cannot solve its current problems in time, according to a new national poll. A CNN/Opinion Research Corp. survey released Saturday indicates that 64 percent of Americans favor the president's plan to keep just 50,000 U.S. troops in Iraq by the end of the summer, with 35 percent opposed. But public approval of the plan falls to 51 percent if Iraq does not have a stable government by August and there is widespread violence at that time, with opposition rising to 48 percent."Support drops more than 20 points among Americans with a college education and among suburbanites," said CNN Polling Director Keating Holland. "But among people who never attended college, opinion barely changes. The same is true for people who live in rural areas." The survey also indicates that the conflict in Iraq remains very unpopular, with more than 6 in 10 saying they oppose the war. Defense Secretary Robert Gates  said that despite the recent spike in violence and political impasse, the planned withdrawal continues. While the pace of the withdrawal is being determined by the top commander in Iraq, Gen. Ray Odierno, the deadline, which was set in an agreement with the Iraqi government, remains on schedule. "We plan for everything. But right now, every expectation is that we will meet the 50,000 as of the first of September," said Secretary Robert Gates. 

Obama attempts to spin Iraq withdraw as a win will blow up in his face

Lauren Seifert, 8-26-2010, “Is Obama Taking Credit for Iraq Too Soon?,” http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-20014850-503544.html
Schieffer turned to Brookings Institutions Michael O'Hanlon for his perspective on why the president is making this speech at this time. "To be honest with you, I'm confused," he said. "I think it could actually work badly for him if he's not careful and I'm not convinced that the idea of taking credit at a moment when Iraq is in such peril is smart." Schieffer then asked O'Hanlon if he thinks it's a realistic goal that the U.S will completely withdraw all troops from Iraq by 2011. 

Link Args – Japan

The public—especially conservatives—support US military presence

Mark Baldassare, Senior Fellow at Public Policy Institute of California, 2001, Public Policy Institute of California, Global California: Perspectives on U.S.-Japan Relations, http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/survey/S_901GMBS.pdf

In a Harris nationwide survey in March 1999, 63 percent of Americans said that the United States should maintain the bases as they are now, while 31 percent thought that the United States should reduce American forces in Japan. The question wording was different, making direct comparisons difficult. Still, Californians today seem remarkably ambivalent toward a military presence in Japan. State residents who say that U.S.-Japan relations are “very important” are divided on the issue of maintaining or withdrawing the troops (49% to 44%). A similar split is evident for those who have a favorable opinion of Japan (47% to 46%), who think that Japan and the United States have a lot in common (46% to 48%), who think that Japan has had a major influence on the United States (45% to 47%), and who think that current relations between Japan and the United States are excellent or good (48% to 46%). However, Californians' differing views on the most important issue in U.S.-Japan relations does influence how they feel about U.S. troops in Japan. Those who see economic issues as most important are divided on a continued U.S. military presence (45% to 48%), while those who see political and security issues as most significant are most in favor (54% to 41%) of keeping U.S. troops in Japan, and those who view global cooperation on issues such as the environment and population are most opposed (50% to 39%) to maintaining a U.S. military presence. Support for a military withdrawal is strong among 18 to 34 year olds (51%), while those 35 and older are evenly divided on the issue of maintaining or ending a military presence. Interestingly, there are no major socioeconomic differences on the question of U.S. military involvement in Japan. There are no differences across income levels. College graduates are slightly more in favor of troop withdrawal, but opinions are fairly evenly divided across education levels. There are also no major variations in attitudes across racial and ethnic groups. There are, however, some differences across partisan lines. A majority of Republicans (54%) are in favor of a continued U.S. military presence, while Democrats (50%) and other voters (50%) lean toward a troop withdrawal.

GOP will attack the plan

Saipan Tribune, 5-3-2010, http://www.saipantribune.com/newsstory.aspx? newsID=99294

After a brief debate, the House of Representatives adopted on Friday a resolution urging the U.S. Department of Defense and Japan to consider Tinian as the best relocation site for up to 4,000 troops from the U.S. Marine Corps Air Station at Futenma in Okinawa. The House's adoption of Speaker Froilan C. Tenorio's (Cov-Saipan) House Resolution 17-11 came exactly two weeks after the Senate adopted a similar resolution introduced by Senate Vice President Jude U. Hofschneider's (R-Tinian) S.R. 17-17 on April 16. Mostly Republican House members voiced concerns on the socio-economic and political impacts of relocating thousands of U.S. troops to Tinian.

Link Args – South Korea

The US public is terrified of North Korea

Jeffrey M. Jones, writer for Gallup, 6-18- 2009, “Americans View North Korea as Greater Threat Than Iran” http://www.gallup.com/poll/120941/Americans-View-North-Korea-Greater-Threat-Iran.aspx#2

A new Gallup Poll finds 51% of Americans saying North Korea currently poses a direct threat to U.S. security. That is the highest percentage seen for eight countries or territories tested in the poll whose political climates or ongoing conflicts present a threat to U.S. interests in the world.  The June 15-16 poll was conducted amid continuing concern about North Korea's nuclear weapons program, but before North Korea on Wednesday pledged to launch a large-scale attack against any country that infringed on its sovereignty. President Obama said Wednesday that North Korea's nuclear program was a "grave threat" to the world.  In addition to the 51% who believe North Korea represents a direct threat to U.S. security, 34% say it is a serious threat to U.S. interests in the world, though not a direct threat to the U.S. itself. Only 10% believe North Korea does not represent a threat to the United States in either regard.

That ensures massive opposition of Korean withdrawal

Selig Harrison, Senior Scholar – Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and Director of the Asia Program – Center for International Policy, 2002, Korean Endgame: A Strategy for Reunification and U.S. Disengagement, p. 180-182

Why has the presence of U.S. ground forces in South Korea remained politically inviolate in Washington for nearly five decades? Part of the answer lies in the searing psychological legacy of the Ko¬rean War and the resulting imagery of North Korea as irrational and threatening, a new "Yellow Peril," an imagery inflated by fears that it will develop long-range missiles. This imagery has persisted despite the North-South summit meeting of June 2000 and the subsequent visits of North Korea's second-ranking leader, Vice-Marshal Jo Myong Rok, to Washington, and of Secretary of State Madeleine Albright to Pyong¬yang. Indeed, Albright was widely criticized for legitimizing a brutal dictatorship. Some of the answer lies in the superficial appeal of the strategic arguments examined in part 5: that the U.S. presence helps stabilize a volatile part of the world and that any change in the U.S. posture would be seen as a "retreat" from Asia. But the key reason why the United States is stuck to South Korea "like Brer Rabbit was to the Tar Baby" is that Seoul has shown remarkable skill and determination in resisting any change. The impact of the negative images and the positive strategic ar¬guments has been maximized over the years by sustained and effective South Korean lobbying efforts, aided by sympathizers in the Pentagon and in defense industries with a stake in Korea. 

Especially true for conservative voters

Jeffrey M. Jones, writer for Gallup, June 18, 2009, “Americans View North Korea as Greater Threat Than Iran” http://www.gallup.com/poll/120941/Americans-View-North-Korea-Greater-Threat-Iran.aspx#2

For the most part, Republicans and Democrats differ only slightly in terms of how threatening they think the various countries are, with Republicans more likely to regard each of the countries as a greater threat. However, there are much greater party differences in views of Iran and North Korea -- roughly two-thirds of Republicans view each of these countries as a direct threat to U.S. security, but fewer than half of Democrats do.

National Security Key

Loss on national security causes GOP victory in the midterms – it is is an overriding issue

Karl Rove, former senior adviser and deputy chief of staff to President George W. Bush, 11-11-2009, “'A Referendum on This White House': Obama's plan to nationalize the midterm elections may backfire,” Wall Street Journal, ln

Republican victories in New Jersey and Virginia governors' races last week—despite eight campaign appearances in the two states by President Barack Obama—have unnerved Democrats.  Over the weekend, White House Senior Adviser David Axelrod tried to calm jittery Democrats who might go wobbly on the president's ambitious agenda by telling NBC's Chuck Todd that next year's congressional elections will be "nationalized." Because they "will be a referendum on this White House," he said, voters will turn out for Mr. Obama. Mr. Todd summed up Mr. Axelrod's plans by saying, "It's almost like a page from the Bush playbook of 2002."  I appreciate the reference. Only two presidents have picked up seats in both houses of Congress for their party in their first midterm elections. One was FDR in 1934. The other was George W. Bush in 2002, whose party gained House seats and won back control of the Senate.  But those midterm elections might not be a favorable comparison for this White House. The congressional elections were nationalized seven years ago largely because national security was an overriding issue and Democrats put themselves on the wrong side of it by, among other things, catering to Big Labor.  At the time, there was a bipartisan agreement to create the new Department of Homeland Security. Democrats insisted that every inch of the department be subject to collective bargaining. They pushed for this even though sections of every other department can be declared off-limits to unionization for national security reasons. What Democrats wanted was shortsighted and dangerous. Voters pounded them for it. 

Obama must maintain his moderate foreign policy to keep fear about national security out of voters minds in 2010

David Chalian, ABC News Reporter, 5-21-2009, “GOP Leader Says National Security Won't Drive 2010 Politics,” http://blogs.abcnews.com/thenote/2009/05/gop-leader-says.html

Despite the stark divide on display in the Cheney vs. Obama battle today, the Republican charged with winning back a GOP majority in the United State Senate doesn't believe national security will prove to be much of an Achilles heel for President Obama and the Democrats in the midterm elections next year.  "I think 2010 is likely to be about spending and borrowing and the anxiety the public have there as well as the failure to deal with other looming fiscal challenges like entitlement reform that threaten to swamp us," said Sen. John Cornyn (R-TX) who chairs the National Republican Senatorial Committee.  Sen. Cornyn went so far as to say that he views much of President Obama's national security policies in a positive light.  "I think the American people trust Republicans more than Democrats on national security, generally -- that may fluctuate the polls," said Cornyn.  "People sort of view with some questions what the Democrats do on national security, but as long as the president is doing what he has been doing, which I view as -- the preponderance of which I view as positive, then I think he'll find the Republicans are with him and the American people will support him."

National Security Key
National security will weigh heavily on voters minds in 2010 – if the GOP does well on this issue, they’ll retake Congress

Louise Knight, Associated Content, 8-27-2009, “7 Reasons Why the Republican Party Will Win Big in 2010,” http://www.associatedcontent.com/article/2094271/7_reasons_why_the_republican_party.html?singlepage=true&cat=9

Nearly every election year after the Presidential election, the political party of the President, tends to lose seats in both the House of Representatives, and the United States Senate. The 2010 election cycle will be no different, as the economy continues to flutter, hundreds of  thousands of Americans continue to lose their jobs, and the foreclosure rate looks bleak for the future. Not to mention younger Americans tend to not vote in mid-term elections, leaving a better chance for the Republican party to mobilize voters against the natural decline in Democrat voters. Please be in mind, on a rare occasion, Republicans did increase their majority in 2002, because of National Security concerns.  Reason #6 - National Security issues.  The Obama administration & Democratic party should expect a major backlash when it comes to National Security issues, as the American people are overwhelmingly against bringing Gitmo terrorists to the United States, in any form. A key goal of liberal Democrats, but the arch enemy of Conservative Republicans and the American people. The Obama administration has also been lax in its attitude towards dangerous threats in North Korea and Iran, while also ignoring the freedom protesters in Iran, while going on "apology" tours across the world, and the horrible action of siding with dictators during the Honduras situation. However, one major National Security policy might trump all others, the hostile attitude towards the Nation of Israel, in terms of the Jewish settlements, the authorization of one billion dollars to Hamas (suppose to go to the Gaza strip, however, lets remember who actually controls the Gaza strip), the non-relationship that has been built, not to mention Obama currently has a 7% approval rating (only 7% believe Obama is pro-Israel) from the citizens of Israel.  Reason #5 - Democratic Senators unpopular.  One problem for the Democrats, might be the Democrats themselves. Polling data has shown that Senator Christopher Dodd is in deep trouble in Connecticut due to scandals involving favorable loans, among other things. The Republican candidate, Rob Simmons, has held a steady ten point lead for the past several months. The Senate seat in Illinois is also in danger, as recent Democrat corruption as given Republicans an opportunity to reclaim Barack Obama's old Senate seat in the 2010 election cycle.  Democratic worry zones also include Delaware (no confirmed Democratic candidates, and Republican Congressman Mike Castle has a large lead over possible candidate, Joe Biden's son), Arkansas, and even Senator Barbara Boxer in California has not done well in polling. The largest concern has to be Nevada, as Senator Reid is highly unliked in the state of Nevada, according to a recent poll the Chairman of the Nevada Republican party leads him 48-42%, when she has not even declared her intent to run for the Senate. Please be minded, Republicans expect tough fights in Kentucky, Ohio, New Hampshire, and possibly Florida.  Reason #4 - Americans are capitalistic, free market people, who are sick of government bailouts, and are money wary.  The American people are Capitalistic, free market, fiscal Conservative, small government, freedom loving people. Which is another reason why the Republican party will regain many seats during the 2010 elections. The Republican party is the only major Capitalistic party in the United States, who believes in fiscal Conservatism, free markets, low taxes, and a non-economic involved government.  The Obama administration & Democrats have pushed bailouts for the automobile industry, for the banking industry (please remember, while Bush supported the bailouts of the banking industry, the vast majority of Republicans were against them, while the vast majority of Democrats were for them), and financial regulations that break all barriers that stand between the free market & big government. Not to mention the deficit which is being increased every day, taxes which are being levied upon all Americans (higher taxes on wealthy Americas, taxes on tobacco, not to mention tax hikes if the Bush tax cuts expire), and the just out of control government spending through the stimulus, the budget, volunteer legislation, cap & trade, and now health care.  The American people have had enough.  Reason #3 - Backlash against the Democratic plan for health care "reform".  If you google any polling company, you will find a constant result, the American people are opposed to Obamacare by large numbers, and those that strongly oppose the legislation are at times a double digit majority against those that strong support. Add that with the Town Hall meetings & protests which have sprung up around the Nation, which has led to the Democrat leaders revealing their true feelings about the American people - as they believe they are AstroTurf, Nazi sympathizers, and just "not representatives of the American people".  The basics of the legislation have Americans scared beyond their wits - as the increased costs, the taxes, the forced mandates, the un-constitutionality of the legislation, the un-capitalistic nature of the legislation, the fact the government has no role to be in it, and that no-one has any right to health insurance. Not to mention, we have the greatest health care system in the world, where any American can get the greatest treatment in the world, health insurance or not. The Republican party has stood strong against the Obama health care plan, and even RNC Chairman Michael Steele is challenging the Democrats to pass the legislation, go ahead try it.  Reason #2 - Principled stances by Republican party.  The Republican party has made principled stances on almost all legislation during the 2009 legislative session, especially the most important legislation which has come across the desk of lawmakers :  Lilly Ledbetter fair pay act of 2009 (legislation that violated a United States Supreme court ruling, and allowed women to sue employers from up to 20 years later, after alleged discrimination took place, instead of the original 6 months, which was upheld by the Supreme Court) - Only three Republicans in the House of Representatives, and only a handful as well in the United States Senate.  Stimulus legislation - Only three Republicans combined supported this legislation, as all in the House voted against it, and three Republican Senators supported it in the Senate, one of them, Arlen Specter, is no longer in the party.  Omnibus legislation - Two dozen Republicans at the most supported this legislation, as over 180 Republicans were against this legislation at the least.  Cap & trade legislation - Only 8 Republicans supported this legislation in the House of Representatives, 168 opposed the legislation (two we're absent at the time of the vote) in the House, and it is currently dead in the United States Senate.  Matthew Shepard act (legislation which would violate the Constitution by giving special protections to crimes against homosexual individuals, when the person in question, was attacked for reasons not related to his sexuality, and the murderer was sent to jail without the legislation, thus proving it to be null & void.) - Only 23 Republicans supported this legislation, and all Conservative Republicans opposed it without question.  Not to mention all Republicans are currently opposed to the Obamacare proposals.  Reason #1 - America is a Conservative Nation.  40% of Americans are Conservatives, according to Gallup. 39% of Americans are Moderates. 21% of Americans are Liberal. Break it down even further, Americans are social Conservative by good sized margins, Americans are fiscal Conservatives without opposition, and Americans are National Security Americans without question.  Americans are sick and tired of all of the big government liberal legislation, policy, and thought that is currently in Washington D.C., they punished the Republicans in 2006 & 2008 because they did not stick to core principles, the American people are now going to punish the Democrats for being as far-left, as the promised they wouldn't be. If Conservatism is on the Republican line, the Republicans will win back America in 2010.　
Obama Popularity Key

Only Obama can protect the dems in congress – voter anger over his agenda will be felt in the midterms

Stuart Rothenberg, Editor of the The Rothenberg Political Report and a regular columnist for Roll Call Newspaper, 3-20-2009, “Should Democrats Worry About Obama Disconnect in 2010?,” http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/03/should_democrats_worry_about_o.html

Their fear is that even if Obama remains personally popular, voters will not look kindly on their party's candidates for Congress and governor if the economy remains weak and the public mood is sour and frightened. And even if the economy is showing signs of life, public concern over the deficit, taxes or cultural issues could drive turnout among voters wanting - you guessed it - change.  The concern is well-founded, and you don't have to believe me to take this danger seriously.  Here is what noted Democratic pollster/strategist Stanley Greenberg wrote in his article "The Revolt Against Politics" in the Nov. 21, 1994, issue of "The Polling Report," just two years into a Democratic president's first term and only weeks after a midterm election in which the GOP gained more than 50 House seats and won control of the House for the first time since the 1950s:  "Voters this year voted against Democratic-dominated national politics that seemed corrupt, divisive and slow to address the needs of ordinary citizens. In that, they were voting their disappointment with the spectacle of a Democratic president and a Democratic Congress promising change, but seemingly unable to produce it. Many voted to change a government that spends too much and accomplishes too little, and to shift the public discourse away from big government solutions."  Midterm elections are about anger, so if there isn't any, incumbents of both parties do just fine. But if there is some - watch out. Blaming the previous administration works for six months or a year, but after that, it's a much tougher sell.  In focus groups in Macomb County, Mich., and Riverside, Calif., Greenberg wrote in his article, "one hears an electorate acutely conscious that the Democrats came to power promising change, but produced only turmoil."  It's not hard to imagine some voters feeling that very same way next fall, especially if the Obama administration continues to spread itself so thin by dealing with an endless number of problems, yet solving none. As for the issue of corruption that Greenberg referred to in 1994, it, too, could be a problem for Democrats next year.  Democratic operatives are still regurgitating old e-mails trying to hang Jack Abramoff around the necks of GOP candidates, but how will those same operatives deal with Democratic Reps. Charlie Rangel (N.Y.), John Murtha (Pa.), Eliot Engel (N.Y.), Maxine Waters (Calif.) and Alan Mollohan (W.Va.), all of whom have their own issues to deal with, to say nothing of the tax problems of Obama Cabinet nominees? Republicans aren't likely to give Democrats a free pass on ethics nationally.  Later in his 1994 article, Greenberg made another crucial point that is certain to be applicable for 2010: "Democrats lost ground because of the composition of those who went to the polls."  The makeup of the midterm electorate always differs from that in a presidential year, and next year's electorate will be less sympathetic to Obama and Democrats. The 2010 electorate is likely to be less black than was the electorate of 2008, and it's almost certain to be older. Given those factors, it's also likely to be at least a bit more Republican.  Whites, who went for McCain by 55 percent to 43 percent last year, constituted 77 percent of the electorate in 2004 and only 74 percent in 2008, but they constituted 79 percent of the electorate in 2006. And people ages 18 to 29, Obama's strongest age group last year, constituted 18 percent of the electorate in 2008 and 17 percent in 2004, yet a mere 12 percent in 2006.  One Democratic strategist told me recently that only Obama can effectively defend his performance and agenda next year, thereby boosting Democratic turnout, keeping Republicans on the defensive and saving some Democratic incumbents from defeat. 
Obama’s coattails are key 

Erin McPike, 11-3-2009, “Parties See Obama As Key To 2010 Battle,” http://papundits.wordpress.com/2009/11/03/politics-parties-see-obama-as-key-to-2010-battle/

One year ahead of the highly anticipated 2010 midterm elections, voter intensity is an impediment to House Democrats seeking to hold their majority while fundraising shortages complicate efforts for the motivated House Republicans who hope to wrest it away. For both parties, the key to how they fare might come down to two words: President Obama.  Democrats hope to inspire the legions of new voters who came to the political process in 2008 because of Obama. Republicans hope to capitalize on what they see as growing discontent toward the president.  “Turnout is a big issue for us a year from now,” said Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee Chairman Chris Van Hollen of Maryland. “We need the voters who turned out for President Obama to turn out in the same proportion for us. Those voters need to understand that this will be a midterm report card for President Obama and will be a huge statement about how he’s doing. That will be our challenge.” Despite the historical challenge in a president’s first midterms, however, Van Hollen questioned more recent GOP enthusiasm and the growing chorus that some House Republicans believe they can retake the majority. “The talk of 1994 redux is hallucinatory,” he said.  In 1994 Democrats were caught by surprise and “didn’t see it coming till the last weeks. We’ve been preparing since Day One,” Van Hollen said.  But 10 months ago when Democrats were riding high off Obama’s solid victory and their additional electoral wins, plenty of members “didn’t get it.” Newer members did, he said, but more senior members really didn’t until the “wake-up call” they were served in August.   The Marylander stopped short of saying the difficulty the party faced in the long summer recess was a blessing, but insofar as it forced members to realize they need to be prepared for a very difficult cycle, it helped. “If they didn’t get it in January, August was a wake-up call.”  Van Hollen reiterated his belief that the best defense is a good offense but pointed out the party worked tirelessly in the last two cycles to pick up 54 seats. “We cannot and will not neglect those members.”  But as approval ratings have fallen for the president and the outlook has toughened for Democrats, National Republican Congressional Committee Chairman Pete Sessions of Texas has seen room for optimism after two straight cycles of GOP gloom.
Dems Good – EPA Regs

Republican control tanks EPA warming regulations – destroys US climate leadership

Environmental Leader, 11-11-2009,“As Congress Drags Feet on CO2 Regulations, EPA Moves Forward,” http://www.environmentalleader.com/2009/11/11/as-congress-drags-feet-on-co2-regulations-epa-moves-forward/

The Environmental Protection Agency, as it promised it would do, is moving ahead to regulate carbon dioxide emissions in the absence of Congressional action, Reuters reports.  When the EPA came out with its endangerment finding on CO2 and the Clean Air Act, the Obama Administration signaled to Congress that it should adopt emissions-limiting legislation, in order to keep the EPA from moving ahead with its proposal.  Now, the EPA has sent has its final proposal to the White House, reports the Examiner.  If the White House approves the proposal, the EPA will have the authority to regulate and cut CO2 emissions, in spite of slow action on Congress’ part.  Adoption of some sort of CO2 cut target is seen as a critical step in the forthcoming Copenhagen global climate talks. This end-around by EPA would help show the world that the U.S. means business in cutting emissions.  At least one columnist speculates that if Republicans regain control of Congress, they will be able to derail the EPA’s efforts by using legislative riders to prevent EPA from regulating CO2.

EPA regulations solve warming

Brian Smith et al, Earth Justice, EPA Petitioned to Reduce Global Warming Pollution from Ships, DA 7-15-2010, http://www.earthjustice.org/news/press/007/epa-petitioned-to-reduce-global-warming-pollution-from-ships.html

The April 2007 decision by the U.S. Supreme Court clearly established that the Clean Air Act gives the EPA authority to address global warming. The EPA must act immediately and issue regulations to limit pollution that contributes to global warming. The petitions filed today begin the process of imposing mandatory regulations on the marine transportation sector. The petitioners asked the EPA to respond within 180 days.  The Climate Change Problem  The science is unequivocal. Global climate change is real, occurring at an alarming rate with catastrophic consequences, and is caused primarily by human activity. Ships are major sources of greenhouse gas emissions. The global fleet of marine vessels releases almost three percent of the world's carbon dioxide, an amount comparable to the emissions of Canada. Because of their huge number and inefficient operating practices, marine vessels release a large volume of global warming pollutants, particularly carbon dioxide, nitrous oxide and black carbon (or soot).  Despite their impact on the global climate, greenhouse gas emissions from ships are not currently regulated by the United States government.  In addition, these emissions are not limited under the Kyoto Protocol or other international treaties that address global warming.  Ships' Contribution to the Climate Change Problem  Global shipping activity has increased by three percent per year for the last three decades and this rate of growth is projected to increase. If fuel use remains unchanged, shipping pollution will increase substantially, potentially doubling from 2002 levels by 2020 and tripling by 2030.  "Global warming pollution from ships is a substantial problem. But fortunately, it's one that can be solved," said Danielle Fugere of Friends of the Earth. "Slower speeds, cleaner fuels, better ships -- the steps that the shipping industry must take are clear. It's up to the EPA to ensure these steps are taken."  Why We Should Care  Climate change is already causing widespread melting of Arctic glaciers and sea ice, shortening the snow season and raising global temperatures.    The resulting sea level rise could eliminate up to 22 percent of the worlds coastal wetlands and as much as 43 percent of U.S. wetlands. Wetlands provide habitat, protect against floods and storm surges and contribute to local economies.  Our oceans and freshwater environments, including organisms at the bottom of the aquatic food chain, are already under stress from climate change. Ranges of algae, plankton and fish have shifted in response to changes in water temperature, ice cover, oxygen content, salinity and circulation. If they die off, entire aquatic ecosystems will follow.  Among the species that are struggling to adapt to rapidly changing habitats are cold-water fish, such as salmon and cod, polar bears, walruses, seals, whales, caribou, reindeer, corals, turtles and countless species of migrating sea birds.  "If we're going to slow the Arctic melt-down and save Arctic species, we must control global warming pollution from ships," said Kassie Siegel, Climate Program Director for the Center for Biological Diversity. "Implementing the solutions in the petition is the first step toward slowing warming and protecting these species' future."  Human health is also impacted by climate change caused by global warming pollution. Climate-related illnesses include air-quality related heart and lung disease, heat-stroke, malnutrition, and casualties from fires, storms and floods.  "Climate change is threatening ocean life from the Arctic to the tropics. Shipping pollution has been given a free pass so far and it's way past time to fix that," said Dr. Michael Hirshfield, Oceana's Senior Vice President for North America and Chief Scientist.  
Dems Good – EPA Regs

Global warming leads to extinction

Oliver Tickell, Climate Researcher, 8-11-2008, On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction, The Guardian
We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the beginning of our extinction. The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises of 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die. Watson's call was supported by the government's former chief scientific adviser, Sir David King, who warned that "if we get to a four-degree rise it is quite possible that we would begin to see a runaway increase". This is a remarkable understatement. The climate system is already experiencing significant feedbacks, notably the summer melting of the Arctic sea ice. The more the ice melts, the more sunshine is absorbed by the sea, and the more the Arctic warms. And as the Arctic warms, the release of billions of tonnes of methane – a greenhouse gas 70 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 20 years – captured under melting permafrost is already under way. To see how far this process could go, look 55.5m years to the Palaeocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum, when a global temperature increase of 6C coincided with the release of about 5,000 gigatonnes of carbon into the atmosphere, both as CO2 and as methane from bogs and seabed sediments. Lush subtropical forests grew in polar regions, and sea levels rose to 100m higher than today. It appears that an initial warming pulse triggered other warming processes. Many scientists warn that this historical event may be analogous to the present: the warming caused by human emissions could propel us towards a similar hothouse Earth. 

Global warming leads to nuclear war

Gwynne Dyer, MA in Military History and PhD in Middle Eastern History former  @ Senior Lecturer in War Studies at the Royal Military Academy Sandhurst, 2009, “Climate Wars”

THIS BOOK IS AN ATTEMPT, peering through a glass darkly, to understand the politics and the strategies of the potentially apocalyptic crisis that looks set to occupy most of the twenty​first century. There are now many books available that deal with the science of climate change and some that suggest pos​sible approaches to getting the problem under control, but there are few that venture very far into the grim detail of how real countries experiencing very different and, in some cases, overwhelming pressures as global warming proceeds, are likely to respond to the changes. Yet we all know that it's mostly politics, national and international, that will decide the outcomes.   Two things in particular persuaded me that it was time to write this book. One was the realization that the first and most important impact of climate change on human civiliza​tion will bean acute and permanent crisis of food supply. Eating regularly is a non-negotiable activity, and countries  that cannot feed their people are unlikely to be "reasonable" about it. Not all of them will be in what we used to call the "Third World" -the developing countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America.   The other thing that finally got the donkey's attention was a dawning awareness that, in a number of the great pow​ers, climate change scenarios are already playing a large and increasing role in the military planning process. Rationally, you would expect this to be the case, because each country pays its professional military establishment to identify and counter "threats" to its security, but the implications of their scenarios are still alarming. There is a probability of wars, including even nuclear wars, if temperatures rise two to three degrees Celsius. Once that happens, all hope of international cooperation to curb emissions and stop the warming goes out the window. 

Ext – Dems Key to EPA Regs

GoP win prevents EPA warming regulations – empirically true with CAFÉ standards

David Robert, 11-9-2009, “Can EPA regulations on CO2 be blocked?”, http://www.grist.org/article/2009-11-09-can-epa-regulations-on-co2-be-blocked/

It’s widely assumed that if Congress fails to pass a clean energy bill, the EPA will step in with regulations on CO2 under the Clean Air Act. The Supreme Court ruled in 2007’s Mass. v EPA that it must do so if it finds CO2 to be a dangerous air pollutant—and sure enough, the agency sent the White House its final endangerment finding Monday. EPA regulations now appear inevitable and unstoppable. But don’t be so sure. The threat of EPA CO2 regs is a thorn in the side of fossil-fueled legislators and one of the few points of leverage green Dems have. It has hovered over congressional climate negotiations, bringing recalcitrant lawmakers to the table. It’s generally agreed by both sides that regulatory emission restrictions would be worse for power companies than legislative restrictions; a recent Wall Street Journal story covered several utilities lobbying for legislation on that basis.  EPA regs would be “more arbitrary, more expensive, and more uncertain for investors and the industry than a reasonable, market-based legislative solution like cap and trade,” said Exelon head John Rowe. Some enviros have gone so far as to claim that it would be preferable for the weak legislation in Congress to fail so that tougher EPA regs could take its place. (Adangerously wrong notion, IMO.) Is it true, though, that EPA regulations are inevitable and unstoppable?  It might seem so, given the stark clarity of the Supreme Court’s ruling. But never underestimate the plasticity of congressional procedure or the willingness of conservatives to use any means necessary to protect their corporate constituents. I put the question to a senior Senate legislative aide a while back: Is there really nothing Republicans and conservative Dems can do to stop the EPA? He smiled ruefully and told me to look into what happened to CAFE standards in the mid-‘90s. This Congressional briefing paper (PDF) tells the story: In October 1993, less than one year after taking office, the Clinton administration issued its Climate Change Action Plan, and this included a process that was to be co-chaired by the White House National Economic Council, Office of Science and Technology Policy and the Office of Environmental Policy to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from motor vehicles. In April 1994, it published an advanced notice of proposed rulemaking to develop fuel economy standards for light trucks for model years 1998-2006. Seven months later, Republicans won control of Congress and promptly began to attach “riders” on annual appropriations bills to prevent funding for administration activity to develop or implement new fuel economy rules for light trucks. These riders blocking progress on fuel economy improvements remained in place until President Bush took office. 

More evidence – GoP win tanks climate change regulations

Andrew Leanard, Obama's secret plan for a successful presidency, 2009, http://www.salon.com/tech/htww/2009/10/16/obamas_secret_plan_for_a_successful_presidency/index.html

Mickey Kaus says everything is falling into place for a successful Obama presidency. Except that, in the best Mickey Kaus tradition, his thesis is so drenched with contrarian posing that the definition of a "successful" Obama presidency means the abandonment of most of the policy goals Democrats have for his term.  The Kaus thesis is predicated on Obama getting healthcare reform passed, after which the Democrats get clobbered by a still-crippled economy in the 2010 midterm elections. That, in turn, will mean that the rest of the "controversial big Dem bills that got backed up in 2010" -- climate change, card-check, immigration reform -- will die stillborn.

Dems Good – Health Care Reform

Dem loss of the House enables the GOP to repeal health care 

Ronald Brownstein, National Journal, 11-14, “GOP Faces Choice If Health Bill Passes,” http://www.nationaljournal.com/njmagazine/politicalconnections.php

The stakes in the elections of 2010 and 2012 have just increased exponentially.  Although many obstacles remain, the House's narrow approval of health care reform last weekend bettered the odds that President Obama will sign legislation vastly expanding the number of insured Americans. But the near-unanimous opposition of House Republicans to the bill signaled that the GOP may resist and challenge the initiative for years. That means, if the overhaul becomes law, the coming elections could determine whether nearly universal health care joins Social Security and Medicare as a central branch of the American social-welfare system -- or whether Republicans acquire the leverage to repeal or severely prune the new program before it takes root.  Since last Saturday's vote, much attention has focused on the formidable hurdles still confronting reform legislation in the Senate and on the House blueprint's imperfections, particularly its lack of key cost-containment measures, such as the independent Medicare commission proposed in the Senate Finance Committee's bill. But that focus, while understandable, has obscured the historic significance of the House's 220-215 vote approving the plan.  Some senior House Republicans have already pledged to repeal any health care bill if they regain the majority.  Franklin Roosevelt, Harry Truman, Richard Nixon, and Bill Clinton all pursued universal coverage, but none could advance such a bill as far as a floor vote in either chamber. "There is still a long way to go, but the House vote really was an historical marker," says political scientist James Morone of Brown University, the co-author of The Heart of Power, a new book analyzing how presidents since FDR have handled health care. "We have had brilliant, successful, charismatic leadership at various times in American history. And no one has gotten as far as this Congress and this president."  

Health care reform is key to prevent budgetary collapse from entitlement costs

Jason Rosenbaum, Deputy Director of Online Campaigns, Health Care for America Now, 2-23-2009,

http://healthcare.nationaljournal.com/2009/02/obamas-fiscal-responsibility-s.php "Obama’s Fiscal Summit and Healthcare”

As pointed out by others here and elsewhere, Medicare and Medicaid are in fact set to rise in cost dramatically, and this is indeed a problem. And it's not just Medicare and Medicaid. Our entire health care system is set to rise in cost, a cost that's projected to reach almost 20% of GDP by 2017 if current trends continue. So it's not just the federal government that has a problem. With one out of every five dollars in our economy writ large projected to be spent on health care, every person in this country has a problem. The cost of health care must be brought under control to claim fiscal responsibility, and not just the cost of Medicare and Medicaid but the cost of health care for everyone. So, how do we control costs? We control costs first and foremost by getting everyone in America affordable coverage with benefits that meet their needs. We do this by giving people a choice to keep their private health insurance plan or the option to buy into a public health insurance plan, filling in the gaps in private insurance so everyone can have coverage. When people are covered by insurance, they get the care they need, not just catastrophic care at the emergency room when their health problems become dire (which is much more expensive). This prevention lowers cost and improves health outcomes. As this chart from the Center for Economic and Policy Research shows, if we can get our health care costs in line with other countries (the "Low Health Care Costs line) as opposed to our projected exponential growth, our budget deficit will stabilize. Fiscal responsibility therefore means controlling all health care costs, not just Medicare and Medicaid. President Obama understands this problem, and though it may require an upfront federal investment, in the long run it's the only way to use taxpayer money wisely.
Dems Good – Health Care Reform

Failure to fix entitlement costs kills funding for NASA, ending space exploration

Charles Miller, President of Space Policy Consulting, Inc., and Jeff Foust, editor and publisher of The Space Review, April 14, 2008, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1106/1

Obviously, these long-term trends in Social Security, Medicaid, and Medicare are not sustainable, and our national leaders will be forced to do something about it. This is our point. A near-term fiscal crisis is emerging in the next decade, and solving it will be the responsibility of the next President of the United States and the US Congress. Recent history provides a taste of what NASA may be facing in the very near future. During the Bush Administration NASA has done reasonably well in terms of spending: its budget, in constant 2008 dollars, has increased from $16.3 billion in fiscal year 2001 (the last Clinton Administration budget) to $17.1 billion in fiscal year 2008. This 0.7% real increase per year, on average, is far short of the increases that many space advocates have been seeking, but it is better than what some other agencies have received during the same period. However, this small budget increase has taken place during a time when balancing the budget has not been a priority for either a Republican President or the U.S. Congress. By comparison, during the Clinton Administration, when both the Democratic White House and Republican Congress sought (and achieved) a balanced budget, NASA fared far worse: in constant 2008 dollars, its budget fell from $20 billion in fiscal year 1993 to $16.3 billion in 2001, a decline of nearly 20 percent. Considering the budgetary challenges created by the retirement of the baby boomers, the next graph may be a better guide to the austerity NASA will face in the years to come than its experience of the last few years. These fiscal pressures will force the next president—regardless of whoever is elected in November—to make some hard decisions in the years to come about discretionary spending. It is unrealistic to expect that NASA will somehow be immune to pressures to cut spending. A budget cut in the next Administration that is equivalent to last decade’s cut would result in reduction of NASA’s budget of over $3 billion per year. If that happens, it will be difficult, if not impossible, for the current exploration architecture to continue in anything resembling its current form and schedule. It will be significantly delayed, radically altered, or even cancelled. Should that happen, is there a way to keep the Vision for Space Exploration alive?
Extinction

Paul Spudis, Principal Investigator in the Planetary Geology Program of the NASA Office of Space Science, Solar System Exploration Division and Senior Professional Staff, Johns Hopkins University Applied Physics Laboratory, 8-4 2004, http://www.spudislunarresources.com/Opinion_Editorial/The%20Space%20Program%20and%20the%20Meaning%20of%20Life.htm
The race to the Moon did more than prove American technical skill and the power of a free society.  The real lesson and gift from Apollo was a wholly unexpected glimpse into our future.  From both the chemical and physical evidence of impact (which we learned from the record of the lunar rocks) and the fossil record, we discovered that large body collisions had occurred in our past and will occur again in our future.  Such catastrophes resulted in the widespread destruction of life, in some cases instantaneously eliminating more than 90% of all living species.  In short, we discovered that ultimately, life on Earth is doomed.  Our new understanding of impact as a fundamental geological force, leaves us only with the question of when, not if, the next large collision will occur.  And ‘when’ is something we cannot predict.     Human civilization is cumulative.  Our culture provides positive and beautiful things through music, art and knowledge – it embodies the wisdom of all who have gone before us.   With that wisdom, we have rejected the evil doctrines of slavery, Nazism and communism.   People live longer, happier and more productive lives as time goes on.  So one must ask, are we here for a reason and if so, to what purpose?     Before passing the torch to their children, humans feel the need to create something of long-term value –  something that will exist long after their time here on Earth.  Be it a garden or a cure for cancer, we want to leave this world a little bit better than we found it.  Will the prospect of our extinction harden our resolve to survive, or will it hasten the decay of our culture?  Without an escape hatch, our children will lose focus - lose sight of goals and grand visions.     The President’s Vision for Space directs us to extend human reach by developing new capabilities in space travel.  Returning to the Moon will facilitate that goal.  There we will gain technical ability and learn how to use the abundant energy and material resources waiting on other worlds.  With the knowledge of how to “live off the land” in space, we can move out into the universe – populating one world after another.     We must not die out here on Earth.  Our values, culture and ability to leave this planet set us apart as a species.  We have looked into the past and have seen the future of our world.  Life here on Earth is destined for extinction.  By venturing forth beyond Earth, we can ensure our survival.     To extend and preserve humanity and human achievement, we must advance new capabilities in space travel.  The President has asked for $1 Billion (about 0.0004 of the Federal budget) spread over the next four years, to begin this journey.  As we acquire capability with resources derived from the Moon and elsewhere, we will create a spacefaring infrastructure.

Health Care Reform Good – Disease

Health care reform is key to prevent epidemic breakouts

Vanessa Mason, Public Health Specialist and graduate of Yale, 8-16-2008, “Universal Health Care Series: The National Security Argument,” http://vanessamason.wordpress.com/2008/08/16/universal-health-care-series-the-national-security-argument/

The flu epidemic of 1918 killed one-fifth of the world’s population in about two years, resulting in more deaths from the epidemic than World War I. Our interconnected society makes epidemics more likely to occur with the ease of mobility within countries and in between them. A recent epidemic scare happened in 2007 when Andrew Speaker, after receiving a diagnosis of drug-resistant tuberculosis, proceeded to travel overseas and back on commercial flights for his wedding and honeymoon. Speaker was already out of the country when before authorities realized that he was infected with multi-drug resistant tuberculosis, which is the most difficult strain to treat. Fortunately, no one was infected; also fortunately, Speaker was diagnosed and authorities were informed that he was infected. Imagine what could have happened if Speaker could not have seen a doctor. MRSA and other “superbugs” are becoming increasingly frequent. Avian flu and pandemic flu are also looming biological dangers. Imagine a situation where a patient has a bacterial infection but never goes to see a doctor because they can not afford the visit. The patient would continue to pass through the general population, infecting others. Public health officials would have greater difficulty finding the source of the infection because there would be so many more cases. Imagine a situation where a patient actually sees a doctor, but in a crowded emergency room. The doctor, overwhelmed with cases, quickly diagnoses the bacterial infection and prescribes penicillin. The patient takes the medication, but the bacteria becomes resistant to penicillin.  His condition worsens and he can spread a drug-resistant strain to others. Imagine a situation caused that as a byproduct of his socioeconomic status, the patient lives in conditions that are ripe for the spread of infections: close quarters and poor ventilation. Poverty also compromises the strength of one’s immune system, leaving the body open to infections and once infected, the body can not fight infections well. 1) Universal health care provides a greater likelihood of early detection to curb infections before they grow too quickly. Early detection is a key advantage in controlling epidemics and preventing deaths. Earlier detection also helps to reduce the likelihood that drug-resistant strains develop in the general population. 2) Increasing access to health care allows health care professionals to identify patients at risk and intervene to offer ways to reduce the risk of infection. 3) Universal health care enables consistent access to proper treatment. Treating infections with the wrong medication or with an insufficient dosage can cause the pathogen to mutate, creating drug-resistant strains. Preventing epidemics should be a priority of paramount concern if the government actually wants to ensure national security. Implementing universal health care is an important step in the right direction.
Unchecked disease outbreaks cause extinction

Frank Ryan, M.D., 1997, virus X, p. 366

How might the human race appear to such an aggressively emerging virus? That teeming, globally intrusive species, with its transcontinental air travel, massively congested cities, sexual promiscuity, and in the less affluent regions — where the virus is most likely to first emerge — a vulnerable lack of hygiene with regard to food and water supplies and hospitality to biting insects' The virus is best seen, in John Hollands excellent analogy, as a swarm of competing mutations, with each individual strain subjected to furious forces of natural selection for the strain, or strains, most likely to amplify and evolve in the new ecological habitat.3 With such a promising new opportunity in the invaded species, natural selection must eventually come to dominate viral behavior. In time the dynamics of infection will select for a more resistant human population. Such a coevolution takes rather longer in "human" time — too long, given the ease of spread within the global village. A rapidly lethal and quickly spreading virus simply would not have time to switch from aggression to coevolution. And there lies the danger. Joshua Lederbergs prediction can now be seen to be an altogether logical one. Pandemics are inevitable. Our incredibly rapid human evolution, our overwhelming global needs, the advances of our complex industrial society, all have moved the natural goalposts. The advance of society, the very science of change, has greatly augmented the potential for the emergence of a pandemic strain. It is hardly surprising that Avrion Mitchison, scientific director of Deutsches Rheuma Forschungszentrum in Berlin, asks the question: "Will we survive!” We have invaded every biome on earth and we continue to destroy other species so very rapidly that one eminent scientist foresees the day when no life exists on earth apart from the human monoculture and the small volume of species useful to it. An increasing multitude of disturbed viral-host symbiotic cycles are provoked into self-protective counterattacks. This is a dangerous situation. And we have seen in the previous chapter how ill-prepared the world is to cope with it. It begs the most frightening question of all: could such a pandemic virus cause the extinction of the human species?
Health Care Reform Good – Economy
Health care reform is critical to the economy

Jonathan Gruber, Prof of Economics @ MIT, 12-4-2008, “Medicine for the Job Market,” NYT, http://www.nytimes.com/2008/12/04/opinion/04gruber.html?_r=1&ref=opinion

Given the present need to address the economic crisis, many people say the government cannot afford a big investment in health care, that these plans are going nowhere fast. But this represents a false choice, because health care reform is good for our economy.  As the country slips into what is possibly the worst downturn since the Depression, nearly all experts agree that Washington should stimulate demand with new spending. And one of the most effective ways to spend would be to give states money to enroll more people in Medicaid and the State Children’s Health Insurance Plan. This would free up state money for rebuilding roads and bridges and other public works projects — spending that could create jobs.  Health care reform can be an engine of job growth in other ways, too. Most proposals call for investments in health information technology, including the computerization of patient medical records. During the campaign, for example, Mr. Obama proposed spending $50 billion on such technology. The hope is that computerized recordkeeping, and the improved sharing of information among doctors that it would enable, would improve the quality of patient care and perhaps also lower medical costs. More immediately, it would create jobs in the technology sector. After all, somebody would need to develop the computer systems and operate them for thousands of American health care providers.  Expanded insurance coverage would also drive demand for high-paying, rewarding jobs in health services. Most reform proposals emphasize primary care, much of which can be provided by nurse practitioners, registered nurses and physician’s assistants. These jobs could provide a landing spot for workers who have lost jobs in other sectors of the economy.  Fundamental health care reform would also stimulate more consumer spending, as previously uninsured families would no longer need to save every extra penny to cover a medical emergency. When the federal government expanded Medicaid in the 1990s, my own research has shown, the newly insured significantly increased their spending on consumer goods.  Universal health insurance coverage would also address economic problems that existed before this downturn began — and that are likely to linger after growth resumes. In our current system, people who leave or lose their jobs often must go without insurance for months or years, and this discourages people from moving to positions where they could be more productive. Most reform proposals call for the creation of pools of insurance coverage that would guarantee access to high-quality, affordable care for people who are self-employed or out of work, increasing their mobility.  If this coverage focuses on disease prevention and wellness, it could also improve the health, and thereby the productivity, of the workforce.  In the long term, the greatest fiscal threat facing this nation is the growth in the costs of health care. These costs have more than tripled as a share of our economy since 1950, and show no signs of abating. The Congressional Budget Office recently projected that the share of the economy devoted to healthcare will double by 2050.

Health care reform outweighs all other economic problems

David Cutler, professor of economics at Harvard, Brad DeLong, professor of economics at University of California, Berkeley, and Ann Marie Marciarille, adjunct law professor at McGeorge School of Law, September 16, 2008, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122152292213639569.html

The big threat to growth in the next decade is not oil or food prices, but the rising cost of health care. The doubling of health insurance premiums since 2000 makes employers choose between cutting benefits and hiring fewer workers.  Rising health costs push total employment costs up and wages and benefits down. The result is lost profits and lost wages, in addition to pointless risk, insecurity and a flood of personal bankruptcies. Sustained growth thus requires successful health-care reform. Barack Obama and John McCain propose to lead us in opposite directions -- and the Obama direction is far superior.  Sen. Obama's proposal will modernize our current system of employer- and government-provided health care, keeping what works well, and making the investments now that will lead to a more efficient medical system. He does this in five ways:  - Learning. One-third of medical costs go for services at best ineffective and at worst harmful. Fifty billion dollars will jump-start the long-overdue information revolution in health care to identify the best providers, treatments and patient management strategies.  - Rewarding. Doctors and hospitals today are paid for performing procedures, not for helping patients. Insurers make money by dumping sick patients, not by keeping people healthy. Mr. Obama proposes to base Medicare and Medicaid reimbursements to hospitals and doctors on patient outcomes (lower cholesterol readings, made and kept follow-up appointments) in a coordinated effort to focus the entire payment system around better health, not just more care.  - Pooling. The Obama plan would give individuals and small firms the option of joining large insurance pools. With large patient pools, a few people incurring high medical costs will not topple the entire system, so insurers would no longer need to waste time, money and resources weeding out the healthy from the sick, and businesses and individuals would no longer have to subject themselves to that costly and stressful process.  - Preventing. In today's health-care market, less than one dollar in 25 goes for prevention, even though preventive services -- regular screenings and healthy lifestyle information -- are among the most cost-effective medical services around. Guaranteeing access to preventive services will improve health and in many cases save money.  - Covering. Controlling long-run health-care costs requires removing the hidden expenses of the uninsured. The reforms described above will lower premiums by $2,500 for the typical family, allowing millions previously priced out of the market to afford insurance. 

Dems Good – Immigration Reform

Immigration reform will be delayed until after the midterm
Randy Ruiz, 8-13-2009, “Tragic neglect of immigration,” CNN, http://edition.cnn.com/2009/WORLD/americas/08/19/ruiz.immigration.delay/

Latino leaders have long called for comprehensive immigration reform. During the presidential campaign, it finally seemed destined for reality as candidates sought the crucial Latino vote.  But today, where's immigration reform on the list of priorities?  Apparently, it's plummeting faster than bank stocks were during the market's freefall. Maybe the president hoped we wouldn't notice. He mentioned it in passing while we were engrossed in the health care drama. And instead of telling us directly, in a meeting with the Latino leaders that supported his candidacy, he announced it while chatting with foreign heads of state.  What did he say? No immigration reform until 2010. But since he's expending massive political capital on health care, and 2010 is a midterm election year renowned for inaction on controversial matters, the postponement is as menacing as the promise is dubious.  "Experience and history have told us if it's postponed to the following year, then you're talking about 2011," Rep. Henry Cuellar, D-Texas, told the San Antonio Express-News.

Keeping democratic majorities is key

Darrell West, Director of Governance Studies at Brookings. AND, Thomas Mann, Senior Fellow of at Brookings,  July 2009, “Prospects for Immigration Reform in the New Political Climate,” http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2009/07_immigration_mann_west/07_immigration_mann_west.pdf
The Secure Borders, Economic Opportunity and Immigration Reform Act of 2007, a compromise bill strongly favored by a sitting president, failed when lawmakers could not resolve political differences among various constituencies. Among President Bush’s party, only 11 of 49 members supported his position on the key Senate cloture vote, 12 fewer than the number who had backed a similar measure the prior year. In the final two years of their majority, House Republican leaders ignored their president and refused to bring anything other than punitive measures to the floor. Arguments over immigration bogged down over real and perceived impact of new arrivals on American economic and social life. Because the subject touches on delicate issues of family, education, social order, service delivery, culture, language and national character, it is hard for elected officials to bridge competing viewpoints. The legislation failed because of polarized institutions, combative media coverage, complex and shifting public opinion and the real challenge of enforcing borders. The New Landscape Immigration reform in the new political landscape will be shaped by a popular Democratic president armed with substantial Democratic majorities in the House and Senate. However, unified party control of the national government does not guarantee comprehensive policy-making. Democrats controlled Congress and the presidency during the Carter administration but were unable to reform energy policy. During the Clinton administration, Democrats were in a similarly strong political position, yet could not enact the centerpiece of the president’s domestic agenda: health-care reform. Still, on controversial subjects requiring intricate compromise, it helps to have one party clearly in charge. This institutional position makes it easier to negotiate policy differences because it narrows the range of principles that must be negotiated. Such a dynamic is especially the case during periods of extreme polarization of the sort witnessed in recent years. With each party striving for electoral advantage and extremes from each party demanding ideologically pure responses, it is difficult to enact comprehensive measures. Contentious issues such as immigration reform require some support within the opposition party to firm up or compensate for majority party members that might defect under cross-pressures. The supermajority hurdles in the Senate that flow from the filibuster also necessitate bargaining across party lines. The new climate facilitates reform because it features renewed attention to big ideas and bold policy actions. The 2008 election took place against a backdrop of a global recession, destabilized financial institutions and a strong sense among the American public that old policy approaches were failing and new ones were required. An October 2008 CBS/New York Times national survey found that only 7 percent of Americans thought the country was headed in the right direction while 89 percent felt it was seriously off track. After President Obama’s first 100 days, that 7 percent had jumped to nearly 50 percent. With massive public discontent and big majorities, President Obama has pledged a new policy course in areas from financial regulation and education to health care and energy. As reflected in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, there is a willingness to tackle tough issues and try new policy approaches. In his inaugural address, Obama promised to alter the status quo. Noting that critics had complained that he had “too many big plans,” the chief executive responded that “the ground has shifted” and it was time for action. On immigration reform, Obama has expressed support for comprehensive legislation. At a March 18 town hall meeting in Costa Mesa, Calif., he explained that “I know this is an emotional issue. I know it's a controversial issue. I know that the people get real riled up politically about this, but ultimately, here's what I believe: We are a nation of immigrants ... I don't think that we can do this piecemeal.” During his April 29 press conference, the president reiterated his desire to move the process forward, saying “We can't continue with a broken immigration system. It's not good for anybody. It's not good for American workers. It's dangerous for Mexican would-be workers who are trying to cross a dangerous border.” With experienced leaders in key departments, the Obama administration is well-positioned to achieve immigration reform. For example, Homeland Security Secretary Janet Napolitano is a former governor of Arizona who brings detailed immigration knowledge and political skills. Commerce Secretary Gary Locke is an Asian American who presided as governor of Washington, a state with considerable in-migration, especially from Asian countries.

Dems Good – Immigration Reform

Immigration reform is key to competitiveness

Jeb Bush, Former Governor of Florida,  Thomas McLarty, Former White house Chief of Staff, and, Edward Alden, Director of the Council on Foreign Relations’ Independent Task Force on U.S. Immigration Policy, 7-21- 2009, “Nation Needs Comprehensive, Flexible Immigration Reform,” http://www.ajc.com/opinion/nation-needs-comprehensive-flexible-97393.html

Our immigration system has been broken for too long, and the costs of that failure are growing. Getting immigration policy right is fundamental to our national interests — our economic vitality, our diplomacy and our national security.  In the report of the bipartisan Council on Foreign Relations’ Independent Task Force on U.S. Immigration Policy, we lay out what is at stake for the United States. President Barack Obama has made it clear that reform is one of his top priorities, and that is an encouraging and welcome signal.  Immigration has long been America’s secret weapon. The U.S. has attracted an inordinate share of talented and hardworking immigrants who are enticed here by the world’s best universities, the most innovative companies, a vibrant labor market and a welcoming culture.  Many leaders in allied nations were educated in the U.S., a diplomatic asset that no other country can match. And the contributions of immigrants — 40 percent of the science and engineering Ph.D.s in the U.S. are foreign-born, for example — have helped maintain the scientific and technological leadership that is the foundation of our national security. But the U.S. has been making life much tougher for many immigrants. Long processing delays and arbitrary quota backlogs keep out many would-be immigrants, or leave them in an uncertain temporary status for years. Background and other security checks are taking far too long in many cases. Other countries are taking advantage of these mistakes, competing for immigrants by opening their universities to foreign students and providing a faster track to permanent residency and citizenship.

That’s key to heg

Zalmay Khalilzad, US Ambassador, 1995, “Losing the Moment?,” The Washington Quarterly.

U.S. superiority in new weapons and their use would be critical. U.S. planners should therefore give higher priority to research on new technologies, new concepts of operation, and changes in organization, with the aim of U.S. dominance in the military technical revolution that may be emerging. They should also focus on how to project U.S. systems and interests against weapons based on new technologies. The Persian Gulf War gave a glimpse of the likely future. The character of warfare will change because of advances in military technology, where the United States has the lead, and in corresponding concepts of operation and organizational structure. The challenge is to sustain this lead in the face of the complacency that the current U.S. lead in military power is likely to engender. Those who are seeking to be rivals to the United States are likely to be very motivated to explore new technologies and how to use them against it. A determined nation making the right choices, even though it possessed a much smaller economy, could pose an enormous challenge by exploiting breakthroughs that made more traditional U.S. military methods less effective by comparison. For example, Germany, by making the right technical choices and adopting innovative concepts for their use in the 1920s and 1930s, was able to make a serious bid for world domination. At the same time, Japan, with a relatively small GNP compared to the other major powers, especially the United States, was at the forefront of the development of naval aviation and aircraft carriers.  These examples indicate that a major innovation in warfare provides ambitious powers an opportunity to become dominant or near-dominant powers. U.S. domination of the emerging military-technical revolution, combined with the maintenance of a force of adequate size, can help to discourage the rise of a rival power by making potential rivals believe that catching up with the United States is a hopeless proposition and that if they try they will suffer the same fate as the former Soviet Union.

<insert heg impact>

Ext – Dems Key to Immigration Reform

GOP win in the midterms prevents immigration reform

Andrew Leonard, Reporter for Salon, 10-16-2009, “Obama's secret plan for a successful presidency,” Salon.com

The Kaus thesis is predicated on Obama getting healthcare reform passed, after which the Democrats get clobbered by a still-crippled economy in the 2010 midterm elections. That, in turn, will mean that the rest of the "controversial big Dem bills that got backed up in 2010" -- climate change, card-check, immigration reform -- will die stillborn.

Consensus of political math concludes neg

San Diego Union-Tribune, 10-5-2009, “Let the debate begin,” P. A1

First, with a struggling economy, two wars and the health care debate, President Barack Obama already has more than enough on his plate. So few Americans would fault him if he didn't take on another major legislative battle until after next year's midterm elections -- especially if they're emotional and divisive, as is immigration reform.  It's also true that Obama promised comprehensive immigration reform and the longer he waits to get the ball rolling, the steeper the climb. There is simply no brand of political math by which it becomes easier to get legislation through after the midterm elections than it would have been before if Democrats lose seats in Congress next year.

Democratic control of Congress ensures passage

Darrell M. West, Director of Governance Studies at the Brookings Institution,  7- 22-2009, “The Path to a New Immigration Reform,” The Monitor

Beyond the economy, immigration reform prospects improve considerably across a fresh political landscape that features a popular Democratic president armed with substantial Democratic majorities in the House and Senate, many who appear receptive to comprehensive reform. Obama has called repeatedly for big ideas and bold policy actions.
Republicans won’t vote for reform – Dems are key.

Julia Preston, Writer for IHT, 8-4-2009, “Obama Immigration Policy Tracks Bush,” The International Herald Tribune

The Obama administration has received support for its harder immigration position from a key Democrat, Senator Charles Schumer of New York, chairman of the Judiciary immigration subcommittee, who will be writing an immigration overhaul bill this year.  To prepare for what is likely to be a furious debate, Mr. Schumer has called on Democrats to show that they are serious about immigration enforcement, even asking them to stop using the term ''undocumented'' to refer to immigrants who are in the United States illegally. Democrats have to ''convince the American people there will not be new waves of illegal immigrants'' after an overhaul passes, Mr. Schumer said Thursday.  Republicans who oppose any legalization for illegal immigrants said they were not impressed by the new enforcement measures. ''After 20 years of broken promises, it takes a lot more than token gestures,'' said Representative Brian Bilbray, a California Republican who heads an immigration caucus in the House.
Ext – Immigration Reform Key to Competitiveness

Immigration reform is the only way to boost America’s declining competitiveness.

Edward Alden, Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, 10-13-2009, “Losing America’s Secret Weapon,” http://www.cfr.org/publication/20397/=

Will the prizes of two decades hence still be so heavily tilted to the United States? America's research universities are the biggest reason that foreign scientists and engineers come to the United States. Yet foreign enrollment stalled after the 9/11 attacks when new visa controls made it more difficult for overseas students to come here. While most of the visa obstacles have now been eased, other countries have taken advantage and sharply increased their own foreign student numbers. It is particularly worrisome that foreign enrollment in U.S. graduate science and engineering program dropped nearly 20% from 2001 to 2004, and has yet to recover to pre-9/11 levels.  Further, the road from foreign graduate student to American citizen scientist has become longer, harder and more expensive. Strict limits on the number of temporary work visas make it difficult for many to remain in the U.S. For those who do get work permission, the waiting period for green cards and permanent residence can stretch out a decade or more, especially for Indians and Chinese who make up the majority of foreign students in the sciences. Vivek Wadhwa of Duke University has warned of a "reverse brain drain" as more of these would-be immigrants are growing frustrated and opting instead for other countries, or returning home as greater opportunities emerge in their own countries. This will accelerate the loss of research and development work, which would seriously threaten the U.S. lead in innovation.  These problems are on the radar of Congress and others in Washington. New York senator Charles Schumer has promised to introduce immigration reform legislation that would "encourage the world's best and brightest individuals to come to the U.S. and create the new technologies and businesses." But work has stalled with the legislative calendar already overcrowded with health care reform, financial regulation, climate change and other issues.

Immigration reform is key to American competitiveness.

Edward Alden, Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, 10-13-2009, “Losing America’s Secret Weapon,” http://www.cfr.org/publication/20397/=

The awards demonstrate a simple truth: The United States has been the big winner in an open, global scientific enterprise with America and its universities at the center. Yet we are jeopardizing that very system through shortsighted immigration restrictions that make it needlessly difficult for the most talented and ambitious scientists to come here and remain. Science is a star system, and like sports, music or acting the brightest stars come from all corners of the world. Three of this year's prizewinners--George Smith, Carol Greider and Thomas Steitz--were born and raised in the United States. Two are from Canada, traveled south to do their research and stayed. Elizabeth Blackburn, who shared the prize in physiology and medicine for her work on the fundamental structure of cells, was born in Tasmania and educated in Australia and Britain. She went to Yale to do her post-doctoral research and remained in the U.S.  Charles Kao of China, who shared the physics prize for his pioneering work on fiber optic communications, did his graduate work in Britain, and then went to work for many years at ITT in Virginia and Connecticut before returning to Hong Kong. Venkatraman Ramakrishnan, who shared the chemistry prize for his DNA research, was born in India, earned his Ph.D. from Ohio University, worked at several U.S. universities and carried out his path breaking research at the Brookhaven National Laboratory on Long Island. All five of those born outside the U.S. now hold American citizenship. The only non-American--Ada Yonath of Israel--did her postdoctoral work at Carnegie Mellon University and MIT.  It is sometimes argued that foreign-born scientists discourage American students from pursuing scientific careers. But the best evidence is that mixing talented foreigners and talented Americans creates the most fertile ground for scientific advancement, and that foreign scientists help to make American scientists more productive. There are direct economic benefits as well. The kinds of scientific breakthroughs recognized by the Nobel committees frequently have commercial applications. About one-third of America's star scientists end up commercializing their discoveries, spawning companies in the most innovative and rapidly growing industries like biotechnology, semiconductors and lasers.

AT: Dems Bad – Gridlock

Dem loss doesn’t cause gridlock

Ross Douthat, Senior editor at The Atlantic, 3-1-2010, “The Future of the Obama Era,” http://douthat.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/03/01/the-future-of-the-obama-era/
The lesson here, I think, is that a president doesn’t have to pass all the sweeping legislation that his supporters dream about to have a transformational effect on the nation’s politics. Reagan didn’t abolish cabinet agencies, meaningfully restrain entitlements, or cut government to 10 percent of G.D.P. Likewise, it’s increasingly clear that whatever happens with health care, Barack Obama isn’t going to pass all the big-ticket bills (from cap-and-trade to card check to immigration reform) that liberals were hoping would become law in his first four years in office. But presidents have other ways to put their stamp on our country’s government, and the political culture that surrounds it. They can rewrite regulations, and redefine regulatory agencies’ missions. They can appoint judges, and more judges, and then more judges still. They can run foreign policy the way they see fit, for the most part. They can use the bully pulpit to define the terms of the national debate. And even if they fail at passing comprehensive legislation, they can still take small steps on a host of issues, setting trajectories, at least, if not the final destination.  All of this will still be possible for Barack Obama, even if (or when, as seems more likely) his party takes a drubbing in the midterms. Right now, it looks like his presidency is teetering on the brink of failure — and so it might be. But it’s still entirely possible that what future generations will remember as the Age of Obama is only just beginning.

And, gridlock doesn’t solve the economy

Gary Andes, Reporter for The Weekly Standard, 11-5-2009, “Reducing the Good Will Deficit,” Daily Standard

The U.S. fiscal outlook indeed has significantly deteriorated in the past year--a principal reason behind the rising tide of voter distress. As Senator Judd Gregg noted recently, "The budget that they [the Obama Administration] sent here, has a trillion dollar deficit every year for the next ten years and raises the public debt of this country from 40% of GDP to 80% of the GDP." These numbers are unsustainable. One party can no longer address them unilaterally. Attempting it alone will result in political disaster. So no one even tries.  This is where the "other" deficit matters. Call it "the good will gap." Like the budget deficit, it's expanding exponentially. A permanent campaign mentality contributes to the chasm. Each side waits for the other to make an unpopular policy choice; then they pounce. Threats of 30-second attack ads become a deterrent to necessary action.  So is it possible our fiscal problems now outstrip the political system's ability to solve them? Many think that's the case. "It's both depressing and scary," the head of a business trade association told me. "I think we have a long and dark road ahead until someone realizes that our current system is just plain broken."  A Senate leadership aide agreed. "The process we're going through on health care is creating more, not less divisiveness." He told me certain types of legislation--like reining in big budget deficits or reforming the health care system--just can't be done in a partisan manner. "This president had a chance to build good will, but he wasted it. It's not there anymore." Health care may pass, he told me, but it will further divide, not heal, polarized wounds.  They are both right. So here's an inconvenient truth the Obama administration has yet to get its arms around. And maybe Tuesday night's results will help drive home the message: Addressing the budget deficit requires first closing the good will gap. Unfortunately we've traveled nearly a decade in American politics without that kind of détente.  George H.W. Bush did it by forging bipartisanship on foreign policy. Bill Clinton did it on the budget. George W. Bush worked with Democrats on education reform. Sometimes a crisis like the September 11 terrorist attacks can refuel an empty tank.  Yet while Barack Obama spoke about forging bipartisanship more than any candidate in recent history, his presidency has only expanded the good will gap.   Like it our not, America faces twin deficits--one concerns cash and the other is about consensus. Given the magnitude of our fiscal situation, we can't fix the first without addressing the second. Obama needs to understand this connection. Based on his political behavior on issues like the stimulus and health care, it's unclear he does. Tuesday night's results send a strong signal. Obama needs to hit the reset button in his approach to big, controversial issues like taming the budget deficit. He should tell the White House staff to hang up on Speaker Pelosi and start phoning some Republicans.

China Conditions CP

North Korea Conditions CP 1NC

The United States Federal Government should (insert plan text) on the condition that China takes action to limit North Korean nuclearization.

Contention one – the counterplan competes – the plan is an unconditional and immediate reduction in presence, the counterplan tests these mandates of the plan.

Contention two – Solvency – China would say yes – they view limiting presence as a top priority

Arthur Waldron, Professor of International Relations at the University of Pennsylvania, 2000, “Congressional Statement,” http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/congress/2000_hr/00-06-21waldron.htm
At present China is working very hard to cut our alliance ties in Asia. Our ties with Taiwan were decisively cut twenty years ago and the instability since is a good lesson in the importance of security anchors in the international system. Now China wants to cut our connections with other allies. The recent Korean diplomacy, in which China clearly had a major role, prepares the way for a campaign to end South Korea’s close alliance status with the United States. That in turn will bring the Japanese alliance into doubt.  Some Americans are not particularly concerned about these developments. China is a rising power, they argue, and needs to be accommodated. It makes sense for us to move away from the close tie to Japan toward something more balanced that includes China. But I find it all deeply worrying.  The reason is that the pattern is so similar to what occurred before World War II: the cutting of Japan’s alliance with Britain, the substitution of a weak multilateral system, an international tilt toward China that left Japan feeling cheated—and finally, of course, Japan’s catastrophic decision that, because the international community was unwilling to take her security needs seriously, therefore she had no choice but to act unilaterally.  At the same time that China is attempting to cut US alliances she is building up a network of her own. Internationally she is cultivating Russia by pouring money into the floundering ex-Soviet arms industry, and receiving in return technology that greatly increases her militarily wherewithal. She is also deeply involved in Serbia. She works to weaken trans-Atlantic links. She has developed a very substantial relationship not only with the Muslim states of the Middle East, but also with Israel.

North Korea Conditions CP 1NC
The counterplan prevents North Korean nuclearization – solves arms racing and war
Van Jackson, also a Contributing Analyst for Foreign Policy in Focus and a nationally recognized expert in U.S.-Asia relation, 7-6-2009, Examiner, http://www.examiner.com/x-16317-DC-Asia-Policy-Examiner~y2009m7d6-Obamas-nuclear-plan-could-prevent-Asian-arms-race
From an East Asian security perspective and that of the Six Party Talks to denuclearize the Korean peninsula, the timing of President Obama’s announcement could not have been better.  Tensions have been rising in Asia in recent months.  Negotiations over North Korea’s nuclear program have deadlocked, yet again, and North Korea has just tested its long-range Taepodong-2 Intercontinental Ballistic Missile, against the expressed desires of not simply the United States, but all the countries participating in the Six Party Talks.  One of the myriad fears associated with North Korea’s possession of nuclear weapons is the potential for it to spark a nuclear arms race in Asia.  The doomsday scenario plays out rather intuitively: 1) North Korea confirms unequivocally that it will be keeping its existing nuclear weapons or possibly adding to its stockpile; 2) Japan, which has repeatedly mentioned its belief that a nuclear North Korea is a threat to Japanese security, dramatically builds up its defensive and offensive military capability, possibly developing its own nuclear program while it pushes for greater involvement in transnational security issues such as terrorism; 3) China, continuing to see Japan as the only near-peer realistically capable of challenging its regional leadership, is threatened by Japan’s remilitarization and responds by increasing its own military spending; 4) Partly in response to China’s increased military expenditures and partly in response to nagging historically based concerns over Japan’s remilitarization, both South Korea and Taiwan build up their own conventional armaments, potentially engaging in secret nuclear programs as well. Under such circumstances, political risk indicators would shoot through the roof and foreign direct investment inflows of capital would quickly dry up as multinational corporations seek a safer, more stable region in which to do business.  The region’s resulting economic contraction would place increasing pressure on national governments to pander to xenophobic and nationalistic sentiments, as has been done many times before, thus stoking the fire of conflict.  The region, in sum, would become a powder keg. This is not overly pessimistic hyperbole but a realistic scenario according to the classic literature on security dilemmas.  Just imagine a world where the most powerful countries in Asia all either possess nuclear weapons or are engaged in covert programs to develop a nuclear weapons capability, each in the name of its own security.  Such a dreadful possibility is exactly what the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) was designed to prevent. But the efficacy of the NPT has been called into question by some in recent years because of the actions of de facto and aspiring nuclear weapons states.  De jure nuclear weapons states like the United States have done little to help matters.  In 2005, the Bush Administration took actions that some consider contrary to the spirit of the NPT by initiating a push to rewrite U.S. law and international regulations to recognize India’s nuclear capability in such a way that NPT-based sanctions would no longer apply.   Legally speaking, the NPT is the only thing that has prevented a global nuclear arms race to date and it is increasingly at risk of becoming irrelevant.  Absent strategic changes on the part of global leaders like the United States and China, a North Korean decision to keep its nuclear weapons could spark the spiral model arms race described above.

Asian war goes nuclear

Michael May, emeritus research professor at Stanford, former co-director of the Center for International Security and Cooperation, representative on the Threshold Test Ban Treaty Negotiating Team in Moscow, 1997, Washington Quarterly, Summer
The unpalatable facts, to Europeans and North Americans, are that Asia has about half of the world's people, that it is growing faster than other parts of the world, and that, by mid-century, it will probably have more than half the population of the developed world and more than half of its money. Energy consumption, economic influence, and military power will be distributed in proportion. That is the rosy scenario. The dark scenario is that of a war that would, in all likelihood -- because nuclear weapons can be procured and deployed by any of these countries at a fraction of the cost of peaceful development --leave most of the civilized world devastated.

Say Yes – Presence

Forward presence is key to successful coercion and bargaining – the plan removes the best bargaining chip, but the counterplan signals reciprocity
Michael A. Allen, Ph.D. Candidate in Political Science at SUNY-Binghamton, 2-15-2010, “Deploying Bases Abroad: An Empirical Assessment,” http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/3/1/3/6/9/p313697_index.html

The analysis within the Harkavy books suggest one initial hypothesis that would normally act as a control variable in other studies: distance. Given that the rival for the United States during the Cold War was on the other side of a globe encourages the United States to deploy bases that are far from its own territory and closer to the Soviet Union. This impetus is also bolstered by the traditional borders of the United States containing two oceans and having its two neighbors be strong and stable allies during the Cold War. As such, we would expect the following hypothesis:  Hypothesis 1: The further away a country is from the United States, the higher the likelihood the United States will deploy a base in its territory.  The proximity of a state to the United States is an attractive variable for defensive and offensive reasons. Defensively, it allows for the interception of forces prior to reaching the United States and force potential conflicts to remain distant. Offensively, it allows the United States to adequately project its military power into areas where conventional armies would normally require months to arrive. Having some semblance of a force already deployed within a distant region makes coercion in bargaining with other states more credible.

Conditioning presence is successful – it’s important for leverage

Francis Fukuyama, Professor of Int’l Political Economy, 2005, Re-envisioning Asia,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 84, Iss. 1
Washington clearly derives some benefits from the present system of U.S.-centric bilateral alliances. The United States gains unique sanction for its military and political presence in the region and is in a strong position to prevent the emergence of hostile coalitions. Washington also often serves as the conduit for messages and security plans sent from one Asian capital to another, giving it leverage.
China believes US alliances are simply Cold War relics

US-China Security Review, 2002, REPORT TO CONGRESS OF THE U.S. - CHINA SECURITY REVIEW COMMISSION - THE NATIONAL SECURITY IMPLICATIONS OF THE ECONOMIC RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND CHINA, http://www.uscc.gov/annual_report/2002/ch1_02.htm

In response to a world in which the United States has not declined as quickly as the Chinese hoped, Beijing put forth a "New Security Concept" in 1996-97, which calls for the abandonment of "Cold War mentality" and a new security order based on "mutual trust, mutual benefit, equality, and cooperation." Having failed to achieve parity or dominance through their own efforts and our failures, the Chinese are now attempting to gain equal footing through diplomacy. The emphasis on equality and cooperation reflects China’s preference for a multi-polar world that conforms less to U.S. influence and more to their own desires.  Beijing has described traditional U.S. alliances as vestiges of "Cold War Thinking" while at the same time it has sought to establish its own "partnerships" in Asia and around the world. In the past decade, Beijing has established multiple "cooperative" or "constructive partnerships" with countries from Japan to India, from the European Union to the United Kingdom, from Mexico to South Africa.  Asserting greater influence in the Asia Pacific region is central to China’s strategic policy. And Chinese analysts also see the region as an important source of technology, investment and modern management techniques.
Say Yes – Decreasing Hegemony

China supports a decrease in hegemony – they perceive the US in direct competition

US-China Security Review, 2002, REPORT TO CONGRESS OF THE U.S. - CHINA SECURITY REVIEW COMMISSION - THE NATIONAL SECURITY IMPLICATIONS OF THE ECONOMIC RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND CHINA, http://www.uscc.gov/annual_report/2002/ch1_02.htm

China’s leaders consistently characterize the United States as a "hegemon", connoting a powerful protagonist and overbearing bully that is China’s major competitor, but they also believe that the United States is a declining power with important military vulnerabilities that can be exploited. China views itself as an emerging power.
China wants a multi-polar Asia that is less reliant on the system of US alliances – they would say yes to the plan

Aileen San Pablo-Baviera, Professor @ The Asian Center, 2003, “The China factor in US alliances in East Asia and the Asia Pacific,” Australian Journal of International Affairs, Vol. 57, No. 2, pp. 339, Scholar

Rather than have a unipolar world order under the leadership of the United States, China’s leaders have been asserting their preference for a multipolar order as more conducive to equilibrium (Beijing Renmin Ribao 1997). A multipolar order, it is argued, would be more consistent with recent global trends such as the greater salience of economic over military power, increased interdependence, thedifferent nature of security threats and challenges since the 1990s, and the US’ own inability to take action in response to such challenges to international security without relying on coalitions with other states.8 The growing importance of inclusivist, multilateral cooperation mechanisms such as the Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum and the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF), with the broad-based participation not just of like-minded states but of adversaries or potential adversaries, and not just of great powers but of middle and small powers, seemed to support this, even though these institutions remain weak to date.  Given these new post-Cold War realities in the region and China’s centrality to the aspirations of the US, the role of US alliances may thus also be seen as performing functions other than continuing to promote US strategic interests and maintaining a peaceful balance of power in the region, as is claimed. These include helping to promote American values in a region that may otherwise be dominated by China (with its different cultural as well as ideological outlook); and ensuring that the US will remain the dominant military power even as Chinese power, regional interdependence and multilateralist thinking grow.
These feelings are made explicit in the highest levels of the Chinese military

US-China Security Review, 2002, REPORT TO CONGRESS, http://www.uscc.gov/annual_report/2002/ch1_02.htm

China’s Defense White Paper of 2000 reflects deep concern about an international order predominantly shaped by the United States. It states that "certain big powers" (i.e., the United States) are contributing to instability and "threatening world peace" by pursuing neo-interventionism, new gunboat policy, and neo-economic colonialism. The document links such new problems to "hegemonism" and the hegemon’s proclivities for playing "power politics."  China has viewed high-profile U.S. military actions of 1999-2001–including the NATO campaign against Yugoslavia, the bombing of the Chinese embassy in Belgrade, the EP-3 incident over the South China coast–as glaring examples of "hegemonism" at work, and believes that they have produced an "extremely negative impact" on the international situation. Beijing has compared the United States to Nazi Germany for the bombing of the Chinese embassy in Belgrade; it has labeled U.S. involvement in Bosnia and Kosovo as an attempt to maintain U.S. dominance in Europe; it has characterized the enlargement of NATO as an effort to contain and encircle China; and it has criticized U.S. development of ballistic missile defenses as contributing to the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.
Say Yes – Japan

China hates the interoperability of US-Japan forces – they would say yes

Aileen San Pablo-Baviera, Professor @ The Asian Center, 2003, “The China factor in US alliances in East Asia and the Asia Pacific,” Australian Journal of International Affairs, Vol. 57, No. 2, pp. 339, Scholar

Despite the more benign security environment in the 1990s, without the Soviet threat underlying strategic cooperation Sino-US relations deteriorated, especially in the last few years before 11/9. From the US perspective, China’s poor record of human rights and democracy, ambitious military modernisation program3, increas- ing nationalism and assertiveness, weapons sales to countries perceived as hostile to the United States, provision of missile technology to some developing countries, and irredentist claims over Taiwan and the South China Sea led to perceptions that it was basically a dissatisfied or revisionist power and therefore a potentialdestabiliser. From China’s perspective, its grievances against Washington included violations of the One China policy through continued military sales to Taiwan; interference in its internal affairs, e.g. on the issues of Tibet, the treatment of dissidents and of underground religious groups; the development of more advanced missile defence systems4; and the revitalisation of security ties with Japan, particularly insofar as they strengthen US-Japan interoperability in responding to threat scenarios in regional crises.5

China opposes US interventionism – would support a decrease in presence

Aileen San Pablo-Baviera, Professor @ The Asian Center, 2003, “The China factor in US alliances in East Asia and the Asia Pacific,” Australian Journal of International Affairs, Vol. 57, No. 2, pp. 339, Scholar

China has also reacted negatively to what it sees as two visible trends in US foreign policy doctrine and practice. The first is interventionism—as we saw in recent discourses on humanitarian intervention, and more recently, the emerging concepts of ‘preemption’ and ‘regime change’ in relation to Iraq and other so-called ‘axis of evil’ states. The second is unilateralism—manifested as US disdain for having its actions bound by norms and institutions such as the United Nations or even its own NATO partners. Both inclinations, if pursued to the extreme as we may be seeing now in the US war in Iraq, risk undermining international norms that have served as the foundations of world order in the last fifty years. Both are in conflict with China’s moralist worldview, as well as having realpolitik significance for US-China relations (see further Chih-yu Shih 1993). China is taking very seriously the possibility and risks it will have to face if it should be on the receiving end of interventionist, unilateralist actions of such a superpower.

China no longer views the alliance as benign – they would support the counterplan

Xinbo Wu, Professor @ Center for American Studies and Dean of the School of IR @ Fudan, 2005, “The End of the Silver Lining: A Chinese View of the U.S.-Japanese Alliance,” CSIS, Scholar
Yet, as the United States and Japan have expanded their security ties to reflect changes in their respective threat perceptions and regional security strategies, strong concern has arisen in other countries.  This is particularly true in Beijing, which believes that enhanced security cooperation between Washington and Tokyo compromises China’s security interests. For years, many Chinese analysts regarded the U.S.-Japanese alli- ance as a useful constraint on Japan’s remilitarization. Developments since the mid-1990s and especially during the past few years, however, have con- vinced them that the alliance has become an excuse for Japan to pursue a more active security policy. Moreover, the “China factor” has played an even stronger role in U.S.-Japanese security cooperation under the Bush ad- ministration than in previous years. Concern with checking rising Chinese power and deterring a possible Chinese use of force in the Taiwan Strait has caused Washington to push for more assertive Japanese security policy, shap- ing both the form and substance of U.S.-Japanese security cooperation. In- deed, as Beijing continues to expand its material power and influence in Asia, Washington has sought to balance China’s rise through its campaign to return Japan to a “normal nation.” Contrary to past policies, the United States is now driving rather than constraining Japan’s rearmament. In the foreseeable future, short of a major adjustment of U.S. regional security strategy, the U.S.-Japanese alliance will act as a propellant of, rather than as a cap on, Japan’s military development. At least as far as China is concerned, the bright side of the U.S.-Japanese alliance seems to be gone.
Say Yes – South Korea

China will say yes to South Korean troop removal – they view it as key strategic territory

Subhash Kabila, PhD, International Relations and Strategic Affairs analyst, 7-14-2010, “Korean Peninsula: United States Strategically Undercut By China,” Eurasai Review, http://www.eurasiareview.com/201007145034/korean-peninsula-united-states-strategically-undercut-by-china.html

The Korean Peninsula prominently juts out geographically from North East China and ends up in close vicinity of Japan. The Korean Peninsula if under China's control would enable China to strategically, militarily and politically dominate and coerce Japan. Proximity to Japan would also enable China to neutralize the deterrent postures of the United States maintained by US Forces forward military presence in Japan.   Conversely even with a truncated Korean Peninsula facilitating US Forces forward military presence at South Korean military bases provides the United States with a "strategic foothold" on the Asian Continent which could be enlarged in a military contingency to pose a direct military threat to China, even an existential one.  China's present threat perceptions focus more on the above than on China's military capability to over-run the whole of the Korean Peninsula. 
China is actively attempting to distance the US from South Korea

Subhash Kabila, PhD, International Relations and Strategic Affairs analyst, 7-14-2010, “Korean Peninsula: United States Strategically Undercut By China,” Eurasai Review, http://www.eurasiareview.com/201007145034/korean-peninsula-united-states-strategically-undercut-by-china.html

The US-China effusive rhetoric stressing peace and stability should not fool anyone on the undercurrent of strategic hostility that exists between these to rival nations glaring at each other across the Pacific. China chafes at the existence of US Mutual Security Treaties with South Korea and Japan and also these countries hosting sizeable US Forces presence on their soil.   Exploiting the "strategic neglect" of North East Asia by the United States occasioned by its commitments in Iraq and Afghanistan, China's strategic undercutting of the United States in the region can be said to have manifested itself in the following forms with the focus more on South Korea:   South Korea was aggressively wooed by China both politically and economically especially under the last South Korean President. The strategic aim was to distance South Korea both from the United States and Japan and thereby loosening the US security architecture in the region.
US troops in South Korea can successfully be used as a bargaining chip over North Korean nuclearization

Brooke Roundy, 2000, “U. S. Military Presence in Korea: A Cost-Benefit Analysis,” pg. B6
In terms of the military, I will argue that it is disproportionately expensive to maintain this force when that step is compared with other measures which are comparatively lower in cost: displays of respect, confidence-building measures (CBMs), and measures that ultimately build a climate of trust. The premise of my argument is that, based on the dramatic and encouraging change in the relationship on the Korean peninsula, the U.S. can and should be flexible on the issue of its military presence, negotiating with the DPRK to produce an environment of mutual trust. In other words, the U.S. can use the military presence as a bargaining chip in order to ease tensions and extract concrete conces- sions from the DPRK.

Say Yes – Theater Missile Defense

The counterplan solves – China is willing to bargain over TMD and it is enough leverage to solve North Korean proliferation
Kori Urayama, PhD, Research Assistant for Project Alliance Tomorrow, 2000, “Chinese Perspectives on Theater Missile Defense: Policy Implications for Japan, Asian Survey,” Vol. 40, pg. 560
Use of TMD as a Diplomatic Card in Discussing Regional Missile Initiatives: Continuation of the TMD co-research does not imply disregarding China's concerns over TMD altogether. Japan and the U.S. should certainly work to decrease China's threat perception where possible. Recently, some observers have urged that TMD should be used as a card to entice Chinese participation in a formal trilateral security dialogue.39 In fact, some Chinese analysts have indicated that China might consider making missile-related pledges in ex​change for a partial TMD deployment commitment and Chinese official statements have appeared to bespeak the possibility of such bargaining. For instance. Zhu Rongji has been quoted as saying, "Whether or not you [the U.S.] build a TMD, that's your business. But if you were to get Taiwan involved in this TMD. then China's position is that it would be adamantly opposed to such an action."40 As another example, some Chinese experts have indicated that China would soften its position on U.S.-Japan TMD ini​tiative to a "de facto acquiescence" if the U.S. and Japan would explicitly reject Taiwanese involvement in the joint project.41 Such statements would appear to indicate that a degree of bargaining is possible if heed is paid to China's bottom line on TMD.  There are a number of missile initiatives worth discussing with China. For example, possible TMD limits could be set in return for China's pledge not to deploy MIRVs and strategic cruise missiles. A TMD system also could be only partially deployed in return for China's pledge to decrease its coastal missile deployments. However, Japan should not pursue initiatives such as these on an exclusively Chinese basis, as North Korean missiles are of seri​ous concern as well. It is desirable to pursue any missile initiatives with a long-term goal of including North Korea. Christensen argues that by agree​ing to limit TMD. Japan and the U.S. may be able to gain more active partici​pation from Beijing in discouraging further North Korean missile develop​ment.42 The U.S. and Japan could, for example, agree to limit TMD in ex​change for North Korea's full compliance with the Perry process.43 The crit​ical element in promoting such initiatives will be how to positively and constructively engage both China and North Korea in discussions on the re​gion's missile milieu for which they are largely responsible.

TMD can be successfully used as a bargaining chip over disarm
Hideaki Kaneda, former Vice Admiral for the JDF, 2007, “Japan’s Missile Defense Diplomatic and Security Policies In a Changing Strategic Environment,” Japan Institute of International Affairs, Scholar

In the relationship between Japan and China, for example, even if Japan presses China to reduce weapons that directly threaten Japan, China will not likely concede unless it can obtain something of value in return.  Although the BMD system Japan is to introduce is defensive in nature, it can be developed into a capability that could strongly influence China’s nuclear strategy. In this respect, it could become a card to bring China to the negotiating table on arms control and disarmament.

Solvency – Chinese Pressure Key

North Korea will bargain over nukes

The Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, 2010, “North Korea,” http://www.armscontrolcenter.org/policy/northkorea/#

Experts presently believe that North Korea has produced enough fissile material for between 5 and 12 nuclear weapons. North Korea's detonation of a nuclear device on October 9, 2006 is widely considered to have been a technical failure and the country does not yet possess the ability to install nuclear warheads on ballistic missiles. Nonetheless, Pyongyang has declared itself a nuclear state, becoming the eighth country to do so.  North Korean actions often are enigmatic, but there is no reason to doubt that the regime's fundamental objective is national survival. North Korea will fully denuclearize only when it has obtained the political arrangements that guarantee its survival. These arrangements include formal diplomatic relations with the United States, a peace agreement that officially ends the Korean War, and integration into the global economy. If it does not achieve these objectives, North Korea will continue to use its nuclear program to extract concessions that at least will keep it alive awhile longer, even if not guaranteeing the regime's long-term survival.

Chinese pressure on North Korea solves

Rory Medcalf, directs the international security program at the Lowy Institute, 2009, “Wicked Weapons: North Asia’s Nuclear Triangle,” Low Institute for International Policy, http://www.lowyinstitute.org/Program_IntSecurity.asp
The new international push against nuclear weapons needs to be pursued with care lest it paradoxically worsen nuclear dangers in North Asia. This region, where the interests of great powers intersect, presents a ‘wicked problem’: fixing one aspect risks aggravating others. Two linked dilemmas stand out: how China and others can turn North Korea away from the nuclear path without increasing regional instability; and how the United States can engage China on nuclear disarmament without increasing Japan’s strategic anxiety.  A way out will demand mutual and coordinated concessions. Washington has led the way, and President Obama’s chairing of a special summit of the United Nations Security Council on 24 September 2009 will provide an opportunity for next steps. China should explain its long-term nuclear intentions, declaring an end to its non-strategic nuclear arsenal and a cessation of fissile material production. Beijing and North Korea will need assurances that US strategic capabilities are not intended for coercion. Japan will have to accept that the US nuclear umbrella is not meant to counter every kind of threat. And Washington will need to convince Tokyo and Seoul that it can defend them even with reduced reliance on nuclear weapons. All of this will be more feasible with China demonstrably leaning on North Korea.

Only China can prevent North Korean proliferation
Rory Medcalf, directs the international security program at the Lowy Institute, 2009, “Wicked Weapons: North Asia’s Nuclear Triangle,” Low Institute for International Policy, http://www.lowyinstitute.org/Program_IntSecurity.asp
But the role of China remains central. China’s growing tolerance of the PSI is valuable, as is its support of UNSCR 1874. Beijing’s frustration with the North Korean regime, and its wish to be seen as a responsible power on this issue, is mounting. This is reflected in the hardening tone of its public utterances on the matter, including officially sanctioned public opinion polling.12
If polls published in the Chinese press now categorically conclude that a nuclear North Korea is bad for China, observers can assume that this finds at least some echo in China’s official policy and analytical circles – in addition to serving as a warning to Pyongyang. It would seem that China now sees a real need for change in North Korea: not regime change as such, but movement towards engendering greater respect for China’s wishes, whether from the current leadership or a post Kim-Jong Il order.  Ultimately, China would have powerful leverage through its economic relationship with North Korea, if it chose to exert it to the full. It could cut off food and oil supplies, with attendant risks. Or it could set out to influence North Korean society through accelerated economic opening. Given that Pyongyang guards against any commercial interaction that smacks of ideological contagion, China would stand a better chance than other countries – including South Korea – of thus altering the nature of the North. 
North Korea Impacts – TMD

Solving the North Korean threat prevents missile defense deployment

Michael Swaine, et al, PhD @ Harvard, 2001, RAND, Japan and Ballistic Missile Defense, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1374/index.html
Recent warming trends on the Korean peninsula have arguably pro- duced a drop in Japanese enthusiasm for BMD, although certain military strategists continue to push BMD as a counterbalance to growing Chinese missile deployments. The latter view is not yet the prevailing one in government circles, however. Therefore, the perception of a less belligerent, more cooperative North Korea will make Japanese decisionmaking on BMD more difficult as any decision must be based upon a real and credible threat. The total disappearance of a North Korean threat could undermine the motivation for acquiring even a minimal BMD capability. Moreover, without a basic government decision to proceed beyond the research stage and the promise of large government contracts for the development and procurement that such a decision would bring, Japanese commercial and technological interests will have few incentives to greatly accelerate or deepen the research program.

Missile defense leads to Asian war

Shulong Chu, PhD in Political Science from Georgetown, Professor of Political Science, 2001, 2nd Pugwash Workshop on Nuclear Stability and Missile Defenses, Scholar, 

The missile defense (MD), especially the theater missile defense (TMD) that the U.S. and Japan are jointly developing now has become the most significant negative issue in security area in Asia-Pacific region. It has caused a serious trouble in major powers’ relations between the U.S., Japan, Russia and China in East Asia. All those major powers take missile defense as a serious strategic issue and worry that such a system will destroy current strategic balance between major powers in the region. Russian and Chinese also argue that TMD would change military balance in the region which will give U.S.-Japan a new superiority over others. MD may also cause a new round of arms race in both offensive and defensive areas in Asia in the new century. It has become a controversial issue in bilateral security talks among those major powers and a hot issue in multilateral arena such as the United Nations and ARF(ASEAN Regional Forum), thus becomes an obstacle for further arms control, disarmament agreements and bilateral and multilateral security cooperation.  To be sure, the MD system that the United States and Japan are going to build in East Asia, have and will continue to have different impacts to different nations in the region. The system may not have great impact to the security policies and structures in Southeast Asia, however, it will have a significant impact to Northeast Asia, to major powers and their relations in the region. The military and strategic balance may be reshaped in East Asia because the development of missile defense in the region.  I. MD, Major Power Relations and Strategic Balance in East Asia  TMD is a major issue to all the major powers in East Asia. All the major powers, the United States, Japan, Russia, China, have taken serous positions toward the theater missile defense, even the system is still under the process of development.

Missile defense makes miscalculation likely – leads to WMD conflict

Gordon Mitchell, Professor of Communication Studies @ Pitt, 2001, Japan-U.S. Missile Defense Collaboration: Rhetorically Delicious, Deceptively Dangerous, The Fletcher Forum of World Affairs
In such a tragic situation, it is suggested that missile defense would preserve “freedom of movement” to call the state of concern’s bluff. To do this, however, leaders of shielded nations would need to have supreme confidence in their mis- sile defense systems. If such confidence was based on faulty or doctored feasibility data, the stage could be set for a miscalculation of tragic proportions. For exam- ple, misplaced faith in a leaky missile defense shield could mistakenly embolden a Japanese president to take diplomatic risks that would recklessly expose thousands (perhaps millions) of civilians to nuclear, chemical, or biological attack.46
North Korea Impacts – Asian War

Minimizing Korean nuclear growth solves nuclear war

Dr. Bruce G. Blair, CDI President- Center for Defense Information- a nonprofit organization that he founded in 2000 to promote independent research and journalism on global affairs and earned a Ph.D. in operations research at Yale, 2003, “The Folly of Nuclear War-Gaming for Korea and South Asia,” pg. Google Book
The brewing nuclear crises in South Asia and the Korean Peninsula have brought post-Cold War nuclear war-gamers back from the brink of extinction. (contd.)  So what, in the end, can we confidently say about nuclear war in these regions? Practically, only that the arsenals could cause a holocaust — a single 15-kiloton plutonium bomb exploded by North Korea about one-quarter mile above Seoul would almost certainly kill 150,000, severely injure another 80,000, and inflict significant injuries to another 200,000 city-dwellers. If North Korea has one or two assembled weapons, it's a threat of apocalyptic proportions to South Korea, or for that matter any country that found itself on the receiving end. If North Korea harvests another six or eight plutonium bombs during the next six months, it could soon put a million or so South Korean and Japanese inhabitants in peril. South Korea's three million civil defense personnel would be overwhelmed.   Prudence dictates that we should assume that any use of nuclear weapons in anger would run a high risk of escalating to full-scale war that inflicts the maximum possible casualties in each of the theaters — a million in Korea, 10 million in South Asia, and hundreds of millions in a U.S.-Russia exchange. These sobering statistics imply that prevention is the only way to limit the adverse consequences of a nuclear conflict. 

This conflict destroys the entire region

Peter Hayes, Professor of International Relations at RMIT University (Australia) and Director of the Nautilus Institute in San Francisco, and Michael Hamel-Green, Dean of and Professor in the Faculty of Arts, Education and Human Development at Victoria University (Australia), 12-14-2009, “The Path Not Taken, The Way Still Open: Denuclearizing The Korean Peninsula And Northeast Asia,î The Asia-Pacific Journal, http://www.japanfocus.org/-Peter-Hayes/3267
At worst, there is the possibility of nuclear attack, whether by intention, miscalculation, or merely accident, leading to the resumption of Korean War hostilities. On the Korean Peninsula itself, key population centres are well within short or medium range missiles. The whole of Japan is likely to come within North Korean missile range. Pyongyang has a population of over 2 million, Seoul (close to the North Korean border) 11 million, and Tokyo over 20 million. Even a limited nuclear exchange would result in a holocaust of unprecedented proportions.  But the catastrophe within the region would not be the only outcome. New research indicates that even a limited nuclear war in the region would rearrange our global climate far more quickly than global warming.

North Korea Impacts – Mechanics

North Korea will negotiate over nuclearization

Jung-ho Bae, Research fellow @ Korea Institute for National Reunification, 2009, “US RoK Alliance in the 21st Century,” Google Scholar
There are several intentions behind the North Korea’s hard- line measures.11  First, North Korea is attempting to incur ‘South-South conflict’ again. By intensifying tensions on the Korean Peninsula under the current uneasy inter-Korean relations, North Korea wishes to create ideological conflicts over the North Korea policy within the South, to foster a public split and finally force the Lee Myung-bak admin- istration to change to adopt an appeasement policy toward North Korea.  Second, they are attempting to attract attention from the Obama administration and urge for the U.S.-North Korea bilateral talks. Both North Korea’s long-range missile launch and its nuclear tests are plain proofs of Pyongyang’s intentions. Meanwhile, Washington is concentrating on its economic difficulties in the wake of the financial crisis and the war in Afghanistan. Also, the U.S. press has not been covering North Korea in-depth. These reasons pushed Pyongyang to conduct its long- range missile launch and nuclear tests in an extreme attempt to draw Washington’s interest in hopes to hold U.S.-North Korea bilateral negotiations to resolve its issues.
North Korea will initiate full-scale nuclear exchange – we don’t endorse the language

Kim Myong Choi, Exec. Dir. of Center for Korean-American Peace, 10-24-2002, “Agreed framework is brain dead,” http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/0212A_Chol.html#sect2

The second choice is for the Americans to initiate military action to knock out the nuclear facilities in North Korea. Without precise knowledge of the location of those target facilities, the American policy planners face the real risk of North Korea launching a full-scale war against South Korea, Japan and the U.S. The North Korean retaliation will most likely leave South Korea and Japan totally devastated with the Metropolitan U.S. being consumed in nuclear conflagration. Looking down on the demolished American homeland, American policy planners aboard a special Boeing jets will have good cause to claim, "We are winners, although our homeland is in ashes. We are safely alive on this jet." The third and last option is to agree to a shotgun wedding with the North Koreans. It means entering into package solution negotiations with the North Koreans, offering to sign a peace treaty to terminate the relations of hostility, establish full diplomatic relations between the two enemy states, withdraw the American forces from South Korea, remove North Korea from the list of axis of evil states and terrorist-sponsoring states, and give North Korea most favored nation treatment. The first two options should be sobering nightmare scenarios for a wise Bush and his policy planners. If they should opt for either of the scenarios, that would be their decision, which the North Koreans are in no position to take issue with. The Americans would realize too late that the North Korean mean what they say. The North Koreans will use all their resources in their arsenal to fight a full-scale nuclear exchange with the Americans in the last war of mankind. A nuclear-armed North Korea would be most destabilizing in the region and the rest of the world in the eyes of the Americans. They would end up finding themselves reduced to a second-class nuclear power. 

Most likely scenario for great power war 

Paul Stares, Senior Fellow for Conflict Prevention and Director of the Center for Preventive Action, 2-3-2009, http://www.cfr.org/publication/18455/prepare_for_north_korean_instability.html?breadcrumb=%2Fregion%2F263%2Fasia. 

Why should we care? As a nuclear weapons state and exporter of ballistic missiles, North Korea has long been a proliferation headache for Washington. With one of the world's largest armies in possession of long-range artillery and rockets, it also can wreak havoc on South Korea and Japan -- America's most important Asian allies. And with neighboring China and Russia also engaged in the Korean peninsula, there are few other places where the interests of so many great powers intersect and potentially collide. So who governs North Korea is not a trivial concern. Were Kim to die suddenly or decide to relinquish power, one of his three sons could take over, as Kim did from his father. But given their young age or inexperience, a collective leadership made up of senior officials with perhaps one of the sons as a figurehead to promote regime legitimacy is widely considered more likely. It is by no means certain, however, that this would work or last very long.
Asian Proliferation Impacts

New Asian proliferators will make deterrence less stable – historical animosity, short-range and civil-military relationships

Stephen Cimbala, Distinguished Prof. Pol. Sci. @ Penn. State Brandywine, 2007, Journal of Slavic Military Studies
Nuclear proliferation in Asia, as opposed to Europe, does change the political background for proliferation. The Cold War Americans and Soviets deployed nuclear forces and engaged in other political-military competition on account of disagreements about ideology. In Asia, states have other, and potentially more volatile, things to disagree about, including: contiguous territory with disputed ownership; grievances left over from past wars; issues of identity and communal membership; and feelings of wounded national pride or emerging empowerment. In addition to the political differences between nuclear weapons in Cold War Europe and post-Cold War Asia, there are important military differences. Two stand out. First, actual and possible future nuclear states in Asia are within catastrophic reach of short or medium range as well as long range delivery systems for nuclear weapons. Geography matters. “Tactical” weapons can have “strategic” effects. Second, the variable character of regimes in Asia results in a complicated mosaic of civilmilitary relationships. Assured positive control of the armed forces by civilians and negative control against accidental-inadvertent war, as operative in the United States and in other democratic states, cannot be assumed
Costs of war are insufficient to deter – no forces preventing conflict

Aaron Friedburg, Professor @ Princetogn University, 1994, International Security, Winter, p. 8

On the Eastern half of the Eurasian landmass, as on its western wing, a new multipolar sub-system is beginning to emerge out of the wreckage of the Cold War.  While firm predictions are impossible (or, in any case, imprudent), the workings of this new Asian system could turn out to be far different from those of its European counterpart.  In Europe, as the neo-liberal optimists suggest, there appears to be an abundance of factors at work that should serve to mitigate the troubling tendencies to which multipolar systems have often been prone in the past.  In Asia, by contrast, many of these same soothing forces are either absent or of dubious strength and permanence.  While civil wars and ethnic strife will continue for some time to smolder along Europe’s peripheries, in the long run it is Asia that seems far more likely to be the cockpit of great power conflict.  The half millennium during which Europe was the world’s primary generator of war (as well as of wealth and knowledge) is coming to a close.  But, for better and for worse, Europe’s past could be Asia’s future.

Unilateral Concession Net-Benefit

Unilateral strategic reassurance causes Chinese miscalculation and overreach – they’ll actively undermine US interests
Washington Post 1-2-2010, “US-China relations to face strains, experts say,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/01/02/AR2010010201751.html
Still, the impending tension comes at a sensitive time. After hammering out a wobbly political deal with China on climate change in Copenhagen, the United States still needs China's help on three pressing international issues: Iran, North Korea and restructuring its economy so that its people consume more and export less. China recently backed a toughly worded statement on Iran by the International Atomic Energy Agency but continues to oppose enhanced sanctions, which the Obama administration has signaled it will pursue in 2010. The United States also seeks China's continued support in enforcing sanctions against North Korea and in pushing Pyongyang to return to nuclear disarmament talks. Administration officials said they are sure China will react negatively to the arms sales and the meeting with the Dalai Lama. At a minimum, U.S. officials expect that President Hu Jintao will not attend a planned nuclear security summit scheduled for April. China could also halt the resumed U.S. dialogue with China's military, which had been one of the central goals of this White House's China policy. Any hopes for China's cooperation in Afghanistan are also in question. One hint that China will limit the scope of its reaction came during Obama's meeting with Hu in November, analysts said. Hu used the formulation "sophisticated weapons" when speaking about any possible U.S. arms sale to Taiwan. U.S. officials took that to be a reference to a tranche of F-16 fighters that Taiwan has requested but that, according to U.S. sources, will not be on Taipei's shopping list this time. "We hope that he [Obama] will not do that," said Zhou Wenzhong, China's ambassador to the United States, when asked about the possibility of the arms sales and the meeting with the Dalai Lama. "We have just had a very successful visit." Still, U.S. officials and analysts have noticed a new assertiveness -- what one senior U.S. official called a "sense of triumphalism" -- on the part of officials and the public in China. This stems from a sense in Beijing that the global economic crisis proves the superiority of China's controlled economy and its authoritarian political system -- and that the West, and in particular the United States, is in decline. This triumphalism was on display during the recently concluded climate talks in Copenhagen. China only sent a deputy foreign minister to meetings set for the level of heads of state; its representatives publicly clashed with their American counterparts. And during the climax of the conference, China's security team tried to block Obama and the rest of his entourage from entering a meeting chaired by China's prime minister, Wen Jiabao. That type of swagger is new for China and it could make for a stronger reaction from Beijing. "If they really believe the United States is in decline and that China will soon emerge as a superpower, they may seek to take on the U.S. in ways that will cause real problems," said Bonnie S. Glaser, an expert on China with the Center for Strategic and International Studies. Complicating this picture is the view of some American analysts that the Obama administration -- with its intensive outreach to Beijing -- tried too hard in its first year to cultivate ties with China. Playing hard to get might have helped smooth out China's swagger, they suggest. "Somehow the administration signaled to the Chinese that we need them more than they need us," Lampton said. "We're in the role of the supplicant." 

The unilateral process specifically encourages aggression
James Thomason, Senior Analyst in the Strategy @ Institute for Defense, 2002, “Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD Volume I: Main Report, Institute for Defense Analyses,” IDA Paper P-3707, July 

Indeed, the weight of the evidence suggests that the process—more than the magnitude—of change will evoke the most objections. Accordingly, if reductions in these regions are desired, we recommend giving considerable attention to the process of change as it relates to our friends and allies. Fundamental is to consult with an ally as the reduction decision is being made and as it is being implemented, in order to educate foreign experts and allow them to take ownership of the change. The painful memory that remains in Korea (whether or not it is accurate) of the Carter administration’s unilateral reduction is an example of why this is important. At the same time, consultations may provide the US valuable insights as to how to achieve policy goals. For example, one Korean advised, if the US wants to reduce US Forces Korea, the US and RoK should at least try to figure out how to obtain a reciprocal gesture from Kim Jong-Il. 

Unilateral Concession Net-Benefit

The plan signals we won’t employ leverage with China even when it’s available – that signal uniquely causes an aggressive Chinese rise

Kelley Currie, 10-22-2009, “The Doctrine of Strategic Reassurance, Wall Street Journal,” pg. A6
If "strategic reassurance" was developed primarily with China's third priority of a positive environment for its continued rise in mind it would still be a mistake. U.S. policy makers have frequently misidentified China's real priorities and, as a result, developed mismatched policy responses that failed to take full advantage of leverage that could be used to advance U.S. interests. The six-party talks on North Korea are a good example: The U.S. side has operated under a misguided belief that the Chinese cared more about helping achieve American goals than they do, and even worked to allay China's concerns about the North Korean regime's stability instead of using these to push China to act more forcefully.  There is a chance that the U.S. is starting a quiet but important strategic shift away from a policy that incorporates an understood, if often inchoate, desire to see China become a more liberal and democratic society, toward an acceptance of China as a permanent authoritarian state that the U.S. and other Western countries are encouraging to become a global superpower. This would be an important development, but it is hardly reassuring.
Chinese aggression leads to nuclear war
C. Dale, Walton Lecturer in International Relations and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, 2007, “Geopolitics and the Great Powers in the 21st Century,” p. 49

Obviously, it is of vital importance to the United States that the PRC does not become the hegemon of Eastern Eurasia. As noted above, however, regardless of what Washington does, China's success in such an endeavor is not as easily attainable as pessimists might assume. The PRC appears to be on track to be a very great power indeed, but geopolitical conditions are not favorable for any Chinese effort to establish sole hegemony; a robust multipolar system should suffice to keep China in check, even with only minimal American intervention in local squabbles. The more worrisome danger is that Beijing will cooperate with a great power partner, establishing a very muscular axis. Such an entity would present a critical danger to the balance of power, thus both necessitating very active American intervention in Eastern Eurasia and creating the underlying conditions for a massive, and probably nuclear, great power war. Absent such a "super-threat," however, the demands on American leaders will be far more subtle: creating the conditions for Washington's gentle decline from playing the role of unipolar quasi-hegemon to being "merely" the greatest of the world's powers, while aiding in the creation of a healthy multipolar system that is not marked by close great power alliances.

AT: Counterplan is Illegitimate
( ) Real world education – policy-makers consider the opportunity cost forgone by unilateral concessions – the more innovative the argument is in-round, the better research it encourages out of round

( ) Ground – core negative ground tests the international reaction to the plan – only this counterplan tests the bargaining power of the plan

( ) Balances affirmative strategy – affirmative’s use durable fiat to prevent affirmative rollback, only counterplans that test certainty can equalize ground

( ) Reciprocal – the affirmative gets advantages based on the unilateral and unconditional nature of the plan

( ) Creative thinking – condition counterplans force in-depth research into bargaining and negotiations literature – not solved by any other argument

( ) Aff side bias – speaks first and last, chooses the topic, and lack of a core generic will force a run to stupid T and kritik debates – this counterplan solves that race to the bottom

( ) The counterplan isn’t artificially competitive – it’s mutually exclusive

Stuart Birks, Director of the Centre for Public Policy Evaluation @ Massey, 1999, http://econ.massey.ac.nz/cppe/schools/etfs1.pdf
What is opportunity cost? The opportunity cost of a decision is commonly defined as "the value of the best foregone alternative". Despite the inclusion of the word "value" in many definitions, we point out that opportunity cost is generally measured in terms of a specific alternative - I could either go to the cinema or have a Big Mac Combo.  The cost is then the satisfaction that is missed if only one of these alternatives is possible. As opportunity cost refers to the best foregone alternative, there is a selection process involved, where the person or people decide the relative values of the alternatives.  As the issue is one of choice over alternatives, they must be mutually exclusive.  In other words, only one can be chosen.  Choosing one prevents the choice of the other.

( ) Reject the argument not the team – if they win this argument it proves that the argument shouldn’t be evaluated, not that it never should have been introduced.  Any more punishment wouldn’t fit the crime.
AT: Permutation “Do Both”

The permutation doesn’t solve – our 1nc Waldron evidence indicates China will take advantage of US weakness – they will pocket the concession of the plan

The permutation is the worst negotiating strategy – China will view unilateral concessions as weakness and demand more – tanks negotiations

Dan Blumenthal, 7-21-2010, “Contrary to China's recent behavior, Washington is still stronger than Beijing,” Foreign Policy, Scholar
Predictably, Beijing saw a U.S. government it could push around and wanted more. Now it is going for the jugular, demanding an end to arms sales to Taiwan and declaring the South China Sea a Chinese lake. China's manifold domestic problems are another cause of China's belligerence. With an upcoming political succession in 2012, featuring party cadres without any ties to the communist revolution vying for leadership roles, the politburo has every reason to worry. Popular unrest is also becoming more political, sophisticated, and organized, as many migrant workers have worked in different places, and seen inequalities and injustices all over the country (see Minxin Pei's recent article in The Diplomat). It is likely that the People's Liberation Army and China's anti-American nationalists see a ripe time to put pressure on the political system and to "get tough." What one hears from the Chinese is, "we are strong and not going to take it in anymore." The "it" includes arms sales to Taiwan and U.S. military activity in China's periphery. The Obama administration appears to have gotten the message. They did sell a much needed package of arms to Taiwan. Secretary Gates did not mince words in talking about U.S. and allied interests in the South China Sea and the administration appears to be going forward with joint anti-submarine warfare exercises with the South Koreans despite howls of protests from China. Washington still has a strong hand to play. China is growing stronger, but, for all of its chest thumping, it pales in strength compared with the United States and its allies in Asia. And none of our Asian allies want a dominant China. Indeed, one of the untold stories in Asia is the region's military modernization. Almost all of our allies are buying advanced tactical aircraft (mostly the F-35), maritime surveillance capabilities, and diesel submarines -- to deal with a rising China. The atmosphere is ripe for us to begin creating an informal network of alliances operating more closely together, particularly since much of what our allies are buying is American equipment. Washington should start to build the institutions today that will allow the allies to train together on their fifth-generation aircraft, patrol the South China Seas, and hunt for submarines. How about announcing the creation of a fifth generation aircraft "center for excellence" in Singapore, where all allies can train? The point is that there is still a chance to present China with a choice: act like a responsible power or face a great wall of resistance. The good news is that there are many Chinese who want the former.

The permutation signals weakness – prevents any attempt at reciprocity
Victor Davis Hanson, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford, 3-11-2005,, The National Review, http://www.nationalreview.com/hanson/hanson200503110746.asp

Every time the United States the last quarter century had acted boldly — its removal of Noriega and aid for the Contras, instantaneous support for a reunified Germany, extension of NATO, preference for Yeltsin instead of Gorbachev, Gulf War I, bombing of Milosevic, support for Sharon's fence, withdrawal from Gaza and decapitation of the Hamas killer elite, taking out the Taliban and Saddam-good things have ensued. In contrast, on every occasion that we have temporized — abject withdrawal from Lebanon, appeasement of Arafat at Oslo, a decade of inaction in the Balkans, paralysis in Rwanda, sloth in the face of terrorist attacks, not going to Baghdad in 1991 — corpses pile up and the United States became either less secure or less respected or both.   So it is also in this present war, in which our unheralded successes far outweigh our notorious mistakes. A number of books right now in galleys are going to look very, very silly, as they forecast American defeat, a failed Middle East, and the wages of not listening to their far smarter recommendations of using the U.N. more, listening to Europe, or bringing back the Clinton A-Team.   America's daring, not its support for the familiar — but ultimately unstable and corrupt — status quo, explains why less than three years after September 11, the Middle East is a world away from where it was on the first day of the war. And that is a very good thing indeed.

AT: Permutation “Do Both”

Absent strict condition, China will pocket – trade negotiations prove
Jerry Hagrston, 2008, Revised Schedule Suggests Turbulence In Doha Trade Talks, National Journal Congress Daily

Meanwhile, lawmaker reaction was negative. After Reutersreported that an Indian official said the U.S. offer did not pass "the laugh test," Senate Finance ranking member Charles Grassleysaid, "I have yet to see India make a constructive proposal that will actually advance these negotiations. This is not a laughing matter. ... We need to see meaningful reductions in tariff and non-tariff barriers to trade -- from all sides." Senate Budget ChairmanKent Conrad charged that Trade Representative Schwab is "not negotiating in the interests of hard-working family farmers in North Dakota and elsewhere in the country. ... This administration's trade negotiators have made unilateral concessions with only a hope that our trading partners might later match those concessions. In the past, other countries have just pocketed our concessions and demanded even more from the U.S. while refusing to open their markets to our agricultural exports." Rep.Earl Pomeroy, D-N.D., said he was "disappointed" by Schwab and that her negotiations "run completely counter to the interests of U.S. farmers."

Quid pro quo is key

Leslie Sacks, Chief Negotiation Strategist, 2010, Fair and Balanced An Essential Quid Pro-Quo By Leslie J. Sacks, http://www.theabsurdreport.com/2010/fair-and-balanced-an-essential-quid-pro-quo-by-leslie-j-sacks/
If China balks, however, then America should execute its deal with Taiwan, supporting an independent and democratic ally. While Chinese power is undoubtedly rising, it is not yet in a position to blatantly challenge the United States military.  America thereby stands up, and not too late, to China, a country which continues to undercut our attempts to achieve peace and prevent a belligerent Iran from exploiting (and/or exporting) its nuclear capabilities.  Particularly in the international arena, China has proven to be a rapacious competitor, rather than a partner, and it is time to acknowledge this fact. At this time, with the US still clearly atop the military heap, it’s a win-win for America to force China into a quid-pro-quo – and not the other way around.

Negotiating from a position of power is key
Eric Hagt, Director of the China Program @ the World Security Institute, 2007, “China’s ASAT Test: Strategic Response,” China Security, Scholar

China has also taken a deeper lesson from U.S. action: the United States negotiates based primarily on strength. Without strength of its own, China cannot bring the United States to the negotiating table. This reveals a strong strain of realism running through Chinese strategic thinking. A balance of force, attained by a show of strength, can redress strategic imbalance in space and ultimately promote   peace.These lessons are ingrained in China’s per- spective on the Cold War, where such a balance maintained world peace for 50 years.40 The ASAT test will, the Chinese hope, restore a modicum of balance and deter the United States from acting on that position of superiority.

AT: Permutation “Do Plan and Ask China”

It’s intrinsic – adds a question not in the plan or the counterplan – reject the permutation – could add a plank to solve any impact, makes it impossible to be negative
Err neg – only a 1 percent risk China pockets the concession means vote negative – the counterplan ensures China reciprocates

Concessions will be pocketed – must be strict quid pro quo to encourage reciprocation
Willy Lam, Professor of China Studies, 2009, “Reassurance or Appeasement?” Far Eastern Economic Review

asked for in return was "a shared commitment to building an international system based on mutual trust." "China must reassure the rest of the world that its development and growing global role will not come at the expense of security and well-being of others," he said. Mr. Obama thus seemed ready from day one to give the P.R.C, ample benefit of the doubt. This approach is different from the initial phases of the tenures of Presidents Bill Clinton and George W. Bush, which were marked by muscle flexing and, in the case of the "spy plane incident" in early 2001, ugly confrontation. The Obama team has already made a number of concessions in the expectation that the Chinese Communist Party would reciprocate by becoming more of what former deputy secretary of state Robert Zoellick called a "responsible stakeholder" in the global community. An assessment of the U.S. president's maiden tour of the Middle Kingdom should begin by examining to what extent the Chinese have reciprocated Washington's goodwill gestures. First, the Obama administration seems to have mothballed two related strategies that Washington has employed since the 1950s: "peaceful evolution" and the "human rights card." This refers to efforts to promote Communist China's gradual transformation into a democratic, capitalist country through playing up- and impressing upon younger generations of Chinese- global values such as democracy and civil liberties. However, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton steered clear of human rights during her China sojourn early this year. Washington kept mum regarding Beijing's escalation of slash-and-burn tactics in Xinjiang after a series of bloody skirmishes between the majority Han Chinese and Uighurs, whose culture and ethnic identity are being systematically marginalized. Last month, Mr. Obama caught flak from both the American left and right- as well as human rights activists in Chinaby refusing to see the Dalai Lama during the Nobel laureate's visit to the American capital. There are signs that in pursuit of the "strategic reassurance" doctrine, Mr. Obama may be amenable to shelving an even more powerful lever that Washington has used against the P.R.C. : the threat of containment. 

Several other negotiation examples prove

Willy Lam, Professor of China Studies, 2009, “Reassurance or Appeasement?” Far Eastern Economic Review
In return for its olive branches, the Obama administration hopes Beijing will do more in these areas: reining in the nuclear ambitions of North Korea and Iran; making firmer commitments to cut fossilfuel gas emissions; continuingto buy American bonds; boosting imports of American goods and services; and improving the transparency of its defense forces. So far, Beijing has done little on these fronts, a tendency that is unlikely to be changed by the upcoming Obama-Hu tête-à-tête. A key reason is that President Hu and his advisers consider Mr. Obama's favors as things the U.S. should have done all along- and not "concessions" for which the CCP authorities need to reciprocate.

AT: Permutation “Do the Counterplan”

The counterplan is plan-minus

a) Immediacy – the affirmative has advantages based on the quick nature of the plan’s implementation.  Only counterplans that test immediacy can truly question the truth value of these advantages and limit the wide array of possible advantages

b) Unconditionality – the affirmative has the right to durable fiat, this counterplan is the only way to PIC out of fiat’s durability.  This means that the affirmative can get offense based on US re-entry since the counterplan leaves conditions for increases in US presence

c) Words in the resolution and the plan 

First – the counterplan is insubstantial – Substantial denotes permanence: 

Concise Dictionary of the English Language, 1913, Google Book

Substantial: of or pertaining to substance; having real existence; not illusory; actual; permanent; lasting
Second – the counterplan introduces a “should not” – Should denotes future existence
American Heritage Dictionary, 2000

Should: Something that will take place or exist in the future
Third – the counterplan isn’t resolved
Burton’s Legal Thesaurus, 1998

Resolved: decisive, deliberate, indominatable, inexorible, inflexible, intense, intentional, patient, peremptory, persistent, pertinacious, purposeful, res judicata, resolute, sedulous, serious

AT: Asian Proliferation Stabilizes

Their argument is only attractive because of a limited empirical record – impossible to justify proliferation because can’t guarantee deterrence theory

Jeffrey Knopf, Department of National Security Affairs at Naval Postgraduate School, 2002, “Recasting the Proliferation Optimism-Pessimism Debate”, Security Studies
Even if RDT [rational deterrence theory] is the more accurate theory, however, this does not alone make it valid to conclude that nuclear proliferation would in some cases be for the best. For policy purposes, there is a world of difference between a probabilistic theory and an iron law. If the probability of nuclear war is very low but not zero—that is, if the nuclear peace hypothesis is probabilistic, not ironclad— there may simply not have been enough interactions between nuclear-armed states to produce a deterrence failure. In this case, if enough nuclear weapon states interact over a long enough period of time, it becomes likely that nuclear weapons will again be used against populated areas, as they were twice previously in 1945. To claim that the tacit acceptance or selective promotion of proliferation is the clearly superior policy recommendation, it is necessary (though not sufficient) that the chances of nuclear war must be so close to zero that the benefits expected from the greater incentives to avoid major conventional wars could not plausibly be offset by a risk of nuclear use. Otherwise, the issue becomes a trade-off in which one must decide what level of risk of nuclear destruction is tolerable in order to achieve the anticipated benefits of a reduced probability of conventional war.   FOR POLICY PURPOSES, therefore, it is not enough to evaluate which theory has the highest correlation with the empirical observations to date; evaluating risk is also important. One risk that must be addressed is whether there is a realistic possibility that RDT’s predictions of stability could be wrong. For two reasons, I will argue in this section, optimists have underestimated the likelihood of nuclear war when proliferation occurs. 

Prefer specific scenarios – only way to accurately test their general theories
Jeffrey Knopf, Department of National Security Affairs at Naval Postgraduate School, 2002, “Recasting the Proliferation Optimism-Pessimism Debate”, Security Studies
For this reason, the optimism-pessimism debate is also often referred to as “the Waltz-Sagan debate.” Most of the contributions to this debate have sought to inform policy, both in states that advocate nonproliferation and in states that are potential proliferators. 6 Waltz’s Adelphi Paper, for example, includes a section laying out the “implications for American policy,” while Sagan’s “Perils” article closes with a discussion of “policy implications.”7 Because academic social science is often skeptical or openly dismissive of policy-oriented work, the scholars who have studied proliferation deserve credit for seeking to address an important policy issue. Unfortunately, as an effort to help the international community and potential proliferators make better decisions, the optimism-pessimism debate constitutes an inadequate and potentially misleading source of guidance. Three conceptual problems reduce the value of the advice offered to policymakers. First, the debate has increasingly been framed as a contest between rival theories. Ascertaining which theory is stronger, however, does not necessarily lead directly to sound policy advice. A theory will be seen as superior if its predictions are correct more often than those of its rivals. If, however, even a few predictions are wrong, and the outcomes in those cases are major conventional wars or nuclear exchanges, it might not make sense to adopt the policy recommendation that has been associated with the theory in question. Determining which theory is stronger is still a relevant task, but great care must be exercised in moving from theory evaluation to the drawing of policy inferences.

Jungle Warfare Training (Japan) CP
JWTC PIC 1NC
Text:  The United States federal government should remove any United States Marine Corps presence from Japan that is unnecessary to support the Jungle Warfare Training Center in Okinawa.
Note:  The idea when writing this CP text is to remove all the troops the affirmative does, but leave the JWTC in place.
The JWTC is key to marine training for jungle warfare – only facility in the world

Ryan D. Libbert, Marine Corporal, 2-22-2004, “Okinawa’s jungle premiere training,” Global Security, http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/news/2004/02/mil-040222-mcn01.htm

Not only do the training packages offer team-building and confidence, but the environment in which they are conducted prepares Marines for any situation.  "The type of environment here is primarily single and double canopy jungle with very steep cliffs and a number of streams," Smith said. "The terrain is very demanding and challenging. You're not going to find anything like this anywhere else in the Marine Corps."  Training at JWTC is very important for any unit because it prepares them for future contingencies.  "When you're training in a very demanding environment, it makes it easier when you operate in a less-demanding environment," Smith added. "Terrain and weather have an impact on a unit's ability to accomplish its mission. Once you get to a certain level of proficiency in the environment here, it's easier to leave here and operate anywhere else."  To make sure units get the full advantage of the JWTC experience, the staff commits itself to the units' training objectives.  "The goal here is to train units to a higher level of expertise in jungle operations so they are capable of fighting in a jungle environment," Smith continued. "We're committed to that. We can tailor our training packages to give units more land navigation or survival instruction if the unit desires."  The instructors who teach the individual courses at JWTC are pulled from other units across Okinawa to serve in either a six-month rotation period or a permanent billet.  "We have an instructor's training period for six weeks that we have internally designed to teach all the required skills and teaching techniques to become an instructor," Smith said. "They are taught how to tie knots, rappel, patrol, lead a class in survival and we basically show them examples of how lessons are done in each course. The instructors are primarily noncommissioned officers and are usually FAPed (fleet assistance program) here from 3rd Marine Division units."  The Marines who work at JWTC do more than just instruct. The small cadre of devildogs serving there range from cooks and motor transportation operators to engineers and administrators.  "Currently we have 34 Marines serving here," Smith explained. "We are a little understaffed right now because of the high operation tempo of UDP units. Fleet Assistance Program Marines from UDP units make up 80 percent of JWTC's personnel."  After the jungle warfare training grounds in Fort Sherman, Panama closed in 1999, JWTC on Okinawa became the only jungle training grounds in the entire DoD by default. But as Smith claims, he and his Marines still work on becoming the best-run installation in the military.  "Jungle Warfare Training Center will always be viable to both the Marine Corps and the DoD," Smith concluded. "Not only are we committed to giving units the training they deserve, but we continually develop and hone our own basic skills to keep this place strong."
Jungle training at the JWTC is key to fight narcoterorrism
USA Today, 4-25-2002, “Quick and Violent,” http://www.usatoday.com/news/world/2002/04/27/jungle-warfare.htm

Lt. Col. Zene Fearing likes having guests on his 20,000 acres of jungle. He has a lot to show off — wild pigs, poisonous snakes, exotic bugs.  There are also booby traps, a mock village and nearly two dozen helicopter landing zones.  This remote Marine Corps camp on the northern tip of Japan's Okinawa Island is the only U.S. jungle warfare training center, and plans for stepping up its operations are coming at a significant time.  While recent images of Americans in battle have focused on the deserts and mountains of Afghanistan, President Bush's decision to send Army trainers to help Philippine soldiers against guerrillas suspected of having al-Qaeda links is putting U.S. troops in the jungle again.  "There's more emphasis on jungle warfare than ever before," Fearing said. "The jungle had been somewhat neglected since the Vietnam era, and today with the turmoil that is going on in tropical regions, with narcoterrorism, guerrillas, we've taken jungle training much more seriously."  Fearing, the center's commanding officer, stressed that Marines have been training here for years, and he said plans to bolster the camp's role are not specifically related to developments in the Philippines.  The Philippines mission is being handled primarily by the Army, which is deploying hundreds of advisers to the jungle-covered mountains of Basilan Island to help Filipino troops fighting Muslim rebels.  The training center is primarily for Marines, but it is used by all branches of the U.S. military. Fearing refused to say how many personnel from other branches might be here or whether any who trained here are now in the Philippines.  Marines have historically been called on to fight in the jungle more than anywhere else — about 80 percent of all conflicts in which they have participated have been in jungle or tropical conditions.  As demonstrated by the Vietnam War and the Battle of Okinawa — one of the last and bloodiest campaigns of World War II — the jungle is a particularly difficult theater for war.  "Fighting in the jungle is more of a personal fight," Fearing said. "It's very quick and violent."
JWTC PIC 1NC
Narcoterrorism funds global terrorism
Steven McCraw, Deputy Assistant Director Investigative Services Division Federal Bureau of Investigation on Organized Crime, Drug Trafficking and Terrorist Acts, 2000, http://www.fbi.gov/congress00/mccraw.htm

The threat of terrorism to America continues worldwide. The increasingly prominent U.S. role in international peacekeeping, diplomacy and business has increased America’s visibility and vulnerability and encouraged increased levels of activities by terrorist groups. While there is no evidence of narco-terrorism within the United States, intelligence has revealed that some terrorist organizations, such as Columbia’s FARC, and to a lesser extent the National Liberation Army (ELN), support their activities through funds acquired as the result of their protection of drug traffickers or the distribution of drugs in Columbia. These terrorists also target U.S. interests in their country. For example, in January 1993, three U.S. missionaries were kidnapped from a village in Panama by members of the FARC and remain missing. In February of last year, three U.S. citizens who were working in Colombia were kidnapped by suspected members of the FARC. These Americans were later executed in Venezuela.
Terrorism escalates to full-scale nuclear conflict

Patrick Speice, Jr. J.D. Candidate 2006, Marshall-Wythe School of Law, College of William and Mary, February 2006, William & Mary Law Review

The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. 49 Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. 51 This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States [*1440] or its allies by hostile states, 52 as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons.

JWTC CP Is Competitive

The aff removes the JWTC – it’s part of the III Marine Expeditionary Force

Ryan D. Libbert, Marine Corporal, 2-22-2004, “Okinawa’s jungle premiere training,” Global Security, http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/news/2004/02/mil-040222-mcn01.htm

Marines serving on Okinawa take pride in the fact that they are serving in the home of III Marine Expeditionary Force and Marine Corps Bases Japan. However, another thing that makes the military community on Okinawa unique is that it is home to the Department of Defense's only jungle warfare training grounds.  The USMC Jungle Warfare Training Center, Camp Gonsalves was established on Okinawa in the late 1950's. Since that time the 20,000 square acre-facility has seen changes in structure, curriculum, area, and name (formally titled Northern Training Area until 1998). The Marines currently serving in this isolated corner of Okinawa carry on the mission that was set for them when the facility opened in 1958, according to Lt. Col. Antonio B. Smith, commanding officer.

The JWTC is part of the military bases in Japan
Okinawa USMC Bases, 2010, http://www.facebook.com/topic.php?uid=94465273076&topic=14953
CAMP GONSALVES -- named for Pfc. Harold Gonsalves, USMCR. 4th Battalion, 15th Marines, 6th Marine Division. Awarded posthumously 15 April 1945.

Camp Gonsalves, formerly known as the Northern Training Area (NTA) to many Vietnam-era Marines, is a training base located on the northern end of Okinawa, covering some 20,000 acres of single and double-canopy rain forest. Camp Gonsalves is home to the Jungle Warfare Training Center (JWTC) -- the only jungle warfare facility in US military inventory. After the jungle warfare training grounds at Fort Sherman were returned to the Panamanian government in 1998, Camp Gonsalves became the single training facility by default.
The JWTC is marine-owned on Okinawa

Reference.Com, 7-13-2008, “Camp Gonsalves,” http://www.reference.com/browse/Camp_Gonsalves
Camp  Gonsalves   is  a  United States Marine Corps training base located in 20,000 acres (80 km²) of single and double canopy jungle on the Northern end of Okinawa. History The area near Okuma that spreads across the villages of Kunigami and Higashi, has been used to train Marines and military service members since the area was first established in 1958. A few short years later a three-man detachment led by Lt. Gene A. Deegan was tasked with establishing a base camp within the training area. As American involvement in the Vietnam War escalated, interest in the area increased and a detachment of officers and enlisted were stationed at the Northern Training Area (NTA) to teach courses. The area's dense jungle and rugged terrain was ideal for preparing Marines for the jungles of Vietnam. Most of the surrounding areas are designated as Government of Japan National Forest. This environmentally sensitive area has been used as a training area for over 44 years and is an excellent example of the Marine Corps' environmental stewardship. Over the years the base camp gradually evolved into an array of Quonset huts and other buildings until 1984 when the present facility was completed. Captain S.M. Lowery, who spent two and a half years as the Officer In Charge of NTA, oversaw the planning and construction of the buildings. On November 5, 1986, the base camp itself was officially named Camp H. Gonsalves, in memory of Private First Class Harold Gonsalves who was posthumously awarded the Medal of Honor for his actions during the Battle of Okinawa. The training at NTA was conducted on the small unit level and was designed to pass on the valuable jungle war fighting lessons learned in Vietnam. In 1995, a formal agreement, the Special Actions Committee on Okinawa, was made to eventually return Camp Gonsalves (and other Japanese US military installations) to the people of Okinawa. In 1998 the name was officially changed to the Marine Corps Jungle Warfare Training Center  (JWTC) in an effort to better convey the mission of this training base. The most progressive changes to the area have occurred within the last year. In March 2002, decisions were made to offer a wider variety of courses to a greater number of Marines at one time. This meant new funds had to be appropriated; the area's bivouac sites and field mess facilities had to be significantly upgraded. The objective was to be able to train entire battalion-sized units and the goal was to become the premier Jungle Warfare Training Center in the world. 
JWTC Key Jungle Warfare
JWTC is key is jungle training – only facility left

Jerry Shaffer, E-3, USMC, 9-4-2002, “Okinawa’s jungle training center,” Leatherneck, http://www.leatherneck.com/forums/showthread.php?t=1203

"I'd say this is a pretty damned important place," Barela said. "This is the only training area like this left. It's easy to take big armies clashing in the desert. That's sexy, I guess, to see all that stuff blowing up in front of you. It's not the same here." The jungle is the domain of the small unit leader. Visibility is cut down to yards - at night, to inches. Communication is troublesome at best; clashes with the enemy are close and fast. "A lot of our techniques we teach here come straight out of what Marines learned in Vietnam," Barela said. "It's close terrain and close fighting." Firefights in a forest can take place within 50 meters of an enemy force, Thomas added. In the jungle, it's more likely to be 5 or 10 meters. Thomas was fielding a Jungle Warfare Leaders' Course here in July. It's a course designed to train platoon commanders and platoon sergeants in the lessons they'll be drilling into their Marines in the coming months across much of the same ground. "The terrain's crazy out here," said 1st Lt. Vance Tyler, scout-sniper platoon commander for 1st Battalion, 6th Marines. "You've got sheer drop-offs, steep fingers and bamboo all over. It's horrible for noise discipline. "Your stand-off distance is dramatically reduced," he continued. "You can walk right up on somebody and not even know it." Staff Sgt. William Terado, a machine-gun section leader for Bravo Company, 1st Battalion, 6th Marines said, "it's like taking a country boy and putting him in the city. Nothing out here is like anything we've seen." Concerns for unit effectiveness aren't just combating the enemy. Dehydration in the extreme heat is a constant threat. Improper field sanitation and "jungle-rot feet" threaten to demobilize every Marine. "You could lose half of your unit in the first day, easily," Tyler added. "This place takes a toll on you. You have to be squared away up top to handle this." That's the point, Thomas said. Instructors here aren't preaching anything new or different. They're teaching basic techniques that, without a place like this in which to practice, would atrophy. "Marines have always known this stuff," Thomas said. "But we've got to practice it, and this is the only place left where we can do it. Jungle covers nearly half the world. Sooner or later, we're going to have to fight in it."

JWTC is key – unique training courses for jungle warfare

Stars and Stripes, 2-28-2005, “Welcome to the jungle,” http://www.stripes.com/news/welcome-to-the-jungle-surviving-the-e-course-on-okinawa-1.29955

The “pit ‘n’ pond” begins in a cold pool of clay-colored, reptile-infested goo. The Marines stay low, blowing mud bubbles with their noses. They reach a series of ditches and crawl single-file on their elbows through the length of a very narrow, crooked football field. The ditches converge, revealing barbed wire above and a log blocking the way through the rest of the muck. They submerge for a few seconds, then reemerge to untangle themselves from the wire. The “E Course” at the Jungle Warfare Training Center tests ability and teamwork like few other training courses can — as 202 Marines, Navy Seabees and others found out Friday. The 3.8-mile course features 14 rappels down slippery, craggy hills and a host of unusual challenges designed to keep would-be conquerors mentally and physically strained for hours. “It’s much more than I expected,” said Marine Lance Cpl. Jeanette Cunningham of the Combat Assault Battalion. “They don’t baby us. They teach us exactly what we need to know.”

JWTC is key – crazy terrain

Jerry Shaffer, E-3, USMC, 9-4-2002, “Okinawa’s jungle training center,” Leatherneck, http://www.leatherneck.com/forums/showthread.php?t=1203

Thomas is the assistant chief instructor at the Marine Corps' Jungle Warfare Training Center on Okinawa. It's the only area left in the Defense Department where soldiers, sailors, airmen and Marines pit themselves against sheer rock drop-offs, sweltering heat and plant growth so thick it's tough to see more than 30 yards on a bright, sunny day. Thomas doesn't take the jungle lightheartedly. He believes this is one of the most inhospitable places on earth. "If you don't understand the jungle, it can be as much an enemy as someone with an AK-47," Thomas said. "Out here, you're not going to be able to drive Humvees. People get claustrophobic because some of the bamboo grows so thick." The terrain is no joke. Patrols are considered fast if they cover 200 meters in two hours. What looks like a hundred-meter pass on a map might actually be two hundred meters down, another 20 meters across a stream and another 200 straight up.

JWTC Key Readiness
The JWTC is key to Marine readiness and jungle war traning

Lance Cpl. Tyler J. Hlavac photographer and journalist specializing in the maries“Welcome (back) to the jungle Jungle Warfare Training Center up and running” June 22, 2007.  accessed July 31, 2010. http://www.okinawa.usmc.mil/Public%20Affairs%20Info/Archive%20News%20Pages/2007/070622-jungle.html//Donnie
The Camp Gonsalves Jungle Warfare Training Center is back in business.  The center, which is the last U.S. military facility where service members can hone the skills needed to survive in a jungle environment, took a two-month pause recently for training and facility upgrades. Now, the JWTC staff is ready to continue carrying out the mission of developing and maintaining premier, year-round instruction in the application of jungle warfare tactics and techniques, said Lt. Col. Keith Treadway, commanding officer for Camp Gonsalves and JWTC.  JWTC took on its status as the last jungle training center after the closing of the Jungle Operations Training Center in Panama in 1999. JWTC is located roughly two hours north of Camp Schwab and is composed of 20,000 acres of jungle. The center is divided into 10 training areas and a rocky beach access point.  The main training activity is the Jungle Skills Course, which is designed to allow a non-infantry unit a chance to learn jungle survival skills, said Treadway. In the course, Marines practice land navigation, patrolling, various survival techniques and mass casualty drills.  Marines test these skills at a wide variety of training sites throughout the center, including drug labs, third world villages, prisoner of war compounds and communication bunker sites. What makes JWTC relevant today is that, aside from Operations Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom, 80 percent of conflicts since 1776 involving the Marine Corps have taken place in jungle or tropical regions, said Treadway. "All first term Marines know, often times, is desert training," said Staff Sgt. Brandon Graham, the JWTC staff non-commissioned officer-in charge. "Marines need to maintain skills in all environments.  "(JWTC) also gives young NCOs and junior Marines a chance to lead and build confidence, because out on the course, whoever is willing to step up, is often in charge," he added 

The JWTC is key to overall military readiness and fighting terrorism

Army Times, 2005, “Center makes jungle fighting up close and personal,” http://www.armytimes.com/legacy/new/0-ARMYPAPER-904180.php
Marine Lt. Col. Zene Fearing likes having guests on his 20,000 acres of jungle. He has a lot to show off: wild pigs, poisonous snakes, exotic bugs. There are also booby traps, a mock village and nearly two dozen helicopter landing zones. Camp Gonsalves, a remote Marine Corps camp on the northern tip of Okinawa, Japan, is the only U.S. jungle warfare training center, and plans for stepping up its operations are coming at a significant time. While recent images of Americans in battle have focused on the deserts and mountains of Afghanistan, President Bush’s decision to send a cadre of Army Special Forces trainers to help Philippine soldiers against guerrillas suspected of having al-Qaida links is putting U.S. troops in the jungle again. “There’s more emphasis on jungle warfare than ever before,” Fearing said. “The jungle had been somewhat neglected since the Vietnam era, and today with the turmoil that is going on in tropical regions, with narco-terrorism, guerrillas, we’ve taken jungle training much more seriously.” 
AT:  JWTC Will Move To Guam
Can’t build a JWTC in Guam – they’re clearing all the jungle

New York Times, 3-30-2008, “U.S. defense secretary tours military base in Guam,” http://www.nytimes.com/2008/05/30/world/asia/30iht-gates.1.13338631.html
Dipping low over this tropical island in a navy helicopter on Friday, the U.S. defense secretary, Robert Gates, gazed out over one of the largest U.S. military construction projects in decades. Over the next six years, the Pentagon is planning to spend more than $15 billion to upgrade and expand World War II-era air bases, barracks and ports, and to carve out of the jungle new housing and headquarters to accommodate thousands of additional troops and their families who are scheduled to arrive. It is all part of the military's effort to remake Guam into a strategic hub in the western Pacific, underscoring both the increasing geopolitical importance of Asia to Washington as well as the Pentagon's priority to project power from U.S. territory rather than from foreign bases. Gates made Guam his first stop on a weeklong trip to Asia, his fourth to the region since becoming defense secretary 17 months ago. He also plans to attend a regional security conference in Singapore and confer with defense officials in Thailand and South Korea. An underlying theme of the trip, Gates said, would be "affirming that the United States is not distracted by our wars in Iraq and Afghanistan from our long-term interests here in Asia." With U.S. officials warily watching China's military buildup and the continuing standoff with North Korea over its nuclear program, the massive construction projects already under way and on the drawing board here are striking. The military owns about one-third of this island, and much of the remaining jungle will be bulldozed to build military headquarters, housing, hospitals, schools and commissaries, officials said. 

JWTC environment is unique
Ryan D. Libbert, Marine Corporal, 2-22-2004, “Okinawa’s jungle premiere training,” Global Security, http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/news/2004/02/mil-040222-mcn01.htm

Not only do the training packages offer team-building and confidence, but the environment in which they are conducted prepares Marines for any situation.  "The type of environment here is primarily single and double canopy jungle with very steep cliffs and a number of streams," Smith said. "The terrain is very demanding and challenging. You're not going to find anything like this anywhere else in the Marine Corps."  Training at JWTC is very important for any unit because it prepares them for future contingencies.  "When you're training in a very demanding environment, it makes it easier when you operate in a less-demanding environment,"
JWTC is the only viable option right now

Ryan D. Libbert, Marine Corporal, 2-22-2004, “Okinawa’s jungle premiere training,” Global Security, http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/news/2004/02/mil-040222-mcn01.htm

After the jungle warfare training grounds in Fort Sherman, Panama closed in 1999, JWTC on Okinawa became the only jungle training grounds in the entire DoD by default. But as Smith claims, he and his Marines still work on becoming the best-run installation in the military.  "Jungle Warfare Training Center will always be viable to both the Marine Corps and the DoD," Smith concluded. "Not only are we committed to giving units the training they deserve, but we continually develop and hone our own basic skills to keep this place strong."
AT:  JWTC Hurts Environment

The JWTC protects the environment – they don’t use vehicles or guns
Jonathan Taylor, Professor at Cal State, 2002, “Anti-Military and Environmental Movements in Okinawa,” http://www.uky.edu/~ppkaran/conference/Anti-Military%20and%20Environmental%20Movements%20in%20Okinawa.pdf

On the opposite extreme though is the other large military base in the North, now called the Jungle Warfare Training Center. This area is extremely undeveloped, with only a few facilities, one main road, and a few small helipads. The main use of this area is for jungle warfare training, which involves neither the firing of live bullets nor the use of many vehicles. There therefore have been extremely minimal environmental impacts on this area. In essence, this base is the de facto largest semi- wilderness area in Okinawa, and certainly by far the largest contiguous protected area in the Ryukyu Islands. Recent surveys have found scores of endangered endemic species which are found only in this area.4 

JWTC is good for the environment – protects species

Lance Cpl. Steganie C. Pupkiewicz, 2-5-2010, “JWTC Keeps Training Mean, Green,” Okinawa Marine
In the northern most training area of Okinawa, the Marine Corps' Jungle Warfare Training Center serves as the only U.S. Armed Force’s jungle warfare train- ing facility in the world. The center also serves as a preservation facility for a variety of plants, animals and insects exclusive to the Ryukyu Islands. Maintaining the environment is needed to provide the most realistic jungle training possible for Marines and other service members using the center, said Cpl. Derek Percival, an instructor and unit environmental representative with JWTC. The only time the natural environment is altered by JWTC personnel is when there is a safety risk to stu- dents, Percival said. Alterations can include the removal of a dead tree from a camp site or repairing the roads that twist through the vast acreage of the center. One of the most important efforts underway at JWTC is the capture and removal of mongoose, Percival said. The small Indian mongoose was brought to Okinawa in 1910 to control the population of rats and poisonous snakes. The mongoose population has since grown and expanded to northern Okinawa, according to a Secre- tary of Defense Environmental Awards narrative. One of the largest problems with the invasive mongoose species is it preys upon the endangered Okinawa Rail, a bird found only on Okinawa. The Okinawa Rail is just one of approximately 20 threatened, endangered or protected species found in JWTC, according to the narrative. Students and staff are briefed prior to any exercises in the jungle about the variety of wildlife and instructed to leave it alone. “We just don’t mess with the turtles,” Percival said jokingly about the number of turtle species living in JWTC. Turtles are not the only animals left undisturbed. The habu snake, which also comes in several varieties, presents a potentially deadly hazard staff members teach students to avoid. In addition to the habu, salamanders, millipedes and centipedes also present health hazards. These hazards are mitigated by constructing ham- mocks or swamp beds in the jungle to help alleviate the concern of a habu or millipede crawling into a Marine’s sleeping bag at night, Percival said. Training conducted at the site is carefully organized so students will have the most realistic experience possi- ble while maintaining continuity of the jungle so future students can share an equal experience, Percival said. 

Killing the mongoose is key – they mess up whole ecosystems
Edward Otten, MD Cincinatti, 2001, “The effect of Human Population,” 

http://www.wms.org/biod/population/human_pop1.html
Humans are the most mobile of species and can live anywhere on earth. When they travel from place to place they often transport other species along with them, resulting in alien introductions. While the most drastic devastation occurs on small islands, large land masses have also felt the impact of imported species that have no natural control to their numbers. Prior to the arrival of humans, Hawaii before humans had thousands of species of birds, and invertebrates, and plants found no where else on earth. Since the introduction of mongoose, rats, pigs and dogs and – as well as many species of plants, -- over half the bird species and countless species of snail have gone extinct. The introduction of rabbits into Australia, Asian fish species into Florida, Africanized bees into Brazil, plants such as Kudzu, melaleuca, and Brazilian pepper throughout the US, and rhododendrons into England are obvious examples of introduced species that outcompete and exterminate the native animals and plants.

JWTC Key Fight Drug Trafficking
Jungle-trained marines are key to democracy and preventing narcoterrorism

Fred W. Baker, III, 4-23-2008, “U.S. Mission in Colombia,” US DOD, http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=49662

This is the first time a JCOC has toured the U.S. Southern Command area of operations since the program began in 1948. And while most of the previous conferences have focused on shows of military might and have even featured trips to combat zones, this JCOC group is seeing more of the U.S. military’s humanitarian assistance and other aid-oriented missions, known as “soft power.”  Lee and the 47 others in the group were guided through the tour by members of the U.S. military group assigned here to help Colombia build its capabilities to fight its narco-terrorism problems. Terrorist groups in Colombia are heavily involved in narcotics production and trafficking. The Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia, known as FARC, is believed to be responsible for more than half of the cocaine entering the United States, according to U.S. State Department documents.  Colombia is the size of Texas and California combined, with about 45 million people spread out over its diverse terrain. It has deserts in the north, tropical jungles in the south, high mountain ranges and two oceans on its borders.  The United States has its third-largest contingent of such military troops here, about 500, whose strategic objectives are to defend a fellow democracy, stop the flow of drugs to the United States and build a regional partnership, Army Col. Kevin Saderup, the military group commander here.  The U.S. Drug Enforcement Administration estimates that more than 80 percent of the worldwide cocaine supply and as much as 90 percent of the cocaine smuggled into the United States is produced in Colombia.  

Fighting drug rebels requires jungle warfare skills

Matthew Bristow, 7-6-2008, “Rescue of hostages may stir FARC’s wrath,” Miami Herald, http://www.mail-archive.com/osint@yahoogroups.com/msg56385.html

Long a rebel stronghold that functioned in fear, locals had been able to move more freely recently as a result of government intervention that has pushed the FARC further into the jungle.  ''This year we've had the opportunity to arrive in areas that the state has never been before,'' Gómez said. ``The police have provided us with escorts, and we've been going out into remote areas of the countryside. But, right now, it is better to stay in the town for security's sake because we don't know if the guerrillas might target these kind of trips.  ``Unless the army can guarantee our safety, we are going to sit tight.''  In recent months, there has not been any kind of FARC action against teachers, health workers or other public officials in Guaviare, Gómez said.  ''Up to now, thank God, they have respected the humanitarian nature of these kind of services. This year it has even been possible to go out into the countryside and do road maintenance,'' he said. ``In the past, the guerrillas would destroy machinery belonging to the local government, or steal it.''  It is not clear whether the guerrillas stopped these kinds of attacks because it was costing them support with local people, or because they no longer maintain the strong presence they once did in these areas.  But this much is clear: The FARC is not the force it once was in Guaviare.  When President Alvaro Uribe was elected in 2002, the U.S. ally implemented a policy of ''democratic security,'' which involved massively increasing the strength of the country's armed forces with the aim of extending government control to areas like Guaviare, where the state has traditionally had little or no presence. FARC's power in the provincial capital San Jose del Guaviare has diminished to such an extent that U.S. contractors working at local military bases now drive around the town and visit bars and coffee shops without bodyguards.  JUNGLE WARFARE  But fighting the FARC on cattle-ranching land close to the town is another matter than fighting them deep inside the triple-canopy rain forest that covers most of the province.  ''Any combat gets decided in the first five minutes,'' said Colombian Army Maj. Ricardo Lozano, head of an anti-guerrilla battalion. ``You can't see more than 30 meters. You can't pursue them. You can't go more than 3-6 kilometers a day in those conditions. When it's raining you are often walking knee-deep in water. The trees are huge, there is no light.''  And FARC's 1st Front, which operates in the area and was the guerrilla unit responsible for guarding the hostages, are experts in mines and IEDs, the major said. The guerrillas claim to have about 70 fronts, but some of them are really small or defunct. In Guaviare, four main fronts operate -- the 1st, the 7th, the 27th and the 44th.  The jungle terrain here is brutal. After 5 p.m., the jungle air is thick with clouds of mosquitoes, and Lozano's skin is covered in bites. He estimates that in a four-month tour of duty, 15 out of every 100 of his troops will be hit by leishmaniasis, a skin-eating disease transmitted by flies.

FARC is mostly in the jungle

Jeremy McDermott, 5-27-2009, “Oldest insurgent force marches on,” BBC, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/americas/8068548.stm

The Farc have two other crucial advantages which they maximise: topography perfectly suited to guerrilla warfare, and long borders with nations not interested in, or unable to crack down on, rebel activity.  Colombia could not have been designed any better for an insurgent force. It has three mountains ranges that trisect the country and the lower levels are coated in dense jungle.  Like the Taliban in Pakistan and the Vietcong in Cambodia, the Farc use the border regions, mostly impenetrable jungle, to rest and recuperate, plan attacks and get supplies and weapons, all out of reach of the Colombian security forces.

Drug Trafficking Bad – AIDS
Drug trafficking causes AIDS

Alan Dupont, Director, Asia-Pacific security program at the Australian National University’s Strategic and Defence Studies Centre. “HIV/AIDS: A Major International Security Issue,” 2001 www.ausaid.gov.au/publications/pdf/security.pdf

HIV/AIDS flourishes in conditions that are conducive to war and conflict. If HIV continues to proliferate, as seems likely, the virus will threaten the national security interests of afflicted states, the region’s collective security interests, and the lives of millions of people. States weakened by HIV/AIDS could become a significant source of regional instability — creating anxieties that they may facilitate the spread of the disease, drugs and organised crime into neighbouring countries. Although HIV/AIDS would exist without crime, narcotics trafficking and the sex trade, these activities have been critical to its spread. As rates of heroin use increase, unprotected sex between injecting drug users and their partners — who may include sex workers — facilitates HIV transmission. HIV/AIDS–ravaged countries become ever more vulnerable to the predations of organised crime and the cycle intensifies as it is repeated. 

Drug trafficking is overwhelmingly responsible for the spread of AIDs

BBC News Online, “Aids explodes on trafficking routes,” 15 June, 2000, http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/asia-pacific/778609.stm

About a year ago, researcher Chris Beyrer predicted a new outbreak of the Aids epidemic in a remote and seemingly unlikely area - Almaty, in Kazakhstan, Central Asia.   He did it simply by looking at a map.   Dr Beyrer led a study looking at the link between drug trafficking routes in Asia and outbreaks of infection of HIV, the virus that leads to Aids.   "On the map, the most logical place where one of the routes would continue was Almaty," explained the director of the John Hopkins Fogarty International Aids training and research programme in the United States.       The risk of HIV being transmitted among dug injectors sharing needles is very high  "I said, 'Give it a year'.   "Six months later, I got an e-mail from a colleague in the UN saying there was a big outbreak there."   Dr Beyrer's study found "about a 100%" likelihood that an uptake of heroin use, followed by explosive outbreaks of HIV infection, would occur in communities living along drug smuggling routes.   Many of the communities are poor and unprepared to cope with an epidemic.   "The sad news is that it looks like when heroin is widely available and cheap, people start using it," he said.   "People would like to say it's a social problem, that it's personal, but we've found no community immune."   Rapid infection   Dr Beyrer said the new epidemics spread rapidly, with HIV infection rates among drug injectors leaping from 1% to 40% in just one year.   Two remote towns on drug trafficking routes recently hit by HIV outbreaks include Irkutsk, in southern Siberia, and Urumchi, the capital of China's Xinjiang province.       Remote towns in China now face an HIV epidemic  "Urumchi is a remote place, not considered to be at risk for any reason. Yet it has the second highest HIV prevalence rate in China after Yunnan," said Dr Beyrer.   Irkutsk also has the second highest prevalence rate in Russia.   Drug use lies behind the majority of HIV infections in China, Vietnam and Malaysia, accounting for well over 60 per cent of infections, official figures report.   And in many areas in Asia, including Thailand which has over 800,000 people with HIV, the epidemics began among drug injectors before spreading to the general population.   Fingerprinting the virus   The researchers tracked different strains of HIV in infected people living on four drug trafficking routes out of Burma.   "We looked at genetic sequencing, which is rather like fingerprinting.       Burma's drug trade is fuelling addiction as well as an HIV epidemic in Asia  "Then when we overlaid the map of HIV sub-types and heroin routes, we got the same map," Dr Beyrer said.   "In Urumchi, everyone studied had a virus extremely closely-related. We identified it from the outbreak in Yunnan."   Trafficking routes lead from Burma into Yunnan - the neighbouring province of China - then go either east to Nanning or Hong Kong, or north to Urumchi.   The US State Department says Burma produces about 80% of south-east Asia's heroin.   Potential disaster   Dr Beyrer warned of a "potential public health disaster" as HIV infection spreads from drug injectors to the wider community through sexual contact.   He said most countries affected "didn't care about drug users" and simply incarcerated them.   

JWTC Key Colombian War

US involvement is guaranteed in any Venezuela-Colombia war – requires jungle warfare

John Keller, ed. in chief of Military and Aerospace Electronics Magazine, 3-3-2008, “Back to the jungle,” The Mil & Aero Blog, http://www.pennwellblogs.com/mae/2008/03/back-to-jungle-would-us-intervene-if.html

War might be coming to South America.  Venezuela President Hugo Chavez has ordered 10 tank battalions to his border with Columbia, and put his air force under emergency standby, according to a story in the Daily Mail of London entitled U.S. could intervene as Chavez prepares for war on Columbia. Venezuela also has closed the Columbian embassy in its capital of Caracas.  Chavez, it seems, objects to Columbia's sending soldiers into neighboring Ecuador to fight guerilla soldiers hostile to the Columbian government. Chavez, moreover, is telling Columbia not to chase anti-Columbia guerrillas into Venezuela, warning that such an act would be "cause for war."  Let's remember that the Venezuela-Columbia border is just a thousand miles south of Miami, and less than 500 miles from the strategically important Panama Canal. Could the U.S. stand by if Columbia and Venezuela were to go to war? I think the answer is, probably not -- especially if such a war were to escalate quickly.  Columbia borders on Panama, and is only about 150 miles from the Panama Canal at its closest point. The Canal is one of the most strategically important places in the world. It is key to U.S. capability to move naval forces quickly between the Atlantic and Pacific oceans.  There is little doubt that the United States would intervene quickly in any conflict if U.S. access to the Canal were threatened. Chances of U.S. intervention lessen if the Canal is not part of the equation, yet Venezuela's oil reserves, which many consider to be a strategic asset, undoubtedly will play a role in U.S. decision making.  That's just what we would need -- an armed conflict in the tropical jungles of South America, just as the U.S. seems ready to start drawing down its military commitment in Iraq. It's interesting to glance at the world map and notice that northern Columbia and Venezuela are roughly at the same latitude as Vietnam.

Failing at counter narcotics in Colombia spills over everywhere 

Lieutenant Colonel Thomas J. Comodeca, 4-7-2003, “The Need for Special Operations Forces,” DTIC, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA415480

The involvement of the US is required to assist Colombia to preserve its existence as a democratic state. We cannot afford to sit back and allow Colombia to become the first “domino” leading to the destabilization of the whole region. We must stay engaged with the government of Colombia and other participating nations of the region and assist them as they fight against the subversive elements involved in the illegal drug business causing instability in the region. The reduction of these efforts through the Pentagon’s efforts to scale back its effort to combat international drug trafficking would reduce any chance of stabilizing the Andean Region. 

Colombia and Venezuela are on the brink of war

Juan Forero, 7-31-2010, “Colombia-Venezuela rift said to be close to war,” Washington Post, http://www.dallasnews.com/sharedcontent/dws/news/world/stories/DN-latam_31int.ART.State.Edition1.35dca3a.html

South American leaders who gathered for an emergency meeting were unable to resolve a crisis that began when the Colombian government accused Venezuelan President Hugo Chávez of aiding Colombian guerrillas.  "A package of lies and manipulations with which to attack our country," Venezuelan Foreign Minister Nicolas Maduro said after diplomats from across the continent gathered in Ecuador on Thursday.  On July 22, after the accusations were made, Chávez severed diplomatic relations with Colombia and warned that the probability of war with Colombia was higher than it had been in "many years, I'd say 100 years."  Their inability to find common ground between Colombia, a close U.S. ally, and Chávez's socialist administration leaves relations between the two Andean neighbors in tatters in the waning days of Colombian President Álvaro Uribe's eight-year presidency.

Aff Answers To China DA

Non-Unique – China Aggressive Now

China is aggressive now

Associated Press, 6-25-2010, “Chinese nationalists increasingly strident,” http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5gMEFC7eXk74KBudZVCpBKWr_Mr6wD9GIDB180 

BEIJING — Upcoming joint U.S.-South Korean naval drills have sparked an unexpected outcry from Chinese nationalists, whose fiery rhetoric has been stoked by their country's rising economic strength and global clout. While North Korea often issues diatribes condemning the routine war games off South Korea, this time, it was Chinese blogs and websites that exploded in anger at word that an American aircraft carrier might join the drills, bringing it close to Chinese waters. Some hawks even urged their country's military to make its own show of force. "China should cover the Yellow Sea with ships and missiles and open fire and drive them back should the American military dare invade our territorial waters," a commentary on the popular ccvic.com news website demanded, though Beijing has given no sign it will make any military response. Such nationalist rhetoric jibes with a growing outspokenness among ranking members of the People's Liberation Army that is stirring concern abroad and could hamper China's quest to be regarded as a rising — and responsible — member of international society. While Chinese nationalism has been growing for the better part of two decades, the unusually vociferous response this time reflected a sense among Chinese that their soaring economy and rising profile on the international scene deserve greater respect.

New Chinese policy is already aggressive

The Tribune 8-19-2010, “The China threat,” http://www.pittsburghlive.com/x/pittsburghtrib/opinion/s_695447.html

Overdue and too conciliatory for some, Monday's annual Pentagon report on Chinese military power nevertheless paints a troubling picture of feverish efforts to constrain U.S. strategic options in the Western Pacific.  Of particular concern are new "anti-access" and "area-denial" weapons designed to assert Chinese primacy in that region, such as a ballistic missile that can pinpoint ships up to 1,000 miles off China's coast. The goal, reports The Washington Times, is the capability to attack U.S. ships defending Taiwan.  Expanding and overlapping undersea, surface, land, air, space and cyberspace capabilities add up to greater range for Chinese forces -- and instability in and around the South China Sea. And it all comes amid reports that China's second-quarter gross domestic product surpassed that of previous global No. 2 Japan.  That's a result of China's unsustainably overheated economy. When it inevitably collapses, China will resort to its massively built-up military to exercise influence. Thus, it's especially critical that this report prompt America to effectively counter China's increasingly aggressive projection of military power.  That aggression is a reminder that Washington must view Beijing for what it is: no friend of the United States.

Chinese modernization is already increasing

Jing-dong Yuan, PhD and Director of the East Asia Nonproliferation Program, 2007, EFFECTIVE, RELIABLE, AND CREDIBLE: China’s Nuclear Modernization; The Nonproliferation Review, 14:2
Chinese nuclear modernization is at a critical juncture. Having adopted the NFU principle more than four decades ago and maintained a relatively small nuclear arsenal since the early 1980s, Beijing now faces both serious security challenges and important choices of its own. To maintain a survivable, credible, and effective nuclear deterrent under the currently shifting international security environment as noted above, China could be prompted to undertake major efforts to modernize its strategic nuclear and conventional forces and redefine the conditions (such as NFU) under which it is willing and resolved to use nuclear weapons. As most of China's next-generation nuclear weapons systems will be ready for deployment toward the end of the decade, the ultimate size and posture of its improved nuclear arsenal will be influenced by U.S. nuclear policy and in turn could affect how Washington perceives the nature and intentions of China's continued rise as a major global power.

Non-Unique – US Weak Now
The US is widely perceived as weak now

Politico, 5-9-2009, Mitt Romney: Obama 'weak' on Iran, North Korea, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0509/22361.html
Former Gov. Mitt Romney (R-Mass.) criticized President Barack Obama on Monday for looking “weak” over his administration’s handling of Iran and North Korea.  “Recently, Iranian President [Mahmoud] Ahmadinejad announced that his nation has successfully mastered every step necessary to enrich uranium, violating the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty it has signed,” Romney wrote in an e-mail to supporters. “And North Korea's Kim Jong Il launched a long-range missile on the very day President Obama addressed the world about the peril of nuclear proliferation.”  “In both instances, the world's equation for peace and security was altered, and the Obama administration chose inaction.”

The US is appeasing international enemies in the status quo
Cal Thomsas, America’s most widely syndicated op-ed columnist, 7-15-2009, “Obama's Foreign Policy Weakness, Real Clear Politics,” http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/07/15/obamas_foreign_policy_weakness.html

In the most important arenas -- foreign policy and domestic security -- nations and terrorists who mean America harm have a right to think Mr. Obama is weak and can be challenged with few consequences. While the response to the Somali pirates offered an initial sign that the president was prepared to use force against bad people with evil intent, subsequent statements and inaction to other threats are not encouraging. Islamic insurgents in Somalia purportedly tied to al Qaeda recently carried out a series of killings, bombings and other attacks against Westerners and African security forces without even a rhetorical response from the president. After his initial reluctance to say much about the fraudulent election in Iran and the huge demonstrations that led the government to bloody and kill unarmed civilians, the president denounced the violence but said nothing about what might happen if it continued. And so it continued. The G-8 said little and did nothing but will meet again in September to consider a stronger statement. Honduras? The president is on the wrong side of that one, too. As Hondurans have demanded adherence to their constitution, the Obama administration has sided with a protege of Hugo Chavez's and the Castro brothers' who tried to obliterate it.

The US is losing resolve now – Iran proves

Charles Krauthammer, Pulitzer Prize Winner, 5-1-2010,  “Obama's many retreats signal U.S. weakness,” Washington Post, Friday, http://www.commercialappeal.com/news/2010/may/21/charles-krauthammer-obamas-many-retreats-signal/?print=1 

It is perfectly obvious that Iran's latest uranium maneuver, brokered by Brazil and Turkey, is a ruse. Iran retains more than enough enriched uranium to make a bomb. And it continues enriching at an accelerated pace and to a greater purity (20 percent). Which is why the French foreign ministry immediately declared that the trumpeted temporary shipping of some Iranian uranium to Turkey will do nothing to halt Iran's nuclear program. It will, however, make meaningful sanctions more difficult. America's proposed Security Council resolution is already laughably weak -- no blacklisting of Iran's central bank, no sanctions against Iran's oil and gas industry, no nonconsensual inspections on the high seas. Yet Turkey and Brazil -- both current members of the Security Council -- are so opposed to sanctions that they will not even discuss the resolution. And China will now have a new excuse to weaken it further. But the deeper meaning of the uranium-export stunt is the brazenness with which Brazil and Turkey gave cover to the mullahs' nuclear ambitions and deliberately undermined U.S. efforts to curb Iran's program. The real news is that already notorious photo: the president of Brazil, our largest ally in Latin America, and the prime minister of Turkey, for more than half a century the Muslim anchor of NATO, raising hands together with Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, the most virulently anti-American leader in the world. That picture -- a defiant, triumphant take-that-Uncle-Sam -- is a crushing verdict on the Obama foreign policy. It demonstrates how rising powers, traditional American allies, having watched this administration in action, have decided that there's no cost in lining up with America's enemies and no profit in lining up with a U.S. president given to apologies and appeasement. They've watched President Obama's humiliating attempts to appease Iran, as every rejected overture is met with abjectly renewed U.S. negotiating offers. 
Link Turn – Strategy of Containment Fails

Attempts at escalation dominance can’t prevent conflict and only ensure reciprocal escalation

Roger Cliff, et al, PhD and Senior China Consultant @ RAND, , Forrest Morgan, Karl Mueller, Evan Medeiros, Keven Pollpeter, Roger Cliff, 2008, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2008/RAND_MG614.sum.pdf
Because no nation today can rival U.S. power across the full range of nuclear and conventional military capabilities, some military and political leaders have concluded that the surest way for U.S. forces to manage the risks of escalation is to impose escalation dominance on their adversaries. The United States does, indeed, command a wide range of asymmetric strengths.1 However, cases examined for this study suggest that escalation dominance is difficult to achieve against a committed adversary, even when the combatant seeking it enjoys vastly disproportionate strengths. More often, attempts to impose escalation dominance result in reciprocal escalation, as opponents seek ways to mitigate their enemies’ advantage, prolong the conflict, and strive for asymmetric strengths of their own. (See pp. 15–17, 34–36.)

Containment doesn’t prevent aggression – only ensures counterbalancing

Xinbo Wu, Professor @ Center for American Studies and Dean of the School of IR @ Fudan, 2005, “The End of the Silver Lining: A Chinese View of the U.S.-Japanese Alliance,” CSIS, Scholar

If the alliance opts for engagement and integration, Beijing will likely be willing to live with it and even work with it on certain issues of common in- terest. For example, the United States and Japan can seek to work with China to promote peace and stability on the Korean peninsula and ensure the safety of the sea lines of communication in the western Pacific region. Even on the Taiwan issue, the U.S.-Japanese alliance can play a constructive role. In the fall of 2003, for example, when Taiwanese leader Chen Shui- bian pushed for a plebiscite on cross-strait relations in the election cam- paign and sharply raised tensions in the Taiwan Strait, both Washington and Tokyo urged Chen not to push too far. In the end, the pressure from Beijing, Washington, and Tokyo helped keep Chen at bay.  If the alliance chooses constraint, deterrence, and even containment, however, China will naturally view it as a major security threat and will en- deavor to counterbalance it. Efforts to promote a more active Japanese mili- tary posture in order to balance a rising China and to accelerate U.S.-Japanese involvement in the Taiwan issue are all indicative of this approach. Current Chinese efforts to strengthen military cooperation with Russia, including the first joint military exercise between the two countries, held in August 2005, are a reflection of its growing concern over the U.S.-Japanese alliance.

Containment of China is impossible – other nations won’t bandwagon with the US

Francis Fukuyama, Professor of International Political Economy @ Johns Hopkins, 2005, “Re-envisioning Asia,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 84, Iss. 1
In the meantime, the United States can adopt one of two approaches: either it can seek to isolate China and mobilize the rest of Asia into a coalition to contain growing Chinese power, or it can try to incorporate China into a series of international institutions designed to channel Chinese ambitions and elicit cooperation.  Despite its appeal among U.S. conservatives, isolating Beijing is a nonstarter. Even if the United States somehow knew that China were a long-term strategic threat on a par with the former Soviet Union, no U.S. ally would enlist in an anti-Chinese coalition any time in the near future. Japan, South Korea, Australia, and ASEAN members all have complex relationships with China that involve varying degrees of cooperation and conflict; absent overt Chinese aggression, none is going to be willing to jeopardize those ties.

No Internal Link – No Motivation for Change

Doesn’t solve Chinese modernization – too engrained in Chinese doctrine and psyche

Patrick O’Donogue, MA in National Strategy, 2000, TMD in Japan: Implications for the US-China-Japan Strategic Relationship, Strategic Studies Institute, Scholar

The fourth option calls for no deployment of TMD at all. Proponents stress that this would obviate the Chinese arguments about arms control and nonproliferation and put real pressure on Beijing to be genuinely transparent about missile development and deployment. Reconsideration of deployment might also open up an opportunity to exploit Chinese concerns and encourage Beijing to participate in a formal trilateral security dialogue.  In contrast, the very real and more likely possibility envisions continued Chinese obfuscation on its military affairs. The overwhelming desire to build, deploy, and maintain the military trappings of a “great power” remains so engrained in the Chinese leadership’s psyche that any risky attempt at placating Chinese fears with genuine measures of conciliation would more than likely be fruitless. Given the Taiwan problem and overwhelming superiority of U.S. military power, China shows the deep-seated desire to develop its missile capability to a significant degree regardless of U.S.-Japan TMD cooperation.

Change in US posture doesn’t changes China’s strategic motivations

Aaron Friedberg, professor of international affairs @ Princeton, 2009, National Interest,  

http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22022

This willful blindness is often closely related to the misleading claim that “if we treat China like an enemy, it will become one.” Even if this statement is true, it does not follow that its obverse is as well. Despite America’s fervent embrace in recent years, China’s leaders have shown no inclination whatsoever to slow their military buildup. They clearly regard the United States as both an economic partner and a strategic competitor. Beijing has somehow managed to hold these two seemingly contradictory ideas in its collective head for decades now. If they do not wish to find themselves pushed to the margins in Asia, Americans will have to learn to do the same.

China is deterred from ever starting a conflict

Robert Ross, professor of political science at Boston College, an associate at the John King Fairbank Center for East Asian Research at Harvard University and senior advisor in the security studies program at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2005, “Assessing the China Threat,” National Interest, Scholar
The outcome of any war between the United States and China would be devas- tating for Chinese interests. As General Zhu Chenghu recently observed, China has "no capability to fight a conventional war against the United States." Indeed, China would face near inevitable defeat, with the military, political and economic costs far outweighing any costs incurred by the United States. China would risk losing its entire surface fleet, and it would expose its coastal territory, including its port facilities and its surface vessels at port, to U.S. air and missile strikes. The economic costs would also be devastating. China would lose access to Western tech- nologies for many years after the war. It would also lose its peaceful international environment and risk its "peaceful rise" as its economy shifted to long-term war- footing and its budget contended with a protracted U.S.-Chinese arms race, un- dermining domestic infrastructure devel- opment and long-term civilian and de- fense technology development. Finally, the political costs would be prohibitive. A military loss to the United States could well destroy the nationalist credentials of the Chinese Communist Party and cause its collapse.

No Internal Link – No China Rise

China won’t rise- no desire.  Even if they do rise it’s a long way off
Dhiraj Nayvar, research Scholar in Political Economy of India, Trinity College, Cambridge 6/9/10, “Will not seek to be a hegemon: China’s Binggou”, http://www.financialexpress.com/news/Will-not-seek-to-be-a-hegemon--China-s-Binggou/631198/  

 China made a strong pitch for greater democracy in international relations at the third summit meeting of the Conference on Interaction and Confidence Building Measures in Asia (CICA). Speaking at the summit, state councillor Dai Bingguo, who is also responsible for border talks with India, said, “Where we live today, is a world witnessing growing trends towards pluralism, diversity and multipolarity, a world adapting to globalised allocation of resources and movement of capital, goods and people. Such a world can no longer tolerate hegemony of any form or a single value system.” Dai Binggou also sought to allay fears about the rise of China, particularly its role as a potential hegemon. “China will never seek to be a superpower and will never seek hegemony in the world. This is not our tradition, not our desire, and still less, our policy,” he said. The state councillor also pointed out that China is still a developing country—in the process of seeking revitalisation—and that it still has a long and challenging journey ahead. He said even when China becomes a developed country, it will remain committed to peace and development in Asia.
Europe will block a China rise
Will Inboden, Ph.D., M.Phil., and M.A. degrees in history from Yale University, and his A.B. from Stanford University, 6-16-2010, “ The reality of the 'China Fantasy”, Foreign Policy
Is the "China Fantasy" starting to get deflated by reality? Three years ago, Jim Mann's provocative book of that title identified the "China Fantasy" as the dogmatic belief of many Western political and commercial elites that China's economic liberalization and growth would lead inevitably to democracy at home and responsible conduct abroad. The operative word was "inevitably" -- the assumption being that China's remarkable economic success would automatically produce a middle class that demanded greater political rights, and that China's growing integration with the global economy would produce benign and responsible international behavior. Based on this assumption, the corollary policy prescription for the West was to pursue a policy of engagement and encouragement towards China's rise. This paradigm seems to be shifting. I recently participated in a conference in Europe on China, attended by a cross-section of policy, academic, and commercial leaders from Europe, the United States, and China, and came away struck by palpable attitude changes in at least three dimensions. Taken together, these are signposts that the previous conventional wisdom on China is coming under question: * European attitudes. Many of the Europeans present voiced a pronounced skepticism towards China, both for the Chinese Communist Party's ongoing refusal to liberalize the political system as well as for what they perceive as China's irresponsible international posture. Various reasons were suggested for this change in European attitudes from even two years ago, but the most salient one seems to be European ire over China's obstreperous conduct at last year's Copenhagen climate change conference. If Europe has a litmus test for international good citizenship, it is climate change. But China's behavior on that front seems to be prompting increased European frustration with China on other issues as well, including human rights, Iran's nuclear program, and China's military build-up. 

China won’t use its military

Zhu Feng, Professor at the International Studies and Deputy Director of Center for International & Strategic Studies, 5-10-2010, “An Emerging Trend in East Asia: Military Budget Increases and Their Impact,” http://www.fpif.org/articles/an_emerging_trend_in_east_asia
With its military modernization, China does not seek to undermine the current status quo, regain historically lost territory, or expand its “sphere of influence.” A small and strong military force, with the self-proclaimed mission of resolving all historic grievances, is a perennial preoccupation of the Chinese leadership. Additionally, it reflects China’s growing integration into the global economy and its turn seawards. China will maintain the momentum of modernizing its military—this is a political imperative for the ruling party—but it will not risk damaging its global links by using the military. As long as there is no dramatic change in external relations, an arms race is not Beijing’s preference.

No Impact – Chinese Modernization
No risk of Chinese arms race – tons of factors deter

Michael Krepon, Founding President @ Stimson Center, 2002, “Missile Defense and the Asian Cascade,” Stimson Center, Scholar

Beijing has had the good sense to avoid nuclear arms racing in the past, and is not likely to alter this behavior in the future. A significant increase in nuclear capabilities would not only complicate China’s relations with India, but also with Japan, Russia, and elsewhere along its periphery. A major buildup in nuclear forces would also badly undercut Beijing’s diplomatic offensive against missile defenses, while empowering the missile defense lobby in the United States. Consequently, if future US administrations do not seek the negation of China’s strategic deterrent, cascade effects on the Subcontinent could be greatly reduced.
Modernization is driven by Chinese politics – no change in posture will influence Chinese decisions
Jeffrey Lewis, Dir. of Nuclear Strategy @ New America Foundation, 7-2009, “Chinese Nuclear Posture and Force Modernization,” Nonproliferation Review, v. 16, iss. 2, InformaWorld
Fundamental changes are more likely to result from ongoing changes in China’s domestic politics, rather than as a mechanistic response to changes in U.S. strategic capabilities such as missile defense or conventional strike. China’s small cadre of scientists and engineers continue to play a significant role in matters relating to nuclear policy—but today, unlike in Nie’s era, they are no longer the only voices on nuclear policy. As part of an effort to ensure that mili- tary priorities are better reflected in defense science and technology investment, the General Armaments Depart- ment replaced the Commission on Science and Technology for National Defense, which was run by Nie’s son-in-law as late as the mid-1990s. Although the GAD itself may be a distinct interest group, relative to the Second Artillery or the Navy, it is presumably much less independent than in Nie’s day.  Moreover, the Second Artillery and the Navy are vastly more professional today than even ten years ago. In the past it would have been difficult to imagine the parochial service interests overriding a desire for central control over China’s nuclear forces—as embodied in aphorisms such as “the party must control the gun, the gun must never control the party.” But today China is very different: the PLA is far more professional than ever before, and China’s leaders were children when the United States subjected China to nuclear threats.

Asian proliferation is inevitable – missile defense isn’t key
Michael Krepon, Founding President @ Stimson Center, 2002, “Missile Defense and the Asian Cascade,” Stimson Center, Scholar
China, India, and Pakistan will also rely on domestic intelligence assessments, espionage, declassified US assessments or leaks of classified material in the US media, non-governmental reports, or some combination thereof to produce national estimates. These sources might well produce a confusing picture, or reinforce worst-case analysis. National intelligence assessments might well be wide of the mark, producing unpleasant surprises. Strategic surprise is not uncommon in southern Asia: India surprised China with its nuclear tests in 1998; China surprised India by going to war in 1962; and Pakistan surprised India by crossing the Line of Control dividing Kashmir after the 1999 Lahore summit. Future surprises may also be in store.  Taken together, the imbalanced triangular relationship in southern Asia, the lack of hard information and redundant monitoring capabilities, and the perceived necessity for opacity could inflate force-sizing requirements in China, India, and Pakistan—even in the absence of missile defense deployments by the United States. National leaders will certainly be hard pressed to maintain strict limits on their nuclear deterrents when domestic political, institutional, and technological pulls reinforce external drivers pointing toward more and better nuclear capabilities.

No Impact – Taiwan War

This is even true over Taiwan – only de jure independence can trigger the link
Robert Ross, professor of political science at Boston College, an associate at the John King Fairbank Center for East Asian Research at Harvard University and senior advisor in the security studies program at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2005, “Assessing the China Threat,” National Interest, Scholar
Nowhere is Chinese caution more evident than in the Taiwan Strait. Despite the advances in Chinese capabilities, the mainland has been exceedingly tolerant of Taiwan's movement toward sovereignty. Over the past five years Chen Shui-bian's rhetoric has amounted to an informal declaration of independence. Much to the concern of both the Bush Adminis- tration and Beijing, Chen has frequently suggested his intention to replace the current constitution with a new constitu- tion that would establish de jure Taiwan- ese independence. In response, China has fulminated, threatened, deployed its forces and rattled its sabers, but it has refused to use force, despite the leader- ship's conviction that Chen is determined to move Taiwan toward formal sover- eignty and Chen's apparent disregard for Chinese resolve. Chinese leaders know that should there be a war in the Taiwan Strait, the U.S. Navy would intervene and the cost to China would be intoler- able. Only if Taiwan actually declares de jure independence, thus challenging the Communist Party's domestic survival and  leaving Beijing no choice but to retaliate militarily, would China risk war with the United States over Taiwan.

No risk of conflict over Taiwan – all parties recognize it

Ian Bremmer, President of the Eurasia Group, 8-2010, “Gathering Storm: America and China in 2020,” http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/articles/2010-JulyAugust/full-Bremmer-JA-2010.html
In addition, Beijing has no incentive to mount a global military challenge to U.S. power. China will one day possess a much more substantial military capacity than it has today, but its economy has grown so quickly over the past two decades, and its living standards improved so dramatically, that it is difficult to imagine the kind of catastrophic, game-changing event that would push Beijing to risk it all by posing the West a large-scale military challenge. It has no incentive to allow anything less than the most serious threat to its sovereignty to trigger a military conflict that might sever its expanding network of commercial ties with countries all over the world—and with the United States, the European Union, and Japan, in particular. The more familiar flash points are especially unlikely to spark a hot war: Beijing is well aware that no U.S. government will support a Taiwanese bid for independence, and China need not invade an island that it has largely co-opted already, via an offer to much of Taiwan’s business elite of privileged access to investment opportunities on the mainland.

Taiwan war won’t happen – experts agree
Jonathan Adams, Reporter for the Global Post, 9-2009,  “The dragon sharpens its claws,” http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/china-and-its-neighbors/090331/the-dragon-sharpens-its-claws
Taiwan insists it's an independent state. Beijing sees it as Chinese territory that must one day end its democratic "holiday" and return to the fold.  The U.S. has a commitment, albeit an ambiguous one, to help defend Taiwan's democracy against Chinese aggression.  That means U.S. Marines, sailors and pilots could one day, perhaps suddenly, be sent to take on Asia's most lethal military, all for the sake of a small island which few Americans can distinguish from Thailand.  The good news: most experts agree that conflict will probably never happen.  U.S. diplomacy has helped keep the peace in the Taiwan Strait for 60 years. And tensions have eased in the past year with the election of a Taiwan president who is forging better relations with Beijing.  Chinese and Taiwanese media reported this week that the two sides' militaries will both attend a conference in Hawaii this summer.

Impact Turn – Chinese Nationalism

Strong US military posturing leads to Chinese nationalism

Stratfor Strategic Forecasting, 11-8-2005, “China’s Obsession with the Zoellick Speech,” Scholar 

As Beijing now prepares to tackle the very real problem of internal inequity, it again seeks a respite from U.S. pressure. China’s leadership has suggested it can only proceed with economic, social and even political reforms if the United States keeps pressure on China to a minimum. The idea is that “conservative” or “hard-line” forces are waiting in the wings, seeking an opportunity to undermine Beijing’s new “progressive” policies. Thus, if U.S. threats and pressures — be they economic, political or military in nature — give these reactionary forces the opportunity, these forces will curtail the new economic and strategic policies of China’s current leadership, and perhaps even restore a policy of confrontation instead of cooperation.

Nationalism leads to Asian war

Howard Krawitz, Senior Foreign Service Officer and Distinguished Visiting Research Fellow @ Institute for National Strategic Studies, 2003, “Modernizing China's Military: A High-Stakes Gamble?,” Strategic Forum, 204, December, Scholar
The aftereffects of major changes in the historic social contract remain a large and potentially dangerous unknown. Conceivably, substantive change could create conditions leading to political competition between civilian and military authorities or wrangling over limited resources. It might promote within the PLA itself a rise in divisive issues similar to those now plaguing Chinese society in general as a result of two decades of uneven economic reform: intensified urban-rural distinctions, rifts between haves and have-nots, and increasing divisions between the educated and uneducated, the privileged and unprivileged.  For the PLA parent entity, the Chinese Communist Party (CCP), modernization represents a double-edged sword. It promises the party a more effective mechanism for maintaining domestic primacy and enhancing international prestige. Conversely, the modernization process could equally well create a military increasingly unwilling to be seen as a tool for enforcing party dicta or policing internal security--in effect, working against party interests. The PLA could evolve into a national military with loyalties to the state as a whole rather than to one specific political element within the state (the CCP), as is the case today. Or the PLA itself could even develop into a distinct political element, brokering power and seeking organizational advantage at other political entities' expense.  Changes wrought through PLA attempts to carry out a revolution in military affairs have potentially far-reaching implications for the Asia-Pacific region and especially for U.S. security interests. A more professional PLA could become a safer, less insular military that is cognizant of the need for disciplined action and measured responses, bound by well-understood rules of engagement and, overall, a more potent force for preserving regional stability. But a darker version of this picture also exists: the distinct possibility that enhanced capability and self-confidence will encourage the PLA to evolve into an aggressive, nationalistic entity fueled by a radical Chinese militarism that encourages risk-taking and adventurism, both in the region and in dealings with the United States. In a worst-case domestic scenario--unlikely but not inconceivable--PLA factions could end up vying for power. The resulting chaos could easily produce a dangerous state of instability, if not outright anarchy, that would threaten all of Asia.

Threats to the CCP cause WMD use

San Renxing, 8-8-2005, “The CCP’s Last-ditch Gamble: Biological and Nuclear War,” http://english.epochtimes.com/news/5-8-8/30931.html. 

Since the Party’s life is “above all else,” it would not be surprising if the CCP resorts to the use of biological, chemical, and nuclear weapons in its attempt to extend its life. The CCP, which disregards human life, would not hesitate to kill two hundred million Americans, along with seven or eight hundred million Chinese, to achieve its ends. These speeches let the public see the CCP for what it really is. With evil filling its every cell the CCP intends to wage a war against humankind in its desperate attempt to cling to life. That is the main theme of the speeches.  This theme is murderous and utterly evil. In China we have seen beggars who coerced people to give them money by threatening to stab themselves with knives or pierce their throats with long nails. But we have never, until now, seen such a gangster who would use biological, chemical, and nuclear weapons to threaten the world, that all will die together with him. This bloody confession has confirmed the CCP’s nature: that of a monstrous murderer who has killed 80 million Chinese people and who now plans to hold one billion people hostage and gamble with their lives.

Impact Turn – Relations

Containment collapses US-China relations
James Dorn, Vice President at Cato for International Affairs, Professor of Economics at Towson University in Maryland, 2005, “How to Improve US-China Relations in the Wake of CNOOC” Korean Journal of Defense Analysis, Vol XVII No 3

Yes, U.S.- China relations are “complex,” but they have always been so. Allowing Congress to steer those relations only adds to the uncertainty and complexity. The United States needs a firm commitment to engagement, and China needs to adhere to “peaceful development.” Little will be gained by constantly treating China as a threat, on the basis of presumed intentions. At the same time, we must not underestimate the willingness of hardliners in the Chinese Communist Party—who have little regard for the rule of law and want to retain their monopoly on power—to revert to military means to achieve their ends, especially in the case of Taiwan. Consequently, we need to be realistic and cautious, but not unreasonable. The administration appears to be moving in that direction. In a pathbreaking speech to the National Committee on U.S.-China Relations in New York on September 21, Deputy Secretary of State Robert B. Zoellick avoided confrontation and instead called upon the PRC “to become a responsible stakeholder in the international system.”40 At the same time, the United States must recognize that China is a rising normal power and will pursue its own interests. As Liu Jianfei, a journalist with the China Daily, recently wrote: “Currently the biggest obstacle in Sino-U.S. ties comes from misgivings held by some Americans toward China and their Cold War mentality. If such an outdated view is overcome, the two nations can build a strategic mutual trust and open new cooperation in the future.”41

Treating China as a threat prevents cooperation on important global issues

James Dorn, Vice President at Cato for International Affairs, Professor of Economics at Towson University in Maryland, 2005, “How to Improve US-China Relations in the Wake of CNOOC” Korean Journal of Defense Analysis, Vol XVII No 3

 It is a grave mistake to use the national security card to deny Chinese firms the right to purchase natural resources in the open market when there is no credible security risk. Beijing will view such behavior as yet another attempt by the United States to widen its power at the expense of China’s development, further increasing anti-American sentiment. China’s thirst for oil and natural gas has driven world demand upward and increased prices, and that trend is likely to continue. Over time, production and consumption will respond to higher prices as producers search for new supplies and consumers conserve and switch to cheaper alternatives. If the U.S. government interferes with the market process, future production will suffer, and U.S. energy companies will find it more difficult to operate in foreign countries. 

Hard-line policies create a self-fulfilling prophecy – collapse relations

Leon Hadar, Scholar @ CATO, 1996, “The Sweet-and-Sour Sino-American Relationship,” CATO Policy Analysis, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-248.html

Hard-line U.S. policies based on the assumption that China poses a strategic, economic, and cultural threat could create a tragic, self-fulfilling prophecy. The military threat is exaggerated; although China is modernizing its antiquated forces, military spending remains relatively modest, and Beijing's strategic policies (while sometimes troubling) do not pose a credible threat to America's security. The notion that China represents an economic or cultural threat misconstrues the complex roles of trade and culture.

Impact Turn – Relations – Terminal Impacts

US-China Relations solve Taiwan war

Paul Kerr, Research analyst at the Arms Control Association, 1999, “Taiwan: Maintain the Current Ambiguity,” CSIS Prospectus, Volume 1, Number 1 - Fall, http://www.csis.org/pubs/prospectus/99FallKerr.html
Stable U.S.-China relations can also help prevent Chinese aggression towards Taiwan. The bottom line is whether or not Beijing can be persuaded to accept the status quo between the two countries. The U.S. commitment to Taiwan inextricably links relations between Taipei and Beijing to the relationship between Beijing and Washington. If the PRC perceives other areas of its relationship with the United States to be strong, such as U.S.-China trade and negotiations over China's membership in the WTO, it has less incentive to disrupt the status quo in the Taiwan Strait. Provocative U.S. actions may lead Beijing to believe that it has little to gain by maintaining peaceful relations with the United States.

US-China Relations solve India-Pakistan conflict

William Perry, Former Secretary of Defense, Remarks to the Japan Society, 9-12-1995, http://www.defenselink.mil/releases/1995/b091395_bt498-95.html

There is a lot to gain from engaging with China. Through engagement we can address a broad range of global and regional security concerns. Our military-to-military contacts put us in touch with the highest levels of the PLA, who have great influence in China. And by working to improve relations with China, we are also working to reduce tensions between the three great powers on the Asian continent -- China, India and Pakistan. The relationship between these three powers has long been one of fear and mistrust. While India worries about the threat from Pakistan, it also keeps a strong force because it feels threatened by China. And Pakistan keeps a strong force as a deterrent against India's forces. What makes this tensiontruly worrisome is the potential for nuclear weapons use in the event of a conflict. Our relations with China are crucial in reducing tensions between these three regional powers.

Relations are key to solve global warming

Nina Hachigian, Et al,  Former Senior Political Scientist at RAND, 2008, “A Global Imperative: A Progressive Approach to U.S.-China Relations in the 21st Century,” Center for American Progress, August

Without the full engagement of both coun- tries, any global plan to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and stabilize atmospheric concentrations at levels that prevent the most se- vere effects of global warming will be futile. Both the United States and China have to date resisted participation in international efforts to curb emissions. The negotiating positions of the two nations reflect a variety of political and economic considerations, but a major factor has been mutual mistrust and a reluctance to step forward without reciprocal action by the other country. For years, China and the United States have pointed fingers at one another, blaming the other country for climate change and de- manding its commitment first before signing on to any global plan.  Bridging the gap between the differing needs and perceptions of developed and de- veloping countries is the central challenge in the international negotiations to develop a post-2012 successor to the Kyoto Pro- tocol. As a member of the G-77, the bloc of developing nations within the United Nations, China argues that while its annual greenhouse gas emissions may now be high- er than U.S. emissions, a more meaningful yardstick for apportioning responsibility is cumulative emissions over the past century.

Aff Answers To Midterms DA

No Dems
GOP will retake the House—best studies prove

Joseph Bafumi, an assistant professor in the government department at Dartmouth College and Robert S. Erikson is a professor in the political science department and faculty fellow at the Institute for Social and Economic Research and Policy at Columbia University, 8-27-2010, “A Forecast of the 2010 House Election Outcome,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/joseph-bafumi/a-forecast-of-the-2010-ho_b_697051.html
How many House seats will the Republicans gain in 2010? To answer this question, we have run 1,000 simulations of the 2010 House elections. The simulations are based on information from past elections going back to 1946. Our methodology replicates that for our ultimately successful forecast of the 2006 midterm. Two weeks before Election Day in 2006, we posted  a prediction that the Democrats would gain 32 seats and recapture the House majority. The Democrats gained 30 seats in 2006. Our current forecast for 2010 shows that the Republicans are likely to regain the House majority. Our preliminary 2010 forecast will appear (with other forecasts by political scientists) in the October issue of PS: Political Science. By our reckoning, the most likely scenario is a Republican majority in the neighborhood of 229 seats versus 206 for the Democrats for a 50-seat loss for the Democrats. Taking into account the uncertainty in our model, the Republicans have a 79% chance of winning the House.

Independents are key and they are voting GOP

Carl Cameron, Staffwriter, 8-27-2010, “Polls Are Dead Wrong About House Dems, Says Van Hollen, http://politics.blogs.foxnews.com/2010/08/27/polls-are-dead-wrong-about-house-dems-says-van-hollen#ixzz0xsW9gQPU

For most of the year, slightly more voters have preferred a Republican for Congress than a Democrat, according to a Gallup generic poll released earlier this month. But this year, independents are expected to be the decisive voting block, and Gallup has consistently shown they have a strong double digit preference for GOP candidates over Democrats.

Landslide GOP victory is coming

Zach Fridell, Staffwriter for Steamboat Today, 8-28-2010, “Rove says signs look good for conservatives in midterm elections,” http://www.steamboatpilot.com/news/2010/aug/28/steamboat-karl-rove-says-signs-are-good-gop-midter/

Republican strategist Karl Rove told a sold-out crowd that things are looking very good for conservatives in what could be a “monumental election” in November. Rove, speaking Friday evening to 307 people as part of The Steamboat Institute’s Freedom Conference at the top of the gondola in Steamboat Springs, said some predictions call for historic changes for conservatives. He said according to one prediction, Democrats could lose 70 seats in the midterm election. “You would have to go back to the Great Depression, the collapse of the Republican Party in the 1930s, to see a loss like that,” he said.

No Dems
Massive enthusiasm gap between the dems and GOP ensure big republican gains

David Helling, Staffwriter for Kansas City Star, 8-24-2010, “'Enthusiasm gap' confronts Democrats heading into this fall's midterm elections,” http://www.kansascity.com/2010/08/24/2173082/enthusiasm-gap-confronts-democrats.html

Two years ago today, the Democratic Party gathered in Denver — energetic and confident of victory — to nominate Barack Obama for president. What a difference a deep recession, two wars, a yearlong argument over health care, a tea party movement, a massive deficit, a minor scandal or two, a muddled message and partisan gridlock can make. That 2008 enthusiasm, many Democrats acknowledge, has turned to anger and disillusionment in 2010, threatening midterm chances for scores of their candidates.
GOP enthusiasm ensures base turnout – that’s key

David Helling, Staffwriter for Kansas City Star, 8-24-2010, “'Enthusiasm gap' confronts Democrats heading into this fall's midterm elections,” http://www.kansascity.com/2010/08/24/2173082/enthusiasm-gap-confronts-democrats.html

Political pros have dubbed the problem an “enthusiasm gap,” and point to polling that suggests the deepening Democratic dilemma: •An Ipsos Public Affairs poll designed to measure voter enthusiasm in August showed 79 percent of Republicans were enthusiastic, compared to 60 percent of Democrats. •Gallup found 51 percent of conservative Republicans “very enthusiastic” about voting this November; just 29 percent of liberal Democrats are in that category. •A Public Policy Polling survey showed 58 percent of all voters are “very excited” about casting ballots, but just 43 percent of “moderate Democrats” are in that category. “Republicans will have a much easier time mobilizing their base than Democrats,” Ipsos concluded. “Indeed, ‘get out the vote’ and other grass roots campaigns are always made easier when the base is positively predisposed … greater voter enthusiasm, in turn, should translate itself into Republican electoral success.” Democrats are divided on the cause for the enthusiasm gap. Some contend Republicans have been better at communicating their message. Others say disillusionment is inevitable given the depth of the nation’s problems. Still others maintain that Obama has been too eager to compromise with Republicans “without getting anything in return,” McGregor said. And Democrats argue that the gap may reflect Republican energy more than disillusionment in their own ranks. They predict a return to the fold as Election Day draws closer. “We’re great at the circular firing squad,” said campaign consultant Martin Hamburger, who is working for several Democratic congressional candidates, including Stephene Moore in Kansas’ 3rd District. “There is carping … but I don’t think in the end those people stay home.” Republicans, though, contend the gap is real and will affect midterm races, which are more dependent on grassroots turnout than presidential elections. “The single biggest component is motivation of the base and turnout in a midterm,” said longtime Missouri GOP operative John Hancock.

Link Turn – Liberal Foreign Policy Key

Liberal foreign policy is critical – it enables Obama to satisfy his base 

Mark Penn, Politico, 11-17-2009, “Turning to the left or to the center?,” http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1109/29580_Page2.html

But as a point of strategy, the president has to get off the fence — either energizing the left or strengthening the center. And he might satisfy the left on defense and the center on health care or vice versa. The pitfalls he needs to avoid are halfway decisions all around. That path threatens to undermine support and will build bewilderment, not consensus. He has to find his voice in these areas and deliver it loud and clear. That will lift the country out of this growing anxiety and win back its overwhelming confidence.

Democrats will be successful in the midterms if they draw a clear national security difference with the GOP – if they don’t, voters will punish them

Glenn Greenwald, constitutional lawyer, 2-10-2008, “Conceding John McCain's "toughness" on national security,” http://www.salon.com/opinion/greenwald/2008/02/10/mcauliffe/index.html

Democrats should be eager -- not afraid -- to have the 2008 election turn on a referendum on whether Americans want to continue paying for the indefinite occupation of Iraq, and more so, whether we will start new Americans wars -- i.e., whether they want to have the same neoconservative extremists who got us into Iraq continue to dominate America's foreign policy, as they will under President McCain. McCain's supposed great strong suit is actually his greatest vulnerability, if Democrats are willing to make that case.  But what has characterized establishment Democrats for the last eight years, at least, is an unwillingness to challenge Republicans on national security. Ever since the 2002 AUMF vote, their "strategy" has been to cede national security to the Republicans by trying defensively to insist that there are few differences between the parties ("we're strong, too") -- all in the hope of shifting the political debate to issues they perceive are politically more advantageous, such as domestic and economic issues. That's why there has been so little contrast between the two parties on foreign policy and national security issues -- because most Democrats believe that the wisest course of action is to become replicas of Republicans on national security policy as a means of eliminating those issues from consideration. The "strategy" has been as ineffective as it has been craven.   Contrary to the media's narrative, John McCain is a huge, juicy target for making the case that Republican warmongering has been, and will continue to be, a complete disaster for the U.S. The central question, though, is whether the Democratic candidate will cede this ground by attempting to copy McCain and argue that they are "tough," too -- or whether they will draw a real contrast by arguing that McCain's insatiable craving for war is anything but "tough."  Top Clinton aide Terry McAuliffe was on MSNBC this week with Chris Matthews and was asked directly whether McCain was too much of a "hawk" on national security -- meaning: is McCain a dangerous warmonger? McAuliffe's answer is a textbook illustration of exactly the Democratic cowardice that has been so destructive both to the country and their own political interests over the last eight years (video is here):      MATTHEWS: Let me ask you again about what you're facing now, John McCain -- he's even joked about bombing Iran. I know it was a joke -- let's not overplay it -- but he's certainly a very strong hawk. Is he too hawkish for the American people as our next president?      MCAULIFFE: Well, listen it's going to be quite a debate as we head into the fall. I think Sen. McCain's biggest problems are going to be dealing with the issues on the economy. That is not considered his strong suit. It is considered the strong suit for Hillary, as you know -- on the housing crisis, she's been the first one to get out in front on that, called for moratorium on home foreclosures, called for a freeze on interest rates for the next five years, she's been dealing with the credit crisis. So I think as it relates to Sen. McCain, he knows that he can't really deal with these economic issues -- he's been all over the map -- supporting the Bush tax cuts, against the Bush tax cuts. Hillary has been very consistent out there on these economic issues.      So he's going to try, I think, Chris, to continue to show that he's the most hawkish, he will be the toughest on national security -- that's going to be their fall campaign. As you know, they did it to us in 2004 with the Swift Boating of Sen. Kerry. They're going to do that same type of campaign again this time. They're not going to Swift Boat Hillary Clinton. They have no ability to do that. We're going to run a strong campaign because we know we're out there fighting for millions of Americans who want health care, want their homes to be preserved, and want to keep us safe.  If the Democrats want a blueprint for a sure losing strategy, they need look no further than McAuliffe's answer. He was asked expressly whether McCain is too much of a hawk -- whether his foreign policy views are dangerously war-loving -- and although he gave a long, rambling answer, McAuliffe never once dared to criticize McCain on national security -- not one word of criticism. Instead, he ignored the issue, immediately switched the topic to the economy, accepted the premise that McCain was "tough" and formidable on foreign policy, and then argued that Hillary was just as "tough" and would not, therefore, be vulnerable to attack. In other words: Hillary and McCain are the same on national security -- equally "tough" -- therefore that can be ignored and the focus should be on domestic issues.  That is the same failed strategy that Democrats have been pursuing with complete futility for the last eight years. In 2002, they became convinced by their vapid, craven "strategists" that if they voted for the war in Iraq, it would take national security off the table and enable the midterm elections to be decided by domestic issues. In 2004, they decided that they would reject a candidate who provided too much of a contrast on national security (Howard Dean) in favor of one who, having supported the war and with a record of combat, would neutralize national security as an election issue.  And ever since, they have continuously run away from any opportunity to create a clear contrast with the GOP on national security issues, most notably refusing to stop the war in Iraq, failing to impede radical measures such as the Military Commissions Act, and -- as the lead Editorial in the NYT this morning angrily points out -- they are now not only capitulating to, but actually leading (in the form of their Intelligence Committee Chair, Jay Rockefeller), the Bush/Cheney crusade to legalize warrantless eavesdropping and institutionalize lawlessness through telecom amnesty. Notably, the one time they actually allowed a contrast to be created on national security -- in the run-up to the 2006 midterm election, when they were perceived to be the anti-war party and the GOP was perceived to be tied to Iraq -- they won a decisive victory. When they seek to remove national security as an issue by copying Republicans, they lose.

Link Turn – Liberal Base Key

The plan motivates the liberal base 

Rob Richie, Executive director of FairVote, 11-7-2009, States News Service, “IWF in news: big question: should pres. Obama move farther left?” 

Obama has generally governed to the right of many of his progressive backers and shows every indication of continuing that positioning on core progressive concerns like the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq and regulating the financial industry. But to keep a Democratic House majority and at least 60 Senate allies in 2011, he will need to give his supporters something to fight for in the 2010 elections -- an issue that makes it clear that victories in the elections will result in a change his supporters believe in. By risking a loss on a major priority, he could be positioned for a bigger win for that goal in 2011 -- but it's high stakes poker to identify this issue and how to play it.

Without a motivated base, GOP win is inevitable

Peter Wallsten, Writer for WSJ,  11-6-2009, “Democrats Confront Coalition Strains,” Wall Street Journal, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB125737147343329021.html

For Democrats, officials in the White House and the Democratic National Committee said a precipitous falloff in minority and youth voters in Virginia and New Jersey served as a warning for 2010. 
 Voters ages 18 to 29, who made up more than one in five of the 2008 electorate in Virginia and voted overwhelmingly for the president, were just 10% of voters there Tuesday; those who went to the polls backed the Republican, Bob McDonnell, by a wide margin.  White House senior adviser David Axelrod said the 2010 elections would almost certainly revolve around Mr. Obama's agenda. He added the president will have an easier time using his popularity to win votes for Democrats if the candidates help the president with his legislative agenda. "You're not going to excite those voters by running away," he said. "You're going to excite them by helping create success."

EPA Regs Bad – Economy

EPA warming regulations destroy the economy

Alan Caruba, Public Relations Counselor and member of the Society of Professional Journalists, American Society of Journalists and Authors and the National Association of Science Writers, 2009, “How to Destroy the U.S. Economy: Regulate Carbon Dioxide”, Canada Free Press
In the course of the first year of the Obama administration, it has become clear to many close observers that it is intent on destroying the U.S. economy and, with it, the Republic. It has virtually shut down all exploration for energy resources such as oil and natural gas despite the bonus of thousands of jobs and billions in tax revenue that this would generate. It has declared war on the mining and use of coal even though coal provides just over half of all the electricity generated nationwide. Its “Stimulus” bill, at this point, has largely distributed funds to state governments to help them pay for Medicare and other entitlement programs. The program has claimed new jobs in congressional districts that don’t even exist.  All the while unemployment has risen and there is no evidence of any actual new jobs because, sensibly, large businesses and small are waiting to see if Obamacare will take over one-sixth of the nation’s economy, slashing billions from Medicare, and raising the cost of health insurance. The other major legislative initiative, Cap-and-Trade is a huge tax on energy use, raising the cost of doing business in America. “Business Fumes Over Dioxide Rule” was a headline in the December 7 edition of The Wall Street Journal. Considering that one major corporation after another has gone out of its way to demonstrate how “Green” they are, it is a little late in the day for corporate America to wake up to discover that the entire agenda of Green organizations has been to strangle the economy in general and their ability to operate in particular. Two Obama appointments signaled the Obama administration’s intent. One was the appointment of Carol Browner, a former EPA director in the Clinton years and an avowed socialist, as its climate czar, and the appointment of Lisa Jackson as the new Director of the Environmental Protection Agency. Others include the Secretary of the Interior and of Energy, all global warming scare mongers. The EPA is momentarily expected to announce an “endangerment” finding that carbon dioxide (CO2) is a “pollutant” and thereby subject to EPA regulation under the Clean Air Act. If that is true than everyone exhaling in the nation is, by definition, a polluter. Humans exhale about six pounds of CO2 every day. In January, I wrote a commentary, “Glorious Carbon Dioxide”, that was a look at the science of CO2. It can be found here. One simple fact invalidates the EPA’s claim. All life on Earth is dependent on two gases, oxygen and carbon dioxide. A reduction of CO2 would be a reduction of the gas that all vegetation relies upon for its existence, but the EPA claims that a rise in CO2 is responsible for a rise in the overall temperature of the Earth. The EPA is doing this as a completely natural cooling cycle has been occurring since 1998. It is doing this despite ample scientific data that demonstrates that CO2 does not play any role in the increase of the Earth’s average temperature, but in fact increases many decades, even centuries, after such an increase. It is the Sun that determines the climate of the Earth, not CO2, and the Sun is in a natural cycle called a solar minimum, producing less radiation to warm the Earth. At times in the Earth’s 4.5 billion year history, the amount of CO2 has been much higher than its present concentration of a mere 3.618% of the atmosphere. Estimates of how much man-made CO2 contributes to this tiny amount are set at 0.117%. Despite this, the EPA is intent on regulating man-made CO2 emissions as if this would make any difference in light of the fact that many other nations also emit CO2 in the process of developing their economies. China and India come to mind and it is no accident that both were exempted from the UN Kyoto Protocols to limit CO2 emissions. The entire purpose of the current Climate Change Conference taking place is Copenhagen is a treaty to limit CO2 emissions that the UN’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change asserts is necessary to avoid a “global warming” that is NOT happening. The conference, however, must ignore revelations that one of its primary providers of climate data, the Climate Research Unit of the University of East Anglia, has been deliberately fudging the data, falsifying it to justify the treaty. Another major source of such data has been NASA’s climate program, both of which have fought efforts under the Freedom of Information Acts of both the UK and the USA, to require them to make their data available for scientific peer review. As the Wall Street Journal article points out, “An ‘endangerment’ finding by the Environmental Protection Agency could pave the way for the government to require businesses that emit carbon dioxide and five other greenhouse gases to make costly changes in machinery to reduce emissions—even if Congress doesn’t pass pending climate-change legislation.” If either the EPA or the climate change legislation called Cap-and-Trade are put in place or enacted, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce is on record warning that it would “choke off growth by adding new mandates to virtually every major construction and renovation project.” It would add to the cost of all electricity by industry, business, and all consumers. As the Wall Street Journal article notes, “Electricity generation, transportation and industry represent the three largest sources of U.S. greenhouse-gas emission.” What it doesn’t say is that such emissions play no role in climate change. Other nations, however, would not be subject to such costs and the result would be a mad rush to move as many U.S. industries as possible to foreign shores. Other businesses would have to shut down or raise the price of everything they produce. The current Recession would escalate into a full-blown Depression as millions of jobs would disappear or never return. 

EPA Regs Bad – Not Solve Warming

The impact on overall warming is negligible

Ben Lieberman, Senior Policy Analyst in Energy and the Environment in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies at The Heritage Foundation, April 2010, “EPA's Global Warming Regulations: A Threat to American Agriculture”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/04/EPAs-Global-Warming-Regulations-A-Threat-to-American-Agriculture

Last June, America's Climate Security Act was withdrawn by its Senate supporters after only three days of debate. A Heritage Foundation analysis de tailed the costs of the bill, which included a 29 per cent increase in the price of gasoline, net job losses well into the hundreds of thousands, and an overall reduction in gross domestic product of $1.7 to $4.8 trillion by 2030.[2] At the time of the debate, gasoline was approaching $4 per gallon for the first time in history, and signs of a slowing economy were begin ning to emerge. Economically speaking, the bill was one of the last items on the agenda that Americans wanted, and its Senate sponsors recognized that. Beyond the costs, the bill would have--even assum ing the worst case scenarios of future warming-- likely reduced the earth's future temperature by an amount too small to verify.[3]
Other nations won’t model EPA regulations

Ben Lieberman, Senior Policy Analyst in Energy and the Environment in the Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, 2008, “The True Costs of EPA Global Warming Regulation”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/EnergyandEnvironment/bg2213.cfm

The impact on the overall econ omy, as measured by gross domestic product (GDP), is substantial. The cumulative GDP losses for 2010 to 2029 approach $7 trillion. Single-year losses exceed $600 billion in 2029, more than $5,000 per house hold. (See Chart 1.) Job losses are expected to exceed 800,000 in some years, and exceed at least 500,000 from 2015 through 2026. (See Chart 2). Note that these are net job losses, after any jobs created by compliance with the regulations--so-called green jobs--are taken into account. Hardest-hit are man ufacturing jobs, with losses approaching 3 million. (See Chart 3). Particularly vulnerable are jobs in durable manufacturing (28 percent job losses), machinery manufacturing (57 percent), textiles (27.6 percent), electrical equipment and appli ances (22 percent), paper (36 percent), and plastics and rubber products (54 percent). It should be noted that since the EPA rule is unilateral and few other nations are likely to follow the U.S. lead, many of these manufacturing jobs will be out sourced overseas.

Even with co2 cuts, can’t prevent warming

Times Online, 5-23-2008, “Copenhagen Consensus: global warming”, http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/environment/article3992368.ece DA 7-11-2010
There is unequivocal evidence that humans are changing the planet’s climate. We are already committed to average temperature increases of about 0.6°C, even without further rises in atmospheric carbon dioxide concentration.  The world has focused on mitigation — reducing carbon emissions — a close look at the costs and benefits suggests that relying on this alone is a poor approach.  Option One: Continuing focus on mitigation  Even if mitigation — economic measures like taxes or trading systems — succeeded in capping emissions at 2010 levels, then the world would pump out 55 billion tonnes of carbon emissions in 2100, instead of 67 billion tonnes.  It is a difference of 18 per cent: the benefits would remain smaller than 0.5 per cent of the world’s GDP for more than 200 years. These benefits simply are not large enough to make the investment worthwhile.

AT: Health Care Reform – Econ Impact
US economy is resilient – ambitious, adaptive work force

Robert Samuelson, analyst, 1-4-2010, “The Great Recession’s Aftermath,” Newsweek, http://www.newsweek.com/id/229210

"Younger people . . . tend to be more innovative, more willing to take risks, more willing to do things differently," Stanford University economist Paul Romer says in an interview for the book "From Poverty to Prosperity" by Arnold Kling and Nick Schulz. As noted, today's turmoil could make even the young more risk-averse. Or older and middle-aged people could increasingly dominate corporate hierarchies and university research grants, as Romer worries. An aging society could become a stand-pat society, protective of the status quo and resistant to change.  Against this glum prospect, the standard rebuttal evokes history. The U.S. economy is amazingly resilient, the argument goes. It has been a consistent job creator: 21 million in the 1970s, 18 million in the 1980s, 17 million in the 1990s, 12 million in the past decade through 2007. (Lower gains reflect slower labor-force growth, not less dynamism.)  A "can-do" culture—combining intense ambition with a flexibility to adapt and an instinct for innovation—ensures that the economy will ultimately rebound strongly. The harsh recession may have actually improved the long-term outlook by purging high-cost firms and forcing efficiencies. Productivity (output per hour worked) has risen 4 percent in the past year. Profits are already up 21 percent from their low; surviving firms will soon expand.  
Global economy wont collapse – outside capital, low interest rates and public funds

The Economist, 10-9-2008, “Shifting the balance,” http://www.economist.com/specialreports/displaystory.cfm?story_id=12373710

The urgent task is to prevent a grave multi-country banking crisis from becoming a global economic catastrophe. That ought not to be too hard. Thanks to the growing importance of emerging markets, the world economy has become more resilient to trouble in its richer corners. Capital is plentiful outside Western finance. Now that commodity prices have tumbled, the rich world’s central banks have plenty of room to cushion their weakened economies with lower interest rates. And although public-debt burdens are already heavy, notably in Italy, Europe’s governments, like America’s, have enough public funds to prevent a capital-starved banking system dragging their economies down.  This has already started to happen, most strikingly with the American government’s $700 billion plan to take over mortgage-backed securities. But other governments too are stepping in. Five European banks were nationalised or bailed out with public funds in the last week of September. Several European governments have guaranteed the deposits and in some cases the debts of their banks. 

AT: Health Care Reform – Disease Impact

Humanity does not face extinction from disease

Malcolm Gladwell, The New Republic, July 17 and 24, 1995, excerpted in Epidemics: Opposing Viewpoints, 1999, p. 31-32

Every infectious agent that has ever plagued humanity has had to adapt a specific strategy but every strategy carries a corresponding cost and this makes human counterattack possible. Malaria is vicious and deadly but it relies on mosquitoes to spread from one human to the next, which means that draining swamps and putting up mosquito netting can all hut halt endemic malaria. Smallpox is extraordinarily durable remaining infectious in the environment for years, but its very durability its essential rigidity is what makes it one of the easiest microbes to create a vaccine against. AIDS is almost invariably lethal because it attacks the body at its point of great vulnerability, that is, the immune system, but the fact that it targets blood cells is what makes it so relatively uninfectious. Viruses are not superhuman. I could go on, but the point is obvious. Any microbe capable of wiping us all out would have to be everything at once: as contagious as flue, as durable as the cold, as lethal as Ebola, as stealthy as HIV and so doggedly resistant to mutation that it would stay deadly over the course of a long epidemic. But viruses are not, well, superhuman. They cannot do everything at once. It is one of the ironies of the analysis of alarmists such as Preston that they are all too willing to point out the limitations of human beings, but they neglect to point out the limitations of microscopic life forms.

No impact – anything virulent enough to be a threat would destroy its host too quickly

Joshua Lederberg, professor of genetics at Stanford University School of Medicine, 1999, Epidemic The World of Infectious Disease, p. 13

The toll of the fourteenth-century plague, the "Black Death," was closer to one third. If the bugs' potential to develop adaptations that could kill us off were the whole story, we would not be here. However, with very rare exceptions, our microbial adversaries have a shared interest in our survival. Almost any pathogen comes to a dead end when we die; it first has to communicate itself to another host in order to survive. So historically, the really severe host- pathogen interactions have resulted in a wipeout of both host and pathogen. We humans are still here because, so far, the pathogens that have attacked us have willy-nilly had an interest in our survival. This is a very delicate balance, and it is easily disturbed, often in the wake of large-scale ecological upsets.

AT: Immigration Reform 

Bills won’t include a worker visa – means it can’t solve the economy

Daniel Griswold, MA from London School of Economics and Senior Fellow @ CATO, 12-16-2009, Disappointing Start for Immigration Reform, CATO Institute, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/2009/12/16/disappointing-start-for-immigration-reform/

The good news is that a bill has been introduced in the House this week under the broad heading of immigration reform. Even during a recession, Congress should be working to change our immigration system to reflect the longer-term needs of our economy for foreign-born workers.  The bad news is that the actual bill put in the hopper by Rep. Luis Gutierrez, D-IL, on Tuesday would do nothing to solve the related problems of illegal immigration and the long-term needs of our economy.  As I argued in a recent blog post and a Washington Times op-ed, immigration reform must include expanded opportunities for legal immigration in the future through a temporary worker visa.  Any so-called reform that is missing this third leg will be doomed to fail. We will simply be repeating the mistakes of the 1986 Immigration Reform and Control Act, which granted amnesty to 2.7 million illegal workers and ramped up enforcement, but made no provision for future workers. Rep. Jeff Flake, R-AZ, agrees.  

Reform won’t solve the race to the bottom – guest workers just won’t be given labor rights

Michelle Chen, Staffwriter, 12-1-2009, Reevaluating Immigration Reform: What’s it Worth?, 12-1, http://inthesetimes.com/working/entry/5251/immigration_reform_whats_it_worth/

It’s an ostensibly rational policy with deeply troubling antecedents: the government has often dealt with cyclical labor shortages by funneling migrants into a transient underclass stripped of labor protections and political rights. Citing the slave-like conditions of farm guestworker programs, the Drum Major Institute warned in a recent report:  Even when workers are offered a path to permanent legal status, the very existence of a guestworker program ensures that they will be replaced with another influx of disempowered temporary laborers. It is unlikely that each successive cohort of guest workers would feel sufficiently knowledgeable and empowered to exercise their workplace rights, even when they are guaranteed the same formal protections that apply to U.S. workers. And with no permanent status, guest workers have little incentive to take risks—like trying to organize a union—that are often necessary to improve wages and working conditions.

Aff Answers To China Conditions CP

2AC Permutations

Permutation do the counterplan – it’s not severance because the counterplan includes the entirety of the plan and adds the processs and quo of the conditioning process.

Nothing in the plan makes the affirmative have to defend the unconditional or immediate nature of the plan.

The plan says “should,” not “shall” – means it’s not unconditional
Atlas Collaboration, 1999, Use of shall, should, may can,” http://rd13doc.cern.ch/Atlas/DaqSoft/sde/inspect/shall.html
In the expression of the requirements, shall describes something that is mandatory ; should is weaker. It describes something that might not be satisfied in the final product, but that is desirable enough that any non−compliance shall be explicitly justified ; may grants permission to do something, and makes only a weak statement.

Should means “ought to” – indicates conditional futurity, not certainty
American Heritage 2009, “should,” http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/should
Like the rules governing the use of shall and will on which they are based, the traditional rules governing the use of should and would are largely ignored in modern American practice. Either should or would can now be used in the first person to express conditional futurity: If I had know that, I would (or somewhat more formally, should )have answered differently. But in the second and thirdpersons only would is used: If he had known that, he would (not should ) have answered differently. Would cannot always be substituted for should, however. Should is used inall three persons in a conditional clause: if I (or you or he )should decide to go. Should is also used in all three persons to express duty or obligation (the equivalent of ought to ): I (or you or he ) should go. On the other hand, would is usedto express volition or promise: I agreed that I would do it. Either would or should is possible as an auxiliary with like,be inclined, be glad, prefer, and related verbs: I would (orshould ) like to call your attention to an oversight. Herewould was acceptable on all levels to a large majority of theUsage Panel in an earlier survey and is more common inAmerican usage than should. · Should have is sometimesincorrectly written should of by writers who have mistakenthe source of the spoken contraction should've. See UsageNotes at if, rather, shall.

Permutation Do Both – If China will inevitably say yes, it’s irrelevant whether the quid is unconditional – they wouldn’t find out

Permutation – Do the Plan and Ask China to take action to limit North Korean nuclearization – the negative evidence doesn’t describe explicit quid pro quo’s as necessary.  If they want the plan so much that they would do the quo under strict conditions, then they would also if asked after the plan is done. 
2AC Counterplan Is Illegitimate

The counterplan is illegitimate:

( ) Infinitely regressive – the negative can condition the plan on any country, organization or entity doing any action.  Leads to literally an infinite number of counterplans that are too expansive for the affirmative to be expected to be prepared for.

( ) Distracts from topic specific education – The topic is about military presence in the topic countries, not about the negotiating process or North Korean nuclearization.  The counterplan makes discussion of the topic less likely, and encourages negative laziness because they only need to research one counterplan instead of negatives to every affirmative.

( ) Steals the whole affirmative – Moots 8 minutes of 1ac offense designed to answer the core of the literature – not a discussion of tangentially related non-proliferation questions.

( ) Justifies the worst counterplans – If this counterplan is legitimate it’s then impossible to exclude: delay, consult, steal funding, and other counterplans that compete off of the process of normal means.  Even if this counterplan alone doesn’t make it impossible to be affirmative, that explosion certainly would.

( ) Err affirmative – the negative has the block, topicality, kritiks, other generic DAs and counterplans.  Speaking first and last doesn’t help if they can mitigate that advantage with cheater counterplans.  And, they have just as much prep time as the affirmative.

( ) Voting issue – must set a precedent against future instances.
China Would Say No

China will say no – they support US alliances in Asia

Aileen San Pablo-Baviera, Professor @ The Asian Center, 2003, “The China factor in US alliances in East Asia and the Asia Pacific,” Australian Journal of International Affairs, Vol. 57, No. 2, pp. 339, Scholar

The role of the ‘China factor’ in the US alliance system is itself evolving. The pragmatism of the Chinese leadership has prevented China from directly opposing the US hub-and-spokes system for various reasons. One reason is that the alliances do serve the purpose of guaranteeing security and stability on the Korean peninsula and for Japan when no viable alternative has yet emerged. Another is that the US allies (except for Taiwan) have at most an ambivalent attitude towards the possibility of directing alliance action against China but rather look at their respective alliances with the US as part of a hedging strategy within the overall game-plan of engagement with China. Moreover, China itself does not have the capacity to effectively change the status quo, although by advancing its new security concept and more actively pursuing the multilateralist path, it seeks to expand its influence in the creation of a new regional security architecture.

China will only make rhetorical concessions – they won’t actually support peace in the peninsula

Subhash Kabila, PhD, International Relations and Strategic Affairs analyst, 7-14-2010, “Korean Peninsula: United States Strategically Undercut By China,” Eurasai Review, http://www.eurasiareview.com/201007145034/korean-peninsula-united-states-strategically-undercut-by-china.html

The United States needs to wake-up from its strategic obliviousness towards its strategic stakes in the Korean Peninsula. It needs to regain the strategic space lost to China which virtually succeeded in weaning away South Korea from the US orbit of influence.   China is not a responsible regional actor for working towards peace and stability in the Korean Peninsula as its demonstrated record indicates. It would be strategically naive for the United States to outsource Korean Peninsula peace and stability to China, believing its rhetorical assertions.   The United States needs to review its policy formulations on the Korean Peninsula. It needs to actively espouse Korean re-unification as a strategic imperative to ensure that a unified Korea continues as a strong US ally and in the process the United States can effectively checkmate China in the region.

Even a small risk China says no will lead to a downward spiral of misunderstanding and deception
Andrew Hupert, Professor of Global Negotiation @ NYU, 3-2010, “US-China Negotiation Dilemma: Friends Without Benefits,” http://www.chinesenegotiation.com/category/americans-negotiating-in-china/

When it comes time to get down to real business, each side is basically shedding their ‘guanxi-building’ mask and revealing their true nature for the first time. Once funds or assets have been transferred the balance of power shifts from buyer to seller – and the cordial relationships revert to a more matter-of-fact business positions. Now that hard questions about quality, materials, experience and security are forced to the surface the cordial façade crumbles. Not only are the chances for misunderstanding and misinterpretation high, but once things start to go bad they tend to go into a self-reinforcing downward spiral. Each side feels it has over-compromised and the other has taken advantage. The US side feels that the Chinese have been duplicitous and dishonest about wanting to build a long-term relationship. The Chinese side feels that the Americans were deceptively hiding their true aggressive nature.

China Would Say No – Lead to Delay

China will say no US demands – don’t want to shift focus from jobs promotion

Ian Bremmer, President of the Eurasia Group, 8-2010, “Gathering Storm: America and China in 2020,” http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/articles/2010-JulyAugust/full-Bremmer-JA-2010.html
Political decoupling takes many forms. U.S. policymakers, focused mainly on problems at home and eager for assistance on major foreign and security matters, want China to play a larger (and more cooperative) international role. On climate change policy, rebalancing of the global economy, Iran’s nuclear program, violence in Sudan, counterterrorism, and other issues, Washington needs and wants Beijing’s help. But the Chinese leadership, preoccupied with its own domestic challenges, has made it clear that it has acquired the confidence to look inward, and that its primary goal is to create new jobs and to ensure steady and predictable economic growth. Beijing has every incentive to resist any commitment that distracts from that ongoing project or exposes China to unnecessary risk. Americans will have to get used to a China that is ever more ready to just say no.

Negotiations fail or at least lead to delay – pluralization of interests limits effectiveness

Christopher P. Twomey, Prof @ Naval Postgrad, 2-2009, “Chinese-U.S. Strategic Affairs,” Arms Control Association, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2009_01-02/china_us_dangerous_dynamism
It is critical that policymakers recognize the rapidly changing nature of the way foreign policy is practiced in China today. Although deep-seated strategic cultural norms are of limited utility in understanding China's policy today, the interplay between civilian and military leaders and the proliferation of inputs available to policymakers is. On arms control issues, the tensions between the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the PLA strain the policy formulation process. Understanding Chinese space policy requires an immersion in the economic actors that shape PLA policy. Proliferation issues bring a different set of economic actors into the process. Even asking whether there is civilian control in any of these policy areas grossly oversimplifies. China is in the midst of substantial political change, a pluralization of actors, and a new set of political responses to a range of domestic challenges. This process complicates any interaction with China on security issues as well.

China will reject US quid pro quo’s – will use it to drum opposition and delay

Robert Hathaway, Director of Asian Studies @ The Wilson Center, 2002, “Promoting Human Rights in China: Practical Steps for U.S. Policymakers,” National Bureau of Asia Research, Scholar

Less well understood is the fact that the Chinese government is similarly divided, with a variety of viewpoints, bu- reaucratic interests, threat perceptions, and policy preferences. True, China is an authoritarian state where one party controls virtually all the formal levers of power. But Chinese President Jiang Zemin does not wield the unchallenged power exercised in an earlier day by Mao Zedong or Deng Xiaoping. Bargaining and negotiation among pow- erful individuals, interests, and bureaucracies, not dictation, is the norm. If China’s domestic politics are not as transparent as those in the United States, they are every bit as lively.  American policy is unlikely to succeed without domestic political support and popular backing. Might not a version of this political fact of life apply for China as well, even conced- ing the very different nature of the two political systems?  China, moreover, is heading into an extended period of political flux, as the current leadership prepares to make way for a new generation. While it appears that Jiang’s suc- cessor has already been designated, Beijing is likely to experience considerable behind-the- scenes jockeying over the next several years as various contenders for other senior posi- tions jostle for power and influence.  What does this suggest about China’s probable policies over the next year or two? The United States is likely to see a cautious rather than an adventurous China—a China adverse to risk-taking or bold initiatives, which may impede the resolution of long-standing disputes with the United States over Taiwan, proliferation, and, yes, human rights.  The United States is also likely to encounter a prickly, nationalistic China that will take offense at perceived slights or signs of foreign, especially American, dictation or bullying. Nationalism is on the rise in China today—in part because the regime, having lost its ideo- logical moorings, has deliberately beat the nationalism drum in order to sustain popular sup- port. Feelings of fierce nationalism will place constraints on even an autocratic government. Officials well-disposed toward the United States will find reason to be firm in the face of perceived U.S. pressure

The Plan Solves the Net-Benefit

The plan is a pre-requisite – current tensions prevent the success of any bilateral diplomacy

Christopher P. Twomey, Prof @ Naval Postgrad, 2-2009, “Chinese-U.S. Strategic Affairs,” Arms Control Association, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2009_01-02/china_us_dangerous_dynamism
. Such reciprocal responses have the potential to move toward a tightly coupled arms race and certainly have already worsened threat perceptions on each side. The potential for conflict is not simply that of inadvertent escalation; there are conflicts of interests between the two. Heightening threat perceptions in that context greatly complicates diplomacy. Further, the dangers of inadvertent escalation have been exacerbated by some of these moves. Chinese SSBN deployment will stress an untested command-and-control system. Similar dangers in the Cold War were mitigated, although not entirely overcome, over a period of decades of development of personnel and technical solutions. China appears to have few such controls in place today. 

Say no and the plan is a pre-requisite –  China demands strategic changes first and then wil undertake negotiations on specific actions
Shirley A. Kan, Specialist in Asian Security Affairs, 2010, “U.S.-China Military Contacts: Issues for Congress,” Congressional Research Service Report for Congress, Scholar

The Center for Naval Analyses found in a study that U.S. and PRC approaches to military exchanges are “diametrically opposed,” thus raising tensions at times. While the United States has pursued a “bottom-up” effort starting with lower-level contact to work toward mutual understanding and then strategic agreement, the PRC has sought a “trickle-down” relationship in which agreement on strategic issues results in understanding and then allows for specific activities later. The study said that “the PLA leadership regards the military relationship with the U.S. as a political undertaking for strategic reasons—not a freestanding set of military initiatives conducted by military professionals for explicitly military reasons. Fundamentally, the military relationship is a vehicle to pursue strategic political ends.” While recognizing that using the military relationship to enhance military modernization is extremely important to the PLA, the study contended that “it is not the key motive force driving the PLA’s engagement with DOD.” The report also argued that because the PLA suspects the United States uses the military relationship for deterrence, intelligence, and influence, “it seems ludicrous for them to expose their strengths and weaknesses to the world’s ‘sole superpower’.” It noted that using “reciprocity” as a measure of progress “is sure to lead to disappointment.”41

The plan is key – only addressing security concerns first solves
Nathaniel Sledge, Former US Army Colonel, 2001, “Broken promises: the United States, China, and nuclear nonproliferation,” Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Strategy Essay Competition

The door of opportunity is now open for positive U.S.-Chinese dialogue on a broad range of issues. It is incumbent on America to take advantage of this opportunity to secure better relations and trade with China and, more importantly, to encourage greater adherence to nonproliferation regimes and, hopefully, to human rights conventions. China, however, resists pressure to join and act within the spirit of the major nonproliferation regimes, preferring a deliberate, incremental approach. It will not consider greater cooperation on various nonproliferation regimes in isolation, unless the United States and the international community address its prestige and its economic and security issues first. America must respect China and allow it to save face because China is not only led by suspicious and paranoid leaders, but it also is considered a second-strike nuclear power with unwieldy and outmoded, yet immense, conventional forces. This feeling-out process will take time, perhaps decades. Therefore, the United States must have a long-term perspective.

China Won’t Pressure North Korea

China will refuse to pressure North Korea

Christopher P. Twomey, Prof @ Naval Postgrad, 2-2009, “Chinese-U.S. Strategic Affairs,” Arms Control Association, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2009_01-02/china_us_dangerous_dynamism
Creating the same degree of engagement and, indeed, internalization of goals that China has on North Korea in the other two cases-Iran and Pakistan-will be elusive. Iran serves important energy security needs for Beijing,[8] and Pakistan's role in traditional Chinese security concerns on its flank is substantial. Still, a U.S. nonproliferation policy that discriminates based on regime type rather than nonproliferation behavior is unlikely to resonate in authoritarian China. A creation of international institutions that can judge proliferation behavior impartially would be more successful. Chinese analysts voice increasing concern that proliferation is a problem for China rather than merely a Western concern.

China won’t do real pressure and North Korea knows it

Richard C. Bush, Senior Fellow and Director @ Center for Northeast Asian Policy Studies, 6-17-2009, “North Korea’s Nuclear and Missile Tests and the Six-Party Talks,” Congressional Testimony, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/testimonies/2009/0617_north_korea_bush/0617_north_korea_bush_written.pdf
These various trends are shifting PRC- DPRK economic interaction from aid to trade. The PRC’s export of energy products was complicated by the rising cost of energy until last year and North Korea’s shortage of foreign exchange.  Evaluating North Korea’s dependence on China is complex. One example is crude oil. It represents less than 10 percent of the DPRK’s energy mix. On the other hand, oil is a critical commodity for transportation and for military industry and operations. One scholar has concluded that an oil cut-off, if sustained for some period of time, could have a major impact because the military is so important to regime survival. “Pyongyang’s growing dependence on China’s energy supply could have far-reaching strategic implications beyond merely shifting the balance of economic leverage.” In addition, a Chinese cut-off would be a severe psychological blow.  Yet China fears that exerting pressure on the brittle regime that North Korea is will cause it to collapse, with serious consequences for China. Northeast China, which borders North Korea, is not the most prosperous and stable part of the country. It already must cope with large numbers of North Koreans fleeing poverty and persecution. The leadership in Beijing does not wish to risk the tenuous stability of the northeast by causing the collapse of the DPRK’s administrative structure and stimulating, as they see it, a refugee flow that is orders of magnitude greater than what they already face.  I actually believe that China has too mechanistic an approach to the linkages between pressure, North Korean stability, and the size of the refugee flow. In my view, low-level sanctions are unlikely to create collapse. Beijing should consider the calibration of pressure in more detail. Yet I am not responsible for ruling China and I am not willing to dismiss its concerns about the effects of collapse as ill-informed or self-serving.  North Korea’s dependence on China is in fact a kind of reverse leverage. Pyongyang certainly knows about Beijing’s fears, and that gives it a zone for misbehavior without consequences. It is exploiting Beijing’s fears to further its own security goals. The tail is wagging the dog.

China won’t use pressure on North Korea

Robert Marquand, staff writer at the Christian Science Monitor, 7-11-2006, “U.S. looks to China to influence North Korea,” http://aparc.stanford.edu/news/us_looks_to_china_to_influence_north_korea_20060711/
"China's influence on North Korea is more than it is willing to admit, but far less than outsiders tend to believe," says a recent report by the Seoul branch of the International Crisis Group. To outsiders, it appears that a rising China -- running a lifeline of energy and food to its poor comrade - ought to have clout in Korea, as it holds more carrots and sticks than anyone. It seems axiomatic that Beijing can simply apply ancient Chinese wisdom and modern Chinese might to stop Kim's nuclear ambition. Both states are communist, wear green and red uniforms, fought the US together, and share borders and history. China is the only country with easy access, as well as trade and tourism, to the North. "China does have leverage, but it is afraid it may overplay its hand," says Joseph Cheng, head of the political science department at City University in Hong Kong. 
Nationalism DA

US pressure leads to Chinese nationalism
James Nolt, Senior Fellow @ World Policy Institute, 2000, “U.S.-China-Taiwan Military Relations,” Foreign Policy In Focus, http://www.nyu.edu/globalbeat/asia/Nolt0400.html
U.S. public media and some politicians have often tended to exaggerate the threat from China. The U.S. should relate to China with confidence, not with fear. In the two decades since relations were normalized, China has gradually liberalized its economy, becoming an outward-looking, commercial soc”iety sharing many interests with the United States. During this period, China has demilitarized to a much greater extent than has the United States. If China is to be a superpower, it seems destined to be an economic one more akin to Japan than a military superpower like the former Soviet Union. Although the U.S. might be strong enough to bully China, it should resist that temptation, because in the long run—like the pressure against Weimar Germany in the 1920s—bullying could divert China from its current hopeful path toward a more suspicious and antagonistic relationship with the outside world.

Explicit pressure on China leads to nationalism

Stratfor Strategic Forecasting, 11-8-2005, “China’s Obsession with the Zoellick Speech,” Scholar 

As Beijing now prepares to tackle the very real problem of internal inequity, it again seeks a respite from U.S. pressure. China’s leadership has suggested it can only proceed with economic, social and even political reforms if the United States keeps pressure on China to a minimum. The idea is that “conservative” or “hard-line” forces are waiting in the wings, seeking an opportunity to undermine Beijing’s new “progressive” policies. Thus, if U.S. threats and pressures — be they economic, political or military in nature — give these reactionary forces the opportunity, these forces will curtail the new economic and strategic policies of China’s current leadership, and perhaps even restore a policy of confrontation instead of cooperation.

Nationalism leads to diversionary wars throughout Asia
Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst @ CATO, 2009, “ Outlook on China: peaceful partner or warmonger?,” http://www.csmonitor.com/2009/0226/p09s01-coop.html

China's rising unemployment could lead to increased social unrest, and challenge the authority of the ruling Chinese Communist Party (CCP). Throughout 30 years of liberal reform, the CCP has justified its authoritarian grip through the promise of economic advancement. If it can't maintain the steady growth it's promised, experts fear the country's leaders might bolster their legitimacy by other means, such as exploiting Chinese nationalism and directing popular discontent toward outside targets. Given the severity of the financial crisis, China will be entering a stressful and possibly turbulent period. America must be careful not to adopt policies that risk making the history of great power conflict come to fruition. One fear is that as China's military strength grows, Beijing may pursue more aggressive geopolitical strategies in the South China Sea, one of the largest and most heavily trafficked shipping routes in the world. For example, China has expressed its desire to recapture the Malampaya and Camago natural gas fields from the Philippines, among other islands that offer strategic importance and/or natural resources to quench China's thirst for energy. It's a desire that's been acted on before. In 1988, China's Navy destroyed Vietnamese battleships in skirmishes over the Spratly archipelago. And in 1995, Beijing successfully took control of Mischief Reef, previously claimed by the Philippines, building structures that critics said were of a military nature. (China said they were necessary to protect its fishermen.) It's no wonder that East Asian capitals are uneasy about China's growing maritime clout. "Few in Asia doubt that having succeeded once, China will try again," explains Arthur Waldron, a professor of international relations at the University of Pennsylvania. China's military modernization also has implications for US national security. Rising powers have historically brought greater instability to the international system. In a comprehensive examination of the causes of major wars, A.F.K. Organski and Jacek Kugler suggest in "The War Ledger" that as a country's power increases, its willingness to seek change in the international system will be heightened. "It is this shift that destabilizes the system and begins the slide toward war," they write. 
Relations DA

Chinese leverage over North Korea collapses relations and leads to war

Korea Times, 2004, “USFK Prepares for China-Taiwan Dispute,” pg. B7
Roh said the document was written in July 2003 by government officials from the National Security Council, the Foreign Affairs-Trade Ministry and the Defense Ministry to prepare for bilateral defense talks with Washington, called the Future of the Alliance (FOTA).  “'The United States clarified its intention to intervene militarily in North Korea and China,'' Roh said. ''In the mid-level scenario, Washington will intensify its pressure on Pyongyang if it continues trying to develop nuclear weapons. This will eventually irritate Beijing, leading to full-scale conflict between China and the U.S.''He argued that the USFK's high-level scenario includes involvement in disputes between China and other regional powers in Northeast Asia, military intervention in conflicts between China and Taiwan, and the use of its armed forces to manage a crisis on or near the Korean peninsula in case of the sudden collapse of the North Korean regime.

Pressure over North Korea fails, encourages aggression and collapses relations

Scott Snyder, Senior Associate @ CSIS, 7-14-2005, “The Asia Foundation/Pacific Forum CSIS,” FDCH
Chinese diplomats have pursued a form of shuttle diplomacy in an attempt to present American concerns to North Korea’s top leaders (including Kim Jong Il) as well as to convey North Korean perceptions to the United States. However, there is frustration that the Chinese have tried to confine their role to that of convener in the dispute without fully expressing China’s own opinions to North Korea as an interested party in the dispute. As the crisis has escalated, China’s hesitancy to “rein in” the North Koreans by using its considerable leverage as North Korea’s primary supplier of food and oil has been a source of frustration among those already skeptical about whether Beijing sees it as truly in China’s interest to see the North Korean nuclear program shut down. From China’s perspective, the leverage it has is primarily the type of influence that can prevent North Korea’s destabilization, but is highly unlikely to persuade the North Koreans to take positive actions in response to U.S. pressure. Rather, the Chinese remain convinced that the United States holds the key to ending the crisis by providing the North with recognition in return for and end to North Korea’s nuclear program. The Chinese do not want a nuclear North Korea, but do not yet perceive preventing a nuclear North Korea as such an overriding interest that it is willing to risk North Korea’s destabilization to achieve the denuclearization objective. The Chinese also have their own long-term interest in maintaining and expanding their influence on the Korean peninsula, an objective that is likely to come into fundamental conflict with a continued U.S. presence there.  China has continued to work with the United States to convey a wide range of messages to North Korea, but there is clearly a limit to the amount of effort the Chinese are willing to expend on behalf of America’s interests. The challenge for the United States has been to convince the PRC that North Korea’s pursuit of nuclear weapons is in itself destabilizing and that there is no choice between a nuclear North Korea and a destabilized North Korea. The problem is that Chinese policy makers may doubt where U.S. demands to act more responsible end and where those same demands may also be part of an attempt to shift the blame and the responsibility for the North Korean crisis onto the PRC. One result is that the policy debate within China on North Korea has become more polarized within the Chinese bureaucracy in response to U.S. pressures.

Binding quid pro quo collapses hegemony

James Carroll, Law Student, 2009, “Back to the Future: Redefining the Foreign Investment and National Security Act's Conception of National Security,” Emory International Law Review, Volume 23, Number 1, pg. 169
See Thomas Friedman, Op-Ed., 9/11 is Over, N.Y. Times, Sept. 30, 2007, § 4, at 12. This does not mean, however, that foreign countries should hold a veto over U.S. foreign or domestic policies, particularly policies that are not directly related to their national survival. Allowing foreign countries or international institutions to veto or modify unrelated U.S. policies would make a mockery of our foreign policy and destroy the credibility of American leadership. International cooperation does not require making our policy subservient to the whims of other nations. See generally The Allies and Arms Control (F.O. Hampson et al. eds., 1992). See also Khalilzad, supra note 177.
Relations DA – Terminal Impacts

US-China Relations solve Taiwan war

Paul Kerr, Research analyst at the Arms Control Association, 1999, “Taiwan: Maintain the Current Ambiguity,” CSIS Prospectus, Volume 1, Number 1 - Fall, http://www.csis.org/pubs/prospectus/99FallKerr.html
Stable U.S.-China relations can also help prevent Chinese aggression towards Taiwan. The bottom line is whether or not Beijing can be persuaded to accept the status quo between the two countries. The U.S. commitment to Taiwan inextricably links relations between Taipei and Beijing to the relationship between Beijing and Washington. If the PRC perceives other areas of its relationship with the United States to be strong, such as U.S.-China trade and negotiations over China's membership in the WTO, it has less incentive to disrupt the status quo in the Taiwan Strait. Provocative U.S. actions may lead Beijing to believe that it has little to gain by maintaining peaceful relations with the United States.

US-China Relations solve India-Pakistan conflict

William Perry, Former Secretary of Defense, Remarks to the Japan Society, 9-12-1995, http://www.defenselink.mil/releases/1995/b091395_bt498-95.html

There is a lot to gain from engaging with China. Through engagement we can address a broad range of global and regional security concerns. Our military-to-military contacts put us in touch with the highest levels of the PLA, who have great influence in China. And by working to improve relations with China, we are also working to reduce tensions between the three great powers on the Asian continent -- China, India and Pakistan. The relationship between these three powers has long been one of fear and mistrust. While India worries about the threat from Pakistan, it also keeps a strong force because it feels threatened by China. And Pakistan keeps a strong force as a deterrent against India's forces. What makes this tensiontruly worrisome is the potential for nuclear weapons use in the event of a conflict. Our relations with China are crucial in reducing tensions between these three regional powers.

Relations are key to solve global warming

Nina Hachigian, Et al,  Former Senior Political Scientist at RAND Corporation and Former director of the RAND Center for Asia Pacific Policy, Michael Schiffer, Program officer in Policy Analysis and Dialogue at Stanley Foundation, and Winny Chen, Research Associate for the National Security and International Policy Team at Center for American Progress, 2008, “A Global Imperative: A Progressive Approach to U.S.-China Relations in the 21st Century,” Center for American Progress, August

Without the full engagement of both coun- tries, any global plan to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and stabilize atmospheric concentrations at levels that prevent the most se- vere effects of global warming will be futile. Both the United States and China have to date resisted participation in international efforts to curb emissions. The negotiating positions of the two nations reflect a variety of political and economic considerations, but a major factor has been mutual mistrust and a reluctance to step forward without reciprocal action by the other country. For years, China and the United States have pointed fingers at one another, blaming the other country for climate change and de- manding its commitment first before signing on to any global plan.  Bridging the gap between the differing needs and perceptions of developed and de- veloping countries is the central challenge in the international negotiations to develop a post-2012 successor to the Kyoto Pro- tocol. As a member of the G-77, the bloc of developing nations within the United Nations, China argues that while its annual greenhouse gas emissions may now be high- er than U.S. emissions, a more meaningful yardstick for apportioning responsibility is cumulative emissions over the past century.
Asian Proliferation Good – Leads to Stability

Asian proliferation is stable – arsenals will be small, survivable and stable

Victor Cha, Assoc. Professor of Government at Georgetown, 2001, “The second nuclear age: Proliferation pessimism versus sober optimism in South Asia and East Asia,” Journal of Strategic Studies

For example, organizational arguments assume that the profile of the Asian programs as small and underdeveloped make them more prone to accidents, 'loose nukes', or inadvertent use. However, if the arsenals are small in size and few in number, they are, as a general rule, easier to monitor and control. In addition, many of the organizational pathologies made famous by Sagan require complexity in the nuclear infrastructure and decision-making trees - a precondition that is irrelevant in Asia because the infrastructures are basic and in many cases, divorced from the military bureaucracy (another pathology often mentioned).79 In a similar vein, poor command, control, and communications infrastructures in Asia empirically have not resulted in 'use-or-lose' mentalities but have bred more caution (e.g. Indo-Pakistan conflicts). Limited overhead and reconnaissance capabilities have not encouraged confidence in the ability to hide one's arsenals but have discouraged confidence in carrying out successful first strikes. In addition, many of these small fledgling programs, by virtue of resource constraints, remain at underdeveloped stages (i.e., dealerted, de-targeting, disassembled weapons systems, separated warheads from delivery vehicles).80 Therefore, until an accident or outcome confirms the organizational school's view in the second nuclear age, and given what is now being unearthed about the near-misses and near-disasters in the first nuclear age, there is no a priori reason to assume a necessary causal connection between small programs and de-stabilizing outcomes.

Proliferation solves offensive force posture that guarantees great power war

Muthiah Algappa, Distinguished Senior Fellow at East-West Center, 2008, “Introduction”, in The Long Shadow: Nuclear Weapons and Security in 21st Century Asia, pg. 26

Although there could be some destabilizing consequences, thus far nuclear weapons have not undermined stability in Asia. In fact, they have contributed to stability by assuaging national security concerns, preventing the outbreak of major wars, strengthening the status quo, increasing deterrence dominance, and reinforcing the trend in the region toward a reduction in the salience of force in international politics. For a number of reasons (acceptance of the political and territorial status quo; increase in the political, diplomatic, and economic cost of using force in a situation of complex interdependence; and the impracticability of resolving conflicts through the use of force) the offensive roles of force have been on the decline in Asia. Nuclear weapons reinforce this trend by enhancing deter- rence dominance and making the cost of war among nuclear weapon states cata- strophic and prohibitive, especially in a situation of complex interdependence.

New proliferation won’t change balance of power – arsenals lead to resolution
Muthiah Algappa, Distinguished Senior Fellow at East-West Center, 2008, “Introduction”, in The Long Shadow: Nuclear Weapons and Security in 21st Century Asia, pg. 26

However, they have not created new ones. Other strategies such as existential, minimum, and extended deterrence, and a posture of general deterrence have not exacerbated security situations. In fact, they have had an ameliorating effect.  By contributing to greater self—reliance on deterrence, nuclear weapons reduce the salience of external balancing as a rationale for alliance among nuclear weapon states. However, alliances and alignments among them still make sense for other reasons. For nonnuclear weapon states that perceive a nuclear threat, alliance with a nuclear weapon state that can extend the deterrence function of its nuclear arsenal provides an incentive for alliance formation and sustenance. On conflict resolution, nuclear weapons do not advance or obstruct settlement of disputes. When they are relevant, nuclear weapons contribute to a situation of no war and no peace. The logic of the enormous destruction power of nuclear weapons argues against conflict resolution through the physical use of violence. However, nuclear weapons are not a barrier to peaceful conflict resolution. The grave risks associated with escalation to nuclear war in certain eases have induced parties to explore a diplomatic settlement.
Aff Answers To JWTC CP
JWTC Would Shift To Guam

Empirically proven – other training functions have been shifting from Japan to Guam

Yoshida Kensei, 6-28-2010, “Okinawa and Guam: In the Shadow of U.S. and Japanese “Global Defense Posture,” http://www.japanfocus.org/-Yoshida-Kensei/3378
The redeployment of “8,000 III Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF) personnel and their approximately 9,000 dependents …from Okinawa to Guam by 2014,” was agreed in May, 2006 between the governments of Japan and the United States as part of their “roadmap for (military force) realignment implementation.” Among the units to move were the III Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF) command element, 3d Marine Division headquarters, 3d Marine Logistics Group (formerly known as Force Service Support Group) headquarters, 1st Marine Air Wing headquarters, and 12th Marine Regiment headquarters. Marine Air-Ground Task Force elements, such as command, ground, aviation, and combat service support, as well as a base support capability would remain in Okinawa. The 1st Marine Air Wing headquarters and unnamed aviation units at the MCAS Futenma were included in the relocation agenda. “Airfield functions” and “training functions” such as “aviation training,” currently performed at the MCAS Futenma would be carried out in Guam. But this would not be sufficient to enable the closure and return of the MCAS. U.S. officials have insisted that the MCAS Futenma could not be closed until a replacement facility is constructed in Okinawa and the air station is relocated there.
Guam can do jungle training
Cpl. Rebekka S. Heite, 4-15-2010, “Expeditionary Marines execute long-range jungle raid,” http://www.marines.mil/unit/mcbjapan/Pages/2010/100416-rutex.aspx, accessed 8-2-2010
RUTEX is part of all Marine Expeditionary Units’ training Corpswide, said Col. Paul. L. Damren, 31st MEU commanding officer. Guam offers some good venues for a greater challenge, allowing us to use more of our assets, he added.  On April 5, a team of Amphibious Reconnaissance Force Marines and instructor/trainers from SOTG, III Marine Expeditionary Force Headquarters Group, III MEF, landed on Andersen Air Force Base. Then the reconnaissance and surveillance teams, along with at least one SOTG instructor per team to evaluate them, inserted themselves into the jungle surrounding the target site on LZ Median.  In the training scenario, intelligence at hand told them a high-value individual from Okinawa was on his way to the site where small munitions, including at least one rocket propelled grenade, was being stored.  Their goal was to capture the munitions and the individual, interrogate him and any subordinates with him and then return to Okinawa.  The recon Marines’ mission was to provide information back to the Maritime Raid Force, 31st MEU, through the unit intelligence and operations sections so the MEU command could plan how best to take down the site and capture the high-value individual. During their almost 72 hours of living in the jungle with limited movement so as not to give up their position to the role players in nearby abandoned base housing, Marines sent back multiple communications including photos detailing activity around the target site.  

Guam shift is already happening – no reason the JWTC can’t go too

MSNBC, 8-2-2010, “U.S. Marines' Japan base shift to Guam "still set for 2014," http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/38518935/ns/politics, 8-2-2010

The shift of 8,600 U.S. Marines from Japan to Guam, a hot political issue in Tokyo, is on track for 2014 despite concerns the island lacks infrastructure to meet the target, a U.S. official said.  David Bice, executive director of the Joint Guam Program Office administering the build-up, was speaking to Reuters after the release of a study on how the move will affect the North Pacific island's ecological balance, including large coral reefs.  The shifting of the U.S. forces, which at its peak could add 41,000 to the U.S. territory's population of about 175,000, would bring more that $10 billion in construction and investment. 
Guam Is Better For training

Moving training locations is better for readiness – Okinawa gets old

Cpl. Rebekka S. Heite, 4-15-2010, “Subject matter experts train Marines to be force in readiness,” http://www.marines.mil/unit/mcbjapan/Pages/2010/100416-sotg2.aspx, accessed 8-2-2010

Special Operations Training Group, III Marine Expeditionary Force Headquarters Group, III Marine Expeditionary Force, trains the 31st Marine Expeditionary Unit for all their special operations missions. “We are the subject matter experts for our field,” said Lt. Col. Rafford Coleman, SOTG assistant officer in charge.  SOTG, based on Camp Hansen, conducts special operations training, exercises and evaluation support to the 31st MEU, said Coleman.  The staff also maintains the capability to provide training in arctic, jungle, desert, mountain and urban environments.  SOTG teams test and evaluate special operations doctrine, equipment and weapons as directed by higher headquarters, and it maintains a group of qualified instructors, Coleman added.  SOTG has approximately 100 Marines to train Marines in special operations tactics.  Special operations tactics involve more relative superiority rather than numerical superiority, said Staff Sgt. King Ritchie, senior reconnaissance and surveillance instructor with SOTG. They teach how to use surprise and speed rather than large numbers, he explained.  SOTG is organized to plan, coordinate, conduct, evaluate and supervise the special operations training for III MEF. It is organized around a group of special skills instructors divided into training branches of those skills to provide better training for Marines.  In order to meet its mission to provide training in special operations and warfare in diverse environments for III MEF, SOTG is constantly looking for new locations for training in and has multiple courses in almost everything from Helicopter Rope Suspension Training and Coxswain Courses to Urban Sniper Training, said Ritchie.  New locations are important because the Marines become used to the training areas on Okinawa, so the training loses the challenge of the unknown, said Col. Michael Langley, officer in charge of SOTG.  Each course has its own size limits, but most average about 23-28 people, he added. Courses also have differing prerequisites that include anything from a first class physical fitness test to the successful completion of a related course, he said.  Each training evolution requires a lot of planning, including site surveying by SOTG Marines, said Coleman.  The site survey must be completed before training can commence for safety purposes.  SOTG earns its money through training the MEU Marine, Coleman added.  SOTG Marines train them to become a force in readiness ready to respond to many different contingencies, he said. 

Guam training is better – more unknown

Cpl. Rebekka S. Heite, 4-15-2010, “Expeditionary Marines execute long-range jungle raid,” http://www.marines.mil/unit/mcbjapan/Pages/2010/100416-rutex.aspx, accessed 8-2-2010
Training in Guam provided the Marines with a more realistic environment because Guam added the challenge of the unknown to the exercise, Damren said.  “The Marines did great. I’m extremely pleased with them all, especially the support from the [reconnaissance and surveillance] Marines, the SOTG Marines and the HSC-25 sailors. We couldn’t have done all we did without them,” said Damren.  When RUTEX 10-1 planning began in October, Marines had a vision to ensure realistic training. Normally, urban locations on Okinawa are used, but that doesn’t always fulfill the realistic aspect of the training, said Col. Michael Langley, SOTG officer in charge.  After capturing their target, several small caches of munitions and clearing all the houses in the target area, the raid force and their SOTG trainers loaded into the vehicles and left – leaving the abandoned “village” once again alone in the quiet night.

Guam key to jungle training

Bryan C. Sualog, Pacific Daily News, 2-3-2009, “Elements of 13th MEU training on Guam,” http://www.marinecorpstimes.com/news/2009/02/marine_13thmeu_guam_020209w/, accessed 8-2-2010

More than 300 Marines with the 13th Marine Expeditionary Unit landed on Guam on Sunday to conduct sustainment training, according to a Marine news release.  The Marines, based at Camp Pendleton, Calif., will practice landing support, patrolling and marksmanship in addition to a simulated helicopter raid and parachute exercise, said 1st Lt. Jaymie Sicking, a spokeswoman for the MEU.  “We’re using the whole island and all the training areas that we can. It’s just a great place to utilize the jungle training that we don’t get back at home,” she said. “It’s always important for us to train and do something unfamiliar.”  On Feb. 1, the MEU, traveling aboard the amphibious assault ship Boxer, offloaded personnel, vehicles and equipment at Reserve Craft Beach. “We’re setting up a little base camp to show how long it takes and what’s required to do our job,” said Lance Cpl. Justin Sansoucie.  Once the off-loading was complete, the vehicles formed a convoy and drove to Naval Base Guam where they employed their CH-53 helicopters to conduct an “external lift” of two 155mm Howitzers.  The MEU will train until Thursday, after which they will be given on-shore liberty. Sicking said the Marines will be given three or four days to rest and see the island.  By 2014, 8,000 Marines and their dependents will relocate from Okinawa to Guam. 
JWTC Bad – Environment
JWTC destroys the Okinawan Woodpecker
Akiko Yui, 12-3-2004, “Okinawa in 2004 : Peace and Environment Movements Coming Together on the Henoko U.S. Base Issue,” http://rspas.anu.edu.au/asiarightsjournal/background_Okinawa.htm, accessed 8-2-2010

The Biodiversity Center went to the Washington Federal District Court and persuaded it to issue an order that the noguchi gera (a breed of woodpecker found only in the forests of northern Okinawa) be added to the list of endangered species authorized under the Endangered Species Act. When a species is so listed then its habitat is also listed, which means that it becomes subject to environmental assessment. In fact much of the habitat of the noguchi gera is controlled by the U.S. military for jungle warfare training where new helipads are planned in connection with the Henoko base project. At minimum this court decision could hamper U.S. plans for building new helipads there. On the other hand in the 454 pages of the assessment guideline book made public by the DFAA, there is not a word about what type of aircraft is to be deployed to Henoko after the base is completed. This too has caused much concern. A group called Citizen Access Nago put the entire text of the book on its home page, and in the first three days some 5,000 people from around the country and around the world accessed it.
JWTC helipads will kill the environment

World Wildlife Fund, 2010, “No Military Helipads in Yanbaru Forest,” www.wwf.or.jp/activities/lib/pdf/yanbaru0706e.pdf

Northern half of the Jungle Warfare Training Center is scheduled for retiring to Japan. However, the construction of 6 helipads (75m in diameter) and roads are required in return. If the helipads are constructed and military exercises carry out, it is considered to have serious adverse effect on forest and the wildlife living in the area. Natural environment and the wildlife living in the Jungle Warfare Training Center are of considerable value as World natural heritage. IUCN urged both Japanese and American governments to consider other alternatives, including Zero Option (option of no constriction), also to set up a protected area and management action plan for Okinawa Woodpecker and Okinawa Rail in the years of 2000 and 2004. The governments should also call off the helipads constriction plan to the security and tranquil life of the people who lives in Takae, Higashi village, situated next to the helipads. 

Woodpecker is a keystone species

Nobuhiko Kotaka, Prof at Osaka City, and Shigeru Matsuoka, Hokkaido Research Center, 2002, “Secondary users of Great Spotted,” http://wwwsoc.nii.ac.jp/osj/english/activities/ornith_science/ornsci1_1pdfs/os010202.pdf

In our study sites, we found that five avian and one mammalian species used GSW cavities. Thus, the GSW may function as a keystone species, in the urban as well as suburban areas of Sapporo, by providing a critical resource–nesting cavities–for SCUs. Woodpecker cavities can enhance breeding success and reduce predation risk (Rendell & Robertson 1989; Li & Martin 1991), and they may provide thermoregulatory advantages for some SCU species, including Flying Squirrels (Carey et al. 1997). 

Other Countries Fill In For JWTC
Other countries fill in – US allies have jungle training centers

Army Times, 2005, “Center makes jungle fighting up close and personal,” http://www.armytimes.com/legacy/new/0-ARMYPAPER-904180.php
Each year, more than 15,000 military personnel come to Fearing’s jungle to experience conditions in foliage so dense that most firefights will take place at a distance of only 15 to 20 feet and be over in seconds. The training ranges from simulated shootouts to survival skills; among other things, the jungle here is infested with three kinds of habu, a poisonous snake. “Things are a lot closer — you can’t get that standoff distance,” said Marine Sgt. Mike Anglen, who was deployed to Okinawa for training from Camp Lejeune, N.C. “We were really right on top of each other.” Gunnery Sgt. Richard Smith, the center’s chief instructor, said it’s crucial that troops learn the practical difficulties of navigation and supply in the jungle. Even more important is exposure to that closeness of combat, which adds a considerable psychological edge to jungle fighting, he added. Okinawa is one of the few places where American combat troops can train for the jungle, and the only one under U.S. control. There are centers run by other governments in Brunei, Malaysia and Brazil.    
Other bases can be set up quickly – Guam proves

Pacific News, 3-2-2009, “330 U.S. marines training on Guam,” http://www.pacificbusinessonline.com/guam/story/12892/330-us-marines-training-guam

Hagatna, Guam: Guam will get a preview this week of what it might be like after the military buildup occurs -- though on a smaller scale.  More than 300 Marines, with the 13th Marine Expeditionary Unit out of Camp Pendleton, Calif., landed on Guam yesterday to conduct sustainment training.  The 330 Marines will be performing a variety of training exercises, including patrolling exercises, marksmanship training, a simulated helicopter raid, a parachute operation and a landing support party, said 1st Lt. Jaymie Sicking, public affairs officer for the expeditionary unit.  “We're using the whole island and all the training areas that we can. It's just a great place to utilize the jungle training that we don't get back at home,” she said. “It's always important for us to train and do something unfamiliar.”  By 2014, 8,000 Marines and their dependents will be moving from Okinawa to Guam, according to Pacific Daily News  The training yesterday included off-loading more than 80 vehicles, 649 tons of equipment and Marines at Reserve Craft Beach, also known as Ski Beach, in Piti.  The exercise utilized three landing craft air cushion vehicles, or LCAC, which transported the men and equipment from the USS Boxer to the beach.  “Our mission is to take the LCACs, load them with gear, Humvees, anything we need -- to train for an onshore landing,” said Lance Cpl. Justin Sansoucie. “We're setting up a little base camp to show how long it takes and what's required to do our job.” 

Brunei can fill in

Lance Corporal Colby W. Brown, 5-7-2010, “Surviving the Brunei jungle,” Marines, http://www.marines.mil/unit/mcbhawaii/Pages/SurvivingtheBruneijungle;LFCARAT-2010learnjunglewarfaretacticsfrom.aspx

One hundred percent humidity and 99 degrees Fahrenheit enclosed by a jungle canopy makes skin moist with sweat, while standing still. Ants the size of a thumb and blue and green spiders tell a stranger they have entered a foreign environment. More than 35 Marines from the Landing Force participating in Cooperation Afloat Readiness and Training (CARAT) Brunei 2010, entered the jungle of Brunei with the Royal Brunei Landing Force (RBLF) May 4-7 to train, learn and exchange jungle warfare tactics and knowledge. “It’s a great training experience,” said Cpl. Kyle Brockman, 2nd Squad Leader, Weapons Platoon, Company A, native of Wisconsin Rapids, Wis. “It’s something not a lot of Marines get to experience. It takes us out of our comfort zone; we’re used to the desert but here we’re in the jungle, movement is slower and the humidity is ridiculous.” The goal of this training exercise was not only to learn and exchange jungle warfare tactics, but to build working and personal relationships with the RBLF soldiers. The training included jungle survival, land navigation, reconnaissance and assault. “It’s challenging but rewarding,” Brockman said. “Most of us didn’t know what it was going to be like, but we all volunteered so it shows that we are willing to come out and better ourselves as a Marine force.” During the survival portion, soldiers from the RBLF taught Marines how to make their own shelters using resources in the jungle, make traps for food, build a fire and cook food when it is caught. The Marines and soldiers were dropped off at the start point of the land navigation course more that five kilometers away from their base camp. Both spent more than 10 hours in the jungle, plotting points on a map and using a compass to hike to each designated spot. The last two days of training were spent preparing assault and assaulting a known enemy position. The RBLF soldiers and Marines were integrated for the assault, which strengthened their cohesiveness as a joint fighting force. “Interacting with the Brunei soldiers in the jungle allows us to not only bring back the hard work it takes to train in the jungle but we were able to learn from the Brunei soldiers,” said Staff Sgt. David West, Weapons Platoon sergeant, Company A. “After this experience, my Marines will know how to be better prepared when going out into the jungle.” Throughout the training, the Marines and RBLF soldiers were able to build working relationships and learn cultural differences about each other on a personal basis. “I enjoy it, it’s my first time,” said Cpl. Giman Raziman, squad leader, Delta Company, RBLF. “Training in the jungle, we exchange American tactics and Brunei tactics – we can learn. When the U.S. Marines come here, it’s nice. Come again, we like training with Marines.”

Narcoterrorism Is Not Dangerous
Narcoterror can be stopped through conventional police methods
Jeffrey Rosen, 12-24-2008, “Man-Made Disaster: Six years on, the Department of Homeland Security is still a catastrophe,” The New republic, http://www.tnr.com/story_print.html?id=5248f065-cbd3-4264-ac58-cffdfd947a22

During the Clinton administration, the Justice Department prevented abortion clinic bombings by winning the trust of pro-lifers, who then turned over their members at the radical fringe. And Kenney notes that the Colombian police, in one of the most striking terrorism successes of the past few years, have learned the same lesson: "Fifteen years ago, the military had no way of knowing where to strike; now they have information coming to the Colombian police from the community about where the farc terrorists and narco-terrorists are, because the police have built community trust." In other words, it's rigorous police work--not unwieldy prevention measures designed to detect every possible attack--that probably represents our best hope for stopping terrorists before they strike.

The impact to narcoterror is limited – decades of narcoterror have only killed a few thousand

Jane’s Intelligence Review, 6-1-1998, “Narco-Terrorism,” http://www.janes.com/articles/Janes-Intelligence-Review-98/NARCO-TERRORISM.html

A final dimension of the illicit trade in heroin and cocaine that is eliciting growing concern is the use of terrorism by drug lords for specific political purposes. Generally such violence is employed in an attempt to force advantageous (or curtail disadvantageous) changes in the law. To date, most narco-terrorism has taken place in Colombia where both the Medellin and Cali cartels have resorted to various acts of random violence in response to government anti-narcotic efforts. By the end of 1993, drug-related violence had cost the country the lives of an attorney general, a justice minister, three presidential candidates, more than 200 judges, 30 kidnap victims, at least 1,000 policemen and countless civilians. Some of the acts of terrorism carried out by the Colombian cartels have been particularly destructive. In 1989, the Medellin cartel took responsibility, using the name `the extraditables', for the mid-air destruction of a Colombian jet which resulted in the deaths of all 107 aboard. The attack was intended to dissuade the government from extraditing the country's 12 most wanted drug lords to the USA. More recently, in February 1993, the late Pablo Escobar publicly announced a campaign of violence to pressure the government into granting immunity to drug traffickers. Immediately following the declaration, a series of attacks were carried out in several Colombian cities. They were claimed by the Antioquia Rebel Movement, a flag of convenience for the Medellin cartel. It led to three car bombings in Bogota and Medellin which left 20 people dead (including five children) and 60 others seriously wounded. Russia and Italy provide two further examples of states that have been seriously afflicted by narco-terrorism in recent years. In Russia,

Most narcoterrorism is in the desert, like Afghanistan – jungle warfare isn’t key

Ross Parker, 4-2-2010, “Does Recent DEA Enforcement in Afghanistan Signal Hope,” Tickle the Wire, http://www.ticklethewire.com/2010/04/02/does-recent-dea-enforcement-in-afghanistan-signal-hope-in-narco-terrorism-war/

In October, 2008 this column pointed out the growing link between international narcotics traffickers and terrorists, especially in Afghanistan. This was not news to federal law enforcement. Still, few politicians or members of the public were aware of this relationship. Support for a well financed and coordinated international enforcement strategy, despite the best efforts of a few at DEA, seemed to be desperately lacking. This dim political recognition came despite the alarming facts: The Taliban was expected to receive $70 million from the poppy harvest that year, and half of the terrorist organizations were financed — at least in part– by drug trafficking. The money was used to buy more sophisticated weapons and explosive devices and to train and equip more Taliban fighters.


