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1AC—DPJ Advantage

Advantage ___: The DPJ

First—the recent Upper House election jeopardizes the DPJ’s agenda—the Okinawa issue is the lynchpin of a crisis in Japanese governance.

Stars and Stripes—an independent news source that operates from inside the United States Department of Defense but is editorially separate from it, 07/14/2010 (“Japan election could impede Futenma progress,” Byline David Allen and Chiyomi Sumida, July 14th, Available Online at http://www.stripes.com/news/japan-election-could-impede-futenma-progress-1.110973, Accessed 07-19-2010)
The poor showing of Japan’s ruling party in Upper House elections Sunday could hamper any progress in closing the Marine air base that sits in the middle of this city of 90,000, experts say.  Although the U.S. and Japan in May reaffirmed a 2006 plan to close Marine Corps Air Station Futenma and move air operations to a new facility on Okinawa’s northeast shore, Prime Minister Naoto Kan and his Democratic Party of Japan may be too weak to act assertively on the controversial move, regional experts say. Most Okinawans are against the 2006 agreement and the implementation of that pact could be stalled by Okinawa’s next governor.  “Futenma is a scab that they would not want to pick,” said Masaaki Gabe, professor of International Relations and director of the Institute of International Okinawa Studies at the University of the Ryukyus.  Kan will try to stay away from the issue as much as possible, Gabe said, pointing out that the party’s inability to keep a campaign promise made last summer to move the Marines outside Okinawa soured islanders so much that the party did not run an Okinawan candidate in the recent election.  Some U.S. experts on Japanese politics concur.  “The Japanese are going to be embroiled in their own domestic politics for a while,” Dan Sneider, a Japan expert at Stanford University told Kyodo News Tuesday.  “Kan and the DPJ’s ability to overcome opposition in Okinawa is going to be impacted by their weakening on the national level,” Sneider said. “The weaker the government is in Tokyo, the less able it is to strong arm the Okinawans.”  Jeffrey Kingston, director of Asian studies at Temple University in Tokyo, also doubted there will be much progress on the Futenma issue, even though the two sides agreed in May that construction details were to be worked out in August prior to a meeting by the U.S. and Japan defense and foreign ministers in the fall.  “Kan agreed to go forward with the 2006 plan, but will the Okinawans let him? Anger is high there,” Kingston told Stars and Stripes. “This issue is not going to die. The Okinawans are promising to disrupt construction of any offshore runway. It’s definitely going to be a problem for Kan.”  The election for Okinawa governor is in November. Whoever’s elected will have the power to delay — if not quash — the Futenma relocation project because the governor must sign off on any construction that would affect the island’s waters. The current air facility plan calls for runways to stretch from the lower part of Camp Schwab onto a landfill in Oura Bay.  “The outcome of the election weakened the capacities of the Kan administration,” said Kazuya Sakamoto, professor of Japan and U.S. relations at Osaka University’s Graduate School of Law and Politics.  Kan’s position as head of the party and prime minister also could be at risk. During a meeting of top DPJ members Monday, there were calls for Kan to resign.  Kan said he has no plans to do so. If he does eventually resign, he would be the fifth prime minister in four years to step down. He became prime minister in June after Yukio Hatoyama quit after admitting defeat on the Futenma issue.  Most minority parties have already discounted forming a coalition with the DPJ. Sakamoto predicted Kan and his party will have to form a closer alliance with their political nemesis, the Liberal Democratic Party, which they unseated last September after the more conservative party’s almost unbroken 50-year rule.  “Now that the LDP has regained strength, the DPJ will have no choice but to be influenced by the LDP,” he said.  Minister of Foreign Affairs Katsuya Okada alluded to such a possibility during a press conference Tuesday in Tokyo. Using the term “Twisted Diet” to describe the situation, he said “we are headed for some tough maneuvering,” according to a transcript.  “It is a fact that this issue cannot move forward without the understanding of Okinawa,” Okada said. 
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Second—the decision about Futenma relocation has been pushed back until November—Kan is praying for the plan so he can save face.

Andy Sharp, writer for the Tokyo Note, independent journalist and translator based in Tokyo, and former staff writer for The Daily Yomiuri, 08/02/2010 (“Here We Go Again?,” Tokyo Notes, August 2nd, Available Online at http://the-diplomat.com/tokyo-notes/2010/08/02/here-we-go-again/, Accessed 08-02-2010)
The Okinawan people must feel the needle is stuck in a groove. On Saturday, yet another government minister perspired in a kariyushi shirt as he apologised to the people of Japan’s southernmost prefecture for forcing it to bear the burden of hosting a disproportionate number of US military bases. Seiji Maehara, transport minister and minister for Okinawan affairs, also gave local residents what could once more turn out to be an empty promise. He told reporters in Nago – location of the planned relocation of the Futenma Air Station – that the government should carefully listen to the views of local authorities on the islands, saying, 'We must have the flexibility to allow us to say we cannot move things forward without Okinawa's acceptance.' But is the government listening? Didn’t it play the same tune when former Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama paid them a fleeting visit to the prefecture in late May – days before he became the latest leader to fall off the prime-ministerial conveyer belt? At the height of his tribulations over the government’s clumsy handling of the relocation issue, and on his second visit to the prefecture that month, Hatoyama offered a 'heartfelt' apology for going back on an election pledge to move the Futenma base out of the prefecture, or even out of the country.   The people of Okinawa – which was under US administration from 1945 to 1972, the legacy of which has left the prefecture with the dubious distinction of having 14 US bases occupy about 18 percent of its territory – probably have every right to feel the government is paying them scant attention. But the government does now seem to be giving some consideration to events in the south. It reportedly has delayed making a final decision on the relocation of the Futenma base until after the Okinawa gubernatorial election in November. Prime Minister Naoto Kan and Cabinet members such as Maehara must be praying the poll winner isn’t a demagogue capable of rousing the passions of the people and leaving the government with more egg on its face. To avoid this, the government has to come up with proposals that will at least appease the Okinawan people and politicians to some extent. For example, it could find a way to have the US military perform certain drills outside the prefecture – a move that would lessen the noise pollution for local residents, and be more in tune with the feelings of the people. Removal of the US military presence from the prefecture altogether would be like the sweetest Okinawan melody for many residents. But given that this is unlikely to happen any time soon, perhaps just a little less lip-service from the residents of Nagatacho would help stop them sounding like a broken record. 
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Third—only the plan can save Kan and maintain a healthy U.S.-Japan alliance—continued U.S. pressure will crush the DPJ, send a signal of weakness to North Korea, and decimate civil-military relations.

Peter Ennis, Editor-in-Chief of the Oriental Economist Report—a newsletter specializing in U.S.-Japan relations, 07/31/2010 (“Okinawa Problem Could Boil Over,” PanOrient News, July 31st, Available Online at http://www.panorientnews.com/en/news.php?k=248, Accessed 08-02-2010)
It's now about as "unofficially official" as it can get that the August and November deadlines concerning a Futenma replacement facility on Okinawa will not be met. Indeed, the political underpinnings of the 2006 bilateral "Roadmap" for realignment of US forces in Japan, of which the relocation of some 8,500 US Marines from Okinawa to Guam and the construction of a Futenma replacement facility are cornerstones, are coming undone in both countries. The confluence of three events on July 27 made this abundantly clear - as if additional clarity were needed. On Tuesday, Assistant Secretary of State Kurt Campbell testified on US-Japan security ties before the House Armed Services Committee, and hinted at a schedule slip by failing to mention in his prepared remarks the August deadline for reaching agreement on the exact location, design, and construction method for the Futenma replacement facility. An August agreement would supposedly then set the stage for a final political decision in the Fall. Also, the US government's Joint Guam Program Office (JGPO) released its much-anticipated Final Environmental Impact Statement concerning the on-going military buildup on Guam, and officials made clear that vital infrastructure and other critical preparations will not be anywhere near complete by the 2014 deadline for moving the 8,500 US Marines and their 9,000 dependents to Guam. Publicly, the JGPO says 2014 is still the goal, but with huge cost overruns already apparent, and a skeptical Congress slowing funding, the Marine redeployment faces significant delays. Meanwhile in Tokyo, Prime Minister Naoto Kan gathered for the first time since taking office the four members of his Cabinet deeply enmeshed in the Futenma issue. Present were Chief Cabinet Secretary Yoshito Sengoku, who will function as the Cabinet's Futenma coordinator; Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada, who is the principal liaison to the United States; Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa; and State Minister for Okinawa Seiji Maehara. The participants let it be known not-so-privately that they will defer decisions until after the Okinawa gubernatorial election, scheduled for late November. This continued a pattern of leaks with the same message. The Okinawa election is likely to institutionalize widespread opposition to construction of the Futenma replacement facility. Prime Minister Kan has already said he will not forcibly begin construction. To do so could easily spark broader opposition to US bases in Japan, which neither Washington nor Tokyo wants to see happen. So the stage is increasingly set for Tokyo, while ceaselessly voicing support for the replacement facility, to shrug its post-election shoulders and say it needs more (undefined) time to bring Okinawan opinion along. September Test The big question now is how the Obama administration will respond to a situation over which it is rapidly losing even the pretense of control. An early test could come in September. Japanese officials make no secret of the fact that Prime Minister Kan would like to visit the US for a meeting with President Obama. The sense inside the administration is that Obama, assuming Kan is reelected DPJ president and remains prime minister, would like to "hit the reset button" with the DPJ, and would welcome a meeting with Kan, probably around the time of the UN General Assembly in late September. An important sign will be whether the administration puts aside lingering bad feelings about the Futenma issue and genuinely celebrates the US-Japan alliance in this, the 50th anniversary of the signing of the bilateral security treaty. The administration has apparently given the go-ahead for US Ambassador John Roos to participate in the peace memorial ceremony in Hiroshima on August 6th. He would be the first US official to do so. Obama is also scheduled to visit Japan in mid-November for the APEC summit. Internal Disconnect One way or another, the United States eventually will have to show flexibility on the Futenma issue. What's not clear is whether the Obama administration will accept this reality smoothly, or if another, perhaps more serious episode of bilateral tension will be needed to force cabinet officials to focus on the issue. A major problem inside the administration is a "disconnect" between the assistant secretary level of senior officials - Kurt Campbell at State, and Chip Gregson at the Pentagon - and the Cabinet secretaries they report to. Sources intimately familiar with the thinking of Campbell and Gregson report that the two know that the current plan for Marine basing on Okinawa will not work, but they have been unable to get their respective bosses - Hillary Clinton at State and Robert Gates at Defense - to face that facts. Campbell and Gregson have scrupulously stuck to the "tough love" stance in public, and in talks with Japanese officials. Campbell, for example, has suggested to Japanese officials that Tokyo could adopt a "special measures" law to override Okinawan opposition to construction of a new facility on Okinawa to replace Futenma. And Gregson, in his House testimony yesterday, said he fully expects details of the Futenma replacement facility to be settled by the end of August, and full political agreement to be reached by the Fall. But they both can see the political writing on the wall. While they may continue to press Tokyo to abide by the existing accord, both accept the domestic political constraints at work in Japan. By contrast, Gates and Clinton have shown little interest in Japan's domestic problems, considering them rather minor in comparison to the difficulties they face in dealing with Iraq, Afghanistan, China, and North Korea. Gates and Clinton believe they have delegated the issue to Campbell and Gregson, and want it resolved without requiring cabinet attention. As a result, Gregson and Campbell have not really leveled with Gates and Clinton, failing to inform them in no uncertain terms that the Futenma replacement plan will not work. They know Gates and Clinton do not want to hear that message, and they have chosen for the time being to try to manage an unmanageable situation. Message to Beijing Another factor influencing the continuing hard line from Gates and Clinton on Okinawa issues is a desire to send a strong message to both China and North Korea. Beijing is testing Washington (and Tokyo) in the South China Sea and other parts of the region, while the regime in Pyongyang, as usual, turns to aggressive means to fight for survival on its own brutal terms. The Gates-Clinton visit recently to the Korean DMZ, and the joint military exercises conducted with South Korea, were designed to make clear to one and all that the United States intends to remain as a source of balance and stability in East Asia. The concern of both Gates and Clinton is that any sign of discord between the United States and Japan over Okinawa could weaken that message. The irony is that Japan has been fully cooperating with the United States in those efforts. Senior officers from Japan's Self Defense Forces were on hand to observe the US-ROK exercises. The nuclear-powered aircraft carrier USS George Washington, the key to the US force projection capability in East Asia, is operating from newly-modernized facilities at the Yokosuka naval base. The 5th Air Wing attached to the George Washington is operating from a just-opened US$2 billion facility at the US Marine Air Station Iwakuni, financed in large part by Japan. The unnecessary flap over Futenma has overshadowed this very significant boosting in US-Japan military cooperation, and a flare-up will only hinder future collaboration. Flexibility Not Easy Unfortunately, a shift in US policy on Okinawa can only happen through intervention at the Cabinet level. There are simply too many powerful moving parts for a policy shift to be engineered by sub-cabinet officials. As things stand now, the national security interagency process is heavily weighed down by Afghanistan and Iraq, not to mention Iran, China, North Korea, and a host of transnational issues. Forcing Okinawa and proper deployment of the III Marine Expeditionary Force back on the policy agenda would require both Gates and Clinton doing some very "heavy lifting" politically. Rivalries between the US Marines and the Air Force would have to be tamed. It will be very difficult for the Marines to streamline their presence on Okinawa without significant Air Force cooperation. Meanwhile, a Congress increasingly anxious to trim Pentagon budgets would be an unpredictable factor in any effort to reopen the Marine-Okinawa issue. 
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Fourth—U.S. accommodation is key to save Kan’s administration—pressure will decimate the fragile DPJ coalition.

The Globe and Mail—a Canadian English language nationally distributed newspaper, 2010 (“Obama’s blunder on Okinawa,” editorial, June 2nd, Available Online at http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/opinions/editorials/obamas-blunder-on-okinawa/article1601528/, Accessed 07-19-2010)
President Barack Obama has not shown toward Japan the respectful multilateralism that he has generally professed, with the result that he has undermined the growth of a genuine two-party system in that country.  Yukio Hatoyama, the former prime minister who resigned last week, had tried to amend the arrangements for the military presence of the United States on the island of Okinawa, which was a key point in the election platform of the Democratic Party of Japan, which is arguably the first Japanese party to offer a viable, organized alternative to the long-ruling Liberal Democratic Party – and the voters of Okinawa are a vital part of the DPJ's base.  One of the DPJ's coalition partners had threatened to leave the government because of Mr. Hatoyama's failure to obtain acknowledgment of his concerns from Mr. Obama, who showed his displeasure by only according him a few minutes at a meeting in April. Robert Gates, the U.S. Secretary of Defence, has behaved likewise.  This ineffectiveness led to Mr. Hatoyama's departure only nine months after he won a seemingly historic parliamentary majority.  On the other hand, it is quite possible that the new Prime Minister, Naoto Kan, formerly the minister of finance, will fare better. Mr. Hatoyama and all four of his predecessors are all children or grandchildren of former Liberal Democratic prime ministers or cabinet minister. Mr. Kan does not belong to a hereditary political crisis; he comes from modest origins and has been an entrepreneur.  The Liberal Democrats are a brokerage party with a history of deferring to the civil service on policy. The DPJ is not itself a paragon of policy formation, but it has arisen from an impetus for a politics in which parties seek real mandates for their programs from the voters, rather than juggling special interests.  The United States has had a propensity to take Japan for granted ever since the postwar occupation. The Obama administration, perhaps unthinkingly, has fallen into this pattern as by default. In order to encourage healthy democracy in East Asia – in the neighbourhood of China and North Korea – Mr. Obama and his colleagues should be more accommodating. 

Fifth—resolution of the Futenma dispute is key to effective DPJ coalition-building—that’s key to their agenda.

Kyodo News, 2010 (“Two small parties to form up for Diet session,” July 16th, Available Online at http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/nn20100716a8.html, Accessed 07-20-2010)
The Social Democratic Party said Thursday it will negotiate with Kokumin Shinto (People's New Party) to form a parliamentary group in the Upper House, but not in the lower chamber. Kokumin Shinto, a junior ally of the ruling Democratic Party of Japan, proposed forming a group in both chambers of the Diet in an apparent bid to allow the passage of bills even if decisions are divided between the opposition-controlled Upper House and the DPJ-dominated Lower House. But the SDP chose to form the group only in the House of Councilors because its cooperation with the ruling coalition in the Lower House would run counter to its earlier departure from the coalition in protest over the DPJ's decision to relocate the U.S. Futenma base within Okinawa. 
We’ll isolate several impacts.
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Renegotiation of the Guam Agreement is the only hope for Kan and the DPJ—continued U.S. pressure to build the Futenma Replacement Facility in Okinawa will back him into an un-winnable corner—only the plan allows him to keep his promises.

The Irish Times, 2010 (“Okinawa's US base took one PM down, can it take another?,” Byline David McNeill, June 26th, Available Online at http://www.irishtimes.com/newspaper/world/2010/0626/ 1224273366535.html, Accessed 07-19-2010)
There can be few prettier prime ministerial graveyards: waves from a coral-rich, emerald-green sea lick the sandy shore of a pristine white beach.  A sleepy fishing village pokes through the humming tropical green in the background. Local fishermen say dolphins and the endangered dugong sea cow can sometimes be spotted swimming in the local waters. Only a razor-wire fence and signs warning of the threat of arrest by US troops hint at the smell of political cordite.  For over a decade, Henoko beach on Japan’s southernmost prefecture of Okinawa has been the site of a battle that has pitted pensioners against government surveyors, corroded relations between Tokyo and Washington, and arguably claimed the scalp of Japan’s last prime minister, Yukio Hatoyama.  Locals warn that his successor, Naoto Kan, will follow him to the political gallows if he follows through on a promise to build a US marine heliport, with a huge runway, off this beach.  “I think 100,000 people or more will come to stop it,” predicts Michio Sakima, who curates a local museum dedicated to remembering the 1945 Battle of Okinawa. “He’ll have to send in the army and the riot police and there would be war. There’s no way that’s going to happen.”  Okinawa Prefecture is home to one of the world’s largest concentrations of US military bases. The Americans invaded in 1945, mounting an attack that left 223,000 Japanese soldiers and civilians dead – roughly a quarter of the local population – and 50,000 US troops killed or injured. In 1972 the islands reverted to Japanese rule, but most of the bases remained.  Today they occupy nearly a fifth of the main island and include Kadena, the biggest and most active US Air Force facility in East Asia, and Futenma, which occupies the centre of Ginowan city. Local people like Sakima call these bases war spoils, and want them returned to Japanese control. “It makes me very angry when I think what we could do with all that land,” he says from the roof of the museum, which overlooks Futenma. His voice is occasionally drowned out by the drone of giant transport aircraft that fly in and out of the base.  As he admits, however, while “most” Okinawans are against the US presence, many are financially tied to it. The bases reportedly employ more than 8,000 local people, and the Tokyo government has pumped billions of yen into the island in an attempt to smooth the friction that comes with living beside more than 20,000 often battle-scarred young soldiers. In 1995 that friction climaxed after the gang rape of a 12-year-old girl which sparked the largest protests in the prefecture’s history.  After years of promises to scale down the military presence, protesters finally extracted a promise from Tokyo and Washington to close Futenma. But the plan eventually hatched by the two sides – largely shutting out Okinawa – simply shifted the functions of the ageing facility to the coast off Camp Schwab base near Henoko, in the sleepier northern half of the main island.  In 2006 the deal was inked: a giant seaport, including an 1,800-metre runway, would be built off Okinawa’s pristine coastline – all paid for with Japanese taxes.  For many Okinawans, the deal compounded an epic feeling of unfairness. The prefecture hosts 75 per cent of all US military facilities in the country. That arrangement on an island hundreds of miles from the mainland means about 99 per cent of Japanese never need to face the consequences of the country’s military alliance with Washington, or its central conundrum: a war-renouncing nation sheltering under the world’s largest nuclear umbrella.  Tackling that contradiction would mean dismantling much of Japan’s postwar defence architecture, including its 1947 “pacifist” constitution, a huge can of worms that few politicians have ever shown the stomach for. It would mean confronting the US over its claims that the bases are needed to defend Japan, claims which many on Okinawa reject.  “We were told that the bases were protecting us, but few here believe that now,” says Mao Ishikawa, an Okinawa-based photographer. “Soviet Russia is gone, we’re friendlier with China, and North Korea is a powerless country that would be destroyed if it ever considered attacking us. Everybody knows the bases are for America’s convenience.” Last September, the islanders thought they finally had a leader in Tokyo who might recalibrate the military scales when Yukio Hatoyama was elected prime minister, ending more than a half a century of rule by Washington’s staunch Cold War allies, the Liberal Democrats. Before taking office, Hatoyama had openly called for the US bases to be ejected from Japan. He promised to reject the 2006 deal and shift Futenma out of the prefecture.  Instead, under pressure from President Barack Obama, he embarked on a long, torturous journey back to square one. When he finally told Okinawa in May that the 2006 deal would stand after all, the islanders were furious, recalls Doug Lummis, a former US marine and now political scientist who lives on the island. “He had got their hopes up,” he says, pointing out that last April the islanders staged their biggest anti-base protest since the 1995 gang rape. “Hatoyama should have learned from Machiavelli: If you’re going to do something very unpopular, you ought to do it straight away.”  Hatoyama’s bungling on Futenma lost him his government’s coalition partner and much political credibility. He resigned this month, leaving Futenma in the hands of his wilier successor, Naoto Kan.  “This is only the second time in post-war Japan that a popular grassroots movement has brought down a government,” says Lummis, alluding to the fierce protests over the 1960 US-Japan Security Treaty that precipitated the resignation of prime minister Nobusuke Kishi. “Something has changed here.”  Kan, who as a citizen’s activist once protested against the US bases himself, has been careful so far not to stir up this hornets’ nest. This week he visited the island to commemorate the 65th anniversary of the Battle of Okinawa, apologising “as a representative of all Japanese people” and promising to “ease the burden” of hosting the bases. Okinawa’s contribution has helped secure the peace and stability of the Asia-Pacific region, he added.  Nobody can see how his dilemma can be resolved. Voters in Nago, the nearest administrative city to Henoko, this year elected anti-base politician Susumu Inamine as mayor. Newspaper polls put opposition to the base as high as 80-90 per cent. But in a Henoko grocery store where young Jarheads from Camp Schwab shop for cigarettes and beer, owner Masayoshi Kyoda says the town needs the money the base brings. “Without it, we would go bankrupt.”  “Emotionally everyone is against the bases, but the reality is a bit different.” In local bars selling Miller beer and tacos, young soldiers on leave drink and play pool. A young marine from Kansas is happy to talk anonymously. “People here have been real nice – I don’t want to go home,” he laughs. “I’ve heard the protesters are here not because they don’t want the Henoko base but because they don’t want us here at all,” he says. “But if the North Koreans were to come here they’d destroy this place. That’s why we’re needed.”  On the nearby beach, a small group of activists and students stand guard over a permanent protest outpost, marking the time since their watch began: 2,253 days. “People here are furious that the Hatoyama government let them down,” says Tomohiro Inafuku. “It seems whoever is in government the result is the same.” In the past, these pensioners have gone toe-to-toe with engineers trying to survey the sea for the offshore runway. If the prime minister brings more engineers or – heaven forbid – riot police, they say their children and grandchildren will join them. “I think the Kan government has made a terrible mistake,” says Lummis. “It’s going to be impossible to build this base, and it’s very poor politics to promise something you can’t do.” 
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Pressure puts Kan in a no-win situation—giving in to the U.S. will crush the DPJ.

The Asahi Shimbun—the second most circulated newspaper in Japan, 2010 (“Japan dumps pier plan, to use reclaimed land for Futenma move,” July 16th, Available Online at http://www.asahi.com/english/TKY201007150512.html, Accessed 07-19-2010)
The deadline for a Japan-U.S. agreement on details of the construction method has been set for late August.  But the Kan administration, hoping to avoid being criticized as kowtowing to the United States, wants to leave such details as the number of runways undecided for the time being.  The government "could consider preparing multiple plans that are feasible," a senior Japanese government official said Wednesday.  If Kan appears weak with the United States, it could undermine his chances for re-election as DPJ president in September. His leadership has already been called into question over the party's stinging defeat in the Upper House election last Sunday.  The original agreement calls for two runways converging in a V-shape. But some officials say only one runway should be built.  The Kan administration must also contend with opposition in Okinawa Prefecture against the relocation to Nago.  The government plans to promote the reclamation method as a way to provide much-needed business for the local construction industry.  The prefecture is bracing for a series of political showdowns this fall, including the Nago city assembly election on Sept. 12 and the Okinawa gubernatorial election on Nov. 28.  If the governor, who holds the executive power to authorize a reclamation project, opposes the Futenma plan, the entire relocation project could be suspended.  Washington hopes to wrap up negotiations with Tokyo on the Futenma relocation before autumn, when Congress starts budget deliberations, including the costs of transferring thousands of Marines and their families from Okinawa to Guam, which is also part of the 2006 agreement.  Stalled Japan-U.S. negotiations could become a source of embarrassment in summit talks during U.S. President Barack Obama's scheduled visit to Japan in November. 

*** Miscellaneous Updates

Japan Militarization Is Non-Unique

Kan has committed to rearming Japan—their disad is terminally non-unique.

Non-Aligned Press Network, 08/01/2010 (“Kan wants to rearm Japan alongside the United States,” August 1st, Available Online at http://www.voltairenet.org/article166540.html, Accessed 08-02-2010)
Early this month, a commission of experts is due to submit a report to Japan’s new Prime Minister Naoto Kan, recommending an overhaul of Japan’s foreign and defense policies. At the end of World War II, Japan was compelled by the U.S. occupation forces to adopt a Constitution ordaining its renunciation to the right to wage war in order to settle international conflicts. Even though it has kept a self-defense contingent in case of emergency, Japan has basically placed itself under the "U.S. umbrella". Reduced to a state of bondage for sixty years, Japan has yet to achieve a diplomatic settlement of its territorial disputes with Russia, Taiwan, China and South Korea. Over the past years, the United States has chosen to use Japan’s assets as auxiliaries. Thus, Japan’s self-defense force soldiers have been deployed abroad for UN peace-keeping missions, and for non-military missions, in Iraq. Ultimately, the U.S. plan is to build up the Japanese army merging it with Australia within an expanded NATO architecture spanning the Pacific. The Japanese on the other hand asserted their intention to stick to their pacifist stance while freeing themselves of U.S. tutelage. The Futenma U.S. military base (Okinawa) has become the symbol of the continuing presence of Japan’s erstwhile victor and occupant. In September 2009, the Japanese voted the Democratic Party into power; its platform included the revision of Japan’s relations with Washington. Thus Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama proceded to unveil the secret treaties between the victor and the vanquished, but failed in his attempt to relocate the base at Okinawa. Pushed to resign, the vacancy was filled in June 2010 by his Economy Minister Naoto Kan. The new Prime Minister, who enjoys Washington’s absolute trust, has undertaken a "modernisation" of foreign and defense policies, which envision the abandonment of Japan’s pacifism and the strengthening of its army. In addition, Japan would formally authorise the United States to stockpile nuclear weapons on its soil and participate on a massive scale in United Nations peace-keeping operations. Mr. Kan has been exploiting to the hilt the incident involving sinking of the South Korean vessel Cheonan, propagated by the U.S. Pacific Command and attributed to North Korea. The aim is to justify Japan’s rearmament plans in light of this "threat" and to deploy troops in order to tackle it. 
Disease Impacts

The spread of emerging diseases poses an existential threat.

Terry D. Carroll, Colonel in the United States Army, 2001 (“Engagement Or Marriage: The Case For An Expanded Military Medical Role In Africa,” United States Army War College Strategy Research Project, March 27, Available Online at http://handle.dtic.mil/100.2/ADA390489, Accessed 09-25-2007, p. 9)

New and emerging infections such as drug resistant tuberculosis and the Ebola virus can move with the speed of jet travel, remain undetectable with current technology until out of incubation, and possibly destroy American populations as widely as the Black Plague epoch in Europe. At the writing of this paper, yet another outbreak of Ebola consumes more lives in Ghana.37 Disease in Africa transcends a Westerner's ability to understand, such as the 150 million documented annual cases (12% of all patients presenting for care) of malaria, or 5,500 AIDS related deaths daily.38 Fundamental American values, such as a respect for life and an aversion to human suffering, without regard for the importation of disease accidentally or as a terrorist act, demand action. President Clinton clearly states, "helping prevent nations from failing is far more effective than rebuilding them after an internal crisis."39 By inference, prevention of catastrophic disease, domestically and internationally, is far more effective, and humane, than dealing with an epidemic in a reactionary manner. The need for a proactive, focused military medical supplement to national engagement, in conjunction with other Departments and programs appears axiomatic.

Deadly outbreaks are more likely than ever before. 

Dr. Margret Chan, M.D., Director-General of the World Health Organization, 4/14/2007, “Silent threats to our security” The Adviser, lexis

A FOREIGN agent that invades sovereign territory, evades detection, kills civilians and disrupts the economy is a security threat by most definitions. Not all new diseases are highly lethal, contagious and able to spread internationally, inciting panic as they do. But those that can are international threats to health security. We live in a world where threats to health arise from the speed and volume of air travel, the way we produce and trade food, the way we use and misuse antibiotics and the way we manage the environment. All of these activities affect one of the greatest direct threats to health security: outbreaks of emerging and epidemic-prone diseases. Outbreaks are unique public health events because of their ability to cross national borders, undetected and undeterred. Traditional defenses at national borders are no protection against a microbe incubating in an unsuspecting traveler or an insect hiding in a cargo hold. All nations are at risk. This universal vulnerability creates a need for collective defenses and for shared responsibility in making these defenses work. Outbreaks are a much larger menace today than they were just three decades ago. They are larger in two ways. First, changes in the way humanity inhabits the planet have led to the emergence of new diseases in unprecedented numbers. In the 30 years from 1973 to 2003, when SARS appeared, 39 pathogenic agents capable of causing human disease were newly identified. The names of some are well known: Ebola, HIV/AIDS and the organisms responsible for toxic shock syndrome and legionnaires' disease. Others include new forms of epidemic cholera and meningitis, Hanta virus, Hendra virus, Nipah virus and H5N1 avian influenza. This is an ominous trend. It is historically unprecedented, and it is certain to continue.

Disease Impacts
Disease collapses the global economy—perception and labor.

Dr. Margret Chan, M.D., Director-General of the World Health Organization, 4/14/2007, “Silent threats to our security” The Adviser, lexis

Second, the unique conditions of the 21st century have amplified the invasive and disruptive power of outbreaks. We are highly mobile. Airlines now carry almost two billion passengers a year. SARS taught us how quickly a new disease can spread along the routes of international air travel. Financial markets are closely intertwined. Businesses use global sourcing and just-in-time production. These trends mean that the disruption caused by an outbreak in one part of the world can quickly ricochet throughout the global financial and business systems. Finally, our electronic interconnectedness spreads panic just as far and just as fast. This has made all nations vulnerable, not just to invasion of their territories by pathogens but also to the economic and social shocks of outbreaks elsewhere. Some experts have gone so far as to state that there is no such thing as a localized outbreak any more. If the disease is lethal, frightening or spreading in an explosive way, there will always be international repercussions. 

Politics Link Shield

Other issues swamp the link—the plan won’t spillover.

Michael O’Hanlon, Senior Fellow and Director of Research in Foreign Policy at the Brookings Institution, 2010 (“U.S. alliances with Japan, S. Korea vital,” The Daily Yomiuri, March 5th, Available Online at http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/columns/commentary/20100305dy01.htm)

The U.S.-Japan and U.S.-South Korea alliances are two cornerstones of American foreign policy. These days, they do not get that much attention. Our national focus is largely on the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, where regional players and Europe are generally more involved. We are also focused of course on the health care debate, on President Obama's overall political standing, and the already looming November elections. And of course, the economy is a big issue too—but as it concerns Asia, China is discussed more often than either Japan or South Korea these days.
A2: T-Substantial/Presence
Contextual evidence proves the plan is a substantial decrease in military presence.
Bronwen Maddox, Times, 3/11/10, "Conquerors with crewcuts, go home!; More than six decades after the SecondWorld War the presence of vast US bases in Japan is beginning to grate. BronwenMaddox reports", Accessed:7/27/10, lexis, ngoetz

US forces "still have the mentality of conquerors", said Kuniko Tamioka, a government expert on Okinawa and member of the lower house of parliament. "They train when they like, never mind the rules, so that, for some people, the morning alarm call is the sound of a helicopter." Yoshiyuki Uehara, the director of the governor's secretariat in the Okinawa administration, called it a "vast presence - too many, too much".

U.S.-Japan Alliance Add-On

The plan is key to sustain the U.S.-Japan alliance—resolving the Futenma dispute is vital.

Kent E. Calder is the director, Edwin O. Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at John Hopkins University. Education: Ph.D. Harvard University (1979); M.A. in Government at Harvard University (1972); B.A. degree (Honors) in Political Science, University of Utah (1970). Pacific Alliance: Reviving U.S. and Japan relations, 2009 p. 220

Between 1996 and 2006, the United States and Japan concluded an ambitious series of new agreements fundamentally deepening and transforming their alliance, as noted in chapter 6. While most of these have been implemented, the 2006 military-transformation package includes sweeping, transnational elements, some of which are not scheduled to be fully implemented until 2014. The package includes, for example, coordinated bilateral support for the relocation of eight thousand U.S. Marines and over five thousand dependents from Okinawa to Guam, as well as the construction in Guam of related housing and other infrastructure. The complex, interrelated pieces of the $26 billion transformation package depend on a timely resolution of the controversial Futenma Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) relocation to Henoko in northeastern Okinawa. That move was agreed at the Clinton–Hashimoto summit of March 1996 but had not yet been implemented by late 2008.5 Actual, on-the-ground progress on the Futenma issue is urgent because the redeployment of Marines to Guam cannot be undertaken until the Futenma redeployment occurs, and that movement is in turn related to larger, longer-term DOD planning and budgeting regarding the future profile of the U.S. military presence in the western Pacific, a matter of considerable political and national security salience in Washington. For the sake of alliance credibility, some mutually acceptable plan for Futenma relocation is urgently needed. A clear-cut vision for how current military facilities at Futenma might be used after reversion to Japan could also help resolve the controversy and move relocation forward. History suggests that effective communication between the United States and Japanese national governments, on the one hand, and all key local Okinawa parties is vital. Ultimately implementation of the ambitious 2006 transformation package will be a key test of the U.S.–Japan alliance.

That’s key to deter China, prevent wars, and maintain the global economy.

Kent E. Calder is the director, Edwin O. Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at John Hopkins University. Education: Ph.D. Harvard University (1979); M.A. in Government at Harvard University (1972); B.A. degree (Honors) in Political Science, University of Utah (1970). Pacific Alliance: Reviving U.S. and Japan relations, 2009 p. 217

 As we have noted previously, the alliance continues to play some enduring roles in both countries: (1) inhibiting serious conflict between the United States and Japan; (2) arresting the emergence of an unstable balance of power world in Asia; (3) providing a nuclear guarantee to Japan; and (4) preventing an antagonist to American and Japanese interests from dominating the western Pacific. As World War II recedes ever further into history and as Pacific regional institutions and networks grow stronger, American consciousness of the first two points, and even arguably the third, erodes, and a defensive “stop China” rationale grows more salient. Yet the fundamental logic of all four classic systemic arguments for the U.S.–Japan alliance remains, for both partners. The Chinese challenge is compounded, in Japan’s case, by deepening political- economic interrelationships across the Taiwan Strait and by parallel ties between Pyongyang and Seoul, even as North Korea increases its chemical, biological, and nuclear capabilities in the wake of actual nuclear tests, and enhances its military delivery systems. Alliances matter for Japan, in particular, because of its relatively modest scale in geostrategic terms; the dangers of an arms race with a nearby rising China; North Korea’s emerging WMD capabilities; the need for defense of energy sea-lanes to the Middle East; and the imperative of assuring stable relations with the United States. Alliance with America, in particular, is attractive owing to Washington’s geopolitical preeminence, its global intelligence-gathering capabilities, and its importance in helping stabilize global finance and trade systems crucial to Japanese well-being.

U.S.-Japan Alliance Good

US-Japan Alliance key to regional security and a litany of other problems

G. John Ikenberry, Ph.D. from the University of Chicago and Peter F. Krogh Professor of Geopolitics and Global Justice at Georgetown University, AND Takashi Inoguchi, with Ph.D. from MIT, and former Assistant Secretary General of the United Nations, is professor of political science at the Institute of Oriental Culture, University of Tokyo, REINVENTING THE ALLIANCE: U.S.–JAPAN SECURITY PARTNERSHIP IN AN ERA OF CHANGE, Palgrave MacMillian, December 2003, Alex Agne
The U.S.–Japan alliance is the most important pillar of security and political order in the Asia Pacific but it is increasingly subject to strains between the two countries and from a rapidly transforming region. Japan is in the process of redefining its political and security identity in the region and the United States is showing ambivalence about regional leadership. Added to this, a wide assortment of new challenges to regional security—such as arms proliferation, regional missile defense, unstable financial flows, rogue states, terrorism, and the growing prominence of China—are forcing the U.S.–Japan alliance to rethink its goals. The U.S.–Japan security partnership is 50 years old. If the alliance is to remain relevant to regional security for another 50 years, it will need to be renewed, redefined, and reconciled with the wider region.

U.S.-Japan Alliance Good
US-Japan alliance is the best thing since sliced bread

 - Key to regional security

 - There is NO other alternative in the region to the alliance

 - Key to keep economic relations

 - Prevents Japan from becoming militarized

 - Projects power into the region

 - Key to missile defense

 - Key to peace in the region
G. John Ikenberry, Ph.D. from the University of Chicago and Peter F. Krogh Professor of Geopolitics and Global Justice at Georgetown University, AND Takashi Inoguchi, with Ph.D. from MIT, and former Assistant Secretary General of the United Nations, is professor of political science at the Institute of Oriental Culture, University of Tokyo, REINVENTING THE ALLIANCE: U.S.–JAPAN SECURITY PARTNERSHIP IN AN ERA OF CHANGE, Palgrave MacMillian, December 2003, Alex Agne

1 First, the bilateral alliance is the most critical element ensuring regional security and order in East Asia. There are no obvious alternatives to the alliance system on the horizon that are sufficiently credible and operable. Alternative models of regional security do exist and they should continue to be explored and debated. But the preconditions for a stable regional multilateral security order are not yet in place nor will they be so for several decades. 2 Second, the U.S.–Japan alliance has been poorly defined and defended in recent years. The alliance is more than simply a military pact aimed at protecting the two countries from an external threat. The alliance is also a political partnership that provides institutional mechanisms that support a stable relationship between the countries inside the alliance. We argue that even if all the external threats in the region were to disappear, the alliance would still be important for regulating relations between the United States and Japan—the two largest economies in the world. Alliances are important mechanisms for establishing restraints and commitments on the use of power. The alliance projects American power into Asia but it also makes that power more predictable and reliable. The alliance allows Japan to solve its security problems without becoming a militarized Great Power and this stabilizes regional relations. The multifaceted roles of the alliance must be acknowledged and invoked in the explanation of the grand strategic role and value of the alliance. 3 Third, the alliance will not survive unless it evolves. Both U.S. and Japanese elites realize that Japan will need to rethink its regional security presence—to play a more active role in ensuring regional peace and security. How it does this is both tricky and critical. It will need to redefine its security identity in a way that allows it to be a more active state but not do it in a way that triggers regional instabilities and arms races. The most important next step in evolving Japan’s regional security involvement is in UN-sponsored regional peacekeeping operations. The expansion of Japan’s security role take place within agreed upon regional multilateral arrangements. 4 Fourth, it is useful to have a model of the future U.S.–Japan partnership. The Armitage Report of autumn 2000 argued that the U.S.–British partnership was the best model for guiding the evolution of the U.S.–Japan relationship. We propose that the U.S.–German relationship is a better model. Germany is emerging from its World War II constraints to play a more active role in the region. The recent participation of Germany in the NATO bombing of Serbia, for example, allowed the world to glimpse the gradual expansion of Germany military responsibilities. But Germany has simultaneously signaled its willingness to work within regional multilateral frameworks, thereby providing stabilizing reassurances to neighboring countries. This is a model that the United States and Japan should look to in defining the direction of change. 5 Fifth, the rise of multilateral dialogues in the Asia Pacific are not a threat to but an opportunity for the alliance. These dialogues— such as the ASEAN Regional Forum—are an important supplement to the alliance. They provide institutional avenues for Japan to diversify its regional participation and strengthen its overall security identity. They provide opportunities for the United States to engage other regional players without throwing into question the core bilateral alliance partnerships. 6 Sixth, a variety of new issues are emerging—theater missile defense, peace keeping, revolutions in military technology—that will test old security patterns in the region. The United States and Japan should get “out ahead of the curve” on these issues and find ways to make them work for—rather than against—desired security partnerships.
A2: “Marine Presence Good” Arguments

Their argument is empirically denied—the Third Marine Expeditionary Force has been largely absent from Okinawa for the last decade—maintaining their presence is not key to security.

Kyodo News, 2010 (“How many U.S. Marines does Japan need anyway?,” Byline Yutaka Yoshida, April 2nd, Available Online at http://www.japantoday.com/category/commentary/view/how-many-us-marines-does-japan-need-anyway, Accessed 07-26-2010)
The clock is ticking for Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama as he works to decide where to relocate a controversial U.S. Marine base in Okinawa but there has been little discussion regarding whether it is reasonable to assert that the presence of the Marines on the southern Japanese island is indispensable. Military experts in Japan say the number of Marines actually stationed in Okinawa has been much smaller than in the formal tally in recent years, prompting some people to doubt whether keeping many Marines there would act as a deterrent. In February, a top Marine commander came to Tokyo and made a pitch for the importance of the Marines’ presence in Okinawa in terms of the fundamental nature of the 1960 bilateral security treaty. During a U.S. Embassy-organized gathering, Lt Gen Keith Stalder, commander of the Marine Corps’ Pacific force, said that the current deployment of Marines in Okinawa is ‘‘the perfect model’’ to support the bilateral alliance’s objectives of ‘‘deterring, defending and defeating potential adversaries.’‘ ‘‘Our service members are prepared to risk their lives in defense of Japan…Japan does not have a reciprocal obligation to defend the United States’’ under the treaty, Stalder said. ‘‘In return for U.S. defense guarantees, Japan provides bases, opportunities to train and, in more recent times, financial support,’’ he said. Stalder said the United States ‘‘accepts this asymmetry’’ but hinted the United States wants Japan to always keep this in mind. But military analyst Shoji Fukuyoshi cast doubt on the claim, saying the deployment of Marines in Okinawa has been ‘‘hollowed out.’‘     The United States says the full strength of the Marines in Okinawa is around 18,000, while the prefectural government says the number is actually about 12,000.     Many ground units do not remain in Okinawa, around 1,500 kilometers southwest of Tokyo, on a regular basis but come to the prefecture on rotational deployments, local government officials said, adding some of the units have been sent to Iraq and Afghanistan.     Fukuyoshi said the U.S. side claims it has four infantry battalions in Okinawa but three of them, with a total of around 2,000 members, have been away from the island since 2003.     Under the current bilateral agreement on the realignment of U.S. forces in Japan, around 8,000 Marines in Okinawa will be transferred to Guam and the remaining 10,000 will theoretically remain in Okinawa.     The U.S. Marine Corps has three expeditionary forces and Okinawa is the only location outside of the U.S. mainland that hosts one of them, namely the 3rd Marine Expeditionary Force, which manages facilities including the Futenma Air Station—the base at the center of the controversy between Japan and the United States. Nearly 60% of U.S. service personnel stationed in Okinawa are Marines.     But there is a view that only the 31st Marine Expeditionary Unit, which has about 2,200 members, could deal with an emergency by boarding four amphibious assault ships in Sasebo, Nagasaki Prefecture.     Security experts say Marine units should stay in Okinawa for purposes such as providing ground force presence, rescuing civilians in a contingency on the Korean Peninsula, antiterrorism operations in Asia and disaster relief activities.     But Masaaki Gabe, expert on international politics, said, ‘‘The U.S. Navy and Air Force based in Japan could be seen as a deterrent. But I don’t see any reason to keep the Marine Corps.’‘     The Marine Corps seems to be clinging to the good training environment in Okinawa and abundant budgets to maintain bases provided by the Japanese government, the University of the Ryukyus professor said.  Even Kyoji Yanagisawa, a former elite bureaucrat of the Defense Ministry, said, ‘‘It is unreasonable to try to explain the Marines’ stationing in Okinawa in terms of deterrence.’‘ 
A2: Smart Power CP

Permute: do both.

Counterplan doesn’t solve-

A) Warming: Japanese environmental leadership is key to solve warming-it’s unique stance is key to convincing Asian countries to get on board

B) Afghanistan: Japan is a mutual broker-DPJ policies are key to effective cooperation among U.N. countries in Afghanistan and is key to propping up Karzai’s institutions
C) Defense Independence: failure to withdraw from Okinawa causes U.S. China war and involvement in North Korean conflict-

Counterplan links to politics

Sophie Lecouture 2010, “The US Shift Towards ‘Smart Power’ and its Impact on the Transatlantic Security Partnership”,  Sophie Lecoutre holds a Master’s degree in European Studies (2008) from the Institute of Political Science of Lille, France,  PDF, Accessed via College of Europe databse

Implementing a ‘smart power’ strategy will take time, but one year after Obama’s arrival in the White House, we can already see some signs of implementation. Obama’s first decisions in office aimed at marking the policy reversal after the end of Bush’s terms: he issued orders to close the detention camp at Guantanamo within a year and to put an end to the CIA’s use of ‘enhanced interrogation’ methods (in order to ban torture). According to Nathalie Nougayrède, “ce geste sur les valeurs – la fermeture de Guantanamo – ressuscite le soft power américain auprès des Européens”.55 In addition, Obama’s new strategy in Afghanistan constitutes a first sign of implementation of a ‘smart power’ strategy. It reveals a new focus on civilian efforts: not only has Obama promised to send more troops to Afghanistan, but he has also emphasized the need for increasing the number of civilians on the ground. According to the President, agricultural specialists and educators, lawyers and engineers need to be deployed because US “efforts will fail in Afghanistan and Pakistan if we do not invest in their future”.56 However, when I asked an American diplomat working at the US Mission to the EU about his position on this civilian ‘surge’, he emphasized the need for security reinforcement first, as it is very difficult to deploy civilians if the environment is not secure enough.57 In addition, the NATO Foreign Ministerial meeting on 3-4 December 2009 demonstrated that security reinforcement on the ground through additional military efforts has become a priority. the New Administration 3.2.1. Elevating Diplomacy and Development: “yes, we can!” One of the key priorities of Obama’s ‘smart power’ strategy is to rebuild the diplomatic and development capabilities in order to strike a new balance between the three pillars of US national security (defense, diplomacy and development). First, Obama has pledged to make diplomacy a priority: he is willing to strengthen the Department of State through long-term investments in expanding and training the diplomatic staff. In addition, Obama intends to create a new “Office of Conflict the expertise and capacity to seize opportunities or address crises as they arise”.58 Moreover, Obama is willing to launch a comprehensive program of public diplomacy: he wants to open “America Houses” in Muslim countries “with Internet, libraries, English lessons, stories of America’s Muslims and the strength they add to our country”.59 He also aspires to create a new “America’s Voice Corps” which will be composed of trained young Americans “who can speak with – and listen to – the people who today hear about us only from our enemies”.60 Through these programs, Obama wants to reverse the perception of American arrogance and to restore the US image in the world. This new emphasis on strategic communication, particularly with the Muslim world, was made clear during Obama’s interview with Al Arabiya one week after his arrival in the White House and during his speech in Cairo in June 2009. Pointing out the fact that he has lived in Muslim countries, Barack Obama repeated several times that his job is to “communicate to the American people that the Muslim world is filled with extraordinary people who simply want to live their lives” and to “communicate to the Muslim world that the Americans are not [their] enemy”.61 Not only does Obama intend to invest in diplomacy, but he wants to put a strong emphasis on US foreign assistance and development. During his campaign, Obama pledged to double US aid to $50 billion by 2012. Moreover, the new US President is willing to invest adequate resources in order to restructure, to empower and to properly staff USAID as well as to reform the infrastructure that manages US foreign assistance.62 Beyond this will to strike a new balance between the ‘three Ds’, the new President is promoting an interagency approach in order to integrate civilian and military capabilities. For example, he is willing to create “Mobile Development Teams” (MDTs) which will bring together personnel from the Pentagon, the military, the DoS and USAID (to be deployed for state-building, counter-terror and post-conflict operations63). Moreover, Obama plans to increase the authority and the coordinating role of the National Security Council with a Deputy National Security 3.2.2. Conditions for a Successful Implementation of a ‘Smart Power’ Strategy Several obstacles might impede the US President from implementing his projects such as a budgetary restraint, due to the current financial and economic crisis, and Congressional restraint. How is Barack Obama trying to overcome these obstacles? Is it realistic to rebuild US civilian diplomatic and development capacities in a context of deep recession?Given the current economic crisis, it was a real challenge for Obama to convince Congress to support his budget proposals by increasing both the DoS’ and the Pentagon’s budgets. On 9 July 2009, the House approved H.R.3081 which provides $49 billion for State Department and foreign operations funding for 2010,71 $4,9 billion less than the administration’s request.72 On the contrary, Congress authorized in October 2009 a total of $680,2 billion for the DoD’s budget, $14,9 million more than Obama requested.73 Moreover, the administration is likely to submit a supplemental funding request to Congress in February 2010 as the approved budget does not take into account Obama’s announcement on 1 December 200974 that he intended to deploy 30,000 additional troops in Afghanistan in 2010.75  Even if it seems that Congress supported most of Obama’s proposals, it was more reluctant to increase the DoS’s budget than the Pentagon’s budget. For example, the House bill did not match the administration’s request concerning the Civilian Stabilization Initiative: whereas Obama requested $323 million for this initiative (a 331% increase over the 2009 budget), the House bill provides only $155 million76 (but this still constitutes a significant progress, as Congress authorized only $75 million for this initiative in 2009). Bipartisan support in Congress is indispensable in order to implement Obama’s projects. That is why the government has to develop communication strategies to convince Capitol Hill of the ‘added value’ of civilian capabilities, all the more as it is difficult to demonstrate the short-term impact of civilian capabilities on critical challenges (like Afghanistan). 

A2: Smart Power CP
Smart Power does not solve

BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific , "Chinese agency on first anniversary of US President Obama's "smart power"," January 20th, 2010, lexis, Alex Agne

It has been a year since US President Obama entered the White House. Making an appraisal of the US Government's foreign policy over the past year gives us the following impression: The "smart power" diplomacy energetically initiated by Washington has not yielded instant results. But should we deny the significance on US interests of Obama's efforts to seek "reform" because of this? It will take time and practice to answer this question.  Before Obama became the boss of the White House, the Bush administration adhered to a unilateralist line. A just cause enjoys popular support. An unjust cause finds little support. The United States has long been in an isolated predicament in the world. Its status has aroused doubts. Obama won the presidential election by holding high the banner of "reform." He should deeply think about the US public's expectations of him. He should also feel the international community's expectation for a US decision to mend its ways.  The Obama administration takes "smart power" as an important concept to guide its diplomacy in a bid to create a good international environment for the US economy, while in the meantime trying to repair the US international image, protect its leading role in the international system, and ensure its supremacy. Then, what has "smart power" achieved in diplomacy?  Maintaining relations with big powers has always been the main theme of US foreign policy. In particular, US-Europe, US-Russia, and US-China relations are the most important. Although the United States and Russia, the United States and China lack strategic mutual trust and this situation has not notably improved because the United States and Russia have "restarted" their relations and the United States and China have "redefined" their ties, yet it is an indisputable fact that US relations with other big powers have achieved certain improvement.  Comparatively speaking, the Obama administration is short of commendable achievements on such hot issues as the Afghanistan war, the Iraq war, the DPRK nuclear issue, the Iran nuclear issue, and the Middle East peace process, despite the fact that these issues have been given priority by Obama's diplomatic and security team. US public opinion is prone to the view that the United States is unlikely to win the war in Afghanistan. Whereas Iran's tougher stand on the nuclear issue can even more prove that US new policy on Iran has failed. 

A2: Smart Power CP
There’s a bureaucratic fight to determine the future of U.S. soft power—emphasizing smart power now causes foreign policy failure and collapses USAID’s effectiveness—turns the counter plan.
Jesse Zwick 2009, November 2009, “The Downside of ‘Smart Power’” Worked at Harvard’s Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, as well as the Department of Sociology. He graduated magna cum laude with a degree in Social Studies from Harvard University http://www.tnr.com/users/jesse-zwick

After ten months of waiting, USAID finally has a new chief: Rajiv Shah, currently the agriculture department’s top scientist. Directing the country’s principal agency for administering foreign aid is a heady position for someone who is all of 36. And it’s going to be a difficult one. Shah is stepping into the middle of a struggle that has been quietly simmering for years in Washington. On the surface, it’s a classic bureaucratic turf battle over who gets to control foreign aid--USAID staffers or the State Department, which assumed control of the once-autonomous organization in 2006. Several months ago, one USAID employee told me that colleagues at the agency see themselves as “being colonized” by State. A longtime USAID watcher put it this way: “They’re paranoid, that’s for sure. There’s a culture of victimization going on over there, and for good reason.”  But underlying this bureaucratic struggle is another, deeper question: What, exactly, is the purpose of foreign aid? And here is the irony: For years, liberals have been foreign aid’s most reliable champions. Yet now it is a liberal idea about foreign aid--and a liberal administration committed to implementing it--that could end up compromising the work of USAID.     Beginning in the late 1980s, Republicans in Congress seized upon the waning of the Cold War as justification to try dismantling USAID. With the bad guys vanquished, appropriations for foreign aid plummeted, forcing the agency to close 26 missions in the 1990s. Then came September 11 and George W. Bush’s aggressive focus on democracy promotion via military means. In response, a new slogan emerged on the left: “smart power.” Coined by Suzanne Nossel (now in the Obama administration) in a 2004 Foreign Affairs article, the idea was pretty intuitive: We could fight the underlying causes of terrorism not just through military occupations but also through softer means. “Unlike conservatives, who rely on military power as the main tool of statecraft,” she wrote, “liberal internationalists see trade, diplomacy, foreign aid, and the spread of American values as equally important.”  During Bush’s second term, as moderates gained the upper hand on foreign policy, this basic idea seemed to inform administration policies--especially the 2006 decision by then-Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice to fold USAID into the State Department. (The State Department had increased its oversight of the agency in 2001, but it was only in 2006 that USAID came completely under State Department control.) The Bush administration “came to see internal development issues and governance issues within states as critical from a national security perspective,” notes Matthew Waxman, a deputy director of policy planning under Rice. “I think once it made that move, then the next logical step in the procession was to see foreign assistance as a powerful foreign policy and national security tool, not just a humanitarian effort.” Previously, USAID had enjoyed a good deal of autonomy in matters of budget and policy; now, the State Department would closely oversee these functions. It made a certain amount of sense: If foreign aid was going to be a central strategic tool in our foreign policy, then shouldn’t the strategists at State have greater say in the process?  The principles behind “smart power” also seemed to make inroads in the military. Testifying before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee in March 2008, retired Marine Corps General Anthony Zinni and Navy Admiral Leighton Smith both advocated budget increases for the civil sectors of U.S. foreign policy, saying, “We know that the ‘enemies’ in the world today are actually conditions--poverty, infectious disease, political turmoil and corruption, environmental and energy challenges.” Robert Gates, who succeeded Donald Rumsfeld at the Pentagon, made it known that he too was on board with this idea.  In 2008, on the campaign trail, Obama seemed to endorse the “smart power” view of foreign aid, stating in campaign literature that development assistance “should be one of our most powerful foreign policy tools.” And, during her secretary of state confirmation hearings, Hillary Clinton used the words “smart power” so often it prompted Senator Jim Webb to call it “the phrase of the week.” She also approvingly quoted Gates’s statement that “our civilian institutions of diplomacy and development have been chronically undermanned and underfunded for far too long.”     At some level, all of this was a great thing for USAID, since it elevated the importance of aid within foreign policy. But there was a catch: Emphasizing aid’s strategic rationale also meant changing its very nature. Several months ago, I spoke to Brian Atwood, who ran USAID from 1993 to 1999 during the Clinton administration. USAID’s underlying philosophy, he pointed out, had traditionally hinged on a very long-term vision of American interests--a faith that alleviating poverty and other social ills would somehow ultimately benefit the United States. It wasn’t pure altruism, but, in practice, it was certainly closer to altruism than the vision of aid as a strategic tool put forth by “smart power” proponents. “You need an aid administrator who can think long term and work on preventing crises,” he told me--as opposed to simply responding to crises, a task that occupies much, if not most, of the secretary of state’s time.  Late last year, Atwood joined two other former USAID administrators--M. Peter McPherson (Reagan) and Andrew Natsios (Bush II)--in penning an article for Foreign Affairs that criticized the 2006 decision to bring USAID under State Department control. The former administrators argued that the agency was focusing too much on the short-term provision of emergency goods and services, and not enough on long-term development work. “[R]esources devoted to postconflict transitions,” they lamented, “now exceed development investments in peaceful nations.”  Clearly, the question of how to use foreign aid is not black and white. Foreign aid can and should go to support our short-term foreign policy objectives in places like Iraq and Afghanistan, as well as to more altruistic projects. The question isn’t whether to do one or the other; it’s which way to tip the balance. And some worry that the rise of “smart power” will tip the balance too far in one direction. “Poor countries with good governments--those are the kind of situations where outsiders can spend money and really help,” says David Beckmann, president of Bread for the World. The problem is that many of those countries aren’t particularly relevant to U.S. security. Then there is a nation like Pakistan, which is very relevant to the United States but illustrates the hazards of basing aid excessively on short-term interests. The country is currently enjoying a deluge of American aid--yet that hasn’t always been the case. Historically, notes Beckmann, “we’ve poured a lot of money in from time to time when it’s hot … but the pattern has been to put money in and then pull it out.” It’s certainly easy to imagine how a more sustained approach--that is, one less tied to our short-term interests at any given moment--might have yielded better results. Into this debate over the role of foreign aid--self-interest versus altruism? short-term versus long-term?--steps Shah. It’s impossible to know how the new USAID chief will act, although, as a young pick with no prior experience at the agency, he seems likely to defer to Clinton. One thing is for sure: He won’t have a lot of time to get his bearings. As soon as he’s confirmed, he will probably join the State Department’s Quadrennial Diplomacy and Development Review (QDDR), which will aim to provide a blueprint for coordinating diplomatic and development efforts.  The State Department denies that the QDDR will be used to justify a shift toward strategic aid as opposed to pure humanitarian aid. At a briefing about the QDDR in July, Director of Policy Planning Anne-Marie Slaughter was asked: “Traditionally, humanitarian aid has been kind of walled off from the diplomatic objectives of the United States. Should this be seen in some way as a blurring of that bright line?” She answered no; but USAID watchers still worry that State Department control of the agency means a certain approach to foreign aid will prevail. Says Atwood, “Diplomats are trained for certain expertise but development is not one of them. … If you believe in that, you need a strong and independent voice representing development interests at the table--because otherwise the tendency is for short-term political priorities to win out over long-term development goals.”  “Smart power,” of course, is a perfectly reasonable idea. But foreign aid is a zero-sum game. Elevating it into a central strategic instrument of our foreign policy means that something else--something noble and altruistic, something embedded in the historic mission of foreign aid--could soon be lost. Sheila Herrling of the Center for Global Development puts it succinctly: “Development,” she says, “is a goal, not a tool.” A longtime foreign aid observer relays that Clinton, aware of some of the simmering discontent at USAID, asked a group of aid experts before her confirmation what she could say or do to make the agency’s career civil servants excited again--to inspire them. She could start by making a difficult admission: that “smart power,” whatever its merits, comes with a genuine downside.  

A2: Smart Power CP
Iraq proves the USAID’s ability to disband tyrannical governments and spread democracy.

Kunder 6/8/2006(James, Assistant Administrator for United States Agency for International Development)(“Review of Iraq Reconstruction)(p. lexis)

First USAID is working with U.S. multinational units to help cities recover from the effects of battle and to begin the revitalization process. Projects are funded with complementary USAID and military funds. These projects are aimed at a combination of small, rapid programs followed by more complex projects that operationalize public services, promote representative local government and help resuscitate the economy. USAID's implementing partners provide the majority of project monitoring with assistance from the military as needed. USAID is continuing this effort through our new Community Stabilization Project, which creates opportunities for disenfranchised people. Second, USAID-managed programs enable the democratic transformation in Iraq. USAID supported US goals and worked with the United Nations, the United Kingdom, Canada, and the European Community for a successful constitutional referendum in October 2005 and two national elections, in January and December 2005. Our programs have also provided expert assistance, drawing from the international community and Iraqi civil society to assist the Iraqi Constitutional Drafting Committee. USAID continues to support decentralization, empowering provincial and city authorities to provide essential services so that Iraq will be less likely to return an authoritarian centralized government. In the field, assistance teams work with the Provincial Councils to help them shoulder the burden of decentralized power.
Global democratic consolidation prevents many scenarios for war and extinction

Diamond, Professor of Sociology @ Stanford and Political Science, 95
Larry Diamond, senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, December 1995, Promoting Democracy in the 1990s, http://wwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/1.htm

OTHER THREATS This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness. LESSONS OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built.
A2: Smart Power CP
Smart power strategy leads to North Korean and Iranian aggression-they’ll exploit our weaknesses

Donald Lambro 2010, “Obama’s Smart Power not yielding results”, Chief Political correspondent for the Washington Post

http://townhall.com/columnists/DonaldLambro/2009/05/07/obamas_smart_power_not_yielding_results/page/full
North Korea, Iran, Al Qaeda in Iraq and the Afghan Taliban have gotten much more threatening in recent months, while the administration pursues a new foreign policy based on the belief that they can achieve much more through soft diplomacy -- sitting down with our adversaries and having a "dialogue" with them.  In an ever more dangerous world, the Obama administration says it is practicing "smart power" instead of "hard power."  "With smart power, diplomacy will be the vanguard of foreign policy," Secretary of State Hillary Clinton told senators at her confirmation hearings.  That's the message Obama has sent since his swearing-in, but so far it doesn't seem to be working. On the contrary, it seems to be encouraging further bad behavior.  Communist North Korea has brazenly stepped up its development and testing of medium-range missiles and nuclear weapons that threaten its neighbors and eventually us.  Taliban forces have grown more aggressive, threatening Afghanistan's weakened government and taking control of the Swat Valley and neighboring areas in Pakistan, where they have moved their troops to within 60 miles of Islamabad.  Al Qaeda has ramped up its deadly suicide bombings in Baghdad and elsewhere in Iraq, amid reports the United States may slow its withdrawal plans if conditions worsen there.  Iran, too, is working overtime to support terrorists whi le pursuing its own nuclear programs in defiance of United Nations resolutions and economic sanctions. A CIA report to Congress says it has dramatically increased its uranium-enrichment program.  "This has to do with testing him. But in a larger sense, our adversaries and friends alike perceive a potential U.S. vacuum of leadership -- and international leadership abhors a vacuum, and other people are going to do things to fill that vacuum," said foreign-policy analyst Kim Holmes of the Heritage Foundation.  "In the case of North Korea, we are clearly worse off than we were a few months ago," he told me. "What have we got by reaching out to the Iranians? Not much. They are working on their missiles; there's not much change in their posture. Pakistan is certainly more of a worry now, not just in the tribal areas but in Pakistan proper, and the danger of getting control of nuclear weapons, which would be a nightmare. No change in America's foreign policy is more troubling than Obama's approach to Iran, where his olive-branch diplomacy has done nothing to change that country's path toward war.  "Recent events show that even as the Obama administration seeks to engage Tehran, the Islamic republic has continued to work to undermine U.S. interests and to support anti-American elements around the world, as demonstrated by its ongoing efforts to resupply Hamas, support Hizballah's efforts to destabilize Egypt, and assist Iraqi insurgents," wrote Matthew Levitt, director of the Washington Institute's Stein Program on Counterterrorism and Intelligence, in a recent PolicyWatch bulletin.  Obama, of course, has many defenders in the foreign-policy community here, but they have growing concerns, too.  "In some ways, I worry about Pakistan the most because it has nuclear weapons. That's a long-term challenge. I like what the administration is doing, but it is starting from a deep hole there," said Heather Hurlburt, who runs the National Security Network, an advocacy group that aggressively defends Obama's policies. Still, she added, "there may be an interest in testing Obama."  "Iraq was calm but isn't looking good right now. It could be a blip or a deterioration," said Karin Von Hippel, a foreign-policy analyst at the Center for Strategic and International Studies.  But defense analyst Michael O'Hanlon at the Brookings Institution, who broke with Democrats in defending President Bush's successful military surge in Iraq, said criticism of Obama's foreign policy is unfair at this juncture.  "There are always ups and downs in war. His Pakistan policy as it's emerging -- stronger support for that country's economy and its counterinsurgency capabilities -- is the right idea but will take time to yield results," he told me.  Yet these and other mounting threats abroad "illustrate the weakness of the Obama foreign policy," wrote Michael Rubin, a resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, in the Weekly Standard.  What the administration does not seem to grasp is that the battle against the Taliban in Pakistan or the nuclear threats posed by Iran are not going to be solved through soft power or good-faith engagement.  "The Taliban -- or, for that matter, the Iranian leadership -- are motivated not by earthly desires but by a religious ideology, one that brands any government unwilling to bow to their demands as illegitimate and Satanic," Rubin wrote.  Eagerness to compromise with the Taliban, as the Pakistani government sought to do when it turned over the Swat Valley to them in the hopes of a brokered peace, or attempting to buy off Iran or North Korea again, only whets their demands for more concessions. And buys them time.  In the end, that always results in more dangerous consequences. 
A2: Smart Power CP
Iranian aggression leads to extinction

Hanson 6 (Victor Davis Hanson is a senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, Why No Nukes for Iran? National Review, 2/17/06 pg lexis//wyo-ef)
In fact, the United States has a perfectly sound rationale for singling out Iran to halt its nuclear proliferation. At least six good reasons come to mind, not counting the more obvious objection over Iran's violation of U.N. non-proliferation protocols. It is past time that we spell them out to the world at large. First, we cannot excuse Iran by acknowledging that the Soviet Union, Communist China, North Korea, and Pakistan obtained nuclear weapons. In each case of acquisition, Western foreign-policy makers went into a crisis mode, as anti-liberal regimes gained stature and advantage by the ability to destroy Western cities. A tragic lapse is not corrected by yet another similar mistake, especially since one should learn from the errors of the past. The logic of "They did it, so why can't I?" would lead to a nuclearized globe in which our daily multifarious wars, from Darfur to the Middle East, would all assume the potential to go nuclear. In contrast, the fewer the nuclear players, the more likely deterrence can play some role. There is no such thing as abstract hypocrisy when it is a matter of Armageddon. Second, it is a fact that full-fledged democracies are less likely to attack one another. Although they are prone to fighting--imperial Athens and republican Venice both were in some sort of war about three out of four years during the 5th century B.C. and the 16th century respectively--consensual governments are not so ready to fight like kind. In contemporary terms that means that there is no chance whatsoever that an anti-American France and an increasingly anti-French America would, as nuclear democracies, attack each other. Russia, following the fall of Communism, and its partial evolution to democracy, poses less threat to the United States than when it was a totalitarian state. It would be regrettable should Taiwan, Japan, South Korea, or Germany go nuclear--but not the catastrophe of a nuclear Pakistan that, with impunity de facto, offers sanctuary to bin Laden and the planners of 9/11. The former governments operate under a free press, open elections, and free speech, and thus their war-making is subject to a series of checks and balances. Pakistan is a strongman's heartbeat away from an Islamic theocracy. And while India has volatile relations with its Islamic neighbor, the world is not nearly as worried about its arsenal as it is about autocratic Pakistan's.  Third, there are a number of rogue regimes that belong in a special category: North Korea, Iran, Syria, and Cuba, unfree states whose leaders have sought global attention and stature through sponsoring insurrection and terrorism beyond their borders. If it is scary that Russia, China, and Pakistan are now nuc qlear, it is terrifying that Kim Jong Il has the bomb, or that President Ahmadinejad might. Islamic fundamentalism or North Korean Stalinism might be antithetical to scientific advancement, but it is actually conducive to nuclear politics. When such renegade regimes go nuclear they gain the added lunatic edge: "We are either crazy or have nothing to lose or both--but you aren't." In nuclear poker, the appearance of derangement is an apparent advantage. Fourth, there are all sorts of scary combinations--petrodollars, nukes, terrorism, and fanaticism. But Iran is a uniquely fivefold danger. It has enough cash to buy influence and exemption; nuclear weapons to threaten civilization; oil reserves to blackmail a petroleum hungry world; terrorists to either find sanctuary under a nuclear umbrella or to be armed with dirty bombs; and it has a leader who wishes either to take his entire country into paradise, or at least back to the eighth century amid the ashes of the Middle East.  Just imagine the present controversy over the cartoons in the context of President Ahmadinejad with his finger on a half-dozen nuclear missiles pointed at Copenhagen. Fifth, any country that seeks "peaceful" nuclear power and is completely self-sufficient in energy production is de facto suspect. Iran has enough natural gas to meet its clean electrical generation needs for centuries. The only possible rationale for its multi-billion-dollar program of building nuclear reactors, and spending billions more to hide and decentralize them, is to obtain weapons, and thus to gain clout and attention in a manner that otherwise is not warranted by either Iranian conventional forces, cultural influence, or economic achievement.  Sixth, the West is right to take on a certain responsibility to discourage nuclear proliferation. The technology for such weapons grew entirely out of Western science and technology. In fact, the story of nuclear proliferation is exclusively one of espionage, stealthy commerce, or American and European-trained native engineers using their foreign-acquired expertise. Pakistan, North Korea, and Iran have no ability themselves to create such weapons, in the same manner that Russia, China, and India learned or stole a craft established only from the knowledge of European-American physics and industrial engineering. Any country that cannot itself create such weapons is probably not going to ensure the necessary protocols to guard against their misuse or theft.  We can argue all we want over the solution--it is either immoral to use military force or immoral not to use it; air strikes are feasible or will be an operational disaster; dissidents will rise up or have already mostly been killed or exiled; Russia and China will help solve or will instead enjoy our dilemma; Europe is now on board or is already triangulating; the U.N. will at last step in, or is more likely to damn the United States than Teheran.  Yet where all parties agree is that a poker-faced United States seems hesitant to act until moments before the missiles are armed, and is certainly not behaving like the hegemon or imperialist power so caricatured by Michael Moore and an array of post-September 11 university-press books. Until there is firm evidence that Iran has the warheads ready, the administration apparently does not wish to relive the nightmare of the past three years in which striking Iran will conjure up all the old Iraqi-style hysteria about unilateralism, preemption, incomplete or cooked intelligence, imperialism, and purported hostility toward a Muslim country. In the greatest irony of all, the Left (who must understand well the nightmarish scenario of a fascist Iran with nuclear weapons) is suddenly bewildered by George Bush's apparent multilateral caution. The Senate Democrats don't know whether to attack the administration now for its nonchalance or to wait and second-guess them once the bombs begin to fall. Either way, no one should doubt that a nuclear Iran would end the entire notion of global adjudication of nuclear proliferation--as well as remain a recurrent nightmare to civilization itself.
A2: Smart Power CP
USAID solves food leadership and hunger
Africa News, "Sierra Leone; Envoy Hails Clinton's Trip to Africa, Focus On Hunger, Agoa," July 31, 2009, lexis, Alex Agne
At the same time, Obama emphasized that America's partnership with Africa must be built on mutual responsibility. "Aid is not an end in itself," he said. "The purpose of foreign assistance must be creating the conditions where it's no longer needed."  Although Sierra Leone is not among Clinton's stops, Ambassador Stevens said her trip to neighboring Liberia "gives us hope, because what affects Liberia affects Sierra Leone, and we are both countries coming from decades of civil war" that wrought economic havoc.  For economies to thrive, hunger must end, Clinton told a January high-level aid conference in Madrid sponsored by the United Nations. Speaking via video message, she said, "The president and I intend to focus new attention on food security so that developing nations can invest in food production, affordability, accessibility, education and technology."  With that in mind, Obama's and Clinton's visits to Africa could not have come at a better time, says Lloyd Pierson, president and CEO of the U.S. African Development Foundation, who is attending the AGOA Forum.  Pierson, a former Peace Corps executive and U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) official under President George W. Bush, told America.gov, "Food security is one of the most important policy issues in sub-Saharan Africa, and the Obama administration is absolutely correct in giving priority attention to agriculture and food needs there."  As the largest international food donor, the United States committed more than $5.5 billion to fight worldwide hunger from 2008 to 2009, mainly through USAID. In 2009, USAID devoted $130 million to the production of staple foods such as corn, wheat and cassava in five West African countries with the greatest need: Ghana, Liberia, Mali, Nigeria and Senegal. 

World War II

Calvin, 98 (William, Theoretical Neurophisiolgist at the University of Washington, “The Great Climate Flip-Flop,” The Atlantic Monthly, January, Volume 281, Number 1)

The population-crash scenario is surely the most appalling. Plummeting crop yields would cause some powerful countries to try to take over their neighbors or distant lands -- if only because their armies, unpaid and lacking food, would go marauding, both at home and across the borders. The better-organized countries would attempt to use their armies, before they fell apart entirely, to take over countries with significant remaining resources, driving out or starving their inhabitants if not using modern weapons to accomplish the same end: eliminating competitors for the remaining food. This would be a worldwide problem -- and could lead to a Third World War -- but Europe's vulnerability is particularly easy to analyze. The last abrupt cooling, the Younger Dryas, drastically altered Europe's climate as far east as Ukraine. Present-day Europe has more than 650 million people. It has excellent soils, and largely grows its own food. It could no longer do so if it lost the extra warming from the North Atlantic.

A2: F-22 DA—Uniqueness Overwhelms the Link

President Obama has vetoed any defense spending towards F-22 fighters for Japan 

Japan Today 7-16 (“Obama will veto defense spending bill over F-22 jets despite Japan's interest”, http://www.japantoday.com/category/politics/view/obama-will-veto-defense-spending-bill-over-f-22-jets-despite-japans-interest, DA: 8/2/2010)  

U.S. President Barack Obama will veto a pending $680 billion defense spending bill for fiscal 2010 if lawmakers set aside funding for more F-22 fighter jets than the Defense Department has requested, the White House said Wednesday. The move came after Japan asked the United States recently to provide information on the F-22 once more as it still hopes to acquire the advanced fighter jet despite a U.S. ban on its export.‘‘The administration strongly objects to the provisions in the bill authorizing $1.75 billion for seven F-22s in FY 2010,’’ the White House said in a statement. ‘‘As the president wrote in his letter to the chairman and ranking member of the Senate Armed Services Committee on July 13, if the final bill presented to him contains this provision, the president will veto it,’’ it said. Japan has been studying six models as successor aircraft to its aging F-4EJ fighter fleet and is eager to acquire the F-22, among others, as its next-generation mainstay fighter aircraft due to the stealth jet’s ability to evade radar detection.      But export of the F-22 is currently prohibited under U.S. law, and Defense Secretary Robert Gates has recently proposed halting production of the fighter jet.  In the United States, some legislators are calling for continued production of the F-22, and Congress has initiated moves that may eventually lead to easing the export ban on the jet.The six models being studied by Japan for its next-generation mainstay fighter jet are the F-22, F/A-18 and F-15FX of the United States, the F-35, now being developed by the United States, Britain and others, the Eurofighter, made by a consortium of European manufacturers, and the Rafale of France.Only the F-22 and F-35 are stealth fighters.Japan requested information on the six models from their manufacturers and others in March 2006 and has since obtained some information on all but the F-22. It has delayed selecting a model as the U.S. ban on F-22 exports continues.As a stopgap measure, Tokyo decided last December to upgrade a total of 48 F-15 strikers in the Air-Self Defense Force by the end of March 2010.  

A2: F-22 DA—Non-Unique Link 

Japan will drop its order of F-22 from Congress.

Japan Today 2009 (Japan likely to drop plan to buy F-22 fighters

12/24/2010, http://www.japantoday.com/category/national/view/japan-likely-to-drop-plan-to-buy-f-22-fighters,

Japan is likely to drop its attempts to buy state-of-the-art U.S. F-22 Raptor stealth fighter planes since it expects the United States to stop producing them, a newspaper reported on Sunday. The Japanese government had been trying to persuade the United States to sell it F-22 Raptors to replace its own aging F-15 fleet, despite Washington’s reluctance. Tokyo, however, is now abandoning the plan amid signs that President-elect Barack Obama’s new administration may halt production of the aircraft, the Daily Yomiuri said, quoting government sources. “We have a firm impression that its production likely would be halted,” a high-ranking official at the defense ministry was quoted by the daily as saying. U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates, reappointed to stay in the post under Obama, has said publicly that he favors halting production of the F-22. Washington is also said to be skeptical about continuing production of the expensive planes due to the financial crisis and declining tax revenues. U.S. law prohibits export of Raptors as Congress remains anxious over the possible leaking of details of the Raptor’s state-of-the-art technology. They are built to evade radar detection at supersonic speeds. Japan’s possible alternatives are the Eurofighter Typhoon, jointly developed by NATO members Britain, Italy, Spain and Germany, said the English version of the Yomiuri Shimbun. Among other candidates are the U.S. fighter F-15FX and the F-35 Lightning II, produced by the United States, Britain and other countries, it reported. Some ministry officials favor the F-35, a high-performance fighter with sophisticated bombing capabilities, but this plane has not even been deployed so far by U.S. forces, the daily said. Japan has been officially pacifist since its defeat in World War II but has one of the world’s largest defense budgets and is gradually expanding its military role. 

A2: F-22 DA—No Impact – Replacements Inevitable

Japan isn’t fully set for the F-22 – If Congress denies sales they will just use the Typhoon

CRS 6-22 (Congress Research Service, Emma Chanlett-Avery, Coordinator Specialist in Asian Affairs William H. Cooper Specialist in International Trade and Finance Mark E. Manyin,Specialist in Asian Affairs,7-5700, “Japan-U.S. Relations: Issues for Congress”,www.crs.gov)

Japan has expressed interest in purchasing F-22A Raptor aircraft from the United States to replace its aging fleet of F-4 fighters. Some Japanese defense officials regard the potential sale of the F- 22 as something of a test of the U.S. strategic commitment to the bilateral alliance. Current U.S. legislation restricts exports of the F-22 to foreign countries in a provision known as the “Obey Amendment.” The 2010 Department of Defense Appropriations Act maintains this prohibition, but also contains a provision that allows the Pentagon to begin to design a version of the aircraft for export if foreign sales are eventually allowed. If Congress and the Administration not approve F-22 sales to Japan, experts believe that Tokyo will likely consider alternative fighter aircraft, including European-built Typhoon fighters.
Japan has listened to Obama’s request and postponed the request for the F-22 – The Japanese government will deploy the F-35 instead.

The Daily Yomiuri 2010 (“Order for next-generation stealth fighters postponed again”, 8/27/2010, http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/national/T100726003604.htm, DA: 9/2/2010)

The Defense Ministry has unofficially decided to postpone a budget request for fiscal 2011 to procure next-generation mainstay FX fighter jets, government sources said Monday. The ministry had identified the F-35, which is developed jointly by the United States, Britain and other allies, as the preferred model of FX jet for the Air Self-Defense Force. But the ministry now believes further research is necessary as much uncertainty exists over when production of the F-35 could possibly begin and thus how soon they could be deployed, among other issues. The decision means the introduction of FX fighters to the ASDF will be postponed for the third year in a row, having been initially scheduled for fiscal 2009. Some defense experts have voiced fears the delay may result in deterioration of Japan's air-defense capability. The ministry wants FX jets with stealth capabilities that make them difficult to detect by radar. The F-35 is regarded as the most advanced stealth fighter. The FX planes are intended to replace the aging F-4 fighters that were introduced to the ASDF in 1973. The ministry plans to procure about 50 FX fighters to form two squadrons. In its midterm defense build-up program through fiscal 2009, the ministry aimed to procure the first seven fighters. The U.S.-made F-22 was initially the ministry's preferred model, but the U.S. Congress banned their export to protect military secrets. The ministry gave up on introducing F-22 fighters last year. Other models currently under consideration by the ministry are the United States' FA-18E/F, and the Euro-Fighter developed jointly by Britain, Germany and other European countries. Many in the ASDF recommend the F-35, as its capabilities are more advanced. However, F-35 jets will likely not be deployed to the U.S. Air Force until 2015, two years behind schedule, making the production schedule and cost of subsequent orders by other nations difficult to predict. 

*** A2: Process/Relocation CPs

A2: Relocate To Kadena CP
Relocating to Kadena replicates the problems in Futenma and hurts the US-Japan alliance

David Allen, Okinawa News Bureau Chief, Stars and Stripes, January 15, 2010, “PACAF commander says Kadena can’t take on Futenma operations,” http://www.stripes.com/news/pacaf-commander-says-kadena-can-t-take-on-futenma-operations-1.97998, Accesed: 7/25/10, ngoetz
 KADENA AIR BASE, Okinawa — Moving Marine aviation units on Okinawa to this sprawling air base, as recently suggested by several Japanese officials, is a bad idea, the commander of Pacific Air Forces said Wednesday.  Gen. Gary North said there are “several reasons” why Kadena should not be considered as an option to absorb Marine Corps Air Station Futenma operations. Moving the Marines would just move the problems of Futenma — noise and accidents — a bit farther north into another heavily developed area, he said.  “Since the mid- to late ’90s we have held this position that we don’t believe that it’s a good idea,” said North, who was wrapping up visits to air bases in Japan and South Korea. “Futenma, as you know, is about seven miles from Kadena Air Base and a movement of the aviation forces of the Marines from Futenma to Kadena effectively replicates the challenges of Futenma.”  Since 1996, the U.S. and Japan have been looking to close Futenma, located in the heart of Ginowan’s urban sprawl, and move Marine air units to a more rural location. After years of study and a failed plan to build a sea-based airport some two miles offshore, the two countries signed an agreement in May 2006 to build a new air facility on Camp Schwab, on the island’s northeast shore.  However, Japan’s new left-center government has called for a review of that project and is looking for alternate sites, including moving the Marines off Okinawa altogether.  North’s comments came on the heels of a meeting Tuesday in Honolulu between Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and Japanese Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada concerning Futenma.  Clinton reiterated that the Camp Schwab alternative is best for both countries.  “To ensure that our alliance is well positioned to adapt and respond to evolving challenges, we must bolster our diplomatic engagement and security arrangements,” Clinton told reporters following the 80-minute meeting Tuesday.  “We must do this while reducing the impact on local communities by American bases, particularly in Okinawa. Our two governments drew up the realignment roadmap with these dual goals in mind and we look to our Japanese allies to follow through on their commitments, including on Futenma.”  For his part, Okada stressed that the so-called “roadmap” is being reviewed and a decision will be made in May concerning the Futenma relocation project. 

A2: Relocate To Kadena CP

Kadena relocation is unpopular

BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific, 11/5/09, "Japan's Kadena mayor objects to US air base merge plan", lexis, Accessed:7/26/10, ngoetz 

Tokyo, Nov. 5 Kyodo: The mayor of Kadena in Okinawa Prefecture voiced his objection Thursday to a plan advocated by Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada to consolidate a major US air base in his town with another US airfield, the US Marine Corps' Futenma Air Station, located nearby. Mayor Tokujitsu Miyagi also blasted the government led by Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama for not reaching a conclusion concerning the relocation of the Futenma air station and insisted the facility should be transferred out of Okinawa.  Miyagi complained at a meeting of opposition Liberal Democratic Party representatives that the town residents have long been tormented by accidents involving aircraft at the US Kadena Air Base and noise from drills. "The noise of Kadena is three times worse than that of Futenma. We are always exposed to danger (of accidents) as well," the mayor said. "Who can say the Kadena base is safer than the Futenma facility?" Okada has proposed Futenma's heliport functions be merged with the nearby Kadena Air Base, though the plan was considered and dismissed during past negotiations between Tokyo and Washington on US forces realignment due to operational difficulties and local protests. The minister said he favours the base merger plan because the Kadena base already has a runway, and it would take less time to relocate Futenma than the current plan under a 2006 Japan-US accord to build V-shaped runways in the coastal area of Nago, northern Okinawa, by 2014. Miyagi said a recent opinion poll showed 77 per cent of Kadena town residents are opposed to Okada's plan and that if the minister visits the town to pitch his idea, he will face an "outburst of anger and indignation" from locals. The mayor said all three air base-hosting municipalities - the towns of Kadena and Chatan as well as Okinawa city - object to Okada's consolidation plan and said it would be a waste of time for the minister to try to persuade them into accepting it. Where to relocate the Futenma airfield has recently emerged as a major sticking point between the United States and the new Japanese government, as Hatoyama has expressed his eagerness to move the facility out of Okinawa or even out of Japan. The proposal would go against the 2006 pact to move heliport functions of the Futenma air station in Ginowan to Nago. The premier has also suggested he would take time to find a solution to the matter. Miyagi sarcastically said Hatoyama should consider relocating the Futenma facility to his constituency in Hokkaido, Japan's northernmost prefecture, and urged him to make a decision on the relocation issue soon. The mayor also said Mikio Shimoji, a House of Representatives member of the ruling coalition partner People's New Party elected from Okinawa, proposed during their meeting in early October a plan to set a 15-year time limit on the use of the Kadena base after transferring the Futenma functions there. Shimoji brought up the idea ahead of a visit to Washington by Akihisa Nagashima, parliamentary defence secretary, over the relocation issue, but Miyagi said he rejected it at that time. Last week, the Kadena town assembly adopted a motion demanding Okada retract his proposal on consolidating the Futenma and Kadena facilities. The town assembly of Chatan has taken a similar action. Source: Kyodo News Service, Tokyo, in English 0756 gmt 5 Nov 09 
Integrating Kadena and Futenma hurts readiness

Japan Times 4/23/10, " Plenty of sites already considered, rejected", lexis, Accessed:7/26/10, ngoetz

According to reports by the bilateral Special Action Committee on Okinawa released in summer and autumn 1996, the committee looked at the possibility of not only integrating Futenma and Kadena but also four other options that ranged from building a new base next to Kadena to using some Self-Defense Forces bases on Japan's four main islands.  The committee concluded in its July 1996 report that while it was physically possible to combine the Futenma and Kadena bases, there were a number of logistic issues that made it problematic. And by the time the October and November reports came out, the idea of combining Futenma with Kadena had been dropped in favor of a sea-based facility.  "The collocation of Futenma and Kadena will have a negative impact on U.S. force readiness. During a contingency, 6,000 takeoffs and landings per month, or one every two to three minutes, would occur with collocation. Additional aviation operations into Kadena during a contingency are either not feasible or will require additional heavy ramp (taxiways and parking areas) construction or an additional airfield," the July 1996 report reads.  Closing Futenma without a convenient replacement would mean the U.S. would likely have to use Naha International Airport to handle additional flights when military needs dictate it, impacting commercial air traffic, the report continued.  Even in peace time, combined marine and air force flights into Kadena would mean heavier air traffic, which not only would lead to more complaints of noise in the surrounding areas but also increase the potential for midair collisions between military aircraft arriving at Kadena in central Okinawa and commercial jets landing at Naha to the south.  But the report concluded that the main problem of combining Futenma with Kadena is that air traffic controllers would have to deal with not only more aircraft but many different varieties.  "Fixed-wing aircraft arrive and depart Kadena at speeds as high as three times greater than helicopters," it said, adding that to enable many different kinds of aircraft to take off and land safely, Kadena would need to extend its hours of operations beyond the 6 a.m. to 10 p.m. schedule it follows now to reduce noise levels surrounding the base.  The four other options were also explored in the July 1996 report, but they were rejected because they didn't meet minimum capacity requirements or were too far away from other marine units.  Minimal requirements for the marine units operating out of Futenma are a 1,600-meter runway and 280,000 sq. meters of ramp space available for parking, loading and unloading, and Futenma currently has a 2,740-meter runway and about 376,000 sq. meters of ramp space, the report said.  
A2: CPs That Result In Multiple Locations
Spreading out forces will hurt readiness 

Japan Times 4/23/10, " Plenty of sites already considered, rejected", lexis, Accessed:7/26/10, ngoetz

Osaka With possible new locations for the Futenma air base being suggested or reported on a seemingly daily basis, Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama now has very few political options to propose to the U.S.  Top U.S. officials say that whatever alternate suggestions are made, it's critical the replacement facility be somewhere that allows the different land, sea, and air units to function cohesively, so they can train and operate as effectively as a championship baseball team.  "All elements of a Marine Air Ground Task Force must train together continuously. A MAGTF is a lot like a baseball team.   It doesn't do you any good to have the outfielders in one town, the catcher in another, and the third baseman somewhere else," said Lt. Gen. Keith Stalder, commander, U.S. Marine Corps Forces Pacific, during a speech in Tokyo in February. 

A2: Iejima, Camp Schwab, Kadena, Self-Defense Forces CPs
(The CP) fails.

Japan Times 4/23/10, " Plenty of sites already considered, rejected", Accessed:7/26/10, lexis, ngoetz
The four options included building a new runway and support facilities at the Kadena ammunition storage area north of the air base, constructing a new civilian-military joint-use airfield near Camp Schwab, relocating some operations to nearby Iejima, and using Self-Defense Forces bases in mainland Japan for emergency deployments.  But the ammunition storage area site was judged a bad location due to its immediate proximity to Kadena, which would mean the same kind of airspace problems with Naha airport that collocating with Kadena would pose, and because more land would have to be purchased for hangar and maintenance facilities. Perhaps most problematic, Highway 58, which connects Naha in the south with Nago in the north, runs through the area, which would have meant a major rerouting effort.    Relocating Futenma within Camp Schwab, on Cape Henoko, was considered a possible option provided a runway at least 1,600 meters long was available. But that could only be done with landfill.  In the case of Iejima, just off the main island of Okinawa, the U.S. said moving there would reduce traffic conflicts with Naha airport, but that the auxiliary airfield there is smaller than Futenma, and that space to build hangar and maintenance facilities would be needed.  Finally, the use of SDF bases elsewhere for contingency deployments of helicopters was considered. Logistically there were few problems because several Japanese bases had the runway length and facilities the marines required. But the July 1996 report noted there were political problems with this idea.  

A2: Relocate Within Okinawa CPs

Any relocation within Okinawa will be blocked and is unpopular
Bronwen Maddox, Times, 3/11/10, "Conquerors with crewcuts, go home!; More than six decades after the SecondWorld War the presence of vast US bases in Japan is beginning to grate. BronwenMaddox reports", Accessed:7/27/10, lexis, ngoetz

On Monday senior government officials convened to try to find a new site for Futenma, the most controversial airbase, which lies in the centre of Ginowan, one of Okinawa's busiest cities. In 2004 a helicopter crashed in the grounds of the university; two years later Japan and the US struck a deal to shift the base to Henoko, a tiny fishing village on the pristine east coast. After the election last August, in which the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) overturned decades of one-party rule, Yukio Hatoyama, the new Prime Minister, scrapped parts of the 2006 pact on the status of US forces, acknowledging local passions and hinting that Futenma could be moved off Okinawa altogether. Ichiro Ozawa, the DPJ's secretarygeneral and the power behind the Hatoyama throne, said this week that the party could lose crucial elections in July if it tried forcibly to rebuild the base anywhere else on the island. "Even if the Government in Tokyo now decides to relocate the base within Okinawa, people will stop it physically, with boats, with protests," said Hiromori Maedomari, an editorial writer at Okinawa's Ryukyu Shimpo newspaper. Adding to the internal pressures to resolve the issue quickly, Kurt Campbell, the US Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific affairs, arrives in the region on Sunday. He has already warned that if Futenma's fate is not decided by May relations with Washington could worsen sharply. For Mr Hatoyama, who campaigned with a call for "more equal" relations with the US, decision time is looming.  

A2: Relocate Within Okinawa CPs

Relocation within Okinawa hurts SDP coalition  

Xinhua General News Service, 3/8/10, "Japan's junior ruling coalition partners present ideas on where to move U.S. troops", Accessed:7/27/10,  lexis, ngoetz

The SDP, meanwhile, argued that the personnel should be moved out of Okinawa Prefecture altogether, and should be moved overseas to an area such as Saipan or Guam. It is expected that if this argument does not hold sway, the SDP will suggest that many U.S. military activities that currently take place in Okinawa are transferred to other facilities outside of the prefecture in areas such as Kanto.   Any decision reached by the end of March on how to modify the SOFA agreement is expected to lead to further difficulties for the government. The people of Okinawa have made it clear that they do not want a large U.S. military presence in their prefecture, while Washington has reiterated often that it would like to see the 2006 plan implemented without modifications.   The DPJ was swept into power last year promising to bring political change to Japan, and as part of its campaign pledged to reassess the 2006 SOFA agreement. Negotiations with the United States, however, have at times been tense, while local media have asked questions about whether the government has a unified policy on the issue.  
Thats key to DPJ Agenda

Daily Yomiuri, 6/13/09, "Can SDP compromise with DPJ?; Security, international affairs differences could undermine coalition talks", Accessed:7/27/10, lexis, ngoetz

Although the Social Democratic Party is to begin talks on the possibility of forming a coalition with the main opposition Democratic Party of Japan, any such alliance will have to overcome key differences over national security and international affairs. At an executive member meeting Thursday, the SDP decided to begin talks with the DPJ on forming a coalition should the opposition prevail over the ruling Liberal Democratic Party at the upcoming House of Representatives election. The SDP is said to have been swayed by an apparent uptick in the DPJ's support after Yukio Hatoyama assumed the party's presidency from Ichiro Ozawa.  According to sources, the party believes it stands to benefit at the polls by aligning itself with efforts to bring about a change in government. At the meeting, SDP Secretary General Yasumasa Shigeno asked for the views of members on the possibility of entering coalition negotiations with the DPJ. The proposal reportedly was greeted positively overall. "The public is really anticipating a power shift, so it makes sense to show we're ready to join a coalition," one member was quoted as saying. SDP leader Mizuho Fukushima, who has been cautious over the possibility of joining such a coalition, told reporters at the Diet Building Thursday afternoon, "I'm going to emphasize that the SDP has an integral role to play in the country's new politics, so we can make our presence felt." The DPJ and the People's New Party already have drafted five common policy pledges and have called on the SDP to join the policy talks. The five pledges are: -- The consumption tax rate will be left unchanged. -- Postal privatization will be reviewed. -- A special medical care system for people aged 65 or older will be abolished. -- A safety net to protect jobs will be developed. -- High school education will be made free. The SDP has accepted the five policy pledges and is set to demand in talks with the two other parties that some of its own policy pledges, such as the relocation of U.S. bases in Okinawa Prefecture to somewhere outside the prefecture, are included. Fukushima also emphasized some key differences with the DPJ to highlight the SDP's own policies. "We oppose the overseas dispatch of the Self-Defense Forces, so we're going to be even more vocal in putting our case across on issues of peace," he said. On the SDP's decision, Hatoyama told reporters at DPJ headquarters, "Considering the situation in the House of Councillors, it is clear the DPJ needs partners if it is to form an administration, even if we score a comprehensive win at the polls. "The best choice for us is to form a coalition. I'm glad the SDP is taking a forward-looking approach and considering this option," he said. But he also cautioned: "We need to have more in-depth discussions on security matters and other issues. It's important we get over our differences for the common good."
A2: Jungle Training PIC

Moving to Guam guarantees new training grounds—key to readiness

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. 
A2: Jungle Training PIC
Guam is superior—more trees

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.  Then on the evening of April 8, MRF Marines landed in a Marine Aerial Refueler Squadron 152 KC-130 and the mission was hot.  Once off the KC-130, MRF Marines divided into two groups; one group loaded onto two Navy Sea Combat Squadron 25 MH-60s helicopter and the other group loaded into eight different tactical vehicles provided by the Guam National Guard.  Once the vehicles arrived at a pre-arranged checkpoint, they went tactical, by shutting off lights. Then the helicopters took off and headed to the site. With the helicopters inbound, snipers took their shots at two security guards, mannequins designed to absorb bullets. Taking out the security guards increased the confusion among the high-value individuals and took out the people most likely to slow down the raiding Marines.  Almost immediately after the shots’ echoes faded away, the helicopters were in the air over the target site preparing to land.  As soon as the helicopters made their landing, one helicopter’s team immediately entered and secured one of two target houses while the other helicopter’s team located a RPG-toting role player and commenced firing simulation rounds at him until they were sure he was out of play. Then, they made their way to their own target house and set about clearing it. Their combined goal was to find and secure the high-value individual and all munitions in the two target houses.  The Marines and sailors also practiced casualty evacuation using a helicopter to airlift the notionally wounded from the site.  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. 
*** North Korea Advantage

1AC—North Korea Advantage

Advantage ___: North Korea

First—North Korea views the U.S. Marine Corps presence in Okinawa as an existential threat to its sovereignty—they are preparing to respond with military force.

KCNA (Korea Central News Agency), the state-run news agency of North Korea, 2010  [4/13/10, "North Korean agency criticizes USA's "sudden change" theory", Text of report by state-run North Korean news agency KCNA website, from BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific, lexis]

Lately, the United States is making extremely provocative moves, while raving about the possibility of a so-called "sudden change in the situation" of our country. According to reports carried by the US newspaper "The Washington Post," the Japanese newspaper "Mainichi Shimbun," and the like, the commander of the United States Marine Corps Forces Pacific, while saying not long ago that there is a high likelihood of a "sudden change in the situation" of North Korea, stated that it is the most important mission of the US Marines based in Okinawa to swiftly remove our [DPRK] nuclear weapons in times of a contingency. This is a clear proof that the United States, while regarding a "sudden change in the situation" as an established fact, is hurrying all the preparations to carry out a surprise attack against our Republic. By clumsily rushing about, the United States and the forces of its followers are only laying bare their hidden intensions. The Japan's "Mainichi Shimbun" said that it is the revelation of the United States' true intention to contain the influence of China that the commander of the United States Marine Corps Forces Pacific remarked this time around that the "important theatre of operation for the US Marines based in Okinawa is North Korea." There is some truth to this comment. It is a strategy towards the DPRK that the United States has pursued since long ago to make the entire Korean Peninsula a strategic foothold to gain hegemony over the Asian continent. The United States - which said during the past Korean war that it would return to the northern half of the Republic when azaleas bloom - believes that now is a golden opportunity to realize such a wild ambition. It is not by chance that the United States is becoming belligerent while staging such reckless war exercises as the "Key Resolve" and "Foal Eagle" joint military exercises in defiance of the effort that the parties concerned are making to seek peace on the Korean Peninsula and the denuclearization process and while revealing for the first time that the theatre of operation for the US Marines based in Okinawa is the northern half of the Republic. As can be seen, the United States' theory about "sudden change in the situation" is a theory for crushing the Republic, a theory for a second Korean war, and a theory for monopolistic hegemony over the Korean Peninsula and Asia. We will never remain a passive on-looker to the grave situation in which the general direction of the anti-Republic manoeuvres and the policy towards the DPRK pursued by the United States and the forces of its followers - the manoeuvres and policy such as the confabs held on war scenarios, military exercises, economic sanctions, psychological smear campaigns, and the like - is directed at "unifying the system on the Korean Peninsula" through the creation of a "situation of sudden change,' but we will continue to strengthen the self-defensive war deterrent.

Second—this is not an empty threat—North Korea is building up its military capabilities including its nuclear arsenal in order to wage war against the United States—Okinawa is the key flashpoint.
Pyongyang Broadcasting Station 2003 (5/14/03, "North Korea says US wants to resolve nuclear issue through war", BBC Summary of World Broadcasts, lexis)

In a situation where DPRK Democratic People's Republic of Korea -US dialogue on the Korean Peninsula's nuclear issue has stalled, US military moves are ill-bodingly escalating bit by bit choson pando haengmunjewa kwallyonhan chomi taehwaga chungdan sangt'aee ch'ohan kaunde migugui kunsajok umjigimi chomjom simsangch'ianke ponjojigoitta . According to reports, the United States is said to have decided to continue the deployment of the six F-117 Stealth fighter-bombers it had mobilized to the joint Foal Eagle military exercise in South Korea last March. Besides these fighter aircraft, the withdrawal of some 10 F-15E fighter-bombers and some mechanized units, which were also mobilized for the same military exercise, is not being confirmed. Meanwhile, one US daily reported that the US military base in Okinawa, Japan is becoming a US advance base vis-a-vis the North. The paper said the United States is cautiously reinforcing forces in the area neighbouring the Korean Peninsula and revealed that it is conducting a ground warfare exercise in the heart of Okinawa to prepare for an emergency. This is material evidence that the United States is covertly stepping up preparations to crush our Republic by force behind the curtain of DPRK-US dialogue for the resolution of the nuclear issue. As is clear to everybody, the Korean Peninsula's nuclear issue is a product of the US dominationist strategy vis-a-vis the DPRK. From the position of cherishing the Korean Peninsula's peace and the nation's security, we are making sincere efforts towards a peaceful resolution to the nuclear issue, which was generated by the United States. Notwithstanding this, the clue to resolving the nuclear issue is nowhere in sight. Verbally, the United States is blabbering about a diplomatic resolution to the nuclear issue, but in fact, it is acting the opposite. And why it is doing so is coming to light. The US policy towards the DPRK is a policy of interference, aggression, and domination. The United States started the nuclear commotion and it has not exerted any efforts to bring it under control. The objective of all this is to achieve their policy of aggression vis-a-vis the DPRK. The fact that the United States has turned its back on the issue of restoring the DPRK-US dialogue process while only paying attention to reinforcing forces and conducting war preparations in South Korea shows they are trying to resolve the nuclear issue through the means of war migugi chomi taehwagwajongul pokkwisikigiwihan munjeenun tamulssako namjosonedaehan muryok chungganggwa chonjaeng chunbiena singyongul ssugoinnungosun kuduri chonjaengui pangboburo haeng munjerul haegyolharyohandanungosul poyojunda . It is no secret that the United States has already completed a military preemptive strike plan, including a strike against our nuclear facilities, on the pretext of the nuclear issue. The US attempt at northward aggression is becoming more clear and is rapidly being translated into action. It is by all means no coincidence that one South Korean broadcasting network said the United States' continued extension of the fighters' deployment is exceptional. There are reports that if a war were to break out in Korea, the US Air base on Okinawa - where the US 3d Marine Expeditionary Force, equipped with enough fighter power capable to swiftly respond to a Korean war, is stationed and where Kadena Air base, the biggest base in the Pacific region, is located - will assume the role of war command headquarters. US forces' ground warfare exercises aimed at northward aggression are secretly being conducted. This is an event that cannot be overlooked. Prior to the start of the Iraqi war, the United States conducted ground warfare exercises by mobilizing massive armed forces of aggression, which were deployed outside the Iraqi boundaries. When we recall this, the US forces' secret ground warfare exercises, which are being conducted on Okinawa under conditions where war equipment is forward deployed in South Korea and its vicinity while finding fault with the nuclear issue, are suggestive of many things. We cannot but help regard all of these unusual simsangch'ianun events as a dangerous sign of a war of aggression against our Republic. The outbreak of a second Korean war and a nuclear war of northward aggression at this time is becoming a reality and is a matter of time, both of which cannot be refuted. These facts verify that the United States - like making a plausible lie outwardly and actually doing some other wicked thing - is not interested in holding dialogue with us and resolving the nuclear issue and that their advertisement is nothing but some specious thing to cover up their theory on northward aggression. The real US purpose is to crush us with strength both yesterday and today. Now that the US provocation of a war of northward aggression has become an established fact, we cannot help but exercise our due self-defensive rights migugui pukch'imjonjaeng pobari kijongsasirhwadoen isang urinun ungdanghan chawigwonul haengsahaji anulsu optta . Deterrent is not a US monopoly. We also have the right to choose. We are not Iraq. The United States must not run amok, word indistinct with the result of the Iraqi war. If the United States ignores our warning and sets out on the road of igniting a war of northward aggression to the end, we will mercilessly crush the aggressors with unpredictable and limitless annihilating strikes. We never make empty remarks urinun kyolk'o pinmarul haji anunda .

1AC—North Korea Advantage
Third—continued military presence makes entanglement with North Korea inevitable—this would draw the U.S. into an unnecessary but bloody conflict.

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Senior Policy Analyst in the 1980 Reagan for President Campaign, holds a B.A. in Economics from Florida State University and a J.D. from Stanford University, 2010 (“Avoiding Pyongyang,” The National Interest Online, May 24th, Available Online at http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23432)
The sinking of the Cheonan was an outrage, but it was an outrage against the ROK. It should not be an issue of great concern to America, which normally would offer diplomatic backing but not military support to a democratic friend. Yet American analysts have been producing articles and studies carrying such titles as “America Must Show Resolve over North Korea” and “U.S. Must Respond Firmly to North Korean Naval Attack.” The question is: why? No American forces were attacked. None are likely to be targeted. The U.S. military already is very busy, especially in Afghanistan. There’s no reason for Washington to risk war over an assault on another state, especially one well able to defend itself. Were the ROK still a helpless economic wreck, one could concoct an argument for American aid. But the South vastly outranges the DPRK on every measure of national power. The ongoing debate about whether Seoul is ready to take over operational control (“OPCON”) of its own forces along with any U.S. troops during a war is symptomatic of the extreme dependency in which South Korea finds itself. For the ROK to cower fearfully before Pyongyang is roughly the equivalent of the U.S. running to Brussels to request European troops to deter a Mexican attack. At least the alliance provides an obvious benefit to Seoul: a source of military reinforcement from the global superpower. Still, the South finds its decision-making, even on the question of its national survival, affected and directed by American policy makers half a world away. Virtually every American, from think-tank analyst to Obama administration staffer, has called on South Korea to exercise “restraint.” They say the ROK’s response should be “measured.” They urge Seoul to be “cautious.” And so on. That makes sense from America’s standpoint. Indeed, the Obama administration has reason to be making much stronger representations privately. It would be folly for the United States to get into a war over the sinking of the Cheonan. It doesn’t matter that the act was criminal; it doesn’t matter that the deaths have greatly pained South Koreans; it doesn’t matter that Seoul might calculate the costs and benefits of a tough response differently. Washington’s top priority is avoiding another war, one that likely would be costly, brutal, and bloody—and of no conceivable benefit to America. Obviously, South Koreans have an even greater incentive to avoid war, since their nation would be the principal battleground. However, they might decide that to exhibit weakness in the face of the North’s provocation would make the chance of war even greater in the future. If Pyongyang believes that it can sink a South Korean ship without consequence, what might the Kim regime do next? 

1AC—North Korea Advantage
Fourth—North Korean aggression will quickly escalate to nuclear conflict—they’re willing to destroy the planet to protect their interests.

Bennett 10 [Bruce, Senior Defense Analyst, Ph.D. in policy analysis, RAND Graduate Institute (now the Pardee RAND Graduate School); B.S. in economics, California Institute of Technology “Uncertainties in the North Korean Nuclear Threat”, NATIONAL DEFENSE RESEARCH INSTITUTE, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA522763&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]

North Korea actively uses its nuclear weapons for deterrence and coercion in peacetime. The United States and other countries are reluctant to use military force against North Korea because of the escalation that could result. And North Korea has gained substantial leverage in international negotiations because of its nuclear weapons. North Korea may employ nuclear weapons in a conflict. North Korea has said a little about what it might target with nuclear weapons and when it would do so in a conflict. The available information suggests that North Korea would likely target many of its nuclear weapons on ROK and Japanese cities, hoping to coerce or deter the ROK, Japan, and the United States. For example, North Korea might threaten a nuclear attack on a city like Pusan if ROK/ U.S. forces cross the demilitarized zone (DMZ) or approach Pyongyang as part of a counteroffensive, and execute that threat if ROK/U.S. forces still advance. North Korea might try to coerce Japan into withdrawing from a conflict and assuming a neutral position, denying the United States much-needed help. North Korea would likely begin posing such coercion/deterrence early in a conflict, when most of its weapons are still surviving and it has the potential of achieving conflict-winning leverage through nuclear weapon use. It might also use nuclear weapons for signaling, perhaps trying to achieve electromagnetic pulse (EMP) effects. North Korea might also use its nuclear weapons early in a conflict because it expects early U.S. nuclear weapon use. It might wish to demonstrate its capabilities and resolve, trying to limit the U.S. use of nuclear weapons. Kim Jong-Il has implied that he would use nuclear weapons for revenge attacks. In response to a request by his father to indicate how North Korea should respond to a war that North Korea lost to the United States, Kim Jong-Il said, “Great Leader! I will be sure to destroy the Earth! What good is this Earth without North Korea?” 1 If the North Korean regime collapses, the leaders of various factions may take control of nuclear weapons. Most of those factions would have few nuclear weapons—perhaps only one or two. They may decide to use these weapons against other factions that threaten them, use them against external actors (such as the ROK or Japan), or try to sell them to third parties.
1AC—North Korea Advantage
Fifth—the terminal impact is global nuclear war.

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), 2009 (“The Path Not Taken, The Way Still Open: Denuclearizing The Korean Peninsula And Northeast Asia,” The Asia-Pacific Journal, December 14th, Available Online at http://www.japanfocus.org/-Peter-Hayes/3267)
At worst, there is the possibility of nuclear attack1, 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. Westberg draws attention to new studies modelling the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange involving approximately 100 Hiroshima-sized 15 kt bombs2 (by comparison it should be noted that the United States currently deploys warheads in the range 100 to 477 kt, that is, individual warheads equivalent in yield to a range of 6 to 32 Hiroshimas).The studies indicate that the soot from the fires produced would lead to a decrease in global temperature by 1.25 degrees Celsius for a period of 6-8 years.3 In Westberg’s view:     That is not global winter, but the nuclear darkness will cause a deeper drop in temperature than at any time during the last 1000 years. The temperature over the continents would decrease substantially more than the global average. A decrease in rainfall over the continents would also follow…The period of nuclear darkness will cause much greater decrease in grain production than 5% and it will continue for many years...hundreds of millions of people will die from hunger…To make matters even worse, such amounts of smoke injected into the stratosphere would cause a huge reduction in the Earth’s protective ozone.4 These, of course, are not the only consequences. Reactors might also be targeted, causing further mayhem and downwind radiation effects, superimposed on a smoking, radiating ruin left by nuclear next-use. Millions of refugees would flee the affected regions.   The direct impacts, and the follow-on impacts on the global economy via ecological and food insecurity, could make the present global financial crisis pale by comparison.  How the great powers, especially the nuclear weapons states respond to such a crisis, and in particular, whether nuclear weapons are used in response to nuclear first-use, could make or break the global non proliferation and disarmament regimes.  There could be many unanticipated impacts on regional and global security relationships5, with subsequent nuclear breakout and geopolitical turbulence, including possible loss-of-control over fissile material or warheads in the chaos of nuclear war, and aftermath chain-reaction affects involving other potential proliferant states. The Korean nuclear proliferation issue is not just a regional threat but a global one that warrants priority consideration from the international community. 

1AC—North Korea Advantage
Finally—the plan is the only way to avoid catastrophic U.S. involvement in regional quagmires that risk escalatory conflict—only exiting Okinawa can refashion the U.S.-Japan alliance to secure regional stability.

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Senior Policy Analyst in the 1980 Reagan for President Campaign, holds a B.A. in Economics from Florida State University and a J.D. from Stanford University, 2010 (“Japan Can Defend Itself,” The National Interest Online, May 12th, Available Online at http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11804)
With Tokyo retreating from its commitment to chart a more independent course, it is up to the United States to reorder the relationship. Washington policy makers long have enjoyed America's quasi-imperial role. But U.S. citizens are paying for and dying in Washington's quasi-imperial wars. An expansive American role made sense during the Cold War in the aftermath of World War II. That world disappeared two decades ago. Promiscuous intervention in today's world inflates the power of Washington policy makers but harms the interests of U.S. citizens. American forces and personnel are expected to be at perpetual risk guaranteeing the interests of other states, including Japan. Thus the U.S. reliance on Okinawa. Lieutenant General Keith Stalder, the Marine Corps Pacific commander, said the island deployment is "the perfect model" for the alliance's objectives of "deterring, defending and defeating potential adversaries." For years the most obvious target of the American forces was North Korea, with the 3rd Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF) expected to reinforce the Republic of Korea in the event of war. Yet the ROK is both financially and manpower rich. More recently some Americans have talked about deploying the MEF to seize Pyongyang's nuclear weapons in the event of a North Korean collapse. Alas, so far the North has proved to be surprisingly resilient, so the Marines might wait a long time to undertake this mission. Checking China is next on the potential Okinawa mission list. However, no one expects the United States to launch a ground invasion of the People's Republic of China irrespective of the future course of events. Thus, the MEF wouldn't be very useful in any conflict. In any case, a stronger Japanese military — which already possesses potent capabilities — would be a far better mechanism for encouraging responsible Chinese development. There's also the kitchen sink argument: the Marines are to maintain regional "stability." Pentagon officials draw expanding circles around Okinawa to illustrate potential areas of operation. The mind boggles, however. Should U.S. troops be sent to resolve, say, the long-running Burmese guerrilla war in that nation's east, a flare-up of secessionist sentiment in Indonesia, violent opposition to Fiji's military dictator, or border skirmishes between Cambodia and Thailand? It hard to imagine any reason for Washington to jump into any local conflict. America's presumption should be noninvolvement rather than intervention in other nations' wars. Making fewer promises to intervene would allow the United States to reduce the number of military personnel and overseas bases. A good place to start in cutting international installations would be Okinawa. America's post-Cold War dominance is coming to an end. Michael Schuman argued in Time: "Anyone who thinks the balance of power in Asia is not changing — and with it, the strength of the U.S., even among its old allies — hasn't been there lately." Many analysts nevertheless want the United States to attempt to maintain its unnatural dominance. Rather than accommodate a more powerful China, they want America to contain a wealthier and more influential Beijing. Rather than expect its allies to defend themselves and promote regional stability, they want Washington to keep its friends dependent. To coin a phrase, it's time for a change. U.S. intransigence over Okinawa has badly roiled the bilateral relationship. But even a more flexible basing policy would not be enough. Washington is risking the lives and wasting the money of the American people to defend other populous and prosperous states. Washington should close Futenma — as a start to refashioning the alliance with Japan. Rather than a unilateral promise by the United States to defend Japan, the relationship should become one of equals working together on issues of mutual interest. Responsibility for protecting Japan should become that of Japan. Both Okinawans and Americans deserve justice. It's time for Washington to deliver. 
North Korea Impact—Extinction 

The risk of extinction from a North Korean nuclear attack is extremely high—causes massive death tolls and infections within all of South Asia. 

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 University in 1984. He received his B.S. in communications from the University of Illinois in 1970.The Folly of Nuclear War-Gaming for Korea and South Asia: April 30, 2003
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. 

North Korea Impact—Extinction
The impact is extinction.

Hayes and Hamel-Green 09

[Peter, Professor of International Relations at RMIT University (Australia) and Director of the Nautilus Institute in San Francisco, and Michael, Dean of and Professor in the Faculty of Arts, Education and Human Development at Victoria University (Australia), 2009, “The Path Not Taken, The Way Still Open: Denuclearizing The Korean Peninsula And Northeast Asia,î The Asia-Pacific Journal, December 14th, Available Online at 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. Westberg draws attention to new studies modelling the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange involving approximately 100 Hiroshima-sized 15 kt bombs2 (by comparison it should be noted that the United States currently deploys warheads in the range 100 to 477 kt, that is, individual warheads equivalent in yield to a range of 6 to 32 Hiroshimas).The studies indicate that the soot from the fires produced would lead to a decrease in global temperature by 1.25 degrees Celsius for a period of 6-8 years.3 In Westberg’s view:      That is not global winter, but the nuclear darkness will cause a deeper drop in temperature than at any time during the last 1000 years. The temperature over the continents would decrease substantially more than the global average. A decrease in rainfall over the continents would also follow…The period of nuclear darkness will cause much greater decrease in grain production than 5% and it will continue for many years...hundreds of millions of people will die from hunger…To make matters even worse, such amounts of smoke injected into the stratosphere would cause a huge reduction in the Earth’s protective ozone.4  These, of course, are not the only consequences. Reactors might also be targeted, causing further mayhem and downwind radiation effects, superimposed on a smoking, radiating ruin left by nuclear next-use. Millions of refugees would flee the affected regions.   The direct impacts, and the follow-on impacts on the global economy via ecological and food insecurity, could make the present global financial crisis pale by comparison.  How the great powers, especially the nuclear weapons states respond to such a crisis, and in particular, whether nuclear weapons are used in response to nuclear first-use, could make or break the global non proliferation and disarmament regimes.  There could be many unanticipated impacts on regional and global security relationships5, with subsequent nuclear breakout and geopolitical turbulence, including possible loss-of-control over fissile material or warheads in the chaos of nuclear war, and aftermath chain-reaction affects involving other potential proliferant states. The Korean nuclear proliferation issue is not just a regional threat but a global one that warrants priority consideration from the international community.

North Korea Impact—Most Probable

Nuclear conflict with North Korea is most probable and most dangerous—experts contend they are proliferating in the status quo.

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.

War plans are already drafted – perception of aggression would cause war in the peninsula

Korea Herald 6/7 [6/7/10, "Investigators looking into possible war scenario leakage", lexis]

The DSC plans to seek an arrest warrant once it finds Kim handed over the content of the war plan over to the communist country. The military is expanding its probe on the case to verify if more military officials are implicated in the alleged espionage activities.  The South Korean and U.S. militaries maintain the joint war plan in case of North Korean aggression. The plan was first drawn up in 1974 and has been revised and complemented several times.  Under the plan, if hostilities break out, the United States would deploy up to 690,000 troops, 160 vessels and 2,000 aircraft to the peninsula, in addition to the current troops stationed here, which total 28,500, to help South Korean forces remove the regime of North Korean leader Kim Jong-il and defeat his 1.19-million-strong military.
Probability high – failing state

Bennett 10 [Bruce, Senior Defense Analyst, Ph.D. in policy analysis, RAND Graduate Institute (now the Pardee RAND Graduate School); B.S. in economics, California Institute of Technology “Uncertainties in the North Korean Nuclear Threat”, NATIONAL DEFENSE RESEARCH INSTITUTE, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA522763&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]

North Korea is a failing state that is increasingly dependent on its nuclear weapons for deterrence of outside intervention, for both internal and external leverage in peacetime, and for overcoming its conventional inferiority in a time of war. North Korea’s nuclear weapon capabilities are highly uncertain, but even modest nuclear capabilities could cause immense damage, especially if ROK and/or Japanese cities are attacked as North Korean references suggest. Even if North Korean nuclear weapons fail to provide North Korea with enough military power to win a conflict with the ROK and the United States, they may be suffcient to damage the ROK so seriously that it would not be able to absorb the North without immense foreign assistance.

North Korea Impact—Nuclear Retaliation

North Korean attack will prompt nuclear retaliation

Meye 9 [Carlton, former U.S. Marine Corps officer who participated in military exercises in Korea, “The Pentagon’s Favorite Demon”, June 18, http://www.fff.org/comment/com0906h.asp]
If North Korea attacked South Korea, the South Koreans would fight from mountainous and urban terrain which heavily favors defense, and complete air superiority would shoot up anything the North Koreans put on the road. Their old tanks would not be able to advance through the mountainous border since the South Koreans have fortified, mined, and physically blocked all avenues. North Korean infantry and engineers could not clear road paths while under heavy artillery fire.  The North Korean military could gain a few thousand meters with human wave assaults into minefields and concrete fortifications. These attacks would bog down from heavy casualties and a lack of supply. Thousands of South Koreans would suffer casualties from North Korean artillery and commando attacks. Nevertheless, the North Korean army would not break through and its soldiers would soon starve.  A major North Korean objective would be to kill Americans. This is not difficult as American troops and their families are located at easily targeted bases that would be pummeled by North Korean SCUD missiles. If millions of Koreans start fighting, the 28,000 American troops in Korea would make no difference – only 4,000 are combat troops. Therefore, Americans who truly “support the troops” should demand that they be removed from Korea where they are just pawns who face death should a conflict erupt.  It is important to remember that the last Korean War involved Chinese forces with the latest Soviet equipment and supplies. China and Russia no longer aid North Korea, while South Korea has become a major trading partner. If North Korea employed a crude nuclear weapon, that would invite instant nuclear retaliation from the United States. North Korea lacks the technical know-how to build an intercontinental ballistic missile, despite the suggestions to the contrary from the National Missile Defense proponents in the United States.
North Korea Impact—A2: U.S. Won’t Use Nukes

The U.S. will respond with nuclear weapons. 

Katsiaficas 04 [Giorgi, Research Group on Socialism and Democracy , “Impressions of North Korea”, Socialism and Democracy. New York: Jun 30, 2004. Vol. 18, Iss. 1; pg. 235, Proquest]
The long history of US nuclear threats against the DPRK is an ominous sign of what may happen in the future. Beginning with General Douglas MacArthur's resolve during the war to detonate nuclear weapons along the Chinese border to create a zone of death, through Eisenhower's decision to use nuclear weapons in 1953, 7 the US has been poised to devastate the DPRK. "Honest John" nuclear artillery was brought to South Korea in 1957 and when the neutron bomb was developed, it was deployed in Korea. In the early 1990s, Operation Team Spirit was suspended, but other nuclear war exercises occurred. Today, the US has a "don't ask don't tell" policy as to whether it has nuclear weapons in South Korea. To be sure, dozens--some say hundreds--of nuclear weapons are on US ships and planes within range of the DPRK.  People in the DPRK were much more aware than Americans of our government's plans to attack North Korea, often discussing OP Plan 5027 (dealing with an attack by the DPRK), 5028, and the recently updated OP Plan 5030--seeking internal collapse of the DPRK based on psywar and US attacks. When I was in Pyongyang, the danger of nuclear attack seemed palpable. Early one calm morning, the air raid sirens went off at he same moment that I was looking at downtown from high up in the hotel. I thought this was it, and told my roommate, a US photographer, to be sure he had film in his cameras.  Despite their current hardships, the people of North Korea are industrious, unified and determined to control their own land and lives. Twenty-five years ago, the DPRK was ahead of South Korea economically. With any luck, North Koreans will be able to turn the current crisis into an opportunity for rapid progress. One of the factors in the international constellation of forces that might aid them in so doing is the solidarity and support of people around the world.

North Korea Impact—A2: NK Won’t Use Nukes

North Korea will use nukes—the consequences will be devastating.

Bennett 10 [Bruce, Senior Defense Analyst, Ph.D. in policy analysis, RAND Graduate Institute (now the Pardee RAND Graduate School); B.S. in economics, California Institute of Technology “Uncertainties in the North Korean Nuclear Threat”, NATIONAL DEFENSE RESEARCH INSTITUTE, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA522763&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]

North Korea actively uses its nuclear weapons for deterrence. If a 10 Kt nuclear weapon were ground burst in Seoul (delivered and reliable), it could cause 125,000 to more than 200,000 fatalities and 290,000 to more than 400,000 fatalities and casualties combined. Only about 20 percent of the fatalities would die promptly. The majority of those receiving lethal effects would likely seek medical care along with the injured who would otherwise survive, suggesting that 300,000 or so people could seek medical care for apparent serious injury. In addition, perhaps 200,000 people would seek medical care for lesser injuries, and many hundreds of thousands could seek care as “worried well,” afraid they had been injured (especially by radiation) but in reality not having been physically injured. This total demand for medical care is highly uncertain but could easily overwhelm the doctors and beds in Korean hospitals and clinics throughout the country. If North Korea attacked a major Japanese or ROK city other than Seoul, the casualty numbers would tend to be 5 to 40 percent less than estimated for Seoul. But the numbers used for the population of Seoul reflect a residential population distribution (nighttime). If North Korea were to attack in the middle of the day, the casualties would be much less (maybe 30 per- cent) if an attack occurred in the residential part of a city, and much more if an attack occurred in the downtown offce area (perhaps 50 percent higher or more). If North Korean nuclear weapons had a yield as small as 1 Kt, the casualties might be 25 to 30 percent of the casualties from a 10 Kt weapon, depending on the city targeted. If North Korea had a 50 Kt warhead, the casualties could be 2 to 2.5 times higher.

North Korea Impact—A2: NK Not Serious

North Korea will go to war if they perceive US infringement 
BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific  9 [12/24/09, "North Korean military issues stern warning on territorial infringement", lexis]

Text of report by official Chinese news agency Xinhua (New China News Agency)

Pyongyang, 23 Dec (Xinhua) -Ri Yo'ng-ho, chief of staff of the Korean People's Army, said in Pyongyang on 23 December that the DPRK military side would "retaliate severely" against infringements of its sovereignty.  According to a KCNA report, Ri Yo'ng-ho made the remarks at a central report meeting held in Pyongyang on the same day to celebrate the 18th anniversary of the assumption of the post of supreme commander of the Korean People's Army by Kim Jong Il [Kim Cho'ng-il], the supreme leader of the DPRK.  Ri Yo'ng-ho said that at present, because of "the conspiratorial activities of the United States and the forces following it to launch a new war," the situation on the Korean Peninsula is still in "a state of sharp confrontation." He said that if the United States and the forces following it dare to infringe upon the DPRK, the Korean People's Army would retaliate severely.
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