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***TURKEY TNW SHIFT***

TNW Redeployment 1NC

Turn—

A. Removal of Turkey TNWs leads to TNW redeployment and new military exercises—causes short-term US-Russia crisis escalation and conflict
Miller, Former Pentagon senior career policy official, Robertson, Former NATO Secretary General, and Schake, Hoover Institution Fellow, Center for European Reform, 2/8/2010
[Frank, George, Kori, "Germany Opens Pandora's Box," www.cer.org.uk/pdf/bn_pandora_final_8feb10.pdf, da: 7/15]
It may be suggested that the alternative to permanent stationing is to ‘remove and deploy’. But a policy of  storing nuclear weapons in the US and deploying them to Germany or other NATO countries in times of  crisis would be destabilising: Russia would view such deployment as a drastic escalation. For that reason,  deployment would be extremely unlikely to occur. This would give enemies every reason to doubt whether  the United States would heighten tensions during a crisis by sending nuclear weapons to Europe. Or that a  German government in the midst of a crisis would choose to accept them, either for use in defence of a  NATO ally or even its own country. To use the clumsy language of NATO communiqués, if the alliance  withdrew nuclear weapons from Europe it would make aggression “calculable”. In other words, a potential  aggressor could more easily imagine splitting Europe off from the United States. 

As a practical matter, the withdrawal of Europe-based weapons to the US would make it difficult for the  allies to keep those portions of their forces tasked with deploying the weapons in top fighting shape. They  would have to compensate by increasing exercises, which is also likely to raise tensions with Russia and  cause concern among domestic critics of nuclear weapons. 

B. Russia-US war leads to extinction

Bostrom, Oxford philosophy faculty, 2002 
[Nick, “Existential Risks Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards,” Published in the Journal of Evolution and Technology, Vol. 9, March, http://www.nickbostrom.com/existential/risks.html]

A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4]  Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently.
TNW Redeployment—Link EXTN

TNW removal absent changing broader nuclear sharing policy leads to TNW relocation to new countries

Meier, Institute for Peace Research and Security Policy Researcher, and Verification Research, Training and Information Centre (VERTIC) Arms Control and Disarmament Researcher, December 2009
[Oliver, "German Nuclear Stance Stirs Debate," http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2009_12/GermanNuclearStance, da: 7/15]
German Defense Minister Karl-Theodor zu Guttenberg, in a Nov. 19 speech in Washington, explicitly 

warned that new NATO members might take over Germany’s role in nuclear sharing, should U.S. weapons deployed in Germany be withdrawn unilaterally. Guttenberg said that when discussing the future of nuclear weapons in Germany, “we have to keep in mind what any step means, as a consequence.” Pointing to NATO’s 1996 promise not to deploy nuclear weapons on the territory of new alliance members, Guttenberg said that “we could have partners in mind who probably would be glad to offer their grounds and their soil for any weapons. But the question is whether that makes sense, then, for the security structures within Europe.”

Post-plan efforts to shore up extended deterrence would just create a crisis situation with Russia

Sokov, Center for Nonproliferation Studies Senior Research Associate, 7/17/2009
[Nikolai, “Tactical (Substrategic) Nuclear Weapons,” http://cns.miis.edu/opapers/090717_german_leadership/german_leadership_6_issue_4.pdf, da: 7/15]
To shore up the NATO commitment absent TNW, some experts have suggested, for  example, conducting real operational contingency planning for a Russian  conventional attack on the Baltics. At the same time, it is necessary to keep in mind  that an attempt to create a more tangible security commitment, whether in the form  of deployment of conventional forces or explicit contingency planning for response  to a potential Russian attack, is likely to be seen in Moscow as an increase in the  level of threat from NATO. There is real danger of sliding into a classic security  dilemma—an attempt to defend against potential Russian threat could be regarded  as a threat in itself.  

The link is empirically proven
Hans M. Kristensen Feb 2005 Natural Resources Defense Council U.S.  Nuclear Weapons in Europe A Review of Post-Cold War Policy, Force Levels, and War Planning. http://www.nrdc.org/nuclear/euro/euro.pdf, da: 7/15
Another interesting feature is that nuclear weapons that were withdrawn from two German bases, two Turkish bases, and one Italian base in the mid 1990s were not returned to the United States but transferred to the main U.S. base in those countries. In Germany, the weapons were moved from Memmingen Air Base and Nörvenich Air Base to Ramstein Air Base. In Turkey, they were moved from Akinci Air Base and Balikesir Air Base to Incirlik Air Base, and in Italy, the weapons were moved from Rimini Air Base to Ghedi Torre Air Base. These transfers appear to have been a consistent pattern: Nuclear weapons were not withdrawn from the European theater when a U.S. Munitions Support Squadron (MUNSS) was inactivated at national bases, but instead were moved to the main U.S. operating base in each country. In all of these cases, the weapons continue to be earmarked for “host nation use” and delivery by the national air forces. 

TNW Redeployment Bad—Miscalc (1/2)

TNW relocation causes quick miscalc and US-Russian first-strikes

Sokov, Center for Nonproliferation Studies Senior Research Associate, 7/17/2009
[Nikolai, “Tactical (Substrategic) Nuclear Weapons,” http://cns.miis.edu/opapers/090717_german_leadership/german_leadership_6_issue_4.pdf, da: 7/15]
  If TNW can be used promptly, on short notice, their deployment areas will  immediately be classified as first-priority targets for nuclear use. In fact, to  avoid dispersion in time of hostilities, TNW storage sites must be destroyed  prior to the beginning of hostilities in a preemptive strike. This enhances the  risk of a nuclear preemptive strike in times of political crisis. 

 Russia is certain to classify relocation of TNW to its border as a major threat  and as an indication of aggressive designs. It regards U.S. and NATO  conventional superiority as a potential threat, and any addition to the  existing capability will trigger an easily predictable reaction. 

o Limiting new TNW deployment to the Balkans will hardly change the  Russian reaction because it will not believe claims about the desire of NATO to strengthen deterrence of other countries (Iran, for example).  One need only review the controversy over deploying ballistic missile  defenses in Eastern Europe, which has been justified by potential  threat from Iran, to understand this. Also, the prospect that the United  States could locate two new bases in Bulgaria and Romania, which  were clearly intended to support operations in the Middle East,  became one of the triggers for Moscow’s decision to freeze its  membership in the Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty. 

o In case TNW are moved to the east or southeast, Russia will promptly  deploy its own TNW to the new frontline and will most likely reverse  changes in the TNW posture that resulted from the PNIs. In particular,  it is likely to deploy a limited number of nuclear-armed ground-launched missiles (Iskander), whose range could probably be  enhanced beyond 500 km. Likely deployment areas are in the  northwest, including Kaliningrad Oblast. Nuclear warheads would  probably be deployed on submarines, including diesel-powered ones  in the Baltic Sea.  

o Employment options will probably include a preemptive strike  according to the logic outlined above, because Moscow is bound to see  the movement of TNW to its borders as preparation for war or, at the  very least, as a sign that the United States and NATO are preparing to  use threat of force in its dealings with Russia.  

Without the assurance of nuclear weapons, NATO countries militarize against Russia

Miller, Former Pentagon senior career policy official, Robertson, Former NATO Secretary General, and Schake, Hoover Institution Fellow, Center for European Reform, 2/8/2010
[Frank, George, Kori, "Germany Opens Pandora's Box," www.cer.org.uk/pdf/bn_pandora_final_8feb10.pdf, da: 7/15]
For Germany to want to remain under the nuclear umbrella while exporting to others the obligation of maintaining it is irresponsible.1 Moreover, the pressure created by Germany’s unilateral announcement will be unhelpful to other countries, especially Turkey and the new member-states. Denied the protection of NATO’s nuclear weapons in Europe, Turkey would have additional reasons to worry about Iran’s nuclear programme – and perhaps to develop nuclear weapons of its own. Newer NATO members in Central Europe, who see in the nuclear weapons a symbol of US commitment to defend them, would be left feeling vulnerable. They are likely to respond by demanding that NATO move its forces and bases, now heavily concentrated in Germany, closer to Russian borders.  

TNW Redeployment Bad—Miscalc (2/2)

TNW shift to new nuclear states would spark US-Russian war—this provides the only catalyst for war in the short-term

Alexander, Institute of World Economy and International Relations Department for Disarmament and Conflict Resolution Director, 2009
[Pikayev, “TACTICAL NUCLEAR WEAPONS,” www.icnnd.org/research/Pikayev_Tactical_Nuclear_Weapons.doc, da: 7/15]
In Europe, after the accession to NATO of the Baltic States, the problem of tactical nuclear weapons control became more acute. The buffer that separated Russia from NATO disappeared; territories of NATO member-states surrounded the Kaliningrad region. Also, the Baltic States are located in close proximity to both Russian capitals, Moscow and, in particular, St. Petersburg. The narrow depth of defence, an extremely short missile and strike aircraft flight time, if they are placed in Latvia and Estonia, and a most serious overall imbalance benefiting NATO in terms of conventional arms and forces, cannot but attract Russia’s attention to tactical nuclear weapons as a means for neutralising Western superiority, both quantitative and operational.

It must however be emphasised that so far, the NATO eastward enlargement has not been accompanied by the deployment of nuclear weapons and their most destabilising delivery means to the territories of new member states of the Alliance. So far Brussels has on the whole observed the provision of the Russia–NATO Founding Act, signed in 1997, which contains a clear obligation in the provision that the Alliance does not intend to deploy nuclear weapons on the territory of the new member countries. This document is not legally binding but its political importance makes obvious violation of its provisions difficult. 

However, in 2006 the Bush Administration announced its plans for deploying by 2011 its third missile defense area in Poland and the Czech Republic. That means the relocation of the anti-missile detection radar from Kwajalein to the territory of the Czech Republic and also construction of anti-missile silos in Poland, just a few kilometers from the border of the Russian Federation. For interception missiles, it is proposed to deploy ground-based interceptor (GBI) type systems, assembled from two stages of Minuteman ICBMs.

In Russia, these plans have aroused serious anxiety due not only to the possible strategic imbalance, but also to the fact that systems, which are to be deployed in Poland, may have tasks that are different from those that are announced. These antimissiles theoretically have the ability to strike not only ballistic missiles on their flight trajectory, but also ground targets. The flight range of a two-stage rocket is equal to the flight range of a medium-range missile. In other words, there are suspicions that attempts are being made to bypass the Intermediate Nuclear Force (INF) Treaty, prohibiting and eliminating short and medium range missiles. Such missiles are feared as having the potential for a surprise disarming or “beheading” strike on key command and control facilities that are located in many parts of European Russia, with a flight time in the order of five minutes. Although the INF Treaty has provisions exempting the ballistic missiles of such range if these are created and tested for BMD or Air Defence purposes (Art. VII), Moscow may be very conservative in its assessments and project the worst case scenario, as far-fetched or unlikely as it may be.

In November 2008 President Medvedev announced Russia’s intention to respond if American missiles appeared on Polish territory. One such response was the deployment of Iskander tactical missiles in the Kaliningrad region. These missiles are dual purpose, i.e. they can be used both with conventional and nuclear warheads.  The Russian President did not say whether these missiles will be of the nuclear or non-nuclear type.

Thus, the absence of legally-binding agreements on TNW in Europe, alongside erosion of other international legal regimes for arms limitation, has brought about a real danger of the revival of a nuclear standoff on the European continent as early as the beginning of the next decade. Such developments can be forestalled not only by political dialogue about missile defense, but also thorough control over tactical nuclear weapons.

TNW Redeployment Bad—Russia Relations/Afghanistan/Iran

TNW redeployment kills Russia relations and undermines cooperation to solve Afghanistan and Iran

Sokov, Center for Nonproliferation Studies Senior Research Associate, 7/17/2009
[Nikolai, “Tactical (Substrategic) Nuclear Weapons,” http://cns.miis.edu/opapers/090717_german_leadership/german_leadership_6_issue_4.pdf, da: 7/15]
 Given that the move would be a violation of the 1997 “three no’s”  commitment between NATO and Russia, relocation of TNW to the East will  undermine and possibly deal a mortal blow to the NATO-Russia relationship.  In a typical fashion, Moscow is likely to seek to “punish” NATO without due  regard to possible costs to itself. For example, it is likely to terminate any and  all cooperation with regard to Afghanistan and Iran. Abrogation of the  political obligations of the 1997 NATO-Russia Charter will also undermine  the credibility of any future political obligations of NATO.  

TNW Redeployment Bad—Prolif

TNW shift takes out prolif solvency—must end the policy of nuclear sharing, not just move TNWs around to boost credibility

Shoumikhin, Ph.D., Naitonal Institute Press, August 2008 

[Andrei, "Goals and Methods of Russian Arms Control Policy:  Implications for U.S. Security," http://www.nipp.org/Publication/Downloads/Publication%20Archive%20PDF/Russian%20Arms%20Control%20web.pdf, da: 7/15]
Deputy Chief of the 12th Main Directorate of the Defense Ministry at the time Sergei  Ivanov was in charge of the Russian nuclear arsenal was even more straightforward:   

Even if the Americans remove their tactical nuclear weapons from Europe, it will  not do any good. The storage infrastructure for these weapons will still be there  and it would take 12-14 hours to bring them back.  So, it should also be destroyed  and this should absolutely be done under international control.215   

Withdrawal doesn’t solve – need to eliminate nuclear sharing

Saaradzhyan, Harvard Kennedy School's Belfer Center  Research Fellow, January 2010
[Simon, "Russia’s NoN-stRategic NucleaR WeapoNs iN theiR cuRReNt coNfiguRatioN aNd postuRe:  a stRategic asset oR liability?," http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/russian-position-NSNWs.pdf, da: 7/15]
Russian officials have also pointed out that NATO’s doctrine, which allows the use of NATO  launch systems, such as tactical bombers, that belong to the air forces of non-nuclear powers to  launch U.S. tactical nuclear warheads in Europe, is in violation of the NPT because this treaty bars  non-nuclear powers from acquiring control of nuclear weapons from nuclear weapons states.92  Such U.S. experts as Hans M. Kristensen of the Federation of American Scientists concur. He  describes the aforementioned NATO nuclear strike mission as “highly controversial because these  countries as signatories to the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) have all pledged not to  receive nuclear weapons.”93 

Euro-Deterrence Shift—NATO Scenario (1/2)

(   ). Euro-Deterrence Bad

A. US withdrawal would lead to French fill-in

Tertrais, Paris- based Fondation pour la Recherche Stratégique(FRS) Senior Research Fellow, July 2007
[Bruno, "THE LAST TO DISARM? The Future of France’s Nuclear Weapons," http://cns.miis.edu/npr/pdfs/142tertrais.pdf, da: 7/15]
‘‘Replacement’’ of U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe with French Weapons. A serious  breakdown in transatlantic relations and the withdrawal of the 200 or so U.S. nuclear  air-delivered weapons may offer the opportunity for the French to take up such a  role with its ASMP-A missiles, which could probably be adapted to be carried by  fighter-bombers such as the Eurofighter or the Joint Strike Aircraft. The use of these  weapons by European ‘‘host’’ countries could be a collective decision, though  France would retain sole control over its SSBN force as the ultimate guarantee for  Europe’s protection, along with the independent British nuclear force. However, as  long as existing NATO procedures for the use of nuclear weapons by the alliance are  maintained, it is hard to imagine how two systems of consultations in crisis time  (one allied, one European) could coexist. 

B. French fill-in kills NATO

Gompert, RAND Vice President Emeritus, and Samaan, RAND Visiting Scholar, Winter 2009
[David, Jean-Loup, "French Nuclear Weapons, Euro-Deterrence and NATO," Contemporary Securit Policy, 30.3]
Apart from American attitudes about Euro-deterrence (addressed below), France  can count on opposition from its European allies, including its most important ones.  Germany, for instance, would fear the implication that a European deterrent would  weaken the American strategic commitment, or at least its credibility, which  remains a cornerstone of German national security policy. Press reports that  Germany would look unfavourably on a French nuclear commitment unless it  came via NATO ring true. Even for the Germans, try to have it both ways – American  deterrence via NATO and French deterrence via the EU would be difficult. 

Indeed, here is where the logic of Euro-deterrence begins to unravel. If the United  States extended deterrent is firm and credible, Europe has no need for an alternative,  given the scale of American retaliatory capabilities. It follows that if Europe needs an  alternative, it must mean that the US deterrent is not firm and credible, at least in  some eyes. It is not easy to apply to nuclear deterrence the general case for European  defence autonomy. In making the case for ESDP, the French and other Europeans  point out that the United States may not invariably opt to be involved in meeting a  security challenge that its European allies feel must be met, and that therefore the  Europeans must have their own mechanism for autonomous action. Fair enough;  but it is a huge leap to apply this reasoning to the strategic domain. It is one thing  for the EU to have small conventional battle groups that can conduct modest military  operations when the United States is disinterested and quite another thing to suggest  that there could be circumstances in which the United States strategic deterrent is not  available, Article V of the Washington Treaty notwithstanding. Circumstances in  which the United States would choose not to honour its strategic commitment to its  European allies do not leap to mind. Indeed, the graver the contingency, the more  likely the United States will be involved; and circumstances in which nuclear deter-  rence is relevant tend to be very grave. It follows that if the French Euro-deterrence  idea implies substituting for instead of augmenting American deterrence – even  under rare conditions – it unavoidably calls American deterrence into question.  This is no mere theoretical issue. The Central East Europeans and Nordics would  be very sceptical if not hostile to the idea of independent Euro-deterrence, since they  are especially worried about Putin’s Russia and thus about any hint or possibility that  the American deterrent may be weakened. 

Euro-Deterrence Shift—NATO Scenario (2/2)

C. Unified NATO key to solve global instability, great power transitions and WMD proliferation

Brzezinski, Former US National Security Advisor, Sept/Oct 2009
[Zbigniew, "An Agenda for NATO",Foreign Affairs, Vol. 88 Issue 5,  EBSCOhost, accessed: 12-14-9]
And yet, it is fair to ask: Is NATO living up to its extraordinary potential? NATO today is without a doubt the most powerful military and political alliance in the world. Its 28 members come from the globe's two most productive, technologically advanced, socially modern, economically prosperous, and politically democratic regions. Its member states' 900 million people account for only 13 percent of the world's population but 45 percent of global GDP. NATO's potential is not primarily military. Although NATO is a collective-security alliance, its actual military power comes predominantly from the United States, and that reality is not likely to change anytime soon. NATO's real power derives from the fact that it combines the United States' military capabilities and economic power with Europe's collective political and economic weight (and occasionally some limited European military forces). Together, that combination makes NATO globally significant. It must therefore remain sensitive to the importance of safeguarding the geopolitical bond between the United States and Europe as it addresses new tasks. The basic challenge that NATO now confronts is that there are historically unprecedented risks to global security. Today's world is threatened neither by the militant fanaticism of a territorially rapacious nationalist state nor by the coercive aspiration of a globally pretentious ideology embraced by an expansive imperial power. The paradox of our time is that the world, increasingly connected and economically interdependent for the first time in its entire history, is experiencing intensifying popular unrest made all the more menacing by the growing accessibility of weapons of mass destruction -- not just to states but also, potentially, to extremist religious and political movements. Yet there is no effective global security mechanism for coping with the growing threat of violent political chaos stemming from humanity's recent political awakening. The three great political contests of the twentieth century (the two world wars and the Cold War) accelerated the political awakening of mankind, which was initially unleashed in Europe by the French Revolution. Within a century of that revolution, spontaneous populist political activism had spread from Europe to East Asia. On their return home after World Wars I and II, the South Asians and the North Africans who had been conscripted by the British and French imperial armies propagated a new awareness of anticolonial nationalist and religious political identity among hitherto passive and pliant populations. The spread of literacy during the twentieth century and the wide-ranging impact of radio, television, and the Internet accelerated and intensified this mass global political awakening. In its early stages, such new political awareness tends to be expressed as a fanatical embrace of the most extreme ethnic or fundamentalist religious passions, with beliefs and resentments universalized in Manichaean categories. Unfortunately, in significant parts of the developing world, bitter memories of European colonialism and of more recent U.S. intrusion have given such newly aroused passions a istinctively anti-Western cast. Today, the most acute example of this phenomenon is found in an area that stretches from Egypt to India. This area, inhabited by more than 500 million politically and religiously aroused peoples, is where NATO is becoming more deeply embroiled. Additionally complicating is the fact that the dramatic rise of China and India and the quick recovery of Japan within the last 50 years have signaled that the global center of political and economic gravity is shifting away from the North Atlantic toward Asia and the Pacific. And of the currently leading global powers--the United States, the EU, China, Japan, Russia, and India--at least two, or perhaps even three, are revisionist in their orientation. Whether they are "rising peacefully" (a self-confident China), truculently (an imperially nostalgic Russia) or boastfully (an assertive India, despite its internal multiethnic and religious vulnerabilities), they all desire a change in the global pecking order. The future conduct of and relationship among these three still relatively cautious revisionist powers will further intensify the strategic uncertainty. Visible on the horizon but not as powerful are the emerging regional rebels, with some of them defiantly reaching for nuclear weapons. North Korea has openly flouted the international community by producing (apparently successfully) its own nuclear weapons--and also by profiting from their dissemination. At some point, its unpredictability could precipitate the first use of nuclear weapons in anger since 1945. Iran, in contrast, has proclaimed that its nuclear program is entirely for peaceful purposes but so far has been unwilling to consider consensual arrangements with the international community that would provide credible assurances regarding these intentions. In nuclear-armed Pakistan, an extremist anti-Western religious movement is threatening the country's political stability. These changes together reflect the waning of the post-World War II global hierarchy and the simultaneous dispersal of global power. Unfortunately, U.S. leadership in recent years unintentionally, but most unwisely, contributed to the currently threatening state of affairs. The combination of Washington's arrogant unilateralism in Iraq and its demagogic Islamophobic sloganeering weakened the unity of NATO and focused aroused Muslim resentments on the United States and the West more generally.
Euro-Deterrence Shift—Link EXTN

Britain and France fill-in

Kristensen, Federation of Atomic Scientists, 1/14/2009
[Hans, "The Minot Investigations: From Fixing Problems to Nuclear Advocacy," http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/2009/01/schlesingerreport.php, da: 7/15]
It is probably also worth mentioning that two NATO countries – France and the United Kingdom – decided years ago to go nuclear even though the United States had thousands of nuclear weapons deployed to defend them. The report doesn’t mention why the NATO countries would not feel sufficiently protected by British or French nuclear forces in Europe.
Plan leads to EU nuclear sharing

Nassauer, Berlin Information-center for Transatlantic Security (BITS) Director, May 2001
[Otfried, " Nuclear Sharing in NATO: Is it Legal? ," http://www.ieer.org/sdafiles/vol_9/9-3/nato.html, da: 7/15]
Nuclear sharing might become a problem for the European Union (EU), too. The EU is likely to face similar questions as has NATO when it no longer discusses joint military crisis-management, but begins to give detailed shape to its collective defense. At some point in the future the EU's members will have to decide whether to integrate their military forces into a collective defense structure or even whether they are going to become a unified state with unified armed forces. In both cases, the question remains of how current or possible future EU members will address the use of nuclear weapons that belong to the two European Union members that are nuclear powers, Britain and France. 

European integration often seems to happen on a slippery slope towards integration. This might prove true again, when it comes to discussing Europe's nuclear future. A one-time decision to hand over control from the national, i.e. British and French, level to the European level is very unlikely. Interim steps, e.g. some version of nuclear sharing modeled after NATO, could be used to avoid a clear-cut decision on a highly complicated issue such as the future control over British and French nuclear weapons.
Euro-Deterrence Bad—NATO—AT: Solves European Defense
French fill-in would undermine European defense integration

Gompert, RAND Vice President Emeritus, and Samaan, RAND Visiting Scholar, Winter 2009
[David, Jean-Loup, "French Nuclear Weapons, Euro-Deterrence and NATO," Contemporary Securit Policy, 30.3]
By this reasoning, vague references to Euro-deterrence could be seen as a ploy.  Limited to a concept, Euro-deterrence could, in some quarters, burnish France’s  image as defender of continental Europe without having to defend concrete  proposals, answer awkward questions, or provoke London and Washington to  organize allied resistance. With nothing said about implementation, there is no  proposition in play that could raise doubts in France about the sanctity of nuclear  independence, a keystone of domestic consensus. To go beyond Sarkozy’s musings  about Euro-deterrence could also jeopardize allied support for European Security  and Defence Policy (ESDP) by implying that it might include a nuclear compartment.   

Euro-Deterrence Bad—Deterrence Link

Euro-deterrence fill-in collapses the credibility of US deterrence

Gompert, RAND Vice President Emeritus, and Samaan, RAND Visiting Scholar, Winter 2009
[David, Jean-Loup, "French Nuclear Weapons, Euro-Deterrence and NATO," Contemporary Securit Policy, 30.3]
Apart from American attitudes about Euro-deterrence (addressed below), France  can count on opposition from its European allies, including its most important ones.  Germany, for instance, would fear the implication that a European deterrent would  weaken the American strategic commitment, or at least its credibility, which  remains a cornerstone of German national security policy. Press reports that  Germany would look unfavourably on a French nuclear commitment unless it  came via NATO ring true. Even for the Germans, try to have it both ways – American  deterrence via NATO and French deterrence via the EU would be difficult. 

Indeed, here is where the logic of Euro-deterrence begins to unravel. If the United  States extended deterrent is firm and credible, Europe has no need for an alternative,  given the scale of American retaliatory capabilities. It follows that if Europe needs an  alternative, it must mean that the US deterrent is not firm and credible, at least in  some eyes. It is not easy to apply to nuclear deterrence the general case for European  defence autonomy. In making the case for ESDP, the French and other Europeans  point out that the United States may not invariably opt to be involved in meeting a  security challenge that its European allies feel must be met, and that therefore the  Europeans must have their own mechanism for autonomous action. Fair enough;  but it is a huge leap to apply this reasoning to the strategic domain. It is one thing  for the EU to have small conventional battle groups that can conduct modest military  operations when the United States is disinterested and quite another thing to suggest  that there could be circumstances in which the United States strategic deterrent is not  available, Article V of the Washington Treaty notwithstanding. Circumstances in  which the United States would choose not to honour its strategic commitment to its  European allies do not leap to mind. Indeed, the graver the contingency, the more  likely the United States will be involved; and circumstances in which nuclear deter-  rence is relevant tend to be very grave. It follows that if the French Euro-deterrence  idea implies substituting for instead of augmenting American deterrence – even  under rare conditions – it unavoidably calls American deterrence into question.  This is no mere theoretical issue. The Central East Europeans and Nordics would  be very sceptical if not hostile to the idea of independent Euro-deterrence, since they  are especially worried about Putin’s Russia and thus about any hint or possibility that  the American deterrent may be weakened. 

***TNW SHIFT—AFF ANSWERS***

AT: Turkey TNW Shift—No Impact

Redeployment wouldn’t lead to crisis escalation—its covert

Sokov, Center for Nonproliferation Studies Senior Research Associate, 7/17/2009
[Nikolai, “Tactical (Substrategic) Nuclear Weapons,” http://cns.miis.edu/opapers/090717_german_leadership/german_leadership_6_issue_4.pdf, da: 7/15]
The issue of escalation, meanwhile, is more complicated than those who urge the  retention of TNW in NATO would admit. First of all, any moves to return the  weapons to Europe need not be acknowledged as long as dual-capable aircraft  remain in Europe deployed with conventional weapons, and no verification regime  exists. Deciding whether or not to announce any redeployment could be left to  NATO’s discretion. Indeed, the option to announce a redeployment could give NATO  commanders a new and flexible military tool—one of greater utility than the  weapons provide under the current scenario. This possibility would also serve to  provide an inducement to Russia to construct an appropriate verification regime.  

No impact--TNW withdrawal would not cause NATO to ramp up military exercises or change war plans

Meier, Institute for Peace Research and Security Policy Researcher, and Verification Research, Training and Information Centre (VERTIC) Arms Control and Disarmament Researcher, 2/15/2010
[Oliver, "Don’t Mention the Cold War: Lord Robertson’s Basil Fawlty Moment," http://www.armscontrol.org/pressroom/fawltymoment, 2/28]
It is hoped that such talks, when they occur, contain more enlightened thinking than in this briefing,  which harks back to the Cold War simplicity of Russia as NATO's enemy. For example, the authors’  suggest that if US tactical nuclear weapons are withdrawn, NATO would need to "compensate"  with increased war plans and exercises, and more darkly, that it could lead to the de-coupling of  US forces from Europe. But at a time when NATO forces, both European and American, are  fighting a war side-by-side in Afghanistan, the idea that NATO nuclear forces are an essential bond  between Europe and America is anachronistic and indeed dangerous because it distracts the  Alliance from focusing on the real issues.   

AT: Euro-Deterrence—No Link

No Euro-deterrence fill-in—implementation dooms

Gompert, RAND Vice President Emeritus, and Samaan, RAND Visiting Scholar, Winter 2009
[David, Jean-Loup, "French Nuclear Weapons, Euro-Deterrence and NATO," Contemporary Securit Policy, 30.3]
Even for France, Euro-deterrence gets more vexing the more seriously one con-  templates its implementation. While the Europeanization of the French independent  deterrent could help address the question of relevance, it would open up new ques-  tions of independence – not from Washington but from Berlin, London, Rome and  Brussels. Many French would want to know whether the decision to use nuclear  weapons remained a purely national prerogative, with the French President as the  sole decision-maker. If the answer is yes, how confident could France’s neighbours  be? If the answer is no, implying collective decision-making, how credible could  the threat of retaliation be? 

In the end, France would almost certainly reserve the sovereign decision to use or  to decline to use its nuclear weapons, just as the United States has always done when  extending deterrence to allies. But the United States has entered into arrangements to  give allies confidence in its deterrent, including NATO’s Nuclear Planning Group  (NPG) and dual-key systems. Would France offer to create an EU equivalent of  the NPG? Would it share control of or access to weapons? With its smaller deterrent  force, would France be as ready to take on an enemy nuclear power as the United  States would? If not, why would a European ally place greater trust in French  extended deterrence than in American extended deterrence? 

Finally, unless one or more of the European Union’s wealthy members, such as  Germany, were prepared to help shoulder the cost of French nuclear forces –  highly unlikely, assuming France retains sovereign control – the burdens of afford-  ability and sustainability would be no lighter than now. It hardly seems likely that  French taxpayers would be more generous in funding nuclear capabilities because  deterrence was extended to allies. In sum, with the possible exception of  non-binding declaratory policy implying French nuclear retaliation for attacks on  neighbouring soil, conditions do not seem ripe for an independent Euro-deterrent.  Paris can say that this is just an idea for the distant future, but others will evaluate  and react to it in the current context. 

No French fill-in—France has no incentive to change nuclear policy

Gompert, RAND Vice President Emeritus, and Samaan, RAND Visiting Scholar, Winter 2009
[David, Jean-Loup, "French Nuclear Weapons, Euro-Deterrence and NATO," Contemporary Securit Policy, 30.3]
At present, there is no detectable enthusiasm in French military or policy circles  for changing nuclear policy: no decisions loom, and change could be politically risky  at home and abroad. Moreover, the defence establishment will be preoccupied with  new directions in conventional forces, as outlined by the White Paper (which  devoted only three of 350 pages to nuclear forces). Although the government will  be vigilant for ways to reduce its bulging fiscal deficit, there is little room for  near-term savings in nuclear capabilities. If no new funding commitments are to be  made nor savings to be found in nuclear forces, what would impel Sarkozy to  change policy? 

AT: Euro-Deterrence—No Impact

French fill-in would lead to an effective Europe-based NATO

Gompert, RAND Vice President Emeritus, and Samaan, RAND Visiting Scholar, Winter 2009
[David, Jean-Loup, "French Nuclear Weapons, Euro-Deterrence and NATO," Contemporary Securit Policy, 30.3]
In effect, this would amount to a Franco – British Euro-deterrence organized in  NATO and executed under NATO, rather than a separate European Union arrange-  ment (which, as noted, the United Kingdom, among others, would likely to  oppose). While the circumstances in which France and the United Kingdom would  elect to use nuclear weapons and the United States are not hard to imagine, the  logic should satisfy the French desire that ‘Europe’ be able to act autonomously,  albeit without creating an independent deterrent that could erode European faith in –  as well as enemy fear of – American extended deterrence. 

To be clear, this approach would not follow the model of ESDP, which exists  outside of NATO. Rather, it would create the possibility of European strategic  cooperation and action within NATO. Along with it, the United States and United  Kingdom could offer France trilateral technical cooperation on strategic forces,  and France could pursue missile defence cooperation (or not, as it sees fit). Should  such arrangements be worked out, the American criteria mentioned earlier would  be met, and France would have a more relevant, more affordable, and more sustain-  able nuclear deterrent. While it would be technologically interdependent with the  American deterrent, it would also enable France to raise the level of European stra-  tegic cooperation and capabilities. The existence of French – British – American  nuclear cooperation might make even more unlikely the possibility of a split in the  event of a strategic crisis. Finally, if the partners were able to reduce their nuclear  arsenals as a result of trilateral cooperation, so much the better. 

***GUAM SHIFT***
Guam Shift 1NC (1/2)

A. Uniqueness—Troop shift to Guam is delayed now

Kyodo News, staff writer, 6/1/2010, "Marines' move to Guam from Okinawa may be delayed up to 5 years," http://www.japantoday.com/category/national/view/marines-move-to-guam-from-okinawa-may-be-delayed-up-to-5-years, da: 7/14
Japan and the United States have begun considering postponing the planned transfer of about 8,000 U.S. Marines from Okinawa to Guam to be completed three to five years later than the originally scheduled 2014, sources close to Japanese-U.S. ties said Monday.

 The delay has come to be envisioned as the U.S. government is planning to compile an infrastructure plan worth several billion dollars at maximum for the Pacific island in July to address the shortage of infrastructure there, according to the sources and a U.S. official.

 The two countries have agreed that the transfer of the Okinawa-based Marines and their family members to the U.S. territory is ‘‘dependent on tangible progress’’ on relocation of the U.S. Marine Corps’ Futenma Air Station to another site in Okinawa Prefecture.

B. Link—Plan causes a troop shift to Guam

Yoshida Kensei, Tokyo Obirin University Professor, 6/28/2010, "Okinawa and Guam: In the Shadow of U.S. and Japanese “Global Defense Posture”," http://japanfocus.org/-Yoshida-Kensei/3378

To meet the “pressing need to reduce friction on Okinawa,” the U.S. consulted allies such as Korea, the Philippines, Singapore, Thailand and Australia, but they were all “unwilling to allow permanent basing of U.S. forces on their soil.” “The military’s goal,” the Draft EIS  continued,

“is to locate forces where those forces are wanted and welcomed by the host country. Because these countries within the region have indicated their unwillingness and inability to host more U.S. forces on their lands, the U.S. military has shifted its focus to basing on U.S. sovereign soil.”

Guam was “the only location for the realignment of forces” that met “all criteria”—freedom of action, response times to potential areas of conflict and U.S. security interests in the Asia-Pacific region.” It was also considered “ideally” located. Says the Joint Guam Program Office in “Why Guam - guambuildupeis.us”:

“Guam is a key piece of the strategic alignment in the Pacific and is ideally suited to support stability in the region. It is positioned to defend other U.S. territories, the homeland, and economic and political interests in the Pacific region.” 

Guam Shift 1NC (2/2)
C. Impact

1. Guam base shift causes genocide of the indigenous population

Agence France Presse, staff writer, 6/22/2010, "US military build-up on Guam worries islanders," http://www.asiaone.com/News/AsiaOne+News/World/Story/A1Story20100122-193753.html, da: 7/14

Residents of the US territory of Guam fear the planned influx of thousands of American troops and their families will leave their Pacific island home swamped.

Around 19,000 personnel and their families are set to relocate to Guam from southern Japan in a move that will treble the US military presence on the island.

But despite proclaimed economic benefits, not all of the 178,000-strong population is looking forward to the troops' arrival.

"This proposed military build-up, with our current political status, will result in the cultural and racial genocide of the Chamorro people," said Frank J. Schacher, chairman of the Chamorro Tribe Inc., a group representing the island's indigenous people, who make up a third of the population.

"It is our island, our ancestral remains, our sacred artifacts, our waters, our culture, and our right to exist as a race that would be destroyed by these intended actions."

2. Genocide outweighs—leads to dehumanization and destroys the value of life

Claudia Card, Institute for Research in the Humanities Senior Fellow, 2003, Professor of philosophy (Ph.D from Harvard), “Genocide and Social Death,” Hypatia, vol. 18, no. 1, Winter

Genocide is not simply unjust (although it certainly is unjust); it is also evil. It characteristically includes the one-sided killing of defenseless civilians— babies, children, the elderly, the sick, the disabled, and the injured of both genders along with their usually female caretakers—simply on the basis of their national, religious, ethnic, or other political identity. It targets people on the basis of who they are rather than on the basis of what they have done, what they might do, even what they are capable of doing. (One commentator says genocide kills people on the basis of what they are, not even who they are). Genocide is a paradigm of what Israeli philosopher Avishai Margalit (1996) calls "indecent" in that it not only destroys victims but first humiliates them by deliberately inflicting an "utter loss of freedom and control over one's vital interests" (115). Vital interests can be transgenerational and thus survive one's death. Before death, genocide victims are ordinarily deprived of control over vital transgenerational interests and more immediate vital interests. They may be literally stripped naked, robbed of their last possessions, lied to about the most vital matters, witness to the murder of family, friends, and neighbors, made to participate in their own murder, and if female, they are likely to be also violated sexually.7 Victims of genocide are commonly killed with no regard for lingering suffering or exposure. They, and their corpses, are routinely treated with utter disrespect. These historical facts, not simply mass murder, account for much of the moral opprobrium attaching to the concept of genocide. Yet such atrocities, it may be argued, are already war crimes, if conducted during wartime, and they can otherwise or also be prosecuted as crimes against humanity. Why, then, add the specific crime of genocide? What, if anything, is not already captured by laws that prohibit such things as the rape, enslavement, torture, forced deportation, and the degradation of individuals? Is any ethically distinct harm done to members of the targeted group that would not have been done had they been targeted simply as individuals rather than because of their group membership? This is the question that I find central in arguing that genocide is not simply reducible to mass death, to any of the other war crimes, or to the crimes against humanity just enumerated. I believe the answer is affirmative: the harm is ethically distinct, although on the question of whether it is worse, I wish only to question the assumption that it is not. Specific to genocide is the harm inflicted on its victims' social vitality. It is not just that one's group membership is the occasion for harms that are definable independently of one's identity as a member of the group. When a group with its own cultural identity is destroyed, its survivors lose their cultural heritage and may even lose their intergenerational connections. To use Orlando Patterson's terminology, in that event, they may become "socially dead" and their descendants "natally alienated," no longer able to pass along and build upon the traditions, cultural developments (including languages), and projects of earlier generations (1982, 5–9). The harm of social death is not necessarily less extreme than that of physical death. Social death can even aggravate physical death by making it indecent, removing all respectful and caring ritual, social connections, and social contexts that are capable of making dying bearable and even of making one's death meaningful. In my view, the special evil of genocide lies in its infliction of not just physical death (when it does that) but social death, producing a consequent meaninglessness of one's life and even of its termination.

Uniqueness—No Base Now

Base will be scrapped now

Rick Maze, Army Times staff writer, 7/13/2010, "http://www.armytimes.com/news/2010/07/military_construction_foreign_bases_071310w/news/2010/07/military_construction_foreign_bases_071310wSenator wants to cut overseas base construction," http://www.armytimes.com/news/2010/07/military_construction_foreign_bases_071310w/, da: 7/14
On the eve of the first efforts in Congress to write a 2011 military construction funding bill, a key Republican claims that the Obama administration seems to be shifting priorities to spend scarce construction money on improving facilities overseas instead of in the U.S. 

“We are looking at $1 billion in foreign construction that we do not need,” said Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison of Texas, ranking Republican on the Senate appropriations subcommittee responsible for military construction funding. 

Hutchison cited decisions to spend money in Europe, Korea and Guam, and vowed to try to get that money stripped from the construction budget. 

She is not talking about shifting the money to construction on military bases in the U.S., but simply cutting the overall budget.

Link—Guam Shift—Generic 

The military will shift resources gained from the plan to Guam

Lisa Natividad, Ph.D., Guam University Social Work Assistant Professor, and Kirk, Ph.D., Oregon University Women's and Gender Studies Faculty, 514/2010, “Fortress Guam resists US military buildup,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LE14Dh04.html, da: 7/14
Guam's military significance is being redefined as part of a major realignment and restructuring of US forces and operations in the Asia-Pacific region. According to Captain Robert Lee, "We're seeing a realignment of forces away from Cold War theaters to Pacific theatres and Guam is ideal for us because it is a US territory and therefore gives us maximum flexibility".

Link—Guam Shift—Japan Specific

Reducing US presence in Japan leads to basing in Guam

Emile Schepers, People's World staff writer, 6/28/2010, "Guam: Proposed U.S. base expansion seen as threat," http://peoplesworld.org/guam-proposed-u-s-base-expansion-seen-as-threat/, da: 7/14
The trouble started in Japan, where, since the end of World War II, the United States has maintained military bases. The U.S. bases on the island of Okinawa have been the focus of an increasingly powerful protest movement, sparked by sometimes violent behavior by U.S. soldiers, who are immune from prosecution by local authorities. In reaction to that movement, the government of former Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama, elected in August 2009, had promised to get the United States to redeploy troops from the area of greatest friction. However, he was unsuccessful and resigned this spring because of the problem. Nevertheless, the U.S. military has announced that it will be transferring 8,500 U.S. Marines from Okinawa to Guam. The move will involve a massive increase in support services and infrastructure.

Japan withdrawal leads to Guam shift

Satoshi Ogawa, Yomiuri Shimbun Correspondent, 7/3/2010, "U.S. rethinks marine corps' shift to Guam / Wants to keep command unit in Okinawa," http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/national/T100702004810.htm, da: 7/14
The U.S. government is reconsidering the relocation of some marine corps personnel from Okinawa to Guam to enhance its rapid-response capability due to uncertain security conditions on the Korean Peninsula and in China, it has been learned.

Link—AT: Troops Come Home

Troops won’t come home—new military strategies are based on constant deployment

Melvin Goodman, OpEd News, Former CIA Analyst, 7/8/2010, "Obama's Bungled Military Strategies," http://www.opednews.com/articles/Obama-s-Bungled-Military-S-by-Marji-Mendelsohn-100709-632.html, da: 7/14
The new emphasis on counterinsurgency, counterterrorism and so-called "stability operations," which the corporate media terms a "reform," will create opportunities for new military deployments overseas. There is no end in sight to this spending, unless the Obama administration finds a new toughness to freeze the defense budget, stop force expansion, and set genuine procurement priorities.

Pentagon will redeploy assets freed up by the plan

Vladimir Kuzar, Defense and Security (Russia) staff writer, 6/9/2006, “The Pentagon’s Rearrangement”, Lexis


The matter of reduction of the US troops in Japan was resolved in May. It had already happened in South Korea from which some units were moved to Guam and Australia. All of that is being done within the framework of the same redeployment. Reducing its military presence in these countries, the Pentagon boosts these countries' responsibility for fulfillment of the tasks stipulated by their commitments as allies. Moreover, all of that permits the Pentagon to concentrate on penetration of other countries - countries like Vietnam and India. An alliance with these countries will give the Americans additional trump cards in the geopolitical games in the Middle East, Central Asia, South Asia, and Southeast Asia. Neither has Washington failed to notice strategic importance of New Delhi as a future counterweight to China in the brave new world. This latter is not something Washington likes to admit in public, but that it is certainly thinking along these lines is clear. Particularly since the relations between New Delhi and Washington have already progressed from the condition of "alienation" to the status of "natural allies" (as the leaders of the two countries proclaimed in 2000). When Bush was visiting New Delhi in March, a great deal was said about how the United States was ready to assist India in boosting its defense potential through supplying vital technologies and potentials this country needed. It was even emphasized that the United States and India would soon sign an accord on mutual back support in preparations for joint exercises and in joint post-catastrophe operations.

Guam Shift Bad—Genocide EXTN (1/2)

Guam basing shift results in the cultural genocide and elimination of the Chamorro people

Greg Schacher, Chamorrow Tribe Vice Chairman, 12/22/2009, "Cultural Genocide and Racism: the American Way," http://chamorrotribe.webs.com/inthenews.htm, da: 7/14
We are currently facing a very important event concerning our island and the existence of our culture as well as our race.  That is of course the planned military build-up.  The relocation of  78,000 non-Chamorro to our island without the institution and enforcement of laws protecting our lands, our water, our culture, and our inherent right to exist, as a race would result in the genocide of our culture and our race.  Yet our Territorial Government leaders and the Department of Defense continue to ignore this fact.  Although the Chamorro people have been designated as Native Americans, and those Federal Laws already in place, protect the rights of Native Americans, they choose to ignore those laws as well as our inherent rights, while they are busy playing the “who gets what game”. 

Even more appalling than this situation is the fact that the Department of Interior, who has been assigned Administrative Authority over our island, as well as the responsibility to protect Native Americans, also ignores those laws, our designated status and our inherent aboriginal rights. 

A classic example of this is the Draft E.I.S., where in all of the listed concerns which directly involves those aboriginal and inherent rights are to be mitigated with the Government of Guam, not the Native Inhabitants or the Tribe, as ruled by the Supreme Court. 

By continuing to ignore our status as Native Americans and continuing to deny us the same rights, protections, and privileges as all other Native Americans, the Departments of Interior and Defense are racially discriminating against the Chamorro people of Guam and promoting the cultural and racial genocide of our people, all with the full support of the Territorial Government of Guam. 

It’s time for all Chamorro people to pay attention and stand up for our rights.  If we don’t fight now, our children won’t have a future.

Guam basing results in cultural genocide

Joseph Gerson, 2007, "Ten Reasons to Withdraw all US Foreign Military Bases," www.ipb.org/i/pdf-files/Gerson-Forum-Military-Bases.pdf, da: 7/14
Bases Hurt Democracy and Human Rights  

The US has supported or imposed dictators and other repressive governments to gain or preserve  access to military bases. For more than a decade, Presidents Nixon, Ford, Carter, and Reagan  supported the brutal Marcos dictatorship in the Philippines to preserve the US hold on strategically  located air and naval bases. In Saudi Arabia and Kuwait, the US has defended repressive monarchies  to secure its military bases as well as privileged access to oil reserves. The presence of US military  bases contributes to the cultural genocide of indigenous peoples in Hawai'i and Guam.  

Guam Shift Bad—Genocide EXTN (2/2)
Guam shift results in the poisoning the local population

Lisa Natividad, Ph.D., Guam University Social Work Assistant Professor, and Kirk, Ph.D., Oregon University Women's and Gender Studies Faculty, 514/2010, “Fortress Guam resists US military buildup,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LE14Dh04.html, da: 7/14
Opponents of the build-up have emphasized the negative impact of the US military on Guam, manifested in poor health, radiation exposure, contaminated and toxic sites, curbing of traditional practices such as fishing, and major land takings, which started in the early 20th century.
The incidence of cancer in Guam is high and Chamorros have significantly higher rates than other ethnic groups. Cancer mortality rates for 2003-2007 showed that Chamorro incidence rates from cancer of the mouth and pharynx, nasopharynx, lung and bronchus, cervix, uterus, and liver were all higher than US rates. Chamorros living on Guam also have the highest incidence of diabetes compared to other ethnic groups, and this is about five times the overall US rate.

The entire island was affected by toxic contamination following the "Bravo" hydrogen bomb test in the Marshall Islands in 1954. Up to 20 years later, from 1968 to 1974, Guam had higher yearly rainfall measures of strontium 90 compared to Majuro (Marshall Islands). In the 1970s, Guam's Cocos Island lagoon was used to wash down ships contaminated with radiation that had been in the Marshall Islands as part of an attempt to clean up the islands. Guam's representative, Madeleine Bordallo, introduced a bill in Congress in March 2009, to amend the Radiation Exposure Compensation Act (RECA) to include the territory of Guam in the list of affected "downwinder" areas with respect to atmospheric nuclear testing in Micronesia (HR 1630).

In April 2010, Senator Tom Udall introduced an amendment to RECA with the inclusion of Guam for downwinders' compensation. While these initiatives have been the priority of the Pacific Association for Radiation Survivors for over five years now, people on Guam have yet to receive compensation for their suffering. The territory currently qualifies for RECA compensation in the "onsite-participants" category but not for downwind exposure.

Andersen AFB has been a source of toxic contamination through dumpsites and leaching of chemicals into the underground aquifer beneath the base. Two dumpsites just outside the base at Urunao were found to contain antimony, arsenic, barium, cadmium, lead, manganese, dioxin, deteriorated ordnance and explosive, and PCBs. Other areas have been affected by Vietnam-war use of the defoliants Agent Orange and Agent Purple used for aerial spraying, which were stored in drums on the island. Although many of the toxic sites on bases are being cleaned up, this is not necessarily the case for toxic sites outside the bases.

Guam Shift Bad—Genocide—Impact—Outweighs 

Genocide outweighs every impact – it guarantees extinction and implicates all groups, we have a responsibility to respond

B. Harff-Gur, Northwestern, HUMANITARIAN INTERVENTION AS A REMEDY FOR GENOCIDE, 1981, p. 40 

One of the most enduring and abhorrent problems of the world is genocide, which is neither particular to a specific race, class, or nation, nor is it rooted in any one, ethnocentric view of the world. Prohibition of genocide and affirmation of its opposite, the value of life, are an eternal ethical verity, one whose practical implications necessarily outweigh possible theoretical objections and as such should lift it above prevailing ideologies or politics. Genocide concerns and potentially effects all people. People make up a legal system, according to Kelsen. Politics is the expression of conflict among competing groups. Those in power give the political system its character, i.e. the state. The state, according to Kelsen, is nothing but the combined will of all its people. This abstract concept of the state may at first glance appear meaningless, because in reality not all people have an equal voice in the formation of the characteristics of the state. But I am not concerned with the characteristics of the state but rather the essence of the state – the people. Without a people there would be no state or legal system. With genocide eventually there will be no people. Genocide is ultimately a threat to the existence of all. True, sometimes only certain groups are targeted, as in Nazi Germany. Sometimes a large part of the total population is eradicated, as in contemporary Cambodia. Sometimes people are eliminated regardless of national origin – the Christians in Roman times. Sometimes whole nations vanish – the Amerindian societies after the Spanish conquest. And sometimes religious groups are persecuted – the Mohammedans by the Crusaders. The culprit changes: sometimes it is a specific state, or those in power in a state; occasionally it is the winners vs. the vanquished in international conflicts; and in its crudest form the stronger against the weaker. Since virtually every social group is a potential victim, genocide is a universal concern.

Guam Shift Bad—Genocide—Impact—Conflict

Genocide will lead to conflict escalation and global nuclear war

Kenneth Campbell, Univ. of Delaware Political Science & IR Professor, 2001, Genocide and the Global Village, 26-27

If left unchecked, genocide eats away like a cancer at the structure of global society, eventually undermining and destroying just those international institutions designed to foster global cooperation, mitigate global conflict, and avoid global catastrophe such as the world experienced in the 1930s and 1940s Most scholars, political analysts, and policymakers, unfortunately, treat genocide as a mere humanitarian concern, having little to do with the traditional interests of nation-states.  They too often fail to see genocide as a threat to strategic global interests, such as political stability, economic prosperity, peace, and security.  Genocide, in fact, occupies a unique area of overlap between humanitarian concerns and more traditional state interests to the degree that international peace and security are indivisible in a world of rapidly increasing globalization.  For globalization not only speeds up the positive effects of open markets, open technologies, and open societies, it increases the spread of pathological behavior such as genocide. Contemporary genocide is a core systemic threat that increasingly challenges the ability of states, and IGOs such as the United Nations, to prevent, suppress, and punish this crime properly.  While states and IGOs face greater difficulties in trying to address these transnational problems with state-based resources, the process of globalization has increased the ability of domestic publics and non-state actors around the world to learn of these problems in “real time,” and increased their democratic access to both states and IGOs to demand that “something” be done!  In the words of James Rosenau: It is not a long step from being aghast over scenes in Oklahoma City, Rwanda, Bosnia, and many other remote places pervaded by disaster, to a sense of vulnerability as a human, a feeling that the well-being—perhaps even the fate—of the species is at stake and that some kind of action has to be taken. Genocide is a first-order threat to today’s embryonic “global village” because it attacks multiple functional levels of global society – social, political, military, economic, cultural, legal, and moral – on an increasingly blurred interactional scope – state, regional, and global.  Genocide causes social fragmentation, political destabilization, military conflict, economic disruption, cultural destruction, general lawlessness, and moral collapse.  As Tony Judt, director of the Remarque Institute at New York University, has argued, genocide is not only immoral, it is “deeply disruptive of international relations, and this a threat to everyone’s interests, however selfishly conceived.” Left unchecked, this systemic pernicious behavior will intensify, accelerate, and proliferate from the local to the state to the regional and eventually to the global level of human relations. Permitted to proliferate, genocide will soon threaten the unity and integrity of essential regional and international institutions: the UN, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), the Group of Eight leading industrial powers (G-8), the European Union (EU), the World Trade Organization (WTO), and so forth.  In a world filled with weapons of mass destruction, such global fragmentation and disintegration could well invite global catastrophe.
Guam Shift Bad—Genocide—Impact—Economy

Genocide decimate the global economy – creates economic blackholes and massive refugee flows 
Kenneth Campbell, Univ. of Delaware Political Science & IR Professor, 2001 Genocide and the Global Village, 26-27

Genocide is also bad for business. Currently, the travel and tourism industry is the world’s largest, in terms of numbers of people employed.  To do well, this industry must offer its customers two essential conditions: safety and comfort.  However, these are the last conditions one is likely to find in regions of unchecked genocide. Genocide scares away foreign direct investment, as well as international economic institutions such as the IMF and the World Bank.  These outside leaders are not likely to return for a very long time, especially if the perpetrators of genocide are still at large in the region.  It is a sad truth that unchecked genocide creates an economic black hole for its “hosts.” And although some analysts tend to marginalize Africa as not of great strategic interest, Andrew Natsios, former director of the U.S. Agency for International development (USAID), writes: This is a dangerous mistake.  Many unstable African countries are richly endowed with natural resources that are now being diverted by warlords to advance their internal political and military objectives.  Even now these warlords sell raw materials they control – like the diamond mines in Angola and Sierra Leone – to multinational corporations to fund their war efforts. Their activities now concentrate on survival in chaos, but a consolidation of power could shortly change their focus to even more deadly behavior. Genocide generates sudden, massive, desperate refugee flows that place heavy economic burdens, sever social strains, and great political instability upon neighboring nation-states. 

Guam Shift Bad—Japan Relations 

Guam base kills the US-Japan alliance

Sakai Tanaka, Tanaka News Editor, and McCormack, Australian National University Emeritus Professor, 2/1/2010, "Japanese Bureaucrats Hide Decision to Move All US Marines out of Okinawa to Guam," http://www.tokyoprogressive.org/content/japanese-bureaucrats-hide-decision-move-all-us-marines-out-okinawa-guam, da: 7/14
Within the government, Defense Minister Kitazawa Toshimi has visited Guam. He may well have gone there to see if it is possible for all of the Marines to move from Okinawa to Guam, but it would seem that he was pushed around by the American military authorities there, for while in Guam, he reported that “a complete relocation to Guam is impossible. This would mean a departure from the US-Japan agreement.” In response to this, lower house representatives from the Social Democratic Party criticized Kitazawa saying “how could he stay so briefly, see so little, and conclude that it was impossible?” Fighting has broken out within the ruling coalition as well. (社民・重野氏「ちょろっと見て結論出るのか」　グアム移設で防衛相に不快感)
US-Japan alliance prevents multiple scenarios for nuclear war

INSS 2000 "The United States and Japan: Advancing towards a mature partnership" written by fellows from the CSIS, Brookings, INSS and CFR, and Joseph Nye.

Major war in Europe is inconceivable for at least a generation, but the prospects for conflict in Asia are far from remote. The region features some of the world’s largest and most modern armies, nuclear-armed major powers, and several nuclear-capable states. Hostilities that could directly involve the United States in a major conflict could occur at a moment’s notice on the Korean peninsula and in the Taiwan Strait. The Indian subcontinent is a major flashpoint. In each area, war has the potential of nuclear escalation. In addition, lingering turmoil in Indonesia, the world’s fourth-largest nation, threatens stability in Southeast Asia. The United States is tied to the region by a series of bilateral security alliances that remain the region’s de facto security architecture. In this promising but also potentially dangerous setting, the U.S.-Japan bilateral relationship is more important than ever. With the world’s second-largest economy and a well- equipped and competent military, and as our democratic ally, Japan remains the keystone of the U.S. involvement in Asia. The U.S.-Japan alliance is central to America’s global security strategy. 
Guam Shift Bad—Environment 

Guam base kills the environment

Lisa Natividad, Ph.D., Guam University Social Work Assistant Professor, and Kirk, Ph.D., Oregon University Women's and Gender Studies Faculty, 514/2010, “Fortress Guam resists US military buildup,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LE14Dh04.html, da: 7/14
Another highly controversial proposal is the creation of a berth for a nuclear aircraft carrier, which will involve the detonation and removal of 70 acres of vibrant coral reef in Apra Harbor. Environmentalists and local communities oppose this on the grounds that coral provides habitat for a rich diversity of marine life and is endangered worldwide.

Environmentalists also question how the disposal of huge quantities of dredged material would affect ocean life and warn that such invasive dredging may spread contaminants that have been left undisturbed in deep-water areas of the harbor. Opposition to this plan has been expressed by the Guam Fishermen's Cooperative and the US-based Center for Biological Diversity. On February 24, 2010, Guam Senator Judith Guthertz wrote a letter to the Secretary of the Navy, Ray Mabus, reiterating her proposal that the existing fuel pier that has been used by the USS Kitty Hawk be used as the site for the additional berthing to avoid the proposed dredging of Apra Harbor. Such an alternative plan would avoid the destruction of acres of live coral.

Biodiversity collapse causes extinction

Diner 94 

[Major David N., United States Army Military Law Review Winter, p. lexis]

By causing widespread extinctions, humans have artificially simplified many ecosystems.  As biologic simplicity increases, so does the risk of ecosystem failure.  The spreading Sahara Desert in Africa, and the dustbowl conditions of the 1930s in the United States are relatively mild examples of what might be expected if this trend continues. Theoretically, each new animal or plant extinction, with all its dimly perceived and intertwined affects, could cause total ecosystem collapse and human extinction. Each new extinction increases the risk of disaster. Like a mechanic removing, one by one, the rivets from an aircraft's wings,  mankind may be edging closer to the abyss.

Guam Shift Bad—Environment EXTN

Guam basing will devastate the environment

Emile Schepers, People's World staff writer, 6/28/2010, "Guam: Proposed U.S. base expansion seen as threat," http://peoplesworld.org/guam-proposed-u-s-base-expansion-seen-as-threat/, da: 7/14
The trouble started in Japan, where, since the end of World War II, the United States has maintained military bases. The U.S. bases on the island of Okinawa have been the focus of an increasingly powerful protest movement, sparked by sometimes violent behavior by U.S. soldiers, who are immune from prosecution by local authorities. In reaction to that movement, the government of former Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama, elected in August 2009, had promised to get the United States to redeploy troops from the area of greatest friction. However, he was unsuccessful and resigned this spring because of the problem. Nevertheless, the U.S. military has announced that it will be transferring 8,500 U.S. Marines from Okinawa to Guam. The move will involve a massive increase in support services and infrastructure. Its impact will include: 

*Bringing in as many as 80,000 more people from outside, troops and civilians, thus making the Chamorros even more of a minority in the lands they have inhabited for 4,000 years (they would drop from 37 percent to 26 percent). 

*Alienating even more farm and other land for military purposes.

*Severe damage to neighboring coral reefs and other natural resources for the purpose of expanding Navy facilities, including a berth for an aircraft carrier at a spot which is a principle birthing are for hammerhead sharks. 

The Navy did a bogus “environmental impact study”. However, a review by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has had something very different to say. Among other things noted by the EPA is that the sudden increase in population will create a huge crisis of drinking water, “unprecedented” impacts on coral reefs, vastly increased noise pollution, among other things.
Guam Shift Bad—AT: Impact Turns

No offense—troop shift is ineffective—Guam will tip over and capsize

Wilkie, The Washington Scene staff writer, 3/31/2010, "Rep. Hank Johnson: Guam could 'tip over and capsize'," http://washingtonscene.thehill.com/in-the-know/36-news/3169-rep-hank-johnson-guam-could-tip-over-and-capsize, da: 7/14
Rep. Hank Johnson (D-Ga.) is afraid that the U.S. Territory of Guam is going to "tip over and capsize" due to overpopulation. 

Johnson expressed his worries during a House Armed Services Committee hearing on the defense budget Thursday. 

Addressing Adm. Robert Willard, who commands the Navy's Pacific Fleet, Johnson made a tippy motion with his hands and said sternly, "My fear is that the whole island will become so overly populated that it will tip over and capsize."

Guam base fails—counter-productive base of operations for Asia and leads to terrorism

Shirley Kan, Congressional Research Service Asian Security Affairs, and Larry Niksch, CRS Asian Affairs Specialist, 1/7/2010, "Guam: US Defense Deployments," www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RS22570.pdf, da: 7/15

As U.S. forces relocate to Guam, the state of its infrastructure has been of concern to some  policymakers. Also, Guam’s political leaders have expressed concerns about the impact of  additional deployments on its infrastructure, including utilities, roads, and water supplies. Guam’s  location in the Western Pacific also requires construction of protection for U.S. forces and assets  against typhoons. In the fall of 2006, PACOM officials briefed Guam on some aspects of an  undisclosed draft plan for military expansion, the Integrated Military Development Plan, with  possible military projects worth a total of about $15 billion.11 In addition, Guam’s remoteness and  conditions raise more questions about hosting military families, training with other units in  Hawaii or the west coast, and costs for extended logistical support. Addressing another concern, a  former commander of Marine Forces Pacific urged in 2007 that Guam’s buildup include more  than infrastructure to develop also human capital, communities, and the environment.12 In 2009,  Wallace Gregson became Assistant Secretary of Defense for Asian and Pacific Security Affairs. 

Guam’s higher military profile could increase its potential as an American target for terrorists and  adversaries during a possible conflict. China has a variety of ballistic missiles that could target  Guam. In addition, in 2008 North Korea started to deploy its intermediate range ballistic missile  (Taepodong-X) with a range of about 1,860 miles that could reach Guam, according to South  Korea’s 2008 Defense White Paper.13 Any such vulnerabilities could raise Guam’s requirements  for both counterterrorism and missile defense measures.  

Moreover, some say that Guam is still too distant from flash points in the Asia and advocate  closer cooperation with countries such as Singapore, Australia, the Philippines, and Japan.14  Building up the U.S. presence in those countries could enhance alliances or partnerships, increase  interoperability, and reduce costs for the United States. 

Guam Shift Bad—AT: Economy

Economic benefits are overestimated—base will net-hurt the local economy

Lisa Natividad, Ph.D., Guam University Social Work Assistant Professor, and Kirk, Ph.D., Oregon University Women's and Gender Studies Faculty, 514/2010, “Fortress Guam resists US military buildup,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LE14Dh04.html, da: 7/14
An economist at the University of Guam, Claret Ruane, published a paper examining the macroeconomic multipliers used in the DEIS to compute projected economic growth as a result of the military buildup. It states, " ... that economic studies that use Hawaii's spending multiplier tend to present a rosier picture of the positive economic impacts of proposed changes". Ruane recomputes the multiplier and suggests that while the DEIS reflects the highest gains at $1.08 billion in 2014, a more realistic estimate is $374 million in the same year. It is noteworthy that 2014 is the year with the highest expected impact on the Gross Island Product.

The Guam Economic Development Authority estimated costs to local government at around $1 billion although the governor has said this is more likely to be $2-3 billion. More recently, it has been reported that the island will need $3-4 billion to upgrade its utilities infrastructure. While grants have recently been awarded to the Government of Guam for infrastructural upgrades, they do not begin to cover the costs necessary for the anticipated population influx.

Additional negative impacts include increased noise, worse traffic congestion, and higher rental prices. As local people earn considerably less than military personnel, they will be crowded out of the rental market. Other potential problems include the likely increase in crime and prostitution, increased dependence on the US, and an undermining of Chamorro culture and right to self-determination.

***GUAM/GENERIC SHIFT—AFF ANSWERS***

Non-Unique—Guam Shift Now

Guam shift now—Okinawa base closure

Eric Talmadge, AP staff writer, 6/22/2010, "US-Japan security pact turns 50, faces new strains," http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5islkPj_84APsquFWNdqr2kuTwDQwD9GG68080, da: 7/14
Uncertainty over a Marine base and plans to move thousands of U.S. troops to Guam are straining a post-World War II security alliance Japan and the United States set 50 years ago, but Tokyo's new leader said Tuesday he stands behind the pact. 

Prime Minister Naoto Kan said he sees the arrangement as a crucial means of maintaining the balance of power in Asia, where the economic and military rise of China is looming large, and vowed to stand behind it despite recent disputes with Washington.

Guam shift now

Satoshi Ogawa, Yomiuri Shimbun Correspondent, 7/3/2010, "U.S. rethinks marine corps' shift to Guam / Wants to keep command unit in Okinawa," http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/national/T100702004810.htm, da: 7/14
The relocation, as stipulated under the 2006 Japan-U.S. Roadmap for Realignment Implementation, will proceed but the United States has drafted modifications to the unit composition of personnel bound for Guam as it wants to maintain a command-unit presence in Okinawa.

Non-Unique—Shift Now

Link Non-Unique—Iraq troop withdrawal frees up more troops than the plan

Associated Press, staff writer, 8/30/2009 "U.S. military packing up to leave Iraq," http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/32618785/ns/world_news-conflict_in_iraq/, da: 7/14
The U.S. military is packing up to leave Iraq in what has been deemed the largest movement of manpower and equipment in modern military history — shipping out more than 1.5 million pieces of equipment from tanks to antennas along with a force the size of a small city.

The massive operation already under way a year ahead of the Aug. 31, 2010 deadline to remove all U.S. combat troops from Iraq shows the U.S. military has picked up the pace of a planned exit from Iraq that could cost billions.

The goal is to withdraw tens of thousands of troops and about 60 percent of equipment out of Iraq by the end of next March, Brig. Gen. Heidi Brown, a deputy commander charged with overseeing the withdrawal, told The Associated Press in one of the first detailed accounts of how the U.S. military plans to leave Iraq.

No Link—Haiti Shift

Troops will shift to Haiti—not __________

David Wood, Politics Daily chief military correspondent, 1/19/2010, "Haiti Disaster Opens New Front for Overstretched U.S. Military," http://www.politicsdaily.com/2010/01/19/haiti-disaster-opens-new-front-for-overstretched-u-s-military/, da:7/14]
Now, 3,500 soldiers of the 82nd Airborne Division have been sent to Haiti, along with 1,700 Marines of the 22nd Marine Expeditionary Unit who embarked on the helicopter assault carrier USS Bataan and two amphibious ships for an uncertain duration. The 22nd MEU had just returned last month from a seven-month deployment. It is one of six similar units in the Marine Corps.
As the United States was rushing troops, warships and rescue supplies to earthquake-ravaged Haiti Monday, gunmen and suicide bombers half a world away mounted coordinated attacks on Afghanistan's government in Kabul. Suicide bombers attacked ministry buildings and gun battles blazed for four hours as U.S.-backed President Hamid Karzai gamely swore in new cabinet members at the nearby presidential palace.

The twin crises -- a long-term humanitarian disaster nearby and a distant war seemingly spinning out of control -- bookend the immense security challenges facing the United States as the Obama administration completes its first year in office.

It was just six weeks ago, as Obama announced his decision to send 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan, that the president acknowledged his struggle to respond to the multiple crises that seem to press in from all sides.

"As president, I refuse to set goals that go beyond our responsibility, our means, or our interests,'' Obama declared in a speech at West Point.

But, he added pointedly, "I must weigh all of the challenges that our nation faces. I don't have the luxury of committing to just one. ''

That was before Haiti.

U.S. officials now anticipate a large and long-term U.S. intervention in Haiti, including a major security role that will demand a commitment of troops and resources from an already stretched military. The U.S. Army currently has 95,000 soldiers in Iraq, 43,000 in Afghanistan (along with 35,000 U.S. Marines, sailors and airmen), 18,000 in Korea and 132,000 deployed elsewhere, from Kosovo and Kuwait to Qatar. Tens of thousands more troops are headed to Afghanistan this spring and summer. 
Altogether, before Haiti's earthquake struck Jan. 12, more than half the Army's 556,680 active-duty soldiers are already deployed or forward-stationed overseas. 

Guam Base Good—Asia Stability

Guam base is key to Asian stability

Shirley Kan, Congressional Research Service Asian Security Affairs, and Larry Niksch, CRS Asian Affairs Specialist, 1/7/2010, "Guam: US Defense Deployments," www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RS22570.pdf, da: 7/15

Another rationale is the expansion of options that Guam offers to the evolving U.S. force  structure. As Commander of PACOM, Admiral William Fallon expressed his vision for Guam as  a staging area from which ships, aircraft, and troops can “surge” to the Asian theater. He stressed  “flexibility,” saying “we need to have forces ready to react,” and we must have built-in  flexibility” to meet emergencies (including disaster relief).9 In 2004, the Navy held “Summer  Pulse 04,” its first exercise to increase readiness to “surge” operations in response to a crisis or  emergency. In June 2006, PACOM held the “Valiant Shield” exercise that brought three aircraft  carriers to waters off Guam. 

A third rationale is the need to counter what commanders call the “tyranny of distance.” PACOM,  headquartered in Honolulu, has an area of responsibility that encompasses almost 60% of the  world’s population, over 50% of the earth’s surface, the Pacific and Indian Oceans, 16 time zones,  and five of seven U.S. defense treaties. U.S. forces on Guam are much closer to East Asia, where  the United States has alliances with Australia, Japan, South Korea, Thailand, and the Philippines.  The United States also has concerns in Asia about threats to peace and stability in the East China  Sea, South China Sea and over terrorist threats in Southeast Asia, humanitarian crises, and  security for sea lines of communication (SLOCs), particularly through the Straits of Malacca.  Combat aircraft on Guam can reach Taiwan, Japan, Philippines, or the Korean peninsula in two to  five hours.10 Moreover, Table 1 presents the shorter sailing distance and time from Guam to  Manila in East Asia, compared to that from Honolulu, Seattle, and San Diego. 

Asian conflict would go nuclear and cause economic collapse
Jonathan S. Landay, National Security and Intelligence Correspondent, 2000
[“Top Administration Officials Warn Stakes for U.S. Are High in Asian Conflicts”, Knight Ridder/Tribune

News Service, March 10, p. Lexis]

Few if any experts think China and Taiwan, North Korea and South Korea, or India and Pakistan are spoiling to fight. But even a minor miscalculation by any of them could destabilize Asia, jolt the global economy and even start a nuclear war. India, Pakistan and China all have nuclear weapons, and North Korea may have a few, too. Asia lacks the kinds of organizations, negotiations and diplomatic relationships that helped keep an uneasy peace for five decades in Cold War Europe. “Nowhere else on Earth are the stakes as high and relationships so fragile,” said Bates Gill, director of northeast Asian policy studies at the Brookings Institution, a Washington think tank. “We see the convergence of great power interest overlaid with lingering confrontations with no institutionalized security mechanism in place. There are elements for potential disaster.” In an effort to cool the region’s tempers, President Clinton, Defense Secretary William S. Cohen and National Security Adviser Samuel R. Berger all will hopscotch Asia’s capitals this month. For America, the stakes could hardly be higher. There are 100,000 U.S. troops in Asia committed to defending Taiwan, Japan and South Korea, and the United States would instantly become embroiled if Beijing moved against Taiwan or North Korea attacked South Korea. While Washington has no defense commitments to either India or Pakistan, a conflict between the two could end the global taboo against using nuclear weapons and demolish the already shaky international nonproliferation regime. In addition, globalization has made a stable Asia  with its massive markets, cheap labor, exports and resources  indispensable to the U.S. economy. Numerous U.S. firms and millions of American jobs depend on trade with Asia that totaled $600 billion last year, according to the Commerce Department.
Guam Base Good—China

Guam base key to contain and deter China conflict

Shirley Kan, Congressional Research Service Asian Security Affairs, and Larry Niksch, CRS Asian Affairs Specialist, 1/7/2010, "Guam: US Defense Deployments," www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RS22570.pdf, da: 7/15
China’s civilian and military commentators commonly suspect that the U.S. defense build-up on  Guam partly has been aimed at China, which has threatened to use the People’s Liberation Army  (PLA) against Taiwan. U.S. policy on helping Taiwan’s self-defense is governed not by a defense  treaty but by the Taiwan Relations Act (TRA), P.L. 96-8. Some concerns about the PLA’s  accelerated modernization since the Taiwan Strait Crisis of 1995-1996 also have expanded  beyond a focus on Taiwan to include PLA preparations for possible conflicts with the United  States and Japan. In Southeast Asia, despite reduced tensions since the mid-1990s, China claims  much of the South China Sea as well as the disputed Spratly and Paracel Islands in that sea as its  “sovereign territory.” The PLA has increased its attention to Guam and has been building up its  submarine force (both nuclear-powered and diesel-electric). In November 2004, the PLA Navy  sent a Han-class nuclear attack submarine to waters off Guam before intruding into Japan’s  territorial water.18 In April 2007, PACOM Commander Admiral Timothy Keating visited Guam  and acknowledged that its defense buildup was partly due to concerns about any tensions over  Taiwan and a need to deter North Korea. At the same time, he stressed U.S. transparency, saying  “we’re not doing this [buildup] under the cover of darkness.”19  Still, a policy challenge has been to deter any aggression by China as well as to assure it that a  U.S. goal is cooperation with this rising power as a “responsible stakeholder.” The Commander of  Pacific Air Forces said in May 2005 that the PLA’s modernization gave him “pause for interest”  but did not make a difference in significant force redeployment.20 Also, in 2006, Guam became a  focal point for improving military-to-military relations with China. To blunt charges that Guam’s  build-up targets China, PACOM’s Commander, Admiral Fallon, invited PLA observers to the U.S.  “Valiant Shield” exercise that brought three aircraft carriers to waters off Guam in June 2006. The  PLA Navy sent a Deputy Chief of Staff and specialist in submarine operations to lead the  observers, who also boarded an aircraft carrier and visited Guam’s air and naval bases. Two C-17  aircraft flew supplies from Guam to China for earthquake relief in May 2008. 

China war would escalate to global nuclear annihilation

The Strait Times, “No one gains in war over Taiwan,” June 25 2000, L/N

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

***Afghan Disad***

Afghanistan 1NC (1/2)

A. Afghanistan troop withdrawal timeline now—but increased troop shift to Afghanistan undermines the withdrawal

Sam Stein, Huffington Post staff writer, 6/27/2010, "Feinstein: If Petraeus Wants Afghanistan Troop Drawdown Scrapped, 'Give It To Him, Absolutely'," http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/06/27/feinstein-petraeus-afghanistan-troops_n_626983.html, da: 7/14
A senior Senate Democrat on foreign policy issues said on Sunday that the president's pledged July 2011 timeline for a troop drawdown in Afghanistan was malleable to the requests of military command.

Sen. Dianne Feinstein (D-Cali.), whose hawkish grounding has angered progressive in the past, likely facilitated that anger again, when she told "Fox News Sunday" that if General David Petraeus asked for more troops next summer, he should be granted them.

"I would say give it to him, absolutely," said the California Democrat. "Now, let's talk about the deadline. This is a transition point toward the beginning of a withdrawal or a drawdown as Petraeus said in his transcript before the Armed Services [Committee]. And I think he has flexibility realistically. Ten years is a long time to fight a war, particularly with what happened before the 10 years. And so we need to understand that [we have] to get the military trained, get the government online, secure and stabilize, and I think do away with the drugs to a great extent, because the drugs are now fueling the Taliban."

Feinstein, who chairs the Senate Intelligence Committee, has long sounded warnings about the deteriorating situation in Afghanistan. But her comments on Sunday appear to be the most explicit endorsement of scrapping the July 2011 timeframe for a troop drawdown -- should circumstances demand it.

It's a position that will only fuel suspicion that Congress lacks the political will to actually stick to the timeline for withdrawal (by, say, using the power of the purse to affect it). Indeed, Feinstein seemed to fully cede legislative influence over the course of the war when she granted during the Fox News interview that the United States should "put all of our eggs in the Petraeus basket at this stage."

B. Troop withdrawal leads to shift to Afghanistan

Doug Bandow, CATO Senior Fellow, 3/26/2010, "South Korea Needs Better Defense," http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11628, da: 7/13]
It also is in America's interest to shift responsibility for the South's defense back where it belongs. The U.S. spends almost as much as the rest of the world on the military, yet America's armed forces have been badly stretched by lengthy occupation duties in Iraq and continuing combat in Afghanistan. Washington should focus on potential threats from major powers, not more peripheral dangers that can be handled by allied and friendly states.

Afghanistan 1NC (2/2)

C. Increased presence in Afghanistan kills stability and leads to Pakistan collapse

Nicholas Kristof is a two-time Pulitzer Prize-winning columnist for The New York Times. He is quoting a group of former intelligence officials – the qualifications of this group are embedded within this piece of evidence and their qualifications are impressive. A seasoned journalist, Kristoff has traveled to South Asia, offering a compassionate glimpse into global health, poverty, and gender in the developing world. The New York Times, “The Afghanistan Abyss”, September 6, 2009 – http://www.nytimes.com/2009/09/06/opinion/06kristof.html

''Our policy makers do not understand that the very presence of our forces in the Pashtun areas is the problem,'' the group said in a statement to me. ''The more troops we put in, the greater the opposition. We do not mitigate the opposition by increasing troop levels, but rather we increase the opposition and prove to the Pashtuns that the Taliban are correct. ''The basic ignorance by our leadership is going to cause the deaths of many fine American troops with no positive outcome,'' the statement said. The group includes Howard Hart, a former Central Intelligence Agency station chief in Pakistan; David Miller, a former ambassador and National Security Council official; William J. Olson, a counterinsurgency scholar at the National Defense University; and another C.I.A. veteran who does not want his name published but who spent 12 years in the region, was station chief in Kabul at the time the Soviets invaded Afghanistan in 1979, and later headed the C.I.A.'s Counterterrorism Center. ''We share a concern that the country is driving over a cliff,'' Mr. Miller said. Mr. Hart, who helped organize the anti-Soviet insurgency in the 1980s, cautions that Americans just don't understand the toughness, determination and fighting skills of the Pashtun tribes. He adds that if the U.S. escalates the war, the result will be radicalization of Pashtuns in Pakistan and further instability there -- possibly even the collapse of Pakistan. These experts are not people who crave publicity; I had to persuade them to go public with their concerns. And their views are widely shared among others who also know Afghanistan well. ''We've bitten off more than we can chew; we're setting ourselves up for failure,'' said Rory Stewart, a former British diplomat who teaches at Harvard when he is not running a large aid program in Afghanistan. Mr. Stewart describes the American military strategy in Afghanistan as ''nonsense.'' I'm writing about these concerns because I share them. I'm also troubled because officials in Washington seem to make decisions based on a simplistic caricature of the Taliban that doesn't match what I've found in my reporting trips to Afghanistan and Pakistan. Among the Pashtuns, the population is not neatly divisible into ''Taliban'' or ''non-Taliban.'' Rather, the Pashtuns are torn by complex aspirations and fears. Many Pashtuns I've interviewed are appalled by the Taliban's periodic brutality and think they are too extreme; they think they're a little nuts. But these Pashtuns also admire the Taliban's personal honesty and religious piety, a contrast to the corruption of so many officials around President Hamid Karzai. Some Taliban are hard-core ideologues, but many join the fight because friends or elders suggest it, because they are avenging the deaths of relatives in previous fighting, because it's a way to earn money, or because they want to expel the infidels from their land -- particularly because the foreigners haven't brought the roads, bridges and irrigation projects that had been anticipated. Frankly, if a bunch of foreign Muslim troops in turbans showed up in my hometown in rural Oregon, searching our homes without bringing any obvious benefit, then we might all take to the hills with our deer rifles as well. In fairness, the American military has hugely improved its sensitivity, and some commanders in the field have been superb in building trust with Afghans. That works. But all commanders can't be superb, and over all, our increased presence makes Pashtuns more likely to see us as alien occupiers. That may be why the troop increase this year hasn't calmed things. Instead, 2009 is already the bloodiest year for American troops in Afghanistan -- with four months left to go.     
The risk of extremists running Pakistan forces India’s hand – causing pre-emptive nuclear conflict in South Asia
Thomas Ricks is the author of Fiasco: The American Military Adventure in Iraq, 2003-05, which was a no. 1 New York Times bestseller and a finalist for the Pulitzer Prize in 2007. He is special military correspondent for The Washington Post, senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security and a contributing editor for Foreign Policy magazine. Washington Post – October 21, 2001 – http://www.washingtonpost.com/ac2/wp-dyn/A27875-2001Oct20?language=printer

The prospect of Pakistan being taken over by Islamic extremists is especially worrisome because it possesses nuclear weapons. The betting among military strategists is that India, another nuclear power, would not stand idly by, if it appeared that the Pakistani nuclear arsenal were about to fall into the hands of extremists.  A preemptive action by India to destroy Pakistan's nuclear stockpile could provoke a new war on the subcontinent. The U.S. military has conducted more than 25 war games involving a confrontation between a nuclear-armed India and Pakistan, and each has resulted in nuclear war, said retired Air Force Col. Sam Gardiner, an expert on strategic games.  

Uniqueness—Withdrawal Now

Obama committed to Afghan withdrawal now—BUT generals will use every chance they have to muck up the timetable

Jonathan Alter, Newsweek staff writer, 7/3/2010, "T Minus Two Years," http://www.newsweek.com/2010/07/03/t-minus-two-years.html, da: 7/15
A shorter time frame. From the moment the president announced his plan to start pulling U.S. troops out of Afghanistan next summer, the Pentagon and its allies (including Hillary Clinton) have tried to fuzz up the timetable. Contingencies must always be accounted for, but to hear the chatter from military officers, you would think that the intentions of the president and the vice president don’t mean much. It’s naive, we’re told by the wise guys on cable TV, to believe we’ll be withdrawing from Afghanistan any time soon.

There’s only one problem with betting the smart money on a long commitment: it’s not so smart. Obama has said that we won’t “turn out the lights” in Afghanistan in July 2011; and, indeed, some residual forces will be there for decades. But my reporting during the last several months suggests that a significant withdrawal will begin within, at the most, 18 months to two years. 

There are at least three reasons—military, financial, and -political—to take the president at his word that the current commitment of 100,000 troops will be of short duration. 

Sens. John McCain and Lindsey Graham keep pushing Petraeus on whether he truly supports Obama’s policy. They use Joe Biden’s quote to me (“In July of 2011 you’re going to see a whole lot of people moving out. Bet on it.”) and Obama’s question to Petraeus on Nov. 29 inside the Oval Office (“If you can’t do the things you say you can in 18 months, then no one is going to suggest we stay, right?” Petraeus responded: “Yes, sir, in agreement.”) to make it seem as if Obama is ramming the policy down the Pentagon’s throat.

US will withdrawal now
HYDE 7 – 14 -10[Justin, Free Press Washington Staff, “U.S. on track for Afghan withdrawal,” Freep -- http://www.freep.com/article/20100714/NEWS07/7140334/U-S-on-track-for-Afghan-withdrawal-Levin-says]
WASHINGTON -- U.S. forces in Afghanistan are on track to meet the goal of beginning their withdrawal in July 2011, U.S. Sen. Carl Levin said Tuesday, but he warned that corruption and attacks by insurgents threaten the country's stability.  Speaking after a trip to Afghanistan and Pakistan last week, Levin reiterated that the deadline set by President Barack Obama for beginning a U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan had been essential to pushing Afghan officials into action. But he said the date did not represent the end of U.S. involvement and that U.S. troops would remain for years.  "It's not an exit from Afghanistan," Levin said.  Levin, chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee, long has called on Afghanistan's armed forces and political leaders to take more responsibility for fighting the Taliban and stabilizing the country.  He said that by September, there should be roughly equal numbers of U.S. troops and Afghan troops fighting the Taliban, compared with a ratio of two or three U.S. soldiers for every Afghan soldier in January, which Levin called "totally unacceptable."  "If we can get the Afghan forces equipped and trained and in the lead, it takes away a propaganda tool" of the Taliban, Levin said during a breakfast sponsored by the Christian Science Monitor.  But he said several threats remain to U.S. efforts against the Taliban, including corruption in the Afghan police force and attacks by a warlord who also operates in Pakistan. And he said an upcoming offensive in Kandahar province would be key to showing the Afghan army's strengths.  Levin also said he had called on Pakistani officials to step up efforts against the Haqqani network, a group of fighters led by Afghan warlord Jalaluddin Haqqani that operates on both sides of the Afghanistan-Pakistan border. Haqqani has been launching increasingly aggressive attacks against NATO troops in northern Afghanistan.  Violence in Afghanistan has risen over the past few months as the Taliban has stepped up attacks in response to increased operations by U.S. and NATO forces. According to iCasualties.org, 227 U.S. soldiers have died so far in 2010, including 25 in July alone, setting a pace that could make this year the deadliest so far in the nearly nine-year battle.  

Uniqueness—Withdrawal Now

Public opinion proves we’ll withdrawal—polls support

CONDON 7-14-10. [Stephanie, “Poll: Most Want Afghanistan Withdrawal Timeline” CBS News -- http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-20010459-503544.html]
Most Americans continue to say things are going badly for the U.S. in Afghanistan, and those assessments are more pessimistic now than they were just two months ago, a new CBS News poll shows.  Most Americans also want a timetable for withdrawal from the country.  Today, the poll finds, 62 percent of Americans say the war is going badly, up from 49 percent in May. Just 31 percent say the war in Afghanistan is going well.  Nine years into the war, 33 percent of Americans say they do not want large numbers of U.S. troops in Afghanistan for another year. Twenty-three percent of Americans say they are willing to have troops stay there for one or two more years.  Just 35 percent are willing to have troops stay longer than two years.  Most Americans -- 54 percent -- think the U.S. should set a timetable for the withdrawal of U.S. troops from Afghanistan. Forty-one percent disagree.  There is a partisan divide on the issue: 73 percent of Democrats think the U.S. should set a timetable, while only 32 percent of Republicans say the U.S. should do so. Fifty-four percent of independents want a timetable.  Americans are divided over President Obama's handling of Afghanistan: 43 percent say they approve of his handling of the war, while 44 percent say they disapprove.  On Iraq, Americans continue to hold more positive views of the war- 55 percent say things are going well for the U.S. there. 
Link—Withdrawal—Generic 

Patraeus pushing for more troops now—Obama resisting now

Muhammad Yousuf Irfan, 7/11/2010, "Pakistani commentary says "sincere talks" with Taleban to solve terror issue," Lexis
General McChrystal had wanted more resources and troops for use against the Taleban in Afghanistan, which Obama was not happily willing to offer like former US President Bush was. Obama has preferred reconciliation with the Taleban over US forces. On the other hand, the CIA director has thrown a hint about expanding the scope of military actions against the Taleban and speed up the use of drones in Pakistan. The conflict between military and democratic forces has kicked off over the issue of talks with the Taleban.
Republicans pushing for more support for the Afghan war

BBC NEWS 7-13-10[“US elections 2010: The issues’ BBC NEWS -- http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/10574419]

President Obama is facing criticism from both sides. Those to his left disagree with last year's decision to send more troops to Afghanistan and increasingly question the point of US involvement in the country. On the right, senior Republicans, including former rival John McCain, have castigated the president for setting a July 2011 date to begin withdrawing troops. They believe the deadline sends the wrong signals, encouraging insurgents to wait for Americans to leave and sowing doubts among Afghan civilians about America's commitment to their country.  In November, Republicans will seek to make the issue a question of leadership. Democrats will have a tougher time - they have to convince their anti-war flank to stick by the president. 

Plan would be used by Republicans to support their demand to abandon the timetable

LOBE 7-13-10[Jim, “With departure of McChrystal, what now?” The Final Call -- http://www.finalcall.com/artman/publish/World_News_3/article_7126.shtml]

WASHINGTON (IPS/GIN) - Nearly a week after the abrupt demise of Washington's top commander in Afghanistan, U.S. strategy for reversing the flood of bad news that has been recently pouring out of that strife-torn country remains as unclear as ever. Led by Sen. John McCain and many of the same neo-conservatives who championed the war in Iraq, hawks called on President Barack Obama to abandon his July 2011 timetable for beginning to withdraw U.S. combat troops in favor of an open-ended military commitment to achieve “victory” over the Taliban and al-Qaeda.  At the same time, war skeptics argue that the forced resignation of Gen. Stanley McChrystal—reportedly over the indiscreet and even contemptuous remarks he and his entourage expressed to a reporter from Rolling Stone magazine about his civilian superiors—offers the administration a golden opportunity to move up the timetable, reduce the U.S. military presence, and get behind a negotiated settlement with the Taliban sooner rather than later. 
Hawks want to stay and boost support for Afghan military operations

LOBE 7-13-10[Jim, “With departure of McChrystal, what now?” The Final Call -- http://www.finalcall.com/artman/publish/World_News_3/article_7126.shtml]
Nonetheless, a variety of hawks—notably Sen. McCain; some prominent neo-conservatives, such as the Weekly Standard's William Kristol and Max Boot at the Council on Foreign Relations; and COIN enthusiasts, such as Michael O'Hanlon of the Brookings Institution, and John Nagl, the head of the influential Center for a New American Security—insist that the situation is not as bad as depicted in the news and that the war remains salvageable, especially under Gen. Petraeus.  The right-wing hawks also claim that the strategy has made important inroads but insist that Mr. Obama should abandon his mid-2011 deadline for beginning to withdraw U.S. troops. 

Link—Withdrawal—South Korea

South Korea and Afghanistan troop deployments are zero-sum—plan leads to a Mid-East troop shift

STEVENS, 6 

[Wayne, Col. In US Army; project advised by Col. Jiyul Kim, Director of Asian Studies and the Coordinator for Regional Studies at the U.S. Army War College; “IS U.S. FORCES KOREA STILL NEEDED ON THE KOREAN PENINSULA?” Mar 15, d/a: 7/15/10, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA448328&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]

The events of September 11, 2001 brought about changes in the structuring of U.S. military security within the ROK but not in the overall strategic defense objectives of the U.S. For example, the U.S. continues to serve as a deterrent against DPRK aggression and a stabilizing factor not only for the Korean peninsula but for the region of Northeast Asia as well.22 Understandably the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan along with the Global War on Terrorism and other U.S. security commitments in Korea and Europe required the repositioning of military forces to help reduce the operational tempo placed on other units. The Second Infantry Division deployed a brigade combat team to Iraq that had been helping to deter North Korean aggression. However, other instruments of power were in place to demonstrate America’s commitment to the ROK. The U.S. has employed diplomatic and economic instruments of power in addition to military power to deter DPRK aggression. Hopefully, the combined efforts of the instruments of power will create a lasting peace that will eventually lead to unification of the two Koreas. Some may argue that since 9/11 the ROK is less important to the U.S.23 A more accurate assessment however would be that despite the global attention being focused on Iraq and Afghanistan, the U.S. still views its commitment to the ROK as essential. The U.S. is particularly concerned about DPRK’s nuclear weapons program and the possibility of DPRK proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD). North Korea will continue to draw a watchful eye from the U.S. for several reasons: (1) DPRK is viewed as a security threat due to their large military forces and WMD capabilities; (2) if DPRK collapsed it would create a humanitarian disaster rife with hunger and huge number of refugees; and (3) DPRK poses a proliferation threat with regard to WMD to both state and non-state actors.
USFK will likely be redeployed from Korea to Afghanistan 

Kirk 09. (Donald Kirk is a longtime Korea correspondent and author) “Seoul has own Fears over US withdrawal” The Asia Times, 12-5-09. http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/KL05Dg01.html

American military people, the cadets at the United States Military Academy at West Point, that he was ordering another 30,000 troops to Afghanistan early next year. Would soldiers from US forces in South Korea be joining them, and did the Pentagon plan to replace them - or reduce American troop strength in the South from the current level of 28,500?   Neither the Americans in Korea nor Koreans in positions of power and influence quite believed the assurance from the Pentagon, made to top officials of South Korea's Defense Ministry before Obama's speech, that the US would not be sending troops from Korea to Afghanistan. They had heard that one several years ago, before the US deployed a brigade of the US Second Infantry Division to Iraq from the historic invasion route to Seoul, reducing US troop strength in the South to about 37,000.   Obama's remarks resonated in other ways too. Could he really be serious when he said the US would be withdrawing its forces from Afghanistan in a year and a half? He took care to argue that Afghanistan was not like Vietnam, where the US-backed South Vietnamese government fell to defeat two years after the Americans had pulled out. He did not, however, allude to Korea, where US troops have been guarding the South since the signing of the Korean War armistice in July 1953 ended the bloodiest conflict in northeast Asian history.   The future of the US in Afghanistan appears if anything as clouded as it ever was, and still is, in Korea. The two cabinet secretaries who should know the answers, Defense Secretary Robert Gates and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, both waffled when members of a US congressional committee asked them how firm was that 18-month commitment. Talk about "review" and "circumstances" permeated their vague responses.   Similar responses would dominate the US position in South Korea, where almost any scenario seems possible. Special envoy Stephen Bosworth is preparing to visit North Korea next week on a mission that's superficially intended to draw North Korea back into six-party talks on its nuclear weapons program, but here are two things that nobody in his (or her, thank you, Hillary) right mind is about to believe.

Link—Withdrawal—South Korea

US troops in Korea will be redeployed to areas of conflict
The Korea Times 09. (Article by Jung Sung-ki, staff writer for The Korea Times) “USFK Commander Hints at Troop Redeployment” The Korea Times, 12/15/10. <http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2010/05/205_57328.html>

The top U.S. military commander here said Monday that U.S. forces in Korea would be transformed into rapid deployment troops that could be dispatched to other parts of the world where the U.S. faces conflict.   The comment by Gen. Walter Sharp, commander of the ROK-U.S. Combined Forces Command, is the latest affirmation of the "strategic flexibility" of U.S. troops on the Korean Peninsula.  The scheme would be put into effect after the introduction of three-year, family-accompanied tours by U.S. troops in South Korea in coming years, military sources said.   Seoul and Washington agreed on the scheme in 2006, but the plan has not been fully implemented due to concerns that it could weaken the Korea-U.S. combined defense posture against North Korea.   Speaking at a forum organized by the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) in Washington, Sharp said the U.S. Forces Korea (USFK) needed to have its forces in the future be able to be more regionally engaged and globally deployed.  "We want the troops to be regionally engaged and globally deployed, but we'll never forget that our No. 1 responsibility in Korea is to defend the Republic of Korea," said the four-star general, who concurrently serves as chief of the USFK and the United Nations Command.   "Sometime in the future we could have forces that could, with consultations between both nations, be able to be deployed in different places around the world," Sharp said.   "We have to be able to work through this, and be able to at least have the ability to look at where we want our troops to be, what capability do we want the alliance to have, and how can it help both regionally and globally, and also we need to closely observe the security and the challenges and opportunities we have."   On South Korea's takeover of wartime operational control (OPCON) of its troops from the U.S. in 2012, the U.S. commander said that everything was on schedule.   "The OPCON transfer will take place on April 17, 2012," Sharp said. "OPCON transition does not mean an independent OPCON. We will still be in the alliance and the coalition will still be committed to fight side by side." 

Afghan Shift Bad—Stability

Sending more troops to Afghanistan fails—surge empirically fails and undermines stability
Pierre Tristan, Journalist, Lecturer, UN International School Graduate, 11/3/2009, “More Troops for Afghanistan-Pros and Cons” About.com.  http://middleeast.about.com/od/afghanistan/i/troops-for-afghanistan_2.htm, da: 7/14

Five factors argue strongly against sending more troops to Afghanistan: The 2009 troop "surge" hasn't worked. It hasn't built up an Afghan military. It hasn't taken control of more Afghan territory (it has lost it). It has not helped turn the tide against the Taliban. Yet more troops will not likely change the equation--not after a war that, by March 2010, will have lasted more than America's involvement in World War I, World War II and Korea combined.  The footprint of foreign troops is working against American and Western attempts to turn Afghan hearts and minds in their favor. Foreign troops are increasingly seen as occupiers in the Soviet style, not as liberators. One reason: foreign troops are perceived as the chief support of an Afghan government that has no credibility in Afghan eyes.  US and NATO troops have caused almost as many Afghan civilian deaths as the Taliban. Repeated U.S. air strikes that have resulted in the massacre of Afghans have, despite targeting and killing Taliban fighters as well, reinforced impressions among Afghans that foreign troops' brutality can be indistinguishable from the Taliban's.  Al Qaeda was expelled from Afghanistan in 2001. The United States shouldn't be involved in nation-building while battling what is essentially an internal civil war between the Taliban's Pashtun-dominated militants and other ethnic minorities in Afghanistan.  The notion that an American retreat would open Afghanistan back to al-Qaeda camps is a bogus argument considering that al-Qaeda is operating effectively in Pakistan, a nuclear power and an American ally. It's also a bogus argument because al-Qaeda could choose to operate in a number of wretchedly unstable countries like Afghanistan, including Somalia, Yemen and Sudan. It does not do so because it does not have popular support. Nor would it enjoy that support in Afghanistan, where the Taliban would not be likely to play host to al-Qaeda--and fall prey to B-52 bombings and missile strikes all over again. Finally, there is no clear, defined, winnable aim in Afghanistan.

SEE AFGHAN AFF FOR IMPACTS

AT: Troop Surge Good—AT: More Troops Solve

More troops won’t solve stability

Melvin Goodman, OpEd News, Former CIA Analyst, 7/8/2010, "Obama's Bungled Military Strategies," http://www.opednews.com/articles/Obama-s-Bungled-Military-S-by-Marji-Mendelsohn-100709-632.html, da: 7/14
Sending more troops and resources into Afghanistan does not begin to address the threat of international terrorism, and no amount of economic assistance to Pakistan will buy support from Islamabad.
In 1987, the new Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev called Afghanistan a "bleeding wound" and began the process of withdrawal. However, in 2010, since General McChrystal called Afghanistan a "bleeding wound," there has been no sign of a U.S. withdrawal strategy. Instead, General Petraeus is once again brandishing the notion of victory.

More troops means more Afghan opposition—withdrawal is key to solve

Selig Harrison, Center for International Policy Asia Program Director, 7/12/2010, "A Smart Pashtun Play," Lexis
Supporting Karzai's overtures to the Pashtuns would counter Taliban propaganda that the U.S. doesn't care about the nation's largest ethnic group. But one risk of Karzai's strategy is that it could lead to a Tajik counterattack. Strong American support for Karzai would be necessary to keep the Tajiks in check. That would also avoid the appearance that America is opposing Pashtun interests again, which would only strengthen the Taliban's position in the insurgency and in the peace process that appears likely to unfold. U.S. cooperation with Karzai is also necessary because if he and his Pakistani interlocutors can come up with a formula for peace, Taliban leaders will still insist on a U.S.-NATO timetable for withdrawal as a precondition for definitive negotiations. Ironically, when and if a timetable is announced, the Taliban's emotive appeal as the spearhead of opposition to a foreign occupation will be deflated. As Howard Hart, a former CIA station chief in Pakistan, told Nicholas Kristof of The New York Times, "the very presence of our forces is the problem. The more troops we put in, the greater the opposition."

More troops fail

DAVID MARTIN, NATIONAL SECURITY CORRESPONDENT, CBS NEWS, 6/29/2010, "Assessment of Petraeus` Senate Confirmation Hearings; Assessment of Kagan`s Supreme Court Confirmation Hearing," lexis

A lot of people have that worry. You heard it last fall when the cables that the U.S. ambassador to Afghanistan, Karl Eikenberry, sent in, leaked, and he essentially said that more troops is not going to make a difference because our partner, the Afghan  government, is too weak and too corrupt.

And that remains the number-one problem. Of course 100,000 American troops can do a lot of damage to the Taliban. But what`s going to come in behind them? And that`s the so-called government in a box that McChrystal wanted to deliver into Marjah after that first offensive in February.

More troops fail

Rana Ijaz Ahmed Khan, BBC monitoring south asia, 7/13/2010, "Pakistan writer says McChrystal foresaw US "defeat" in Afghanistan," lexis

The presence of the US forces in Afghanistan depends on the support of the Afghan people. There is no military solution to the Afghan situation. The army should defend the masses and give them full sense of security for a better system of government and political progress. The US soldiers should show patience during any action. After this report, US Defense Secretary Robert Gates held a meeting with McCain on 6 May 2009 and replaced him with Gen McChrystal. US National Security Adviser James Jones also made it clear to his administration last year that even if more troops are sent to Afghanistan, success will not be possible but the region will become a graveyard for them.

***AFGHAN SHIFT—AFF ANSWERS***

No Link—No Afghan Shift

Afghan withdrawal inevitable—new troops won’t reverse Obama’s decision

Jonathan Alter, Newsweek staff writer, 7/3/2010, "T Minus Two Years," http://www.newsweek.com/2010/07/03/t-minus-two-years.html, da: 7/15
And in truth, that’s exactly what’s happening: the commander in chief is calling the shots. On the way to the Oval Office before the Petraeus meeting, Biden asked Obama if beginning a significant withdrawal was a presidential order that could not be countermanded by the military. The president said it was.

Petraeus has immense stature, of course, and after the firing of two commanding generals in a row (Gen. David McKiernan was relieved in early 2009), Obama can’t get rid of him without a firestorm. But the general knows that with Afghanistan already the longest war in American history, he has only a small window in which to combine military force with creative diplomacy in a way that yields real improvement on the ground. If he can’t do it fast enough, the president will conclude that 100,000 troops actually harm progress by making the U.S. look like occupiers. At which point he’ll revert to the Biden Plan—kill Al Qaeda operatives with drones—and forget about Petraeus’s theories of counterinsurgency.

The country simply cannot afford a trillion-dollar commitment to nation building. The only way funding will continue much longer is if Republicans take control of Congress this fall. Even then, the war remains unpopular with the public, a point that won’t be lost on the GOP (as RNC chair Michael Steele’s antiwar comments last week attest). And Obama is hardly oblivious to the electoral implications. Let’s say that Petraeus insists that the July 2011 timeline be pushed back a year, which is quite possible considering the current problems on the ground. That means the de-escalation—and the political windfall—will begin around the summer of 2012, just in time for the Democratic National Convention. In other words, Americans should get used to it: we ain’t staying long.

SEE AFGHAN NEG—WITHDRAWAL/TIMETABLE NOW EVIDENCE

Troop Shift Good—Stability

Troop shift good—WITHDRAWAL WILL CAUSE CONFLICTS WITH PAKISTAN AND OTHERS

DNA 7-15-10[DNA Read the World, “Catastrophic consequences of walking away from Afghanistan” -- http://www.dnaindia.com/world/report_catastrophic-consequences-of-walking-away-from-afghanistan_1410016]

Any hasty withdrawal of US troops from Afghanistan could have catastrophic consequences and active cooperation of Pakistan is a must for comprehensively defeating al Qaeda and Taliban, America's point man for the region Richard Holbrooke has said.  "This is my personal view, if we walk away from Afghanistan, again, as we did 21 years ago, the consequences will be similarly catastrophic because of the unique strategic position of Afghanistan and the reaction that it would have in Pakistan, China, India and the countries to Afghanistan's west," the Obama Administration's special envoy told the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.  He said to achieve success in the war torn country, it would involve continued American economic and development assistance.  "This will not be cheap, but it will be a fraction of the money that is now being authorised and appropriated for the military campaign. When we will be able to transition to that is impossible for me or anyone to say, but it won't be on a single day. It will be a gradual process, and that is what the review in December and the President's decision making will focus on," Holbrooke said in response to questions from Senators.  On Pakistan's role, he said, "We cannot succeed in Afghanistan without Pakistan's participation."  Holbrooke told Senators that the very fact that he was appointed as the Special Representative for Pakistan and Afghanistan, in itself was a reflection of the fact. "The US government reorganised to reflect the fact that you cannot succeed in Afghanistan without Pakistan's involvement."  Indicating that Washington was putting pressure on Islamabad for a larger crackdown in the Waziristan tribal belt Holbrooke said, "We do not have enough action yet on the Pakistani side of the border. Here is a perfect example of why the two countries cannot be disaggregated for purposes of policy.   We got what we wanted on one side of the border, but we haven't gotten it on the other yet. And Americans are being killed and wounded because of this."  The American envoy also conceded that western part of Pakistan is a safe haven for terrorists. "The western part of Pakistan, the lawless areas, are the epicentre of the issues that threaten our country. They directly link to the Taliban but they're in Pakistan," he said responding to concerns from Senator Jim Webb.  "We have made real progress in Pakistan in the last year and a half, but the focus is so overwhelmingly on Afghanistan -- for valid reasons; that's where our troops are -- that we have lost -- we haven't even recognised the movement in Pakistan across the board: economically, politically, strategically," Holbrooke said.  To achieve the goal to disrupt, dismantle and defeat al Qaeda and prevent its ability to threaten the United States, Holbrooke said the US has to degrade the Taliban because they are part of the enemy structure, a different part but an integral part that America faces.  "Now, the Afghan government doesn't yet have the capacity to deal with this on its own. How could they after 30 years of war? And so the civilian part of it, police, government capacity, rule of law, sub-national government, training provincial official, women's empowerment and a whole series of other major issues -- are part of our civilian programs," he said.  The civilian strategy of the Obama Administration, he said, is designed from keeping al Qaeda at bay and it's designed to help Afghan institutions establish conditions for stable governance. 
Troop Shift Good—Stability

More troops good-Afghan withdrawal emboldens the Taliban and Al Qaeda—causes state collapse

Mark A. Thiessen, AEI visitng fellow, June 29, 2010. “President Obama's Detrimental Deadlines” American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research. http://www.aei.org/article/102244, da: 7/15 

 What is it with President Obama and artificial deadlines? First he set a deadline for shutting down Guantanamo by January 2010--yet the detention center remains open and the New York Times reports that the White House has given up on closing it before Obama's term ends. Instead of learning from that experience, Obama set another misguided deadline--this time to begin an American withdrawal from Afghanistan by July 2011. Whether the president realizes it or not, he is going to have to abandon that deadline as well--and the sooner he does so the better. The Guantanamo deadline only cost him some momentary embarrassment; the Afghanistan deadline could cost us a war. At his confirmation hearing tomorrow, Gen. David Petraeus will be pressed to answer a difficult question: Can his counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan succeed when the U.S. has already announced a date for withdrawal? There is growing concern among congressional Republicans that the answer is no. Until last week, a revolt had been brewing among senators who backed Obama on the surge but have concluded that the deadline could bring down the entire war effort. Petraeus's nomination has for the moment quelled this insurgency on Capitol Hill, but concern remains that Petraeus may not be able to quell the insurgency in Afghanistan if the president does not untie his hands. As Missouri Sen. Kit Bond put it, if the withdrawal date stands, Obama is "setting [Petraeus] up for failure." The deadline is more than a tactical error; it is a strategic miscalculation that undermines almost every element of our efforts in Afghanistan. A withdrawal date undermines the very premise of a counterinsurgency strategy -- that by protecting the population, you can earn their trust and get them to help you root out the terrorists and insurgents. As columnist Charles Krauthammer has explained, Afghans will not risk joining us in the fight if they think America will soon be leaving them to the mercy of the Taliban. The damage goes even deeper than that. The stated purpose of the deadline is to put pressure on Afghan President Hamid Karzai to eliminate corruption and increase the legitimacy and effectiveness of the Afghan government. Instead, it has had the opposite effect--creating a perverse incentive for Karzai to make overtures to the Taliban, and cut deals to stay in power, so that he can cover his bets when the Americans leave. The deadline is also weakening our coalition. It is hard enough to get NATO countries to cough up troops, but when our NATO allies believe that America is packing its bags, they start packing as well. Canada has announced its mission will end in 2011. In February, the Dutch announced they will withdraw by this December. And last week, Poland declared that all its troops will be leave by 2012 because, as the head of Poland's National Security Bureau put it, Afghanistan is heading toward a "strategic catastrophe" and Poland needed to "seek a way out of this situation." Obama can hardly push back on NATO allies to stay if America is not committed to staying itself. The deadline also sends the wrong message to Pakistan. Elements of Pakistani intelligence have long maintained quiet ties with the Taliban and other jihadist groups, using these militants to destabilize Afghanistan and India. Obama is pressing Pakistan to cut these ties and help us dismantle these networks--an effort that is critical to the success of both our mission in Afghanistan and our campaign against al-Qaeda in Pakistan's tribal regions. But if the Pakistanis perceive America is leaving, why would they accede to such pressure? The withdrawal date also emboldens the Taliban. As Arizona Sen. John McCain puts it, "We cannot tell the enemy when you are leaving in warfare and expect your strategy to be able to prevail." Obama's defenders point to the fact that Petraeus set a timeline for withdrawal in Iraq. But that timeline was set nine months after the surge began, when Iraq had clearly turned a corner. We have not yet turned a corner in Afghanistan. Moreover, at the height of the surge, President George W. Bush vetoed a bill that would have created a deadline for withdrawal--sending a clear signal of America's determination to prevail. Today, Obama appears to be hedging for defeat. At the G-20 summit, Obama complained that there has been "a lot of obsession" with the withdrawal date. He tried to put some nuance on the deadline, declaring that beginning to withdraw troops in a years' time doesn't mean we will "close the door and shut off the lights." This nuance is lost in the voyage across the Hindu Kush. Obama cannot afford to repeat in Afghanistan what he did in Guantanamo--let the deadline linger for months after the administration knew it could not be met. The "obsession" will not end until he repudiates the withdrawal date, clearly and unequivocally. But lifting the deadline alone is not enough; the president needs to start projecting resolve. When his health care bill was in trouble, Obama barnstormed the country like his presidency depended on it--explaining the stakes, the consequences of failure, and why he would not accept defeat. He needs to start doing that for Afghanistan--explaining the stakes, the consequences of failure, and why he will not accept defeat. If Afghanistan truly is a "war of necessity," then the security of our country depends on it. His presidency depends on it as well.
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