SDI 2010

Aff Update
Kallmyer/Peterson

Aff Update

1Aff Update

AT: Bandow Indict
2
2AC Hegemony Blocks (1/2)
3
2AC Hegemony Blocks (2/2)
4
2AC North Korea Block (1/4)
5
2AC North Korea Block (2/4)
6
2AC North Korea Block (3/4)
7
2AC North Korea Block (4/4)
8
2AC Asian Balancing Blocks
9
AT: Hillman (1/5)
11
AT: Hillman (2/5)
12
AT: Hillman (3/5)
13
AT: Hillman (4/5)
14
AT: Hillman (5/5)
15
2AC Security K [1/4]
16
2AC Security K [2/4]
17
2AC Security K [3/4]
18
2AC Security K [4/4]
19
2AC Security K [5/5]
20
2AC China
21
2AC China
22
2AC Deterrence
23
2AC Deterrence
24
2AC Deterrence
25
2AC Deterrence
26
***1AR***
27
1AR Extensions – North Korea (1/2)
27
1AR Extensions – North Korea (2/2)
28
1AR Extensions – Hegemony
30
1AR Impact Calc – START Specific
31
1AR Impact Calc - Heg
32
1AR IR FEM
33
1AR Cap and Trade
34
1AR START
35
AT: ADD ON: – Afghan Instability
36
AT: ADD ON: – Israel Strikes
37
AT: ADD ON: – Russia Economy
38
1AR Midterms
39
1AR Troop Shift
40
1AR CMR
41
1AR Conditionality
42
1AR Consult NATO (LONG)
43
1AR Consult NATO (SHORT)
44


AT: Bandow Indict 

This Indict has NO impact on the opbjectivity of his East Asian Lititure. Doug Bandow was hired by Citizen Outreach and Bandow still writes objectively without bias 

US Newswire, 05 [“Doug Bandow Joins Citizen Outreach as New Vice President of Policy”, 12/28/2005, Contact: Chuck Muth of Citizen Outreach]

Citizen Outreach, a non-profit organization focused on limited-government public policies, announced today that Doug Bandow, one of the nation's foremost libertarian thinkers, will be joining the organization as its new Vice President of Policy effective January 1, 2006. Bandow is a former senior fellow at the libertarian Cato Institute in Washington, D.C. He earned a J.D. degree at Stanford University and served as a special assistant to President Ronald Reagan. He is an author, lecturer and widely syndicated newspaper columnist.   "I've been reading Doug's columns for many years now," said Citizen Outreach President Chuck Muth. "And even on the rare policy issue in which he and I might not agree 100 percent, I always know that Doug's reasoning is based on objective thought and not emotion. He's able to justify any public policy issue from a limited government standpoint in the best tradition of our Founding Fathers. I wish we had more public officials who think like Doug in elective office. Citizen Outreach couldn't be happier that he is joining our organization."   Bandow will be based in the Washington, D.C., area and will focus on extending Citizen Outreach's public policy efforts on state and federal issues, as well as Capitol Hill outreach and coalition-building with other grassroots organizations who share the limited-government philosophy.   "I'm excited to be joining Chuck in his efforts to energize the grassroots," said Bandow. "Only by getting average citizens across the country involved in politics will we be able to return government to its original limited role of protecting our liberties. The work of Citizen Outreach is particularly important at a time when politicians in both parties are pushing to expand government spending and regulation."  


2AC Hegemony Blocks (1/2)

1. Off the 1NC #1, Stevens in 6, that USFK key to flexibility and deterrence: 

A. Extend O’Hanlon 04 from 1AC Heg. US presence in South sends a message to the rest of the region that we are tying down our long-term capability and decreasing our flexibility. Prefer our evidence, it assumes Stevens’ argument, and explains that analysts like him rely too much on ground forces. Withdrawal allows refocus on more strategic air and naval forces.

B. Extend Bandow 10 from 1AC Heg. He postdates Stevens, and shows that on-site threat balancing is too expensive to maintain, and puts occupied countries at risk because they don’t feel a need to build up their own defenses.

C. Extend Bandow 08 from 1AC Heg. China feels threatened by US troop presence, so they build up their own military, leading to increased risk of war among the countries in the region who feel threatened by a rising China.

2. Off the 1NC #2, Blumenthal 09, that regional hegemony is key to soft power:

A. The plan changes how China sees the US. If China sees that the US is no longer a threat, then they won’t avoid Taiwan. Even if we can’t negotiate with China post-plan, we solve the perception that we are aggressive; threat perceptions are the key Internal Link.

B. Cross-apply Bandow 10 from the 1AC Asia Balancing Advantage. China’s frustration with Washington’s use of troops to be the regional superpower means that they are more likely to backlash against Taiwan and the US.

3. Off the 1NC #3, Hwang 06, that Troop Presence is key to Asian stability and containing China:

A. Withdrawal from South Korea causes regional countries to build up conventional defenses. A regional balance of power where friendly nations act to protect their own interests and constrain China would be most in America’s interests. Withdrawal would decrease US troop overstretch securing US hegemony. That’s the Bandow 8, National Security Advisory Group 6, and Spencer 2K evidence from the 1AC Heg.

B. Cross Apply Bandow 10 from the 1AC Asia Balancing Advantage. China will inevitably become dominant-their economy and military are growing faster than any other nation. Bandow says that China is key to peace in the region-but if we keep troops there, China will backlash against the US and Taiwan. Prefer our evidence, it Post-dates theirs.


2AC Hegemony Blocks (2/2)

4. Troops won’t deter China, and South Korea won’t support containment policies.

BANDOW, 8 [Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Vice President of Policy for Citizen Outreach, the Bastiat Scholar in Free Enterprise at the Competitive Enterprise Institute, the Cobden Fellow in International Economics at the Institute for Policy Innovation, the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, the Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy, former special assistant to President Reagan, former editor of Inquiry magazine, widely published in such periodicals as Foreign Policy, Harper's, National Interest, National Review, The New Republic, and Orbis, as well as leading newspapers, including The New York Times, The Wall Street Journal, and the Washington Post; “Seoul Searching” Nov 11, d/a: 7/15/10, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20218]

Most American analysts, at least, also view the ROK as a member of an incipient anti-China coalition to contain Beijing. The only problem with this strategy is that virtually no one in South Korea will sign up. Forget the historic ties and present economic relationship between the PRC and ROK. The most obvious casus belli between the United States and China is Taiwan. Who in South Korea wants to make his country a permanent enemy of the incipient superpower next door, let alone do so to save Taipei? Especially since U.S. bases in the South would be an equally obvious and easy target should Washington and Beijing start shooting at one another.
In short, while Seoul wants a continuing U.S. presence as a residual insurance policy against North Korea and perhaps China (and even Japan), it will not risk its security by backing U.S. geopolitical objectives. The alliance was one-way when it was created. It remains one-way today.


2AC North Korea Block (1/4)

1. Off the 1NC #1, Korean Central News Agency 6/15, Alt Causes

A. The United Forces Korea are the problem. They symbolize America’s attempted containment and hostility. 

B. Troop withdrawal is necessary to ease tensions and transition to reunification.

UPI ASIA, 9 [Peter Van Nguyen, freelance contributor who has written for Asia Time Online, OpEdnews and Foreign Policy Journal, “U.S. bases are obstacle to Korean reunification,” Oct 13, d/a: 7/16/10, http://www.upiasia.com/Security/2009/10/13/us_bases_are_obstacle_to_korean_reunification/1193/]

However, U.S. military bases in South Korea could pose the greatest obstacle to a peaceful reunification of the Koreas. Even a unified Korea might not want the U.S. military, as reunification would make the objective of providing deterrence against the North redundant.  A U.S. military base in a united Korea would only strain ties with China, as it would be difficult to explain why it was required if the North Korean threat no longer exists.  Also, millions of North Koreans have a deeply embedded resentment against the United States and are highly suspicious of its geopolitical moves in the region. Many believe that the South Korean government is a puppet of the United States. Stationing troops in Korea after reunification would only reinforce this belief.  This would create a deep rift within the Koreas and threaten to derail the reunification process. The complete withdrawal of all U.S. military bases and personnel from the Korean peninsula should follow after a timetable has been set, allowing the new Korea to handle its own security.

2. Off the 1NC #2, Niksch 10, that there’s no threat of attack: 

A. Extend Carpenter 6 from 1AC North Korea, Even if Kim is rational other country’s responses will be irrational and dangerous. North Korea is proliferating now, this causes Japan and South Korea to scramble for nukes which leads to preemptive war. 

B. Extend Bandow 10 from 1AC North Korea, In the status quo North Korea is more aggressive and North Korean irresponsibility can trigger a war 


2AC North Korea Block (2/4)

C. N. Korea has a multitude of reasons to attack-yellow sea contention, S. Korea intimidation, rogue action, impunity, military rewards, and disruption 

Bandow, 10. Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S Foreign Policy in a Changed World. “The U.S-South Korea Alliance-Outdated, Unnecessary and Dangerous”. July 14, d/a: 7/15/10. http://www.cato.org/pubs/fpbriefs/fpb90.pdf

And yet, while officials in Seoul have been planning to exercise greater global influence, Pyongyang apparently remains willing and able to threaten war. The sinking of the Cheonan, a 1,200-ton corvette, on March 26 demonstrated that South Korea’s most serious security challenges remain closer to home. After considering the possibilities that the Cheonan suffered from an accident or hit a mine, the ROK, in consultation with international experts, concluded that the cause was a Chinese-made torpedo fired by a North Korean submarine.4 Why would the North sink a South Korean ship now? It could be part of a campaign to redraw the contested boundary in the Yellow Sea.5 It might be Kim-sanctioned retaliation for a naval clash last November in which a North Korean vessel apparently was damaged.6 It could be an unauthorized military action, carried out by either rogue elements within or an increasingly influential leadership of the DPRK military, intended to prevent resumption of negotiations over Pyongyang’s nuclear program. It might be an attempt by Kim Jongil to frighten Seoul into renewing economic ties and aid reduced by the government of Lee Myung-bak.7 It could be intended to demonstrate that North Korea can strike with impunity. It might be a reward from Kim for the North Korean military, allowing embarrassed naval leaders to 2 The sinking of the Cheonan, a 1,200-ton corvette, on March 26 demonstrated that South Korea’s most serious security challenges remain close to home. avenge their loss last November, as he attempts to install his young son as his successor.8 It could be an attempt to disrupt the South’s economy and interfere with upcoming South Korean elections. Perhaps Pyongyang hoped to achieve several of these objectives. 

3. Off the 1NC #3, Klingner 08, Turn – Turn-US commitment key to stability and deterrence

A. Extend Bandow 8 from 1AC North Korea, U.S presence gives North Korea an incentive to attack which will destroy stability and deterrence with they attack

B. Extend Feffer 10 from 1AC North Korea, U.S presence prevents South Korea from developing regional security systems for itself which ultimately is more damaging to stability and deterrence


2AC North Korea Block (3/4)

C. Troops aren’t effective, but they will be replaced with better technology that deters.

BROOKES, 4 [Peter, Senior Fellow for National Security Affairs and Director, Asian Studies Center, The Heritage Foundation, “THE STRATEGIC IMPLICATIONS OF U.S. TROOP WITHDRAWALS FROM KOREA,” Testimony before Committee on Armed Services, US House of Representatives, [H.A.S.C. No. 108–31], 6/15, d/a: 7/15/10, http://commdocs.house.gov/committees/security/has167000.000/has167000_0f.htm]

In fact, despite the upcoming decrease in American soldiers in the Republic of Korea, according to the Pentagon, U.S. firepower will actually increase due to expected improvements in American force structure over the next several years. Although technology cannot replace soldiers in some missions, today's high-tech equipment can provide significant firepower advantages over the common foot soldier. Therefore, the United States can withdraw some of its Korean-based troops for other soldier-intensive missions, such as Iraq, Afghanistan and the war on terrorism, while actually improving the lethality and deterrence of its forces in the ROK.Improving a defense capability of U.S. Forces Korea can be accomplished by bringing to bear such systems as Patriot Advanced Capability-3 (PAC-3) surface-to-air missiles for air defense, the Army's new Stryker brigade, the Navy's High-Speed Vessel and the forward deployment of addition air and naval assets to Hawaii and Guam. Washington is planning an $11 billion investment and some additional 150 military capabilities over the next 4 years that will enhance defense against any North Korean attack, according to the Department of Defense.

4. Off the 1NC #4, Bandow 08, that there’s no impact

A. We don’t say Russia and China will back North Korea. Our argument is that North Korean proliferation leads to Japanese and South Korean prolif and region-wide instability and war, that’s Carpenter and Cimbala.


2AC North Korea Block (4/4)

5. OTHER NEG ARGUMENTS!!

Feffer reverse causal: They mishandle our first Feffer evidence, it is a uniqueness claim to say that South Korea is willing to form a security alliance but will not because of US presence. This card isn’t solvency for our North Korea Advantage. 

Prolif Double Turn: 

They say prolif double turn—WRONG—The plan causes South Korea and Japan transparent prolif—that’s stable and prevents North Korean destabilizing prolif. Absent the plan, North Korea prolif will cause pre-emptive nuclear strikes—that’s Cimballa
Japan/ China Alliance: They say that China and Japan will not work together but even if the neg is right, it proves our argument because china will seek to stop japan from proliferating while working on North Korea to stop making weapons. In a world when we abandon South Korea, Japan will perceive our abandonment and not let South Korea be the only one who proliferates. We only need to prove the threat that South Korea will proliferate to cause North Korea to back down.


2AC Asian Balancing Blocks

1. Off the 1NC 1#, Stevens 06: cross apply the Bandow 08 card from the hege advantage. It specifically addresses how for South Korea to have a legitimate domestic military force, the United States needs to withdraw, otherwise the incentive to develop for themselves is absent.

2. Off the 1NC #2, UPI Asia 09: Also refer to the Bandow in 8 card from the hege flow. When there is a regional balance of power, countries will work together to deter china instead of the US only. And American’s presence forces China to upgrade its military because it sees us as a threat.

3. Group 1NC #3 and 4, Carpenter 10 and Thai Press Reports 10: 

Obama is already engaging China over North Korea, but can’t succeeded because of Chinese threat perceptions.

Ted Galen Carpenter, Cato Institute Foreign Policy and Defense VP, 3/11/2010, “False Hopes,” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11440 da: 7/14/10

American leaders have experienced repeated frustration in their efforts to enlist China in the campaign to impose robust economic penalties against the newest nuclear proliferators: North Korea and Iran. In the various rounds of multilateral sanctions adopted by the UN Security Council, Beijing has sought to delay such measures and weaken their provisions. Chinese officials also have complained loudly about unilateral U.S. measures — so much so that the Obama administration has reportedly sought to carve out "exceptions" for Chinese firms with respect to legislation now pending in Congress that would tighten sanctions on companies doing business with Iran. Washington's patience at what American officials regard as obstructionism is fraying, though, and the differing agendas threaten to exacerbate tensions that are already at a high level because of the recent U.S. arms sale to Taiwan and other disputes. The Obama administration is clearly trying to prod China to be more cooperative on the sanctions issue — especially with respect to Iran. During his summit meeting in Beijing in November 2009, President Obama reportedly warned Chinese President Hu Jintao that if China continued to block meaningful sanctions against that country, Israel might ignite a crisis by taking military action to damage Tehran's nuclear program. For a few weeks, the Chinese government seemed more receptive to having the UN impose a new round of penalties. But that momentary flirtation with a more hard-line policy has receded. And there is no apparent willingness at all in Beijing to consider strengthening the rather modest sanctions in place against North Korea. Americans are increasingly irritated and perplexed at Beijing's posture regarding the nuclear proliferation problem. China would seem to have ample reasons to want to prevent Iran and North Korea (especially the latter) from acquiring nuclear weapons. China ought to worry about North Korea building an arsenal on its doorstep and perhaps triggering a nuclear-arms race in Northeast Asia. That is especially true since a nuclear North Korea would create an incentive for China's long-time rival, Japan, to build a deterrent in response.

Withdrawal is a precondition to convince China to participate in any regional cooperation.

UPI ASIA, 9 [Peter Van Nguyen, freelance contributor who has written for Asia Time Online, OpEdnews and Foreign Policy Journal, “U.S. bases are obstacle to Korean reunification,” Oct 13, d/a: 7/16/10, http://www.upiasia.com/Security/2009/10/13/us_bases_are_obstacle_to_korean_reunification/1193/]

The United States and South Korea recently agreed on a contingency plan in case the North Korean government collapses. The plan includes joint military operations to control the influx of refugees and to secure the North’s nuclear weapons. It also outlines the reunification of the two Koreas under a liberal and democratic leadership, with the cooperation of China. The United States believes that if the North collapsed, China would have to back reunification to demonstrate that it is a responsible player in regional cooperation. But in order to get the Chinese to endorse the plan, the United States would have to give up its strategic military bases in South Korea and order a complete withdrawal of U.S. troops from the region.
Also extend the Feffer 8 from north korea advantage, withdrawal is a prereq to south korea joining in on negotiations because they see US presence causing backlash.

4. Taiwan indict: 

a. Our china advantage is predicated off US-China relations not Taiwan-China relations. Our first Bandow 10 is a uniqueness claim that states China is aggressive in the status quo and any US troops in South Korea create an incentive for china to backlash against our unilateralism. We solve this advantage through our last Bandow 9 card because withdrawal creates an incentive for South Korea and China to create a security agreement with will placate China into taking a greater influential role into East Asia. We solve back for the China-Taiwan conflict. Refer back to the hege advantage. 

b. Our Plan will solve any intention for china to go to war because they want influence and withdrawal gives them influence, see Bandow 10 and Bandow 9 from the 1AC.

AT: Hillman (1/5)
1. Framework – The Aff should win if the topical plan is the best policy option.

a) Ground – Negative frameworks are unpredictable and moot the 1AC. Aff Choice is the best compromise – they can read Kritiks when they are Aff.

b) Education – Switch-side debate and state-focused discussions are key to understand opposing arguments and gain necessary activist skills. 
2. Alt. can’t solve- a) the case: The alt leaves troops in South Korea. Our advantages are nuclear war disads to voting neg.
b) The kritik: The negative team isn’t embracing violence, they are only rejecting our speech act. None of us will engage in hand-to-hand combat after the round, which means they never experience the heroic aspects of battle.
3. Perm do the plan and all non-mutually exclusive parts of the alternative. We don’t need to embrace war in every instance as long as we don’t engage in pure pacifism.
CAVARERO, 9 [Adriana, Professor of Political Philosophy at the Università degli studi di Verona, Horrorism: Naming Contemporary Violence, p. 63-4]

At the start of the third millennium, in other words in the era of so-called global war, a prime example of this is a book published in the United States by James Hillman in 2004. It is entitled A Terrible Love of War and is based on the Jungian theory of archetypes. But the book stands out not because of the reference to Jung, or to psychoanalysis in general, but because of the nonchalance with which Hillman recuperates and mixes together the main strands of twentieth-century naturalistic thought on violence to corroborate his thesis. He maintains that war “belongs to our souls as an archetypal truth of the cosmos” and that this archetypal truth is, as the title of his second chapter puts it, “normal.” He proceeds with an analysis of the theme of a horror that remains human even in its atrocious inhumanity, adding that war is sublime and belongs to the sphere of religion. “If war is sublime, we must acknowledge its liberating transcendence and yield to the holiness of its call.” This does not mean, obviously, that Hillman wishes for a perpetual state of war. His aim is rather to get rid of the “pacifist rhetoric” that, in denying the natural – psychic – root of the phenomenon, impedes comprehension of it.

4. The best way to evaluate impacts is to vote on who wins wars. Treating this debate as a war-game is more productive than examining root causes.

RUBEL, 6 [Robert, chairman of the Wargaming Department in the Naval War College’s Center for Naval Warfare Studies, “THE EPISTEMOLOGY OF WAR GAMING,” Naval War College Review, 59:2, Spring] 
Anyone who has conducted or has studied actual warfare knows well its massive complexities.1 These complexities do not relieve humans from the responsibility for making decisions—difficult decisions—aimed at navigating their organizations successfully through campaigns, be they in a theater of war or in the halls of the Pentagon. Minds must be prepared beforehand, both in their general, educated functioning and in the specific, sophisticated understanding of conflict and the competitive environments they face. This preparation must be predicated on the internalization of “valid” knowledge about the conflict environment. There are many ways of gaining such knowledge: the study of history and theory, practical experience, and exposure to the results of various kinds of research and analysis. Each of these methods of developing knowledge has its own particular epistemology—formally, a “theory of the nature and grounds of knowledge, especially with reference to its limits and validity,” or more practically, rules by which error is distinguished from truth. War gaming is a distinct and historically significant tool that warriors have used over the centuries to help them understand war in general and the nature of specific upcoming operations. The importance of war gaming demands serious examination of the nature of the knowledge it produces.   Before going farther, it is worthwhile to define exactly what we mean by 

…CONTINUES…
AT: Hillman (2/5)
…CONTINUES…

 “war game.” Peter Perla provides as good a definition as any: a war game is “a warfare model or simulation whose operation does not involve the activities of actual military forces, and whose sequence of events affects and is, in turn, affected by the decisions made by players representing the opposing sides.”2 War gaming, rightly considered, is inherently a method of research, regardless of how people apply it. The essence of war gaming is the examination of conflict in an artificial environment. Through such examination, gamers gain new knowledge about the phenomena the game represents. The purpose of a game is immaterial to this central epistemological element. Moreover, the gaining of knowledge is inherent and unavoidable, whatever a game’s object. The real question is whether such knowledge is valid and useful. This question is all the more important because of the growing reliance on gaming techniques in an increasingly complex world. This article will attempt to initiate a professional dialogue on the underlying logic structure of gaming by examining the epistemological foundations of gaming in general and ways in which the knowledge gained from specific games can be judged sound. Perhaps the most compelling reason to conduct such an inquiry is the possibility of insidious error creeping into war games. War gaming, even after centuries of practice, is still more a craft than a discipline, and it is quite possible for rank amateurs, dilettantes, and con artists to produce large, expensive, and apparently successful but worthless or misleading games for unsuspecting sponsors. There is little incentive to apply incisive criticism to games in which heavy investments have been made, and persons or organizations inclined to do so are hampered by lack of an established set of epistemological theory and principle. This does not mean that the majority of games are fatally flawed; it does mean that there is no accepted set of criteria to determine whether they are or not. Judgment as to the success and quality of a war game, especially one of high profile and consequence, is too often the result of organizational politics. EPISTEMOLOGY Some elaboration of the meaning of this somewhat esoteric term is essential. To avoid getting sidetracked by philosophical complexities, we can adopt a convention based on current thinking. One widely accepted branch of modern epistemological theory holds that knowledge results from the building of simplified mental models of reality in order to solve problems. The “validity” of a model (or knowledge) emanates from its utility in problem solving.3 This approach seems sufficient for our purposes. Knowledge is a practical human response to the challenges of our environment. Valid knowledge is that which has sufficient practical correspondence to our environment to be useful for problem solving. Readers with knowledge of modeling and simulation will immediately find resonances in this definition with widely used definitions of computer simulation validity—for example, “substantiation that a computerized model within its domain of applicability possesses a satisfactory range of accuracy consistent with the intended application of the model.”4 Thus we are not so much concerned with the validity of knowledge in an absolute sense as with the practical utility of knowledge emanating from a game relative to the projected warfare environment in which it will be applied. Most war games are oriented in some way to the future, either explicitly or inherently; accordingly, the predictive value of knowledge emanating from a game is critical. At this point many veteran gamers will cry foul, as it is widely accepted that war games are not predictive (although there are some who will disagree). To untangle this knot, let us go back to our baseline definition of valid knowledge—that which is useful for problem solving. This presupposes that the environment can to some degree be shaped by decisions. If it were not, war gaming—in fact, any decision-support tool—would be irrelevant. If the environment is malleable, however, there are “right” and “wrong” decisions available to the decision maker.5 Ignorant decision makers would be at the mercy of chance; their decisions would be shots in the dark, or worse. An informed decision maker—one who possesses valid knowledge about the environment and the potential consequences of alternate choices—could do better than that in a future situation. Valid knowledge is predictive to that extent. However, since life in general and war in particular are influenced by thousands of little happenstances that are beyond the control of any single decision maker (a true definition of Clausewitz’s “friction”), “right” decisions do not guarantee success. If they did, war would be formulaic and gaming unnecessary. For that reason, although valid knowledge of the environment is inherently predictive— in that it indicates potentially valid cause-and-effect relationships through which decision makers can bring about their intent—a war game can never be truly predictive. Setting aside, for now, arguments about certain war games in history that have seemed in some way predictive, we are left with the uncomfortable question of what games are good for if they cannot truly predict. Indeed, why do we game at all?
AT: Hillman (3/5)
5. Morals are determined by the victors, so we have to prepare to win wars. The worst atrocities come when we let the tyrants win.

SCHALL, 5[James, professor of government at Georgetown University, “When War Must be the Answer,” Policy Review, Dec/Jan]

We often, and rightly, ponder the horrors of war. Doing so is a growth industry particularly for those who do not choose to fight in them. Soldiers usually know more about the horrors of wars than journalists. They also know more about what it is like to live under a tyrannical system. The uncovering of gulags and concentration camps ought also to cause us to reflect deeply on what happens when unjust regimes acquire and remain in power. 9/11 could have been prevented with but a small use of force had we known that we had an enemy who would utterly surprise us by using passenger planes as weapons of war. A follower of Nietzsche, who thought Platonism and Christianity had failed because both lauded weakness, will see a certain nobility to wars and power for their own dramatic sakes. Like many moderns, Nietzsche did not find any order in the universe except that imposed by his own will. Still, most sensible people can see that to prevent the rise of unlimited power or to remove it, once established, requires the legitimate use of adequate force against it. Often we perform this reflection about war's atrocities in isolation from real situations and without balance, for peace is not simply the absence of war. "No war" can, and not infrequently does, end up meaning the victory of tyranny and the subsequent disarming of any opposition to itself. "No moral use of war" can, by the same logic, result in no freedom, no dignity. We need more serious reflection on what happens, both to ourselves and to others who rely upon us, when we lose wars or when our failure to act causes something worse to happen. Those who cry "peace, peace" often have unacknowledged blood on their hands because they failed to use adequate force when needed; "To the victors go the spoils" is an ancient principle of fact, not rightness. Cowardice has never been considered a virtue. Nor has "turning the other cheek" served as an acceptable excuse for allowing some evil — one we could have stopped except that our theories or fears prevented us from trying — to continue or conquer. Not a few worthy things have been eradicated forever because a war was lost. Eternal vigilance remains the price of liberty and much else that is worthy. In reading ancient history, as we should and for this very reason, we can still meditate with profit on the enormous cultural consequences of a success by Xerxes in Greece had Sparta and Athens not successfully defended them-selves against his armies. Nonetheless, good causes do not always win wars; neither, to say the same thing, do bad causes always lose them. Fortune is difficult to conquer. Nor do its consequences guarantee justice. St. Paul, as Dawson reminds us above, even suggests that wars and the sword punish our wrongdoings. The pope observes that we live in a world in which we want to deny that we commit any wrongs or sins and hence we lack any impetus for correcting them within ourselves. Sins have dire consequences even if we call them virtues, as we often do.  Still, we are not free not to think about this consequence that failure to act can make things worse. Nor can we deny that there is a comparative difference between "bad" things and "terrible" things. We can be as immoral and as inhuman by not acting as by acting. The history of lost wars is as important as the history of victorious ones, perhaps more so. The idea of an absolutely warless world, a world "already made safe for democracy," is more likely, in practice, to be a sign either of utopianism or of madness, and a world in which war is "outlawed" is more likely to mean either that we are no longer in the real world or that the devils and the tyrants — who allow us only to agree with them and do as they say — have finally won. We are naive if we think that formal democratic procedures, lacking any reference to the content of laws, cannot have deleterious effects. A democratic tyranny is quite conceivable, many think likely, and on a global scale. Globalization is not neutral. Not a few of the worst tyrants of history have been very popular and have died peacefully in bed in their old age amidst family and friends.

AT: Hillman (4/5)
6. Alt. can’t solve the root cause of war- Evolutionary biology is a better explanation of human behavior than psychology. It’s more comprehensive and provides a root cause of war.

THAYER, 4 [Bradley, Ph.D., associate professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies of Missouri State University, Fellow at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, international and national security affairs senior analyst at National Institute for Public Policy, Darwin and International Relations, pg. 10-11]

While the discipline of international relations has existed for many years without evolutionary biology, the latter should be incorporated into the discipline because it improves the understanding of warfare, ethnic conflict, decision making, and other issues. Evolution explains how humans evolved during the late Pliocene, Pleistocene, and Holocene epochs, and how human evolution affects human behavior today. All students of human behavior must acknowledge that our species has spent over 99 percent of its evolutionary history largely as hunter-gatherers in those epochs. Darwin’s natural selection argument (and its modifications) coupled with those conditions means that humans evolved behaviors well adapted to radically different evolutionary conditions than many humans – for example, those living in industrial democracies – face today.  We must keep in mind that the period most social scientists think of as human history or civilization, perhaps the last three thousand years, represents only the blink of an eye in human evolution. As evolutionary biologist Paul Ehrlich argues, evolution should be measured in terms of “generation time,” rather than “clock time.” Looking at human history in this way, hunting and gathering was the basic hominid way of life for about 250,000 generations, agriculture has been in practice for about 400 generations, and modern industrial societies have only existed for about 8 generations. Thus Ehrlich finds it reasonable to assume “that to whatever degree humanity has been shaped by genetic evolution, it has largely been to adapt to hunting and gathering – to the lifestyles of our pre-agricultural ancestors.” Thus, to understand completely much of human behavior we must first comprehend how evolution affected humans in the past and continues to affect them in the present. The conditions of 250,000 generations do have an impact on the last 8. Unfortunately, social scientists, rarely recognizing this relationship, have explained human behavior with a limited repertoire of arguments. In this book, I seek to expand the repertoire.  My central argument is that evolutionary biology contributes significantly to theories used in international relations and to the causes of war and ethnic conflict. The benefits of such interdisciplinary scholarship are great, but to gain them requires a precise and ordered discussion of evolutionary theory, an explanation of when it is appropriate to apply evolutionary theory to issues and events studied by social scientists, as well as an analysis of the major – and misplaced – critiques of evolutionary theory. I discuss these issues in chapter
AT: Hillman (5/5)
7. Hillman’s argument is fundamentally flawed. It conflates warriors with civilians and justifies the worst atrocities of warfare in the name of extinguishing the innocent. We are not warriors, we are policymakers.

CAVARERO, 9 [Adriana, Professor of Political Philosophy at the Università degli studi di Verona, Horrorism: Naming Contemporary Violence, p. 63-4]

As the reader will easily intuit, while the authors cited (often inappropriately) are highly disparate, it is principally categories deriving from psychoanalysis, the sociology of the sacred, and the anthropology of sacrifice that underpin the articulation of Hillman’s discourse. The theoretical density, as well as the internal problematic of these categories, which in his text are forced to undergo drastic simplification, are transformed into banal clichés. In order to justify war as an unrenounceable and vital experience, Hillman often appeals not just to the authority of his authors but to a so-called common opinion that by now constitutes the vulgate, in the form of the stereotypical and the obvious, of those same authors. An example is the facility with which he takes for granted “our fascination with war films, with weapons of mass destruction, with pictures of blasted bodies and bombs bursting in the air.” To this Hillman adds, on a confessional note, “the fascination, the delight in recounting the dreadful details of butchery and cruelty. Not sublimation, the sublime.” Typical as well in the way it casts a shadow of abnormality – if not pathological stupidity or obtuseness – over those who do not share the fascination with butchery, Hillman’s thesis has its own stringent logic. Once violence is rooted in the natural realm of the impulses or, if one prefers, in the archetypical order of the cosmos, the horror of war cannot fail to transmit its fascination both to everyone’s visual experience and to the literary practice of some. And, even more logically, it is combatants with firsthand experience in the field who savor the full fascination. The words of the soldiers that Hillman diligently reports in his text for the purpose of documenting his theory prove it. Among them, the words of a cinematographic version of General Patton stand out, when, faced with the devastation of battle and kissing a dying officer, he exclaims, “I love it. God help me, I do love it so. I love it more than my life.” Then there is the authentic declaration of a marine who confesses, “The thing I wish I’d seen – I wish I could have seen a grenade go into someone’s body and blow it up.” No one else, though, rivals the laudable capacity to synthesize of the anonymous American soldier who, in describing a bayonet charge, defines it as “awful, horrible, deadly, yet somehow thrilling, exhilarating.”  In the name of a realism grounded in the power of cliché, the entire repertory or war’s horror is thus reduced by Hillman to the realm of enjoyment. “The savage fury of the group, all of whose members are out for one another’s blood,” which the celebrated work of Rene Girard inscribes in the phenomenology of ritual, becomes the trivial wage of the warrior. For that matter the stereotype of the soldier excited by killing has a long and prestigious history. A certain arousal by violence was already characteristic of Homer’s warriors, and the warmongering rhetoric of every age, ennobled by writers and poets, is full of soldiers made happy by death. The events of the twentieth century, and even more those occurring right now, might suggest to the singers and scholars of massacre that they change register. Today it is particularly senseless that the meaning of war and its horror – as well, obviously, as its terror – should still be entrusted to the perspective of the warrior. If it is true, as the historian Giovanni De Luna laments, that “wars, with the violence and cruelty they unleash, appear to have a common ground (killing and getting killed), always the same and impervious to chronology,” it is also true that only warriors, after all, fit this paradigm. The civilian victims, of whom the numbers of dead have soared from the Second World War on, do not share the desire to kill, much less the desire to get killed. Nor does the pleasure of butchery, on which Hillman insists, appear to constitute a possible common ground in this case. You would have to ask the victims of the bombing, cooked by incendiary bombs in the shelters of Dresden, or those whose skin was peeled off by phosphorous bombs in the Vietnamese villages, where the pleasure and excitement was for them. And you would have to put the same question to the children blown up in many parts of the world by antipersonnel mines or to the engaged couple who, falling like marionettes from the Twin Towers in flames, took final flight in New York on the morning of September 11.
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1. Framework- the Aff should win if the topical plan is the best policy option. 

a) Ground- Negative frameworks are unpredictable and moot the 1AC. Aff choice is the best compromise – they can read Kritiks when they are aff. 

b)Education – Switch-side debate and state-focused discussion are key to understand opposing arguments and gain necessary activist skills. Contextual evidence proves that engaging the substance of policies precedes epistemology. 

2. Perm do the plan and all non-mutually exclusive parts of the alternative.

3. Double bind- either the alternative is strong enough to overcome the instance of the plan or can’t overcome all the other instances of masculinity in the status quo.
4. Consequentialism is the best framework through which to evaluate impacts – accommodates both the implication  and the impacts of the 1AC.

Julia Driver, Professor of Philosophy at Dartmouth,  Hypatia, 2005, p.197

I hope to have shown how one can be a consequentialist and at the same time be responsive to concerns laid out in feminist scholarship relating to partiality and the demands of morality. Universal benevolence does not lead inevitably to disavowal of the ties of friends and family or to rejection of special obligations. It does not lead to a complete and total subsumption of the individual. While this is true, it also recognizes the vulnerable, which indeed is one of its historical strengths—it was, after all, initiated as a vehicle for reform to eliminate policies and laws that served the interests and pandered to the prejudice of those in power at the expense of others. As Harriet Taylor wrote in one of her few surviving letters to John Stuart Mill, religion and superstition "must be superseded by morality deriving its power from sympathies and benevolence and its reward from the approbation of those we respect" (quoted in Sumner 1974, 516). I'm sure she would have also counted as rewards the love and the trust of those who depend on us, and the approbation of those who respect us, as well.
5. No Alt Solvency- 

A) Doesn’t solve the case- The cycle of threat construction has already begun. Even if the US rejects securitization its enemies will continue. Conflict is inevitable voting Neg only makes the US unprepared for war. 


B) 9. The alternative’s rejection fails – negative oversimplifies international system

Price and Reus-Smit, Profs. @ U Minnesota and Monasch U, 1998 p. online

(Richard and Christian “Dangerous Liasons?..” European Journal of IR)
In sum, the sound and fury of metatheoretical debates at times would have us believe that alternative approaches on different sides of the various divides could not possibly make any valuable contributions to understanding world politics given their erroneous ontological, epistemological and methodological presumptions. Such denials are not tenable from those arguing from the Nietzschean perspectivism that informs much of critical theory; those in the critical tradition cannot insinuate that their work is to replace wholesale other traditions of inquiry and types of explanations insofar as that would merely substitute one totalizing discourse for another. All accounts of the world are partial, whether they be rationalist or constructivist, and the best that can be claimed on behalf of either is that they illuminate aspects of an event or phenomena that are required for an adequate understanding of the explanandum in question.
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6. Realism inevitable- Humans have evolved to be self-interested, and this drives human and state-behavior.

THAYER, 4 [Bradley, Ph.D., associate professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies of Missouri State University, Fellow at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, international and national security affairs senior analyst at National Institute for Public Policy, Darwin and International Relations, pg. 10-11]

In chapter 2, I explain how evolutionary theory contributes to the realist theory of international relations and to rational choice analysis. First, realism, like the Darwinian view of the natural world, submits that international relations is a competitive and dangerous realm, where statesmen  [statespeople] must strive to protect the interests of their state through an almost constant appraisal of their state’s power relative to others. In sum, they must behave egoistically, putting the interests of their state before the interests of others or international society. Traditional realist arguments rest principally on one of two discrete ultimate causes, or intellectual foundations of the theory. The first is Reinhold Niebuhr’s argument that humans are evil. The second, anchored in the thought of Thomas Hobbes and Hans Morgenthau, is that humans possess an innate animus dominandi – a drive to dominate. From these foundations, Niebuhr and Morgenthau argue that what is true for the individual is also true of the state: because individuals are evil or possess a drive to dominate, so too do states because their leaders are individuals who have these motivations.  I argue that realists have a much stronger foundation for the realist argument than that used by either Morgenthau or Niebuhr. My intent is to present an alternative ultimate cause of classical realism: evolutionary theory. The use of evolutionary theory allows realism to be scientifically grounded for the first time, because evolution explains egoism. Thus a scientific explanation provides a better foundation for their arguments than either theology or metaphysics. Moreover, evolutionary theory can anchor the branch of realism termed offensive realism and advanced most forcefully by John Mearsheimer. He argues that the anarchy of the international system, the fact that there is no world government, forces leaders of states to strive to maximize their relative power in order to be secure. I argue that theorists of international relations must recognize that human evolution occurred in an anarchic environment and that this explains why leaders act as offensive realism predicts. Humans evolved in anarchic conditions, and the implications of this are profound for theories of human behavior. It is also important to note at this point that my argument does not depend upon “anarchy” as it is traditionally used in the discipline – as the ordering principle of the post-1648 Westphalian state system.  When human evolution is used to ground offensive realism, it immediately becomes a more powerful theory than is currently recognized. It explains more than just state behavior; it begins to explain human behavior. It applies equally to non-state actors, be they individuals, tribes, or organizations. Moreover, it explains this behavior before the creation of the modern state system. Offensive realists do not need an anarchic state system to advance their argument. They only need humans. Thus, their argument applies equally well before or after 1648, whenever humans form groups, be they tribes in Papua New Guinea, conflicting city-states in ancient Greece, organizations like the Catholic Church, or contemporary states in international relations.
7. Our impacts outweigh – losing inevitable wars creates far worse impacts than preparing for literal conflict.

SCHALL, 5[James, professor of government at Georgetown University, “When War Must be the Answer,” Policy Review, Dec/Jan]

It may well he true that noncombatant alternatives to war are always available, but there are things worse than war. Not to know what they are is tantamount to losing any real contact with or understanding of human experience or history. Not for nothing was the "history of war" studied by Machiavelli. Many "peaceful" alternatives to war are unhappy ones. One of them consists in being conquered by a hostile power, another in complete civilizational destruction. We read of Muslim and Mongolian armies before whose swords we would not like to fall, knowing that if we do, our culture, religion, and way of life, not to mention many of our lives, would disappear. No one in the decade before the sudden appearance of Mohammedan armies in the seventh century could have imagined the configuration of the world map today, a configuration in many areas due precisely to the permanent conquests of these earlier and later armies. The modern integrity of Europe is unimaginable without two victories over Muslim forces: one at Tours, one at Vienna.
8. No Impact- The neg’s impacts are based on small scale violence and car bombings. The Aff’s impact is a North Korean preemptive attack that draws in all super power creating an international nuclear conflict that’s Hayes and Hamel. The negative never accesses 1AC impacts. 
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9. Morals are determined by the victors, so we have to prepare to win wars. The worst atrocities come when we let the tyrants win.

SCHALL, 5[James, professor of government at Georgetown University, “When War Must be the Answer,” Policy Review, Dec/Jan]

We often, and rightly, ponder the horrors of war. Doing so is a growth industry particularly for those who do not choose to fight in them. Soldiers usually know more about the horrors of wars than journalists. They also know more about what it is like to live under a tyrannical system. The uncovering of gulags and concentration camps ought also to cause us to reflect deeply on what happens when unjust regimes acquire and remain in power. 9/11 could have been prevented with but a small use of force had we known that we had an enemy who would utterly surprise us by using passenger planes as weapons of war. A follower of Nietzsche, who thought Platonism and Christianity had failed because both lauded weakness, will see a certain nobility to wars and power for their own dramatic sakes. Like many moderns, Nietzsche did not find any order in the universe except that imposed by his own will. Still, most sensible people can see that to prevent the rise of unlimited power or to remove it, once established, requires the legitimate use of adequate force against it. Often we perform this reflection about war's atrocities in isolation from real situations and without balance, for peace is not simply the absence of war. "No war" can, and not infrequently does, end up meaning the victory of tyranny and the subsequent disarming of any opposition to itself. "No moral use of war" can, by the same logic, result in no freedom, no dignity. We need more serious reflection on what happens, both to ourselves and to others who rely upon us, when we lose wars or when our failure to act causes something worse to happen. Those who cry "peace, peace" often have unacknowledged blood on their hands because they failed to use adequate force when needed; "To the victors go the spoils" is an ancient principle of fact, not rightness. Cowardice has never been considered a virtue. Nor has "turning the other cheek" served as an acceptable excuse for allowing some evil — one we could have stopped except that our theories or fears prevented us from trying — to continue or conquer. Not a few worthy things have been eradicated forever because a war was lost. Eternal vigilance remains the price of liberty and much else that is worthy. In reading ancient history, as we should and for this very reason, we can still meditate with profit on the enormous cultural consequences of a success by Xerxes in Greece had Sparta and Athens not successfully defended them-selves against his armies. Nonetheless, good causes do not always win wars; neither, to say the same thing, do bad causes always lose them. Fortune is difficult to conquer. Nor do its consequences guarantee justice. St. Paul, as Dawson reminds us above, even suggests that wars and the sword punish our wrongdoings. The pope observes that we live in a world in which we want to deny that we commit any wrongs or sins and hence we lack any impetus for correcting them within ourselves. Sins have dire consequences even if we call them virtues, as we often do.  Still, we are not free not to think about this consequence that failure to act can make things worse. Nor can we deny that there is a comparative difference between "bad" things and "terrible" things. We can be as immoral and as inhuman by not acting as by acting. The history of lost wars is as important as the history of victorious ones, perhaps more so. The idea of an absolutely warless world, a world "already made safe for democracy," is more likely, in practice, to be a sign either of utopianism or of madness, and a world in which war is "outlawed" is more likely to mean either that we are no longer in the real world or that the devils and the tyrants — who allow us only to agree with them and do as they say — have finally won. We are naive if we think that formal democratic procedures, lacking any reference to the content of laws, cannot have deleterious effects. A democratic tyranny is quite conceivable, many think likely, and on a global scale. Globalization is not neutral. Not a few of the worst tyrants of history have been very popular and have died peacefully in bed in their old age amidst family and friends.
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10. Focusing on literal wars and security is critical to winning future wars. The Alternative’s rejection just guarantees future American loses. 

HANSON, 7 [Victor Davis, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, “Why Study War?” Summer, d/a: 7/26/10, http://www.city-journal.org/html/17_3_military_history.html]

The academic neglect of war is even more acute today. Military history as a discipline has atrophied, with very few professorships, journal articles, or degree programs. In 2004, Edward Coffman, a retired military history professor who taught at the University of Wisconsin, reviewed the faculties of the top 25 history departments, as ranked by U.S. News and World Report. He found that of over 1,000 professors, only 21 identified war as a specialty. When war does show up on university syllabi, it’s often about the race, class, and gender of combatants and wartime civilians. So a class on the Civil War will focus on the Underground Railroad and Reconstruction, not on Chancellorsville and Gettysburg. One on World War II might emphasize Japanese internment, Rosie the Riveter, and the horror of Hiroshima, not Guadalcanal and Midway. A survey of the Vietnam War will devote lots of time to the inequities of the draft, media coverage, and the antiwar movement at home, and scant the air and artillery barrages at Khe Sanh.  Those who want to study war in the traditional way face intense academic suspicion, as Margaret Atwood’s poem “The Loneliness of the Military Historian” suggests:      Confess: it’s my profession     that alarms you.     This is why few people ask me to dinner,     though Lord knows I don’t go out of my         way to be scary.   Historians of war must derive perverse pleasure, their critics suspect, from reading about carnage and suffering. Why not figure out instead how to outlaw war forever, as if it were not a tragic, nearly inevitable aspect of human existence? Hence the recent surge of “peace studies” (see “The Peace Racket”).  The university’s aversion to the study of war certainly doesn’t reflect public lack of interest in the subject. Students love old-fashioned war classes on those rare occasions when they’re offered, usually as courses that professors sneak in when the choice of what to teach is left up to them. I taught a number of such classes at California State University, Stanford, and elsewhere. They’d invariably wind up overenrolled, with hordes of students lingering after office hours to offer opinions on the battles of Marathon and Lepanto.  Popular culture, too, displays extraordinary enthusiasm for all things military. There’s a new Military History Channel, and Hollywood churns out a steady supply of blockbuster war movies, from Saving Private Ryan to 300. The post–Ken Burns explosion of interest in the Civil War continues. Historical reenactment societies stage history’s great battles, from the Roman legions’ to the Wehrmacht’s. Barnes and Noble and Borders bookstores boast well-stocked military history sections, with scores of new titles every month. A plethora of websites obsess over strategy and tactics. Hit video games grow ever more realistic in their reconstructions of battles.  The public may feel drawn to military history because it wants to learn about honor and sacrifice, or because of interest in technology—the muzzle velocity of a Tiger Tank’s 88mm cannon, for instance—or because of a pathological need to experience violence, if only vicariously. The importance—and challenge—of the academic study of war is to elevate that popular enthusiasm into a more capacious and serious understanding, one that seeks answers to such questions as: Why do wars break out? How do they end? Why do the winners win and the losers lose? How best to avoid wars or contain their worst effects?  A wartime public illiterate about the conflicts of the past can easily find itself paralyzed in the acrimony of the present. Without standards of historical comparison, it will prove ill equipped to make informed judgments. Neither our politicians nor most of our citizens seem to recall the incompetence and terrible decisions that, in December 1777, December 1941, and November 1950, led to massive American casualties and, for a time, public despair. So it’s no surprise that today so many seem to think that the violence in Iraq is unprecedented in our history. Roughly 3,000 combat dead in Iraq in some four years of fighting is, of course, a terrible thing. And it has provoked national outrage to the point of considering withdrawal and defeat, as we still bicker over up-armored Humvees and proper troop levels. But a previous generation considered Okinawa a stunning American victory, and prepared to follow it with an invasion of the Japanese mainland itself—despite losing, in a little over two months, four times as many Americans as we have lost in Iraq, casualties of faulty intelligence, poor generalship, and suicidal head-on assaults against 

…CONTINUES…
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…CONTINUES…
fortified positions.  It’s not that military history offers cookie-cutter comparisons with the past. Germany’s World War I victory over Russia in under three years and her failure to take France in four apparently misled Hitler into thinking that he could overrun the Soviets in three or four weeks—after all, he had brought down historically tougher France in just six. Similarly, the conquest of the Taliban in eight weeks in 2001, followed by the establishment of constitutional government within a year in Kabul, did not mean that the similarly easy removal of Saddam Hussein in three weeks in 2003 would ensure a working Iraqi democracy within six months. The differences between the countries—cultural, political, geographical, and economic—were too great.  Instead, knowledge of past wars establishes wide parameters of what to expect from new ones. Themes, emotions, and rhetoric remain constant over the centuries, and thus generally predictable. Athens’s disastrous expedition in 415 BC against Sicily, the largest democracy in the Greek world, may not prefigure our war in Iraq. But the story of the Sicilian calamity does instruct us on how consensual societies can clamor for war—yet soon become disheartened and predicate their support on the perceived pulse of the battlefield.  Military history teaches us, contrary to popular belief these days, that wars aren’t necessarily the most costly of human calamities. The first Gulf War took few lives in getting Saddam out of Kuwait; doing nothing in Rwanda allowed savage gangs and militias to murder hundreds of thousands with impunity. Hitler, Mao, Pol Pot, and Stalin killed far more off the battlefield than on it. The 1918 Spanish flu epidemic brought down more people than World War I did. And more Americans—over 3.2 million—lost their lives driving over the last 90 years than died in combat in this nation’s 231-year history. Perhaps what bothers us about wars, though, isn’t just their horrific lethality but also that people choose to wage them—which makes them seem avoidable, unlike a flu virus or a car wreck, and their tolls unduly grievous. Yet military history also reminds us that war sometimes has an eerie utility: as British strategist Basil H. Liddell Hart put it, “War is always a matter of doing evil in the hope that good may come of it.” Wars—or threats of wars—put an end to chattel slavery, Nazism, fascism, Japanese militarism, and Soviet Communism.  Military history is as often the story of appeasement as of warmongering. The destructive military careers of Alexander the Great, Caesar, Napoleon, and Hitler would all have ended early had any of their numerous enemies united when the odds favored them. Western air power stopped Slobodan Milošević’s reign of terror at little cost to NATO forces—but only after a near-decade of inaction and dialogue had made possible the slaughter of tens of thousands. Affluent Western societies have often proved reluctant to use force to prevent greater future violence. “War is an ugly thing, but not the ugliest of things,” observed the British philosopher John Stuart Mill. “The decayed and degraded state of moral and patriotic feeling which thinks that nothing is worth war is much worse.”  Indeed, by ignoring history, the modern age is free to interpret war as a failure of communication, of diplomacy, of talking—as if aggressors don’t know exactly what they’re doing. Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi, frustrated by the Bush administration’s intransigence in the War on Terror, flew to Syria, hoping to persuade President Assad to stop funding terror in the Middle East. She assumed that Assad’s belligerence resulted from our aloofness and arrogance rather than from his dictatorship’s interest in destroying democracy in Lebanon and Iraq, before such contagious freedom might in fact destroy him. For a therapeutically inclined generation raised on Oprah and Dr. Phil—and not on the letters of William Tecumseh Sherman and William Shirer’s Berlin Diary—problems between states, like those in our personal lives, should be argued about by equally civilized and peaceful rivals, and so solved without resorting to violence.

2AC China

1) Non-unique extend our Bandow 09 evidence that says:

Withdrawal prompts South Korean development and regional security initiatives that tame China and de-escalate instability.
BANDOW, 9 [Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Vice President of Policy for Citizen Outreach, the Bastiat Scholar in Free Enterprise at the Competitive Enterprise Institute, the Cobden Fellow in International Economics at the Institute for Policy Innovation, the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, the Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy, former special assistant to President Reagan, former editor of Inquiry magazine, widely published in such periodicals as Foreign Policy, Harper's, National Interest, National Review, The New Republic, and Orbis, as well as leading newspapers, including The New York Times, The Wall Street Journal, and the Washington Post; “A Tattered Umbrella” June 16, d/a: 7/15/10, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=21606]

Anyway, the ROK’s numerical inferiority is a matter of choice, not an immutable artifact of geography. In its early years the South’s resources were sharply limited. But today, South Korea is thought to have upwards of forty times the North’s GDP. Seoul also possesses a substantial industrial base, sports high-tech expertise and enjoys a sterling international credit rating. The ROK’s population is twice that of the North. South Korea could spend more than the equivalent of North Korea’s entire economy on defense if the former wished. But it hasn’t wished to do so, preferring to rely on Washington instead.  The time for subsidizing wealthy allies has long passed. The financial crisis makes it imperative that the United States return to such nations responsibility for their own defense. Undoubtedly an American withdrawal would result in a far-reaching debate among South Koreans over how much they felt threatened by the North and how much they believed necessary to spend in response. But that is precisely the debate they should have had years ago. The prospect of a nuclear North Korea obviously is more frightening than even one with ample numbers of artillery pieces targeting the city of Seoul. But there is little reason to believe that the North has any deliverable weapons at this point.  Given present course, that time is likely, but not certain, to come. However, South Korea has time to prepare. Rather than relying on America for its protection, Seoul should invest in missile defense and enhance its air-defense capabilities. The South also should consider creating a conventional deterrent: the ability to respond to a nuclear strike by eliminating the Kim regime. That means developing potent offensive missile and air attack capabilities. (Japan, despite its quasi-pacifist constitution, should do the same.)  Such forces would help fulfill a second function: deter an aggressive China, if Beijing ever changed its policy from the oft-repeated “peaceful rise” to a more belligerent stance. The People’s Republic of China (PRC) has much to gain from stability in East Asia and has worked to assure its neighbors of its peaceful intentions. However, the future is unknowable. The best way for Beijing’s neighbors to ensure China’s rise is peaceful is to maintain armed forces sufficient to deter the PRC from considering military action.

2) No link-The U.S. troops are not deterring China because wants to attack Taiwan now and we presently have troops in South Korea.  U.S. troops in South Korea are not going to prevent a China attack on Taiwan. 

2AC China

3) Extend Carpetner 10 evidence that says:

Unchecked Chinese rise causes a shift toward unilateral aggression. Regional counterweights solve.

Ted Galen Carpetner, Cato Institute Foreign Policy and Defense VP, 4/7/2010, “Tokyo Rising,” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11665 da: 7/14/10

Yet some distrust of Japanese intentions lingers, both in the United States and portions of East Asia. The wariness about Japan as a more active military player is strongest in such countries as the Philippines and South Korea. The former endured a brutal occupation during World War II, and the latter still bears severe emotional scars from Tokyo's heavy-handed behavior as Korea's colonial master. Even in those countries, though, the intensity of the opposition to Japan becoming a normal great power and playing a more serious security role is waning. And in the rest of the region, the response to that prospect ranges from receptive to enthusiastic. That emerging realism is encouraging. The alternative to Japan and India (and possibly other actors, such as Indonesia and Vietnam) becoming strategic counterweights to a rising China ought to be worrisome. Given America's gradually waning hegemony, a failure by other major countries to step up and be significant security players would lead to a troubling power vacuum in the region. A vacuum that China would be well-positioned to fill. If China does not succumb to internal weaknesses (which are not trivial), it will almost certainly be the most prominent power in East Asia in the coming decades, gradually displacing the United States. But there is a big difference between being the leading power and being a hegemon. The latter is a result that Americans cannot welcome. The emergence of a multipolar power system in East Asia is the best outcome both for the United States and China's neighbors. It is gratifying that nations in the region seem to be reaching that conclusion. Australia and New Zealand may be a little ahead of the curve in that process, but the attitude in those countries about the desirability of Japan and India adopting more active security roles is not unique. Washington should embrace a similar view.

4) No impact - Chinese threat exaggerated 

Anti-War.com 4/11/09 [“China’s Threat to the U.S. Is Exaggerated” By: Ivan Eland http://original.antiwar.com/eland/2009/04/10/chinas-threat-to-the-us-is-exaggerated/]
The Pentagon’s annual publication, "Military Power of the People’s Republic of China 2009," accused China of stocking its military with weapons that can be used to intimidate or attack Taiwan and mitigate U.S. air and naval superiority near its territory.  Even if the Department of Defense’s report has not exaggerated the threat from China — unlikely since the department has an inherent conflict of interest in evaluating threats and building weapons to counter those threats — the report is good news.
2AC Deterrence 

Non Unique – Deterrence of North Korea failing now

Seung Taek Kim, former director of ROK Ministry of National Defense’s U.S. Policy Division, Office of the Korea Chair at CSIS in January 2010,  primarily focuses on the U.S.-ROK Alliance, specifically regarding strategic flexibility, extended deterrence, and the future of USFK, July 2, 2010, “Rethinking Extended Deterrence,” http://csis.org/files/publication/100702_Rethinking_Extended_Deterrence-english.pdf
The Republic of Korea (ROK) and the United States are allies that signed the Mutual Defense Treaty. The primary mission of the Mutual Defense Treaty is to prevent war and maintain peace and stability on the Korean Peninsula. The experience from the past sixty years shows that this security alliance has successfully served its purpose. For the U.S., it has effectively dissuaded and deterred North Korea from taking overt military actions on the Korean Peninsula by providing the ROK with “extended deterrence, including the nuclear umbrella” and displaying its overwhelming military force and political will to defend its ally from the North’s aggression. The ROK, confident in U.S. extended deterrence and security commitment to its defense, has also been assured of its security and has believed that the deterrence would hold effective. Such belief has been affirmed as the relative peace and status quo on the Korean Peninsula has lasted over the past sixty years. However, the Cheonan incident revealed both the limit and vulnerability of the U.S. extended deterrence. It may have been able to prevent North Korea from launching a full scale attack on South Korea, but it has not been nearly as effective in preventing such limited local provocation as the Cheonan incident. Since the current extended deterrence policy can only be invoked to authorize punitive measures to be taken in response to a military offense, it is almost impossible to invoke the extended deterrence to a limited local provocation like the Cheonan that is a small-scale, one-time incident. It appears as if North Korea has discovered this loophole—and successfully used it to its advantage. After all, there is yet to be a case in which the United States responded forcefully to such provocations, despite the fact that a number of similar incidences preceded the Cheonan that resulted in skirmishes between the South and North Korean navies near the Northern Limit Line in the West Sea. A reevaluation of the “extended deterrence” policy is necessary. Just as America’s nuclear arsenal consisting of thousands of warheads have failed to dissuade and deter Al-Qaeda from committing acts of terrorism, so too has the extended deterrence policy of the United States been ineffectual in deterring North Korea from engaging in limited local provocations and escalating tensions on the peninsula. What is more concerning is that the probability of a full-scale war between North and South Korea may essentially be nil today, but the frequency of local provocations can be expected to surge in the coming years. 
Link Turn: Presence increases aggression and targets, preventing deterrence, cross apply Bandow from the North Korea advantage 

2AC Deterrence 

Link Turn – A switch from static ground forces in to flexible naval-air dominance is more effective deterrence against North Korea

IISS (International Institute for Strategic Studies), private institute designed to provide information on political-military conflict, source of information for politicians and diplomats, foreign affairs analysts, international business, economists, the military, defence commentators, journalists, academics, “US troop withdrawals from South Korea: Beginnings of the end for the alliance?” published in Strategic Comments, Volume 10, Issue, Published June 2004, p. 1-2

In the Pentagon’s view, the United States can ill afford open-ended, static deployments in locales geographically remote from areas of urgent concern to US planners, in service of a defence strategy that assumes a repeat of the Korean War. The emergent US strategy posits the need for far more flexible, rapid deployment of lighter American forces to various remote locations, but without the ability to predict when and where such forces might be required. Senior US strategists believe that North Korea can be deterred by a US capability to bring overwhelming, lethal force to bear in a crisis, primarily in the form of long-range US air and naval power, Marine brigades, and tactical ballistic missile defence regiments.   South Korean forces will be increasingly expected to fulfill some of the military functions previously performed by US units. In response to changes in American policy, the defence ministry has tabled a 2005 budget request of 21.5 trillion won ($17.9 billion), marking an increase of 13.4% over current expenditures. These allocations are intended to give South Korean forces the means to fulfill responsibilities previously performed by American forces; to cover the expenses for relocating US military units; and to fund a wide array of research and development and acquisition programmes. As a consequence, South Korean planners expect that defence spending will again soon surpass 3% of gross domestic product. But South Korea will no longer retain its singularity in US regional contingency planning. Although the planned withdrawals would still leave approximately 25,000 American troops on the peninsula after 2005, it is entirely possible that these forces will be significantly reduced in the ensuing half decade. To what end? South Korean officials express intermittent bafflement and worry about Washington’s future plans, but the shifts in American strategy reflect the inertia long associated with the bilateral alliance, and growing US impatience with perceived foot-dragging on the part of Seoul (the continued delays in South Korea fulfilling its commitment to deploy 3,000 peacekeepers to Iraq is an additional factor irritating some US policy-makers). The alliance, already buffeted by shifting generational attitudes in South Korea and a major strategic divergence between Washington and Seoul on policies toward North Korea, now confronts major new tensions. In view of the increased assertiveness of South Korea, mounting pressures on US defence resources in Iraq and Afghanistan, and the US desire to exploit new defence technologies and strategic concepts, much of the logic underlying the withdrawals seems unobjectionable. But the political wellsprings of the alliance appear increasingly tenuous, with both countries routinely resorting to proprietary judgments about the ends and means of security collaboration, without sufficient regard for how their respective actions erode bilateral political-military ties. Despite US pledges of an enduring commitment to South Korea’s security, there is growing discontent (occasionally bordering on contempt) within some quarters of the Bush administration toward the policy priorities of South Korean President Roh Moo Hyun. The increased American tendency to arrive at decisions while giving policymakers in Seoul minimal advance notification, and sometimes without particular regard for South Korean policy needs and preferences, is a principal manifestation of this phenomenon. Washington sees few incentives to engage in protracted consensus building with Seoul, especially if such efforts divert Washington from pursuit of higher priority goals.  Senior American officials also insist that combat power is much more than a numbers game, with capabilities deployed in a crisis representing a far more credible measure of the ability to deter and defend than the static, in-country presence of US forces. In addition, the United States asserts that it will devote $11bn over the coming half-decade to modernising US forces remaining on the peninsula, although some believe this figure derives from pre-existing plans rather than any new budget commitments. Bu; ’t meaningful consultation between Seoul and Washington on larger shifts in US defence strategy seems conspicuously lacking. American policymakers pose future requirements in more generic terms, leaving South Korean officials increasingly wary about US strategic intentions. Lacking a broader shared strategic concept, both sides instead haggle over relocation costs and the timing and terms of redeployment decisions, thereby neglecting the larger implications of impending troop withdrawals.   

Link Turn outweighs: Japan and S.K. modernizing is more important to deterrence than R.O.K--U.S. relations. 
South Korean and Japanese military development will prevent North Korea from getting weapons and using them as a threat, 
Relations not key to regional counterbalancing, which solves the impact. Cross apply Carpenter from the North Korea advantage.  

No-link. We increase flexibility and decrease overstretch which is key to deterrence---O’ Hanlon

2AC Deterrence 

No link- Resolve is inevitable—the US nuclear arsenal means even little resolve is an existential threat

Jeffrey Lewis, New American Foundation, 2008, “Minimum Deterrence,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Jul/Aug, http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2008/minimum_deterrence_7552

A different view is that, beyond a certain point, all of this is crazy talk, and the technical details don’t matter very much at all. The balance of terror is anything but delicate. An enemy who can be deterred, will be deterred by the prospect of a counterattack, even if it consists of only a few nuclear weapons. Beyond that minimum threshold, nuclear weapons provide little additional deterrent benefit. This view, which is often referred to as minimum deterrence, is probably the most prevalent view regarding nuclear strategy -- outside of the small and dwindling group of people who have dedicated their lives to modeling force exchange ratios (how much of an enemy’s war-fighting capacity would survive an attack compared to how much of their own war-fighting capacity would survive) and calculating equivalent megatons. In 1960, strategist Herman Kahn, no great fan of what was then called either “minimum” or “finite” deterrence, was tempted to call it the layman’s view but resisted, because the “view is held by such a surprisingly large number of experts that it may be gratuitously insulting” to use that description. Kahn had a point. After all, no one could call J. Robert Oppenheimer, director of the Manhattan Project, a layman. Oppenheimer perfectly expressed the logic of minimum deterrence in response to the growth in U.S. and Soviet nuclear forces in 1953 when he said, “Our twenty thousandth bomb will not in any deep strategic sense offset their two thousandth.” Oppenheimer emphasized numbers, but the argument for minimum deterrence is about more than just arsenal size. At its core, the argument for minimum deterrence has been that, despite the fine calculations of strategic planners, political leaders in particular will recoil at the terrible destructiveness of nuclear war, making the balance of terror quite robust regardless of differences in the number or type of weapons. This certainly is how policy makers tend to talk about nuclear weapons. For example, in Unarmed Forces: The Transnational Movement to End the Cold War, scholar Matthew Evangelista cites a wonderful pair of remarks from Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev and President Dwight D. Eisenhower that suggest both saw nuclear weapons in terms of minimum deterrence. “Missiles are not cucumbers,” Khrushchev said, “one cannot eat them, and one does not require more than a certain number in order to ward off an attack.” Eisenhower was more precise about that “certain number.” “We should develop a few of these missiles as a threat, but not 1,000 or more,” Eisenhower said. He added that if the Soviet Union and the United States could launch more than that, then “he personally would want to take off for the Argentine.”

ROK extended deterrence ineffective now—can’t stop small provocations—comparatively more likely than their scenario

Seung Taek Kim, CSIS Visiting Korea Chair, Former ROK National Defense Ministry US Policy Division, 7/2/2010, “Rethinking Extended Deterrence,” http://csis.org/publication/rethinking-extended-deterrence, da: 7/19
However, the Cheonan incident revealed both the limit and vulnerability of the U.S.  extended deterrence. It may have been able to prevent North Korea from launching a full  scale attack on South Korea, but it has not been nearly as effective in preventing such  limited local provocation as the Cheonan incident. Since the current extended deterrence  policy can only be invoked to authorize punitive measures to be taken in response to a  military offense, it is almost impossible to invoke the extended deterrence to a limited  local provocation like the Cheonan that is a small-scale, one-time incident. It appears as  if North Korea has discovered this loophole—and successfully used it to its advantage.  After all, there is yet to be a case in which the United States responded forcefully to such     provocations, despite the fact that a number of similar incidences preceded the Cheonan  that resulted in skirmishes  between the South and North Korean navies near the Northern  Limit Line in the West Sea.  A reevaluation of the “extended deterrence” policy is necessary. Just as America’s  nuclear arsenal consisting of thousands of warheads have failed to dissuade and deter Al-  Qaeda from committing acts of terrorism, so too has the extended deterrence policy of the  United States been ineffectual in deterring North Korea from engaging in limited local  provocations and escalating tensions on the peninsula. What is more concerning is that  the  probability of a full-scale war between North and South Korea may essentially be nil  today, but the frequency of local provocations can be expected to surge in the coming  years.   If the nature of a country’s primary security threat changes, then the means of dealing  with that threat must also change. As a result, this demands a new tailored deterrence  strategy that better fits the Korean Peninsula’s unique security situation and is aimed at  preventing limited small scale provocations. In order to send a clear message to the North  Korean leadership that any North Korean provocation would invite a corresponding  countermeasures, this new extended deterrence strategy  should detail a specific course of  action to be taken by both South Korea and the U.S. in the case of such an incident in the  future.  In light of the fact that the purpose of the U.S.-ROK alliance is to maintain peace  and stability on the Korean Peninsula, developing a new extended deterrence is critical in  the viability of the alliance since not many South Koreans will support an alliance that  cannot deter North Korea’s provocations.  Now is the time for the United States and  South Korea to cooperatively devise this new deterrence strategy. And both sides should  regard the handling of the Cheonan incident as a first step toward that goal.      

2AC Deterrence 

No link- Troops in South Korea are not engaged in war, withdrawal doesn’t trigger a perception of giving up. 

No impact--The more the conventional deterrent, the larger risk of deterrent failure

Rhodes, Rutgers University Global Security and Democracy Center Director, 2000
Edward, "CAN THE UNITED STATES DETER IRAQI AGGRESSION? THE PROBLEMS OF CONVENTIONAL DETERRENCE ," http://www.ciaonet.org/special_section/iraq/papers/rhe01/rhe01.pdf, 3/10]
One additional point is worth highlighting.  The historical record  suggests that the willingness of potential aggressors to launch attacks that  fly in the face of the military odds may well    increase    if the odds are  lengthened.  When underlying political differences remain unresolved, measures  by a deterrer to increase its military capacity may stimulate, rather than  prevent, a deterrence failure.  "If in the estimate of attackers, the long-  term status quo presents an intolerable condition, they may choose to go to  war regardless of the current balance of power.  The impetus to go to war. . . may be the result of an assessment that the correlation of forces is shifting  even more dramatically toward the Case solves- withdrawal from South Korea is key to readiness, this is the best internal link to hegemony, extend Ferguson, heg checks every conflict defender and, therefore, opportunities for  success will only decline." [Allan (1994), 219; see also Lebow (1985), 215]  In sum, even an accurate appreciation of the fact that they will lose  may not be sufficient to deter potential aggressors.  Even when confronted by  a deterrer with clearly superior military capability, and    especially    when the  balance of power is moving against them, potential aggressors may elect war as  the only, or best, means of ending an unacceptable international political  stalemate or resolving unacceptable domestic political difficulties. 

No impact, withdrawal removes the incentive for attack cross apply Bandow from the heg flow 
No impact cross apply Ferguson from the heg advantage, troop flexibility is key and checks all conflict. 



***1AR***

1AR Extensions – North Korea (1/2)
1) A2: Alt Causes to NK Aggression – 1N #1

a. The U.S. is still the root of the problem. Their close presence to North Korea leads to the escalation of every small conflict. That’s Bandow 09. 

b. U.S. provides incentive for attack. U.S. make perfect nuclear hostages. That’s Bandow in 08.

c. Regardless of whether or not the U.S. causes North Korean aggression, it’s inevitable. The only way to solve is to remove U.S. troops so East Asian allies can counter balance an attack from North Korea. That’s Carpenter

2) A2: Reverse Causal

a. Feffer says that U.S. hinders South Korea’s ability to develop a national security regime. 

3) A2: No Japan/China alliance

a. Even if the neg is right about relations, China will try to stop Japan from proliferating as well as North Korea. It’s in their own interest.

b. We only need to prove that South Korea and Japan will develop regional defenses and cause North Korea to back down. 

4) A2: Prolif double turn

a. Proliferation is only dangerous in a world where North Korea proliferates first. Proliferation is inevitable. It’s only safe if Japan and South Korea proliferate first. That’s Carpenter. 

5) A2: No threat of attack – 1NC #2

a. North Korea wants a nuclear weapon for deterrent purposes and political leverage. It decreases Washington’s ability to intervene in East Asia. That’s Bandow.

b. Nuclear North Korea causes rapid regional nuclearization and substantially increases the risk of preemptive attack. That’s Cimbala. 


1AR Extensions – North Korea (2/2)
6) A2: Troops Key to Stability – 1NC #3

a. We read three impact scenarios proving this is untrue:

i. First, Hegemony. Korean troops are inflexible and freeing them up allows us increase our hegemony through long-term capability. This is key to deterring and fighting wars.

ii. Second, North Korea. The US is an impetus for North Korea aggression. This causes preemptive strikes and extinction. That’s Hayes and Hamel-Green.

iii. Third is China. U.S. presence more likely to increase Chinese aggression and resolve to not participate in regional peace keeping. This checks back nuclear war. That’s Straits Times. 

7) A2: No impact – 1NC #4

a. Argument is irrelevant – War will prevent from a preemptive strike by North Korea or it’s adversaries. That’s Cimbala.

b. Even if the nuclear was didn’t cause extinction, the effects of the radiation and smoke would cause famine, economic collapse, and climate change. All lead to extinction. That’s Hayes and Hamel-Green. 


1AR Extensions – Asia Balancing

1) A2: Non-Unique – 1NC #1

a. Cross apply Feffer from the North Korea advantage. U.S. presence prevents Korea from developing bilateral alliances with other countries due to backlash. This is key to East Asia cooperation.

b. South Korea is too reliant on the U.S. as a nanny-state. Korea won’t develop sufficient arsenals until U.S. withdrawals. That’s Bandow.

2) A2: China turn – 1NC #2

a. Prefer the specificity of our evidence.  Our Bandow evidence acknowledges that China is rising economically and militarily, it’s inevitable. China can either bind themselves to allied interests or become hostile.

b. U.S. presence is seen as regional competition by China, most likely scenario for Chinese aggression.  Only regional counterweights solve. That’s Carpenter. 

3) A2: No IL 1NC #3

a. China has incentive to stop North Korean prolif. Kim Jong-il will use a nuc as deterrence to protect it’s interests. China will act in its own self interest to deter NK.

b. If the U.S. welcomes China into the global leadership circle, then China would be willing to cooperate on regional peace keeping – That’s Bandow.

4) A2: Regional talks now 1NC #4

a. Regional talks now won’t solve – Japan and South Korea too reliant on the U.S. for protection. Developing their own military defenses key. That’s Carpenter.

b. If anything, bolsters solvency that East Asia balancing will solve best post plan. 


1AR Extensions – Hegemony

1) A2: Troop key 2 warfighting Turn – 1NC #1

a. Extend O’Hanlon 4 from 1AC Heg. Prefer our evidence, it assumes Steven’s argument because he argues for ground deterrence. We need withdrawal to refocus on Air and Naval forces

b. Extend Bandow 8 from 1AC Heg, our troops in South Korea increase tensions of war between countries, our withdrawal solves Chinese threat and instability

2) A2: Heg key 2 soft power – 1NC #2

a. Plan is key to solving China’s perceptions. When we are no longer a threat, we will be able to negotiate with China and still have soft power

3) A2: Troops key 2 East Asian Stability and check China – 1NC #3

a. Cross apply Bandow 10 from 1AC, Withdrawing troops will solve China’s rise and make it peaceful, and this will insure East Asian Stability because china will be safe regional hegemon

b. Extend Bandow 8 from 2AC Heg, South Korea will never ally with the United States if we go to war with China. They will actively protest any war making our troops inadequate for stability and checking china


1AR Impact Calc – START Specific
1. (Specific to START) Even if you don’t buy our uniqueness claims that START won’t pass in the status quo, their own evidence indicates that the soonest we will pass START is November. Regardless who wins the DA, it will be several months before we see the internal links of the DA, much less the impacts themselves. 

2. This means our North Korea advantage outweighs on timeframe and probability. The military exercise occurring along the Korean coast makes our impacts extremely fast and probable: any misperception or accident arising from this maneuver will trigger a nuclear Korean War (Read or extend Bandow 10 “Probability high). 

3.  Timeframe and probability outweighs magnitude because considering improbable, long-term high magnitude impacts first leads to policy paralysis because given an infinite amount of time and an infinite amount of chances every governmental action could be tied to an extinction impact. Furthermore, these slow impacts will be solved by intervening actors regardless of what chain of internal links the plan triggers. 

4. And… If we win that our extinction impact happens before theirs, none of their impacts matter. Judge, we can only go extinct once. Their (Insert scenario here) impact won’t happen if we’re already dead from North Korea going nuts.


1AR Impact Calc - Heg

1. Our hegemony impact turns and outweighs all of their DAs on magnitude and probability. Our collapse of deployments is inevitable, that’s 1AC 1. Bandow 10. This makes U.S. hegemonic decline inevitable unless we withdraw from South Korea to secure our global leadership through regional threat balancing. Our current hegemonic decline means that our impacts are 100% probable unless we change course. 

2. And even if you don’t consider probability first, prefer our magnitude. Our heg advantage turns every extinction impact in round because______________. 

3. And prefer high magnitude impacts, being killed in a car crash is much more probable and has a much shorter timeframe than any of the impacts in this round, but we don’t shape foreign policy based on them. The impact that risks the most lives, or our existence, should be the greatest in the round. 

1AR IR FEM

1. Extend our Interpretation – That the aff should win if the topical plan is the best policy option.

2. Prefer our interpretation – 

a. Ground – Aff choice outweighs; the aff gets to choice the substance of the debate – the negative can read kritiks on the aff .

b. Education – We need to engage in the political in order to change the epistemological; that’s the Houghton 8 – aff interpretation is the only way we can engage in any epistemological debate.

c. Extend Driver 05 – Consequentialism is the best framework; allows us to evaluate both the impacts in the kritik and the impacts presented by the affirmative.  

3. Extend the perm: Do the plan and all non-mutually exclusive parts of the alternative. 

Double Bind – The plan is only a small instance; this means either the alternative is strong enough to overcome this instance or the alt can’t overcome all other instances of masculinity in the status quo.

4. Extend Cochran 99 – perm solves best; We need to work within the state to produce any chance – this means we need to combine methodology and immediate action of the plan in order to solve.

5. The alt. can’t solve

a. the impacts of the case happen before the alt. can make a transition to a feminist society, these result in extinction.

b. Extend Fellmeth 00- without action of the state, patriarchy runs wild and furthers the ills of feminists.

6. No Root Cause – 

a. Impact empirically denied – people will be and always have been self-centered and interested this means that we will never be able to move toward negs alternative – this is the most accurate predictor of state behavior – this is Solomon 96.

b. Realism is inevitable – extend Guzzini 98 – even though realism theory can be wrong, all international policymaker will make decisions on the realist predications.

c. They say realism bad – but in a world where it has been around since civilization, no terminal impact – weakens their argument – realism is the most real world option.

7.  Extend our turn – Whitworth 94 – The kritik just recreates all of their root cause impacts – the kritik is essentialist, they are reproducing the same exact stereotypes that are produced in the 1AC and under Patriarchy.

8. Essentialism (even when used strategically or for empowering ends) leads to oppressive representations of identity—Producing classism, sexism and homophobia

Kevin Gosine, Brock University Sociologist, “Essentialism Versus Complexity: Conceptions of Racial Identity Construction in Educational Scholarship,” CANADIAN JOURNAL OF EDUCATION 27, 1, 2002,: 81–100, http://www.csse.ca/CJE/Articles/FullText/CJE27-1/CJE27-1-06Gosine.pdf
Researchers might consider employing postmodern perspectives to highlight the various ways individuals negotiate, engage, and resist such collective identifications from the multiplicity of subject positions that comprise a given racial community. Put differently, it is important to account for the unique ways different social statuses continually intersect to complicate collective strivings for coherent racial identities. Although collective or intersubjective forms of racial identity can frequently work to protect and empower racialized youth living within a hostile, Eurocentric environment (Miller, 1999), the imposition of defensively situated (counter-hegemonic) essentialisms can be, as Yon’s (2000) interviews with Trevor and Margaret illustrate, just as confining or oppressive as the negatively valued representations that circulate within the dominant society. In both cases, human subjects are objectified through the imposition of confining, static labels — a situation that provides fertile ground for intra-communal classism, sexism, and homophobia. For this reason, it is worthwhile to explore the diverse effects of these racialized communal forms of consciousness along with the multiplicity of ways in which individuals negotiate and make sense of them. Accounting for intra-group division, ambivalence, and rupture exposes the unstable and fluid nature of collective identities.

9. No link – We decrease a specific aspect of military presences that only relates to South Korea – this not-uniques the link, we don’t increase any military presence. 

1AR Cap and Trade

[INSERT CASE OUTWEIGHS]
1. Extend that Cap and Trade will pass in the status quo.

a. Reid and other democratic leaders are pushing for the inclusion of cap and trade and will get the 60 votes

b. Industries support a cap on carbon emissions and are convincing republicans to vote on the bill

2. And the link is non-unique, financial reform should have given Obama enough polcap, and if not, it means that politicians only vote on the individual merits of a bill

3. No link- Congress might know about the plan, but there isn’t any actual legislation, Congress has statistically not cared about military forces in South Korea

4. Even if Congress does take notice of the plan, it will be viewed as unpopular- Congress wants military presence maintained in Northeast Asia

5. And extend Forrester- members of Congress perceive China as a growing power and want troops in South Korea to check back

6. At the worst case scenario there’s no impact to cap and trade, it doesn’t send shocks to the economy, that’s Barr

[INSERT OTHER IMPACT ANSWERS]
1AR START

Uniqueness debate:

1. Extend – The Hill 10 cards  prefer- they postdate, take into account recent radicalization before midterms, no republicans want to look weak on defense by deferring to Russia in the face of the spy scandal

Link:

2. Cross-apply -- Korb 10, votes on start are ideological, plan doesn't change republican distate of disarm

prefer our political reality, not their hopeful posturing by people  who want it to pass

3. Extend Kope --  repubs have already decided against start and stuck to the party line, obama's actions can't change that. no warrants for sharp evidence, no analysis of how political influence changes the policy analysis of lugar and kerry

4. Extend that obama's political capital is already  shot, the link  should've been triggered by the bp oil spill, aff becomes overshadowed by more important issues- no risk of a link. 

5. even if plan is unpopular, link will be triggered anyway by unpopular domestic issues, shoiuld've been triggered by financial regualtions

6. Extend Beinart 8, conceded, skorea isn't important enough to sap political capital- especially if it's spun with the heg justification from the 1ac, repubs won't take a stand against it when the key issues during midterms are jobs and the oil spill

Impact Turns:

7. Extend Cooper 9, nuclear transport post-start makes accidents inevitable, triggering nuclear escalation and extinction. Their ev doesn’t apply: numbers of nukes is irrelevant; START increases the amount of transport. 

8. Extend that pandering to russia makes us look weak to our enemies, deterrence is the only way to check nuke war, extend ferrara. We control uniqueness- bush-style deterrence empirically denies their start impacts

AT: ADD ON: – Afghan Instability

1. The link to Russian cooperation on Afghanistan is non-existent. The Maginnis card never actually says START is key to cooperation it only says Obama should try to get Russian cooperation.

2. The Hart and Hagel evidence never says Russia is key to Afghan stability. The word stability is never actually in the card.

3. Even if a coup happened, Pakistan has checks on losing their nuclear weapons.

Malou Innocent is a foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute, “5 Basic Reasons the US Should Leave Afghanistan” – June 24, 2010 – available at: http://craigconsidine.wordpress.com/2010/06/24/5-basic-reasons-the-us-should-leave-afghanistan/

Pakistan has an elaborate command and control system in place that complies with strict Western standards, and the country’s warheads, detonators, and missiles are not stored fully-assembled, but are scattered and physically separated throughout the country. In short, the danger of militants seizing Pakistan’s nuclear weapons in some Rambo-like scenario remains highly unlikely
4. Public opposition 

Grare ’06 

(Frédéric,- Visiting Scholar @ Carnegie “Pakistan: The Myth of an Islamist Peril” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/45.grare.final.pdf)

When Islamic parties gain local power— usually by political manipulation as in parts of the North-West Frontier Province (NWFP) and Baluchistan, stability and secu- rity are no better or worse than in areas con- trolled by their secular alternatives. When Islamic parties are in opposition, they are used by the regime as a vessel to receive and channel popular dissatisfaction. The religious parties’ low mass appeal makes them less threatening to the military establishment than the more popular PPP. Demonstrations organized by the MMA during the Iraq War, for example, bolstered a Pakistani government caught between popu- lar opinion hostile to the war and the govern- ment’s need not to alienate the United States. Most observers in Pakistan believed in 2003 hat the Iraq War would unleash a series of protests and terrorist attacks. Preparations were made and security was reinforced, yet, not a single incident occurred. Musharraf, representing the dominant army, got the government’s message out, and the leaders of the large Islamist political parties and even key terrorist organizations followed it. Before the U.S. invasion of Iraq, Musharraf told a group of businesspeople in Lahore that Pakistan would be the next target of U.S. military punishment if it continued to be perceived as a state supporting terrorism. Pakistan’s possession of nuclear weapons only raised the likelihood of a U.S. strike. It was time for radical groups in Pakistan to lie low and go along with the state’s cooperation with the United States. Qazi Hussein Ahmad, leader of the Jamaat-e-Islami, and more radi- cal players such as the Lashkar-e-Toiba, fol- lowed along. The remarkable calm showed the sunny side of the patron-client relation-ship between the Pakistan state establishment and key Islamist parties and forces. 

AT: ADD ON: – Israel Strikes

1. The internal link to an Israel preemptive strike is Iran proliferation. With the impact turn the Aff proves that START actually increases proliferation thereby the likelihood of an Israeli attack on Iran actually increases post START ratification turning the impact.

AT: ADD ON: – Russia Economy

1.The Blank card never actually says START would stabilize the Russian economy. It only says that war hawks would stop pressuring for budget increases. There is no warrant for why this would have any effect on the economy as a whole.

2. Impact is empirically denied. The David card has been around for over 10 years and since it was written the world has gone through many recessions but internal war has never struck Russia.

3.There's zero probability to this impact, but the Aff proves without a doubt that if we don't pull out our troops from South Korea US heg will be lost and all nuclear conflict becomes inevitable. 
1AR Midterms

1. Extend the non-uniques from Silver in 7/16 and Cook 6/24. Prefer our uniqueness evidence because it is
a. More recent – newer evidence should be accepted over older because in the political world days can change an entire political spectrum. Or
 b. it predictive rather than just statements. Nate Silver is the most widely accepted election predictor and says the dems will win the senate. 

2. Extend the Fly 2010 Link Turn from the 2AC that the plan is an international sign of weakness. With the passage of the plan we collapse Obama’s Political capital killing his agenda. This leads to the gridlock which is key to preventing economic collapse. This makes Obama look weak on foreign policy.

3. A. More link turn ev - The GoP will use foreign policy weakness as a wedge issue

Lake 10 Eli, Nat’l Security Correspondent for Washington Times, April, The 9/14 Presidency, Reason Magazine

If you believe the president’s Republican critics, Barack Obama takes a law enforcement approach to terrorism. His FBI came under fire for reading Umar Farouk Abdulmutallab, the Nigerian national who nearly blew up an airplane on Christmas, his constitutional rights. His attorney general was blasted for wanting to give 9/11 mastermind Khalid Shaikh Mohammed a criminal trial in lower Manhattan. Republican Sen. Scott Brown rode to his historic upset victory in Massachusetts in part due to this slogan: “In dealing with terrorists, our tax dollars should pay for weapons to stop them, not lawyers to defend them.” Every sign suggests the GOP will make terrorism a wedge issue in the 2010 midterm elections. “As I’ve watched the events of the last few days,” former vice president Dick Cheney said shortly after the Abdulmutallab attack, “it is clear once again that President Obama is trying to pretend we are not at war.”

b) Inciting fear in the public ensures a backlash against incumbents

Rothenberg 9

Stuart Rothenberg, Editor of the The Rothenberg Political Report and a regular columnist for Roll Call Newspaper, 3-20-2009, “Should Democrats Worry About Obama Disconnect in 2010?,”http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/03/should_democrats_worry_about_o.html
Their fear is that even if Obama remains personally popular, voters will not look kindly on their party's candidates for Congress and governor if the economy remains weak and the public mood is sour and frightened. And even if the economy is showing signs of life, public concern over the deficit, taxes or cultural issues could drive turnout among voters wanting - you guessed it - change.  The concern is well-founded, and you don't have to believe me to take this danger seriously.

4. Extend the Ferguson 6 -- No impact Evidence that proves that even with an economic collapse, there will be no chance of escalation to nuclear war. 

1AR Troop Shift

1. Extend the Associated Press 09 card which is just an informational card that the United States started withdrawing troops from Iraq last October and is still doing so

2. Double Bind Either--  troops from Iraq were not moved into Afghanistan proving that free troops at the moment are not being sent to Afghanistan—or that troops were moved into Afghanistan do not cause Pakistani instability and all of their impacts.

Either way our impacts outweigh and heg solves your impacts..

3.And extend our Bandow 7 card proving that the U.S. Won’t Deploy South Korean Forces to Other Conflicts

Reasons to prefer, Bandow is a world credited author who is carefully watched and can be criticized (unlike the Korean time) also Bandow risks his professional reputation whenever he writes, means that whatever he writes is approved by a board of professors at the Cato institute who all have degrees in the issue.

4. Finally extend our Alter 10 card that proves that troops in Afghanistan are and will be withdrew before any of their impacts happen. Also new troops being but in Afghanistan will not change Obamas decision
5. Heg will solve all of their impacts

Also NK aggression will outweigh

6. Extend our DNA 7-15 Card that turns the DA because troop shift good—withdrawal will cause conflicts with Pakistan and others. 

7. Extend our Grare 06 card that states there is absolutely no chance of Pakistani instability. Even in a world of Pakistani instability caused by violence Grare takes out the internal link stating that there is no chance of violence collapsing the Pakistani government

8. Our Bokhari 07 card completely takes out their Indo Pakistan war, because there is no chance of a coup taking over the Pakistani government. Even in a world where the regime is being threatened the current government is able to control its nukes and the disarmament of its nukes.

1AR CMR

ON THE UNIQUENESS DEBATE

1. Noonan 08 completely takes out their entire disad- prefer our evidence noonan states that there is currently a structural problem with CMR. Unless a Education system within CMR is fixed there is no chance of CMR being high

2. Our Wong 09 evidence is key in this round- along with an education system there is wars, power-shifts, weapon systems, global warming, debt, and defense costs that currently push CMR low. 

3. Reasons to prefer our evidence: Ask for evidence after the round, all of their uniqueness cards state nothing specifically about CMR. Their cards are just snips and cuts of conversations and statements used to persuade the public.

Our Evidence is backed by a Director of National Security and a PHD in Strategic Studies

Our evidence is very clear that there are alternative causes that are making CMR low now.

5. The Hansen 09 Evidence is great at proving that policy disputed such as the plan, WILL NOT spill over causing CMR to rise or fall

6. But our Cole 10 evidence points out the fact that defense budgets are coming soon

7. Defense cuts leads to CMR failing that’s Kohn 08 from the 2AC

8. This completely THUMPS the DA, If the CMR is as perception linked as they say it is, then our evidence stating that Obama is planning on cutting the defence budget should of already triggered the link
11. Extend our Schake 9 evidence that uses the historical example of all the political disputes in Afghanistan to prove that CMR is uber resilent and something as small as the plan will not cause any of their impacts.

12. It’s a double bind—Either the impacts should of already happened because of the political controversies in Iraq or the impacts will not happen because of the CMR specific resilience to political contrivesies


13. Extend the Washington Independent 08  that the Disad doesn’t turn case – Civilian authority always trumps allowing AFF to be passed

14. Also finally extend our Desch 1 card that specifically points out that in an event of dangerously low CMR no impacts would occur

1AR Conditionality

1. Extend Condo bad from the 2AC:

a. Time skew – they could read five condo CPs then kick them all, even with only one they pressure us not to undercover it then can kick it if we don’t. They already have a massive time advantage from the block.

b. Strat skew – we base our arguments on the advocacy, if its condo it disincentivizes heavy offense because they can always kick out and make it irrelevant, so it leads to poorer and more spread argumentation that harms both aff fairness and overall education. We don’t make our best args, but the most generic.

c. Dispo solves all offense, limits neg advocacies and lets us have offense. This is a voter, rejecting the argument is exactly what we’re saying is unfair.

2. And, fairness outweighs education:

a. Sustainability – if the game isn’t fair, no one will play. No one will do rigged debate, meaning no recipients of education.

b. Debate not key to education – At best, all they do is give us random trivia. We could easily get deeper and more useful education in forums outside debate. We can’t get debate unique benefits elsewhere, clash provides good education we only get here.

3. Answers to the Neg:

a. Condo not key to neg, plenty of rounds are won with SMART unconditional CP. The fact they don’t have a CP they’re not confident in just means they should prep better.

b. Depth over breath – The best education will always come from in-depth clash, if they read four counterplans we get no education but extreme generics, with uncondo we get a deep education.

c. Err Aff – Otherwise creates a disincentive to run theory at all, meaning negs will massively abuse us and we won’t have recourse. The time skew from the block is bad enough, we need a fair shot in theory to make up for it.

1AR Consult NATO (LONG)

(Pick and choose extensions based off how the round goes)

1 (  ) Extend the very first point on the CP from the 2AC, the CP doesn’t compete. We define should, specifying the conditional desireability – if we prove it’s a good idea, that’s enough to vote aff. Prefer our actual definition. The aff never defended certainty or immediacy in the round, don’t let them force us to. The resolution doesn’t mandate us to do either, as long as we prove the plan ought to be passed you vote aff. Literally no ground lost to them, make them name a single argument. All their disads, if true, mean the plan isn’t desireable and still can justify negating.

2 (  ) Extend 2 from the 2AC, Condition CPs are bad. Our argument’s not arbitrary, here are specific warrants and how they answer theirs:

a. is regressive, they say limit on literature but it’s still an unmanageable amount to deal with. Lit doesn’t check, that would require the aff to scour all writings to see who some random guy in Idaho thinks we should ask about the military.

b. is bad net benefits. The aff can’t be expected to answer the unmanageable amount, the neg will always have hugely superior evidence because they focus on this issue, they force the aff to research affects of asking everyone possible which is hugely unfair.

c.  is they could’ve read it as a DA. Checks any offense – it forces the neg to prove the issue matters, instead of just winning a .1% risk. It is fair to the aff, we get to weigh the plan against it instead of them stealing the whole thing. There is no education lost by making it a DA. 

d.  is it’s a voter. In round abuse, they claim the entire aff with only a slight poor net benefit. The only way to remedy is vote them down to prevent further reading of the abusive argument, and remedy the time we already spend on theory just to have a chance of winning. The neg always has generic Disads, deterrence politics and more, there is no reason THIS generic is uniquely key to the neg ground.

3 (  ) Extend the perm, do CP then plan. We literally solve everything. We do the entire binding process of the consult, and enact their decision. Then we do a secondary act of fiat reducing troops. IF they win NATO says yes, the perm solves because it the second act of fiat becomes irrelevant and isn’t perceived. If they say no, after the binding consult we make a separate fiat of the plan, solving. Not intrinsic, we don’t add any time that’s not a part of the plan or CP. 

4 (  ) And extend the Crook 2 evidence from the 2AC, takes out the entire net benefit. Consulting only one time pisses off NATO more because it raises their expectations of us, meaning the CP would only exacerbate bad relations and trigger any impacts.

​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​1AR Consult NATO (SHORT)

(Pick and choose extensions based off how the round goes)

1 (  ) Extend the very first point on the CP from the 2AC, the CP doesn’t compete. We define should, specifying the conditional desireability – if we prove it’s a good idea, that’s enough to vote aff. Prefer our actual definition. The aff never defended certainty or immediacy, we don’t have to

2 (  ) Extend 2 from the 2AC, Condition CPs are bad:

a. is regressive, it’s still an unmanageable amount to deal with. Lit doesn’t check, that would require the aff to scour all writings possible about conditions to do the aff.

b. is bad net benefits. The neg will always have hugely superior evidence because they focus on this issue, and they steal the whole aff meaning an impossibly small risk of a net benefit kills us.

c.  is they could’ve read it as a DA. Checks any offense – it forces the neg to prove the issue matters, and lets the aff weigh the plan against. There is no education lost.

d.  is it’s a voter. The only remedy is vote them down to prevent further reading of the abusive argument, and remedy the time we already spend on theory just to have a chance of winning. 

3 (  ) Extend the perm, do CP then plan. We literally solve everything. We do the entire binding process of the consult, and enact their decision. Then we do a secondary act of fiat reducing troops. If they win NATO says yes, the second act of fiat isn’t perceived. Not intrinsic, we don’t add any time that’s not a part of the plan or CP. 

4 (  ) And extend the Crook 2 evidence from the 2AC, takes out the entire net benefit. Consulting only one time pisses off NATO more because it raises their expectations of us, meaning the CP would only exacerbate bad relations and trigger any impacts.
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