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Military Readiness DA
Readiness 1NC (1/2)
Force Regeneration will maintain military readiness but the balance is precarious – changes could undermine the system

Morrissey, 2009 (Michael T, Lieutenant Colonel, Commander of 5th Battalion, 5th Air Defense Artillery, “Reset: reduce risk, improve readiness”, Fires, September 1st, http://www.thefreelibrary.com/Reset:+reduce+risk,+improve+readiness.-a0213232141)

The U.S. is involved in a war lasting more than eight years. The Army is engaged in Iraq and Afghanistan and is also deployed to approximately 80 countries. Simultaneously, it is defending the homeland and is ready to support domestic crises. As outlined in Field Manual 3-0 Operations, persistent conflict and instability are the projected future; a future affected by trends, such as globalization, population growth, urbanization, demand for scarce resources, climate change, weapons of mass destruction, proliferation and failed states. In this environment, the Army continues to play an indispensable role, executing national security strategy.  The Secretary of the Army and Army Chief of Staff have assessed the Army as "out of balance." The effects of high operational tempo combined with insufficient recovery time for personnel, families and equipment resulted in readiness consumption at an unsustainable rate. To restore balance by 2011, leadership has given the Army four imperatives--sustain, prepare, reset and transform.  Army Force Generation. The Army purged the old system of tiered readiness and implemented the Army Force Generation model, known as ARFORGEN, to achieve its four imperatives. Simply, ARFORGEN is the development of increased unit readiness. Resources are allocated by deployment sequence; ensuring units are mission capable by deployment dates. Operational requirements drive ARFORGEN and include prioritization of resourcing, manning, equipping, sustaining and sourcing. (See the 2007 U.S. Army Posture Statement, Addendum H: Army Force Generation. Another informative article is "Reset after Multiple in-lieu-of-Missions" by LTC Geoffrey P. Buhlig in the July-September 2008 edition of Fires.) The ARFORGEN model consists of three phases--reset, train/ready and available.  Of the three phases, reset contains an inordinate level of organizational risk as new unit leadership faces a multitude of challenges, such as high personnel turnover, "at risk" Soldiers, family reintegration and absent unit organizational systems.  According to GEN George W. Casey, "The intent of reset is to recover personnel and equipment to a state of readiness at the end of six months so the unit can train up for the next mission." With the current strategic environment and a future of projected conflict, it is more important than ever to reset Soldiers, families and equipment properly.  We must identify and mitigate organizational risk inherent in reset to build readiness successfully. The U.S. does not have the luxury of a strategic pause in the foreseeable future. Ultimately, reset success contributes to strategic depth, enabling our nation to win the Long War, and flexibility for an uncertain future.  Unit environments differ by level, location and mission requirements. Some units have the added complexity of multiple subordinate units in different ARFORGEN phases. Regardless, the discussion in this article may prove useful in reducing organizational risk and improving readiness.  Organizational risk in reset. Although reset makes sense at the operational and strategic levels in generating forces to meet our nation's demands, the logic isn't always evident at the tactical level. Reset requires critical thinking from tactical-level leadership to identify challenges and implement solutions.  For example, reset generally includes turnover of a large portion of unit leadership during a finite window of time (battalion commander and command sergeant major through squad leaders). The reset period often has a high personnel turnover; a lack of functional fundamental administrative systems in critical areas, such as personnel, maintenance, supply and training; and a shortage of key personnel.  Other reset challenges include Soldiers and families who are "at risk" due to stress incurred from deployment and separation, domestic friction, post traumatic stress disorder, alcohol/drug abuse and traumatic brain injury. In addition, reset involves leaders who excelled in a combat environment, but have limited experience in garrison, such as knowing deliberate precombat inspections are just as necessary before a long weekend as they are for a combat mission.  As leaders, we fully appreciate the expeditionary nature of our Army and are eager to rebuild readiness rapidly. However, the old adage, "You've got to go slow before you can go fast" is appropriate. If not done right, your unit will come out of reset no better than it entered. Leaders must establish a balance between a sense of urgency to complete critical tasks and the need to reintegrate Soldiers and families. Reset must be planned and executed deliberately, beginning with an assessment of unit vulnerabilities and the implementation of appropriate control measures to reduce organizational risk. 
Readiness 1NC (2/2)
Force realignment creates strategic imbalances in the Armed Forces and trades off with training and education – this crushes readiness
Shimkus, 2006 (John, Masters in Business Administration Southern Illinois University, Republican Representative in the House, “Changes in US Forward Deployment and its Effects on Europe”, NATO Parliamentary Assembly, 2006 Annual Session, http://www.nato-pa.int/default.asp?SHORTCUT=999)

19.  The Commission also disputed the costs of the redeployment plan.  They estimated that the costs could total $20 billion, but noted that the Department of Defense had only budgeted $4 billion for the redeployment process. This total is much larger than previous estimates because the Commission was including what they saw as the additional strategic mobility costs.  The Global Posture Review envisions a force based primarily in the United States and relies on airlift, sealift, and pre-positioned supplies to transport and provision forces sent to a crisis area.  This would require additional assets. Current plans for airlift, sealift and pre-positioned supplies, the Commission argues, do not take into account the additional burden imposed by the redeployment of more military personnel back to the United States.  20.  Another more general critique is that the realignment will take years to complete, but there is no guarantee that the strategic environment will be the same and demand the same kind of basing structure.  Few would have predicted, for example, the strategic need for basing rights in Central Asia in the years immediately before 2001.  It is possible that the US will face other unforeseen challenges in the future, and that the realignment will not be appropriate for those contingencies.  At the same time, the disruption that accompanies a realignment of this magnitude could have some effect on the readiness of the armed forces.  The time and effort spent in moving equipment and establishing new facilities can impact on the amount of time available for training and education.  In short, some critics of the realignment argue that the process can weaken the ability of the US military to confront current security challenges while offering no guarantee that it will be better suited to confronting tomorrow's challenges.

Readiness is critical to prevent rivals from lashing out and prevent war
Spencer, 2000 (Jack, Research Fellow at Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, “The Facts About Military Readiness”, Heritage Foundation, September 15th, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2000/09/BG1394-The-Facts-About-Military-Readiness)
America's national security requirements dictate that the armed forces must be prepared to defeat groups of adversaries in a given war. America, as the sole remaining superpower, has many enemies. Because attacking America or its interests alone would surely end in defeat for a single nation, these enemies are likely to form alliances. Therefore, basing readiness on American military superiority over any single nation has little saliency. The evidence indicates that the U.S. armed forces are not ready to support America's national security requirements. Moreover, regarding the broader capability to defeat groups of enemies, military readiness has been declining. The National Security Strategy, the U.S. official statement of national security objectives,3 concludes that the United States "must have the capability to deter and, if deterrence fails, defeat large-scale, cross-border aggression in two distant theaters in overlapping time frames."4According to some of the military's highest-ranking officials, however, the United States cannot achieve this goal. Commandant of the Marine Corps General James Jones, former Chief of Naval Operations Admiral Jay Johnson, and Air Force Chief of Staff General Michael Ryan have all expressed serious concerns about their respective services' ability to carry out a two major theater war strategy.5 Recently retired Generals Anthony Zinni of the U.S. Marine Corps and George Joulwan of the U.S. Army have even questioned America's ability to conduct one major theater war the size of the 1991 Gulf War.6 Military readiness is vital because declines in America's military readiness signal to the rest of the world that the United States is not prepared to defend its interests. Therefore, potentially hostile nations will be more likely to lash out against American allies and interests, inevitably leading to U.S. involvement in combat. A high state of military readiness is more likely to deter potentially hostile nations from acting aggressively in regions of vital national interest, thereby preserving peace.

Overview - Probability UQ
We control probability – Conflicts could explode from any point on the globe – Military presence is key
Morrissey, 2010 (Michael, Lieutenant Colonel, Commander of 5th Battalion, 5th Air Defense Artillery, “Restoring balance through reintegration”, Fires, January 1st, http://www.thefreelibrary.com/Restoring+balance+through+reintegration.-a0222548266)

The current war is the longest the U.S. has conducted with an all-volunteer force. Conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan continue as the president recently announced the decision to send an additional 34,000 troops to Afghanistan. Beyond Iraq, Afghanistan, well-known threats from global terrorism, China and North Korea, there are also insidious dangers to the U.S. that threaten to destabilize the security of national interests in ways that would require substantial U.S. military involvement beyond the current commitment. They include unconventional threats; political extremism, toxic anti-American populism, nuclear proliferation and expanding political and economic vulnerability (See "Toward a Risk Management Defense Strategy" a study by Nathan P. Freier). 
Uniqueness – Readiness High (1/2)
Readiness High – Defense Authorization act

Insurance News Today, 6/1/2010 (Top Insurance Industry News, “Senate Armed Services Committee Completes Markup of National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011”, http://www.insuranceday.org/senate-armed-services-committee-completes-markup-of-national-defense-authorization-act-for-fiscal-year-2011/)

WASHINGTON — Senator Carl Levin (D-MI), Chairman of the Armed Services Committee, announced today that the committee has completed its markup of the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal Year (FY) 2011. The bill authorizes funding for the Department of Defense (DOD) and the national security programs of the Department of Energy (DOE). “The Committee has reported out a bill that supports the men and women of the armed forces, both active and reserve, and their families, and provides them with the compensation, benefits, equipment and training that they need. The Committee continued its practice of terminating or slowing down troubled programs and activities, improving efficiencies, and applying the savings to higher-priority programs. Thus, the Committee was able to fund many of the unfunded requirements of our Service Chiefs and combatant commanders. I am pleased that the Committee provided funding, authorities, and capability to defeat al Qaeda, its affiliates and other violent organizations, with a major focus on Afghanistan and Pakistan”, Levin said. “I am also pleased that the Committee adopted an amendment that removes a key barrier to ending the policy that prohibits military service by openly gay men and women. That action is an important step to end this discriminatory policy. But it is left to the President, Secretary of Defense and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to certify that repeal can be achieved consistent with the military’s standard of readiness, effectiveness, unit cohesion, and recruiting and retention, before the repeal is effective. I believe that allowing gay and lesbian service members to serve openly will open the ranks to patriotic men and women who wish to serve their country,” Levin added.

Uniqueness – Readiness High (2/2)

Readiness High – Troop Compensation has fueled recruitment and general preparedness 

Washington Post, 5/7/2010 (Craig Whitlock, “Pentagon urges decrease in spending on troops”, http://www.sextonreunion.com/group/debateandcurrentevents/forum/topics/pentagon-urges-decrease-in?commentId=2101025:Comment:224040&xg_source=activity&groupId=2101025:Group:147649)

Military officials said generous compensation were a primary reason why they were able to meet all of their annual recruiting goals last year for the first time since the all-volunteer force was established in 1973. Although the recession also played a major role, military leaders said surveys show service members are generally happy with their pay scales. Vice Adm. Mark E. Ferguson III, the chief of naval personnel, said improvements in pay and benefits have made it more likely that sailors will stick around longer. Last year, a Navy survey found that about 60 percent of spouses wanted their sailors to make a career of Navy life, meaning a stint of at least 20 years. In 2005, he said, only about 20 percent of spouses felt the same way. "I think pay was previously a concern, but it's started to change," Ferguson said. He added that Congress had been "extremely generous" but that rising personnel costs were already influencing what the Navy spends to operate, maintain and modernize its fleet.
Uniqueness – A2: DADT
DADT doesn’t hurt readiness – discharges are minimal

CNS News, 2009 (Cybercast News Service, “Discharging Gays from Military No Threat to National Security, Report Details”, October 27th, http://www.cnsnews.com/news/article/56143)

(CNSNews.com) – Claims that the U.S. military’s policy of discharging openly homosexual soldiers threatens national security by reducing troop numbers are not supported by data from the Defense Department, according to the Center for Military Readiness (CMR). The latest data show that the number of people discharged from the U.S. military for homosexuality represents less than 1 percent of the total number of people discharged for all other reasons. For example, 634 soldiers were discharged in 2008 for homosexuality, according to the Defense Department. That 634 number is 0.337 percent of the 187,331 total discharges in 2008. That same year, 5,627 people were discharged for drugs; 3,817 for serious offenses; 4,555 for weight standards; 2,353 for pregnancy; and 2,574 for parenthood. In 2004 there were 669 soldiers discharged for homosexuality (0.314 percent) out of 212,405 discharged for other reasons. The numbers were similar for 2005, 2006 and 2007. In total, between 2004 and 2008, there were 3,284 soldiers discharged for homosexuality. Between 1994 and 2003, the number was 9,501. There currently are 2,475,967 people serving in the U.S. military. As the Center for Military Readiness reported, “The average percentage of discharges due to homosexuality during those 10 years [1993-2004], as calculated by the Department of Defense, was 0.37.”
Uniqueness – A2: Budget

Troop Count will remain high – Budget changes won’t affect readiness levels
Gates, 2009 (Robert, Secretary of Defense, “DoD News Briefing With Secretary Gates From The Pentagon”, US DOD, April 6th, http://www.defense.gov/transcripts/transcript.aspx?transcriptid=4396)

The decisions have three principal objectives: First, to reaffirm our commitment to take care of the all-volunteer force, which, in my view, represents America's greatest strategic asset.  Second, we must re-balance this department's programs in order to institutionalize and finance our capabilities to fight the wars we are in today and the scenarios we are most likely to face in the years ahead, while at the same time providing a hedge against other risks and contingencies. Third, in order to do this, we must reform how and what we buy; meaning a fundamental overhaul of our approach to procurement, acquisition and contracting.  So first, people. With regard to the troops and their families, I will recommend that we first fully protect and properly fund the growth of military and strengthen the base budget. This means completing the growth in the Army and the Marine Corps, while halting reductions in the Air Force and Navy. Accomplishing this will require a nearly $11 billion increase above the FY '09 budget level.
Readiness Link – Generic

Force shifts create budget constraints that crush readiness – prefer our evidence – DOD estimates are overstated

GAO, 2009 (Government Accountability Office, “Military Base Realignments and Closures: Estimated Costs Have Increased While Savings Estimates Have Decreased Since Fiscal Year 2009”, Letter to Congress, November 13th, http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d1098r.pdf)
Our review of DOD’s fiscal year 2010 BRAC budget indicates that DOD plans to spend more to implement BRAC 2005 recommendations compared to last year’s BRAC budget. DOD’s estimated one-time costs to implement this BRAC round increased by almost $2.5 billion from fiscal year 2009 to fiscal year 2010, bringing the total implementation cost estimate for this BRAC round to $34.9 billion. To place this increase in perspective, in September 2005, the BRAC Commission estimated that it would cost DOD about $21 billion over the 6-year implementation period whereas this estimate is now about $35 billion—an increase of nearly 67 percent.6 Our analysis shows that over 80 percent of the estimated $2.5 billion in cost increases are associated with 10 recommendations. Military construction costs accounted for the majority of the increase, although other factors such as information technology requirements also contributed to some of the expected cost increases. After DOD implements all of the BRAC 2005 recommendations, which the department is required to do by the statutory deadline of September 2011, our analysis of DOD’s fiscal year 2010 budget estimates shows that net annual recurring savings for fiscal year 2012 and beyond will have decreased by almost $94 million to about $3.9 billion, compared to DOD’s estimates in fiscal year 2009. As we have previously reported, we believe DOD’s net annual recurring savings estimates may be overstated because they include dollar savings from eliminating military personnel positions without corresponding decreases in end-strength. DOD disagrees with our position. The $3.9 billion estimate is calculated using DOD’s method, which we nonetheless believe overstates savings. However, we included these estimates for consistency. Our calculations also show that BRAC savings DOD expects to generate over a 20-year period from 2006 through 2025 have declined to $10.9 billion in constant fiscal year 2005 dollars, compared to $13.7 billion that we reported based on the previous year’s BRAC budget.7 To place this decrease in perspective, in September 2005 the BRAC Commission estimated that DOD would save about $36 billion—nearly 70 percent more—over the same 20-year period.
Readiness Link – Overstretch

Overseas basing is critical to prevent overstretch which guts military effectiveness 

Zalmay Khalilzad, RAND, The Washington Quarterly, Spring 1995  

Overextension is a mistake that some of the big powers have made in the past. Such a development can occur if the United States is not judicious in its use of force and gets involved in protracted conflicts in non-critical regions, thereby sapping its energies and undermining support for its global role. And when the United States uses force in critical regions, its preference should be to have its allies and friends contribute their fair share. Having the capability to protect U.S. vital interests unilaterally if necessary can facilitate getting friends and allies of the United States to participate -- especially on terms more to its liking. It is quite possible that if the United States cannot protect its interests without significant participation by allies, it might not be able to protect them at all. For example, in the run-up to the Gulf war, several allies did not favor the use of force to evict Iraqi forces from Kuwait. If the military participation of these allies had been indispensable for military success against Iraq, Saddam Hussein's forces might still be in Kuwait and Iraq might now possess nuclear weapons.

Readiness Link – Japan

Japanese bases are key lillypads to sustain military readiness
Shimoji, 2010 (Yoshio, M.S. Georgetown University, “The Futenma Base and the U.S.-Japan Controversy: an Okinawan perspective”, Asia-Pacific Journal, May 3rd, http://www.japanfocus.org/-Yoshio-SHIMOJI/3354)

Obviously, the U.S. Marines or the 3rd Marine Expeditionary Force, to be more specific, are stationed in Okinawa not to defend Japan as ballyhooed but simply to hone their assault skills in preparation for combat elsewhere. It's a cozy and easy place to train, with Tokyo providing prodigious financial aid, which Washington demands in the name of “host nation support.” I liken it to turf dues exacted by an organized crime syndicate, which offers protection from rival gangs. In 2003, for example, Japan's direct "host nation support" amounted to $3,228.43 million or $4,411.34 million if indirect support is added. Compare these figures with Germany's and Korea's support. Germany's direct host nation support in the same year was $28.7 million (1/112th that of Japan) and indirect support $1.535.22 million. Korea's direct host nation support in that same year was $486.31 million (about 1/7th that of Japan) and indirect support $356.5 million [4]. For ten years from 2001 through 2010, Japan shouldered an average annual sum of $2,274 million for host nation support [5], which incidentally is known as "sympathy budget" as if Japan were voluntarily doling out money out of compassion for those U.S. service members who are deployed in this far-away country. The amount Japan has financed to support USF Japan operations since the system started in 1978 totals an astounding $30 billion. That the Marines are based in Okinawa not to defend Japan but mainly to strengthen U.S. interests in the Asia-Pacific and beyond is widely recognized, as the following quotation from GlobalSecurity.org suggests: “The Regiment (3rd Battalion 6th Marines) continues to support the defense of the Nation by maintaining forces in readiness in support of contingency operations and unit deployments to the Mediterranean, Pacific rim and around the globe.”(Italics mine) Pundit Kevin Rafferty is more direct saying, "some of the bases (in Japan) are staging-posts for deployment in Afghanistan and elsewhere [6]." When Marine contingents were compelled to move out of Gifu and Yamanashi Prefectures in mainland Japan in the face of mounting anti-U.S. base demonstrations and moved to Okinawa in the 1950's, a number of Pentagon strategists are reported to have cast doubt on the wisdom of such a shift. The U.S. Army was the major element in the U.S. Forces in Okinawa during the occupation period which ended in 1972 with reversion. Apparently, the Army recognized the limited value of being stationed in Okinawa and so withdrew, leaving behind only a few hundred troops. The Marines grabbed this chance to expand their role and function, taking over everything from the departing Army. They are not, however, deterrents against outside "threats" as they boast.
Readiness Link – Middle East

American hegemony can only be maintained through cooperative policies with the Middle East – otherwise, the rising regional powers will join together to topple the United States***

Zbigniew Brzezinski (formerly President Carter’s National Security Advisor, counselor and trustee at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and professor of American foreign policy at the School of Advanced International Studies @ Johns Hopkins University) 2007 “Second Chance” p 209-11

The power shift is most evident in the increased economic power of the Asian states. Whatever the exact prospects for China, Japan, India, and South Korea—as well as Indonesia, Pakistan, and Iran--most of them will soon rank with the European states as the world's most dynamic and expanding economies. Add in Brazil, Mexico, and perhaps some other non-Asian states, and it is no wonder that Western-dominated global financial institutions such as the World Bank, the IMPand the WTO are coming under increased pressure to redistribute existing decision-making arrangements. East Asia will likely be the next region to define its economic and political interests on a transnational basis, either with China at the helm of an East Asian community and Japan somewhat marginalized, or (less likely) with China and Japan managing to contrive some form of partnership.(The Japanese, seeking to dilute China's preeminence, have been pressing to open membership in the emerging Asian community to the United States and Australia.) But even the narrower version of such a grouping would represent a major change in world affairs and a significant reduction of the Euro-Atlantic world's traditional dominance. In effect, a tri-partite division of the United States, the European Union, and East Asia is emerging, with India, Russia, Brazil, and perhaps Japan preferring to act as swing states according to their national interests. Russia's residual resentment of America's special status may tempt Moscow to associate itself with America's rising rivals. At some point we could see the emergence of a more pointedly anti-U.S. coalition led by China in East Asia and by India and Russia in EurAsia. It could then draw in Iran. Although that may seem far-fetched now, it is noteworthy that after the first ever Chinese–Indian--Russian summit in St. Petersburg in the summer of 2006, some Chinese foreign affairs specialists wrote nostalgically that Lenin had once advocated an anti-Western alliance among these three countries. They pointedly noted that such an alliance would embrace 40 percent of the world's people, 44 percent of its surface, and 22 percent of its GNP. In this increasingly complicated global context, much will depend on whether America succeeds in restoring some degree of comity in its relations with the world of Islam. A protracted traded failure to do so will create opportunities for China to enhance its role, not only with Indonesia or Pakistan but also with Iran and the Persian Gulf states. If America's position in the region continues to deteriorate, a Chinese political presence might be very welcome. That would greatly increase China's global influence and could even tempt some European states to conclude that it is in the long-term interest of the European Union to forge a special relationship with the energetically emerging East Asian community.

Readiness Link – Korea/Asia-Pacific

US presence in Korea and the Asia-Pacific are necessary to prevent breakout wars which escalate 
Korea Herald, May 15, 1997
Though the end of the Cold War was first perceived as blunting the danger of global armed conflict, the initial euphoria eroded rapidly _ as did hopes for a peaceful new world order which followed the collapse of the East Bloc. Without question, the probability of an immediate East-West clash has decreased substantially, but limited wars and brush fires, often fought over ethnic and religious differences, continue unabated. Moreover, tension has brewed between former ideological and military adversaries once the early pacifistic post-Cold War rapport was over. Thus, the international situation is far from certain. Russia is reacting unfavorably to the eastward expansion of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, stepping up efforts to salvage some of the power of the old Soviet Empire by trying to keep former satellites and republics within its fold. Meanwhile, the remarkable military buildup of China, particularly of its naval power, has sparked fresh concern among its neighbors in East and Southeast Asia. Of all the world's flash points, however, it is North Korea that stands out, with its belligerent policies of isolation, revolution and international extortion: all inspired by an obsolete Stalinism and personality cult. This factor warrants the sustained military presence of the United States in this region as a deterrent and stabilizer. Washington's readiness to maintain its balanced security preparedness, with the continued deployment of its forces at the current level, is highly reassuring. It is sure to have a positive impact on the stability of Asia, which has been affected by scattered territorial disputes and a shaky balance of military power. U.S. Defense Secretary William Cohen said this week that the capability to fight and win major theater wars is needed in two places. Toward that end, he continued, a robust presence is required in key regions, meaning roughly 100,000 troops in the Asia-Pacific region and, as well as another 100,000 in Europe. The statement refers to the Pentagon's years-old strategy of preparing itself to handle twin conflicts that could erupt almost simultaneously in, say, the Persian Gulf and the Far East. Washington may find it difficult to withstand pressure from pacifists to downsize its defense program. However, in this languid military security environment, failure to keep ready forces having the ability to respond decisively to any crisis situation threatens to undercut the raison d'etre of the world's current sole superpower. The simple truth--that strength is the only language North Koreans understand--does not bear repeating now. 

Readiness Link – Korea

Military presence in South Korea is critical to maintain readiness and prevent North Korean Aggression

Vancouverite, 2010 (Vancouverite News Service, “U.S. orders military readiness over North Korea aggression”, May 24th, http://www.vancouverite.com/2010/05/24/u-s-orders-military-readiness-over-north-korea-aggression/)
BEIJING – U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton has reiterated strong support for South Korea’s defense as President Obama ordered the U.S. military to be in a state of readiness. “The Republic of Korea can continue to count on the full support of the United States, as President Obama made clear when he spoke to President Lee last week,” said Clinton during a press briefing. “First, we endorse President Lee’s call on North Korea to come forward with the facts regarding this act of aggression and, above all, stop its belligerence and threatening behavior,” she said as tension continued to mount over the sinking of a South Korean naval vessel with the loss of 46 lives. “Second, our support for South Korea’s defense is unequivocal, and President Obama has directed his military commanders to coordinate closely with their Korean counterparts to ensure readiness and to deter future aggression,” she said, reinforcing a statement made by Obama. ” As part of our ongoing dialogue, we will explore further enhancements to our joint posture on the Peninsula. Third, we support President Lee’s call to bring this issue to the United Nations Security Council,” she said. ” I will be working with Ambassador Rice and our Korean counterparts, as well as Japan, China, and other UN Security Council member states to reach agreement on a way forward in the Council.”
Readiness Link – Afghanistan

Presence in Afghanistan is critical to ensure US interests and military readiness

Korb et. al. 2008 (Lawrence, Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress, He is also a senior advisor to the Center for Defense Information and an adjunct professor at Georgetown University; Peter Juul, Research Associate at American Progress, where he specializes in the Middle East, military affairs, and U.S. national security policy; Laura Conley, Research Assistant for National Security and International Policy. In this position she focuses primarily on military and defense issues; Myles Caggins III, Major; Sean Duggan, Research Associate for national security at American Progress, “Building a Military for the 21st Century”, Center for American Progress, December 10th, http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2008/12/military_priorities.html)
Embrace a new vision for the U.S. military. Operations in Afghanistan and Iraq have highlighted the changing threat environment for the United States. It is increasingly likely that, in this post-9/11 world, U.S. troops will more frequently be assigned to non-traditional warfare tasks, including both kinetic and non-kinetic counterinsurgency operations, rather than full-scale conventional wars with near-peer competitors. While proficiency in conventional warfare cannot be allowed to lapse, the next administration should consider the type of conflicts most likely to be encountered when allocating limited funding to procurement, training, force expansion, and other budgetary requests. For the next four years, allow the defense budget to keep pace with inflation. As previously noted, today’s defense baseline budget is higher than it has been in real dollars since the end of the World War II. This sum, if used wisely, is more than enough to ensure American military predominance while recapitalizing equipment lost in Iraq and Afghanistan, and growing and modernizing the force. The next administration should therefore keep the defense budget flat over the next four years, adjusting for inflation and fluctuations in the U.S. dollar. The substantial increase in defense spending during the Reagan administration, which saw DOD’s base budget increase by some 53 percent over five years, was followed by a sustained period of budget cuts of about 35 percent between 1985 and 1998. In contrast, the dramatic rise in base defense spending during the Korean War—DOD’s budget nearly quadrupled between 1950 and 1954—was followed by a long period of sustained but modest growth in DOD’s budget at an annual real increase of about 1.5 percent between 1954 and 1980. The latter precedent represents the better model to emulate. However, economic constraints and the almost unprecedented size of the current budget suggest that even small increases in the baseline budget can and should be avoided in the next administration’s first term. Include supplemental war funding in a consolidated budget. Long-term U.S. interests in Iraq and Afghanistan require that an American military presence will be maintained in those countries for the foreseeable future, most of the cost of which should be paid for through supplemental appropriations. However, the services have taken advantage of these ostensibly “emergency” war-funding bills to request money for significant non-war-related projects. DOD should in the future submit appropriations for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan with the baseline request in one consolidated budget. This procedure will allow lawmakers to scrutinize the items from the supplemental and force Congress and DOD leaders to make trade-offs and hard choices when considering the FY 2010-13 defense budget priorities.

Readiness - Internal Link Booster

Budget constraints spillover – small changes will undermine the system
Jack Spencer, policy analyst at the Heritage Foundation, The Washington Times, 8-11-2003, pg. lexis

Give uniformed service members fewer non-warfighting responsibilities. Congress limits the number of active uniformed personnel in each service [currently about 1.4 million]. Every service member in a non-warfighting role is one less soldier in the fighting force. Obviously, we need some uniformed personnel for certain non-warfighting missions, but those activities should be limited. Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld has identified 300,000 positions that civilians could fill. Congress should let the Pentagon begin shifting its resources toward its core responsibility - defending vital U.S. interests. Invest in high-demand assets. The U.S. military has neglected to invest in many of the capabilities now in the highest demand. These include special operations units, reconnaissance, military police, units that specialize in chemical and biological agents, Patriot anti-missile batteries, electronic warfare and in-flight refueling aircraft. The United States also needs more sealift and airlift capability. Bringing supply and demand of these critical assets into balance would improve both the efficiency and capability of the military. We may indeed need more uniformed personnel to meet all of our defense needs, especially if we are going to stop depending so heavily on our reserves. But let's first start using those already in uniform more efficiently. By making smart investments and freeing wasted resources, we can ease the strain on our armed forces and leave them better prepared to fight and win.

Readiness Impact Exts

Flashpoints exist across the globe. Only U.S. military readiness prevents escalation to full-blown war

Dennis Duggan, Assistant Director, National Sec.-Foreign Relations Commission, The American Legion, FNS, April 17, 1997
Mr. Chairman, The American Legion is pleased to appear before this Subcommittee to express its concerns about FY 1998 defense appropriations. The American Legion knows only too well what can happen when diplomacy and deterrence fail. As history has demonstrated, it is important for the President and Congress to continue to uphold their constitutional responsibilities to provide for the "common defense" of the American people in a highly uncertain world. The world is still a dangerous place. There is unrest in the Middle East, in Bosnia and eastern Europe, and on the Korean peninsula. A revitalized Red China is exercising its military and maritime prowess by reaching into the Pacific and to our very shores and cities. Russia is still armed with at least 7,000 intercontinental missiles and opposes the concept of an expanded NATO. The continuous proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and the increase in ethnic and nationalistic wars are prompting more U.S. contingency operations continue to demand attention. Additionally, the United States faces the challenges posed by international terrorism, fundamentalist religious movements and drug cartels, none of which operate within the basic rules of international law. The American Legion has always adhered to the principle that our nation's armed forces must be well-manned and equipped, not to pursue war, but to preserve and protect the hard-earned peace. The American Legion strongly believes the current military downsizing is based more on budget targets and budget deficit reduction than on current and foreseeable threats to the national security well-being of the American people and America's vital interests. Mr. Chairman, The American Legion is convinced that the United States is returning to the days of the "hollow forces." Once Army divisions, Navy aircraft carrier battle groups, and Air Force fighter wings are cut from the force structure, they cannot be rapidly reconstituted without the costly expenditures of time, money, and human lives. History has demonstrated that it has been safer to err on the side of preserving robust forces to protect America's interests. 

Readiness deters wars, creating a secure international order

Ike Skelton, U.S. Rep, Missouri, Congressional Record, 143 Cong Rec H 1897, *H1898, April 29, 1997
So to respond to my colleagues who ask, what is the enemy,'' I say, true; today we cannot define precisely what the enemy is or will be. We can say, however, that we will fail in our responsibility in this Congress if, once again, we allow the armed forces to be unprepared for the enemies that may emerge. In fact, as I will argue today, a failure to support a strong military in the present historical circumstances would be even more unfortunate and more unforgivable than in the past for two reasons. First, today the United States is the only Nation able to protect the peace. In the past we were fortunate that allies were able, often by the narrowest of margins, to hold the line while we belatedly prepared for war. Bismarck once said: God protects fools, and the United States.'' Today, no one else is capable either of preventing conflict from arising in the first place, or of responding decisively if a major threat to the peace does occur. While I trust in God, I believe God has given us the tools we need to keep peace, and it is our task to use them wisely. Second, and perhaps most importantly, if we fail in our responsibility to maintain U.S. military power, the United States, and, indeed, the world as a whole, may lose an unprecedented opportunity to construct an era of relative peace that could last for many, many years. Today, our military strength is the foundation of a relatively secure international order in which small conflicts, though endemic and inevitable, will not decisively erode global stability. As such, our military strength is also a means of preventing the growth of one or more new powers that could, in time, constitute a threat to peace and evolve into the enemy we do not now foresee. Because of this, the very limited investment required to maintain our military strength, though somewhat larger than we are making right now, is disproportionately small compared to the benefits we, and the rest of the world, derive from it. My fellow Missourian, Harry S Truman, stated this clearly: We must be prepared to pay the price for peace, or assuredly we will pay the price of war.'' These two premises, that the United States alone is able to protect the peace, and that adequate, visible U.S. military power may prevent new enemies from arising in the future, are, it seems to me, the cornerstones of a sound strategy for the years to come. 

Readiness Impact – Turn Thumper

Isolationism results in great power races that will threaten the U.S.

Jeremy Black, Professor of History, University of Exeter, UK, “War and strategy in the 21st century,” Orbis, v46 issue 1, Winter, 2002
Such an image might work for an isolationist state with few links to the global economy and international finance, but it is difficult to see the United States adopting this role in coming decades. Were it to do so, Americans would face the same risks that obtained in the 1930s: the consolidation of power blocs that can be threatening no matter how economically inefficient they are in the long run. American disengagement would encourage the alignment among France, Russia, and Germany, an alignment that is already too powerful within Europe, and encourage Japan to accommodate Chinese power, possibly at Taiwan's and even South Korea's expense. Most threatening would be an accentuation of Russo-Chinese links that have been forged in recent years and are among the most unwelcome legacies of the Clinton era.

Regional security organizations are impractical in most of the world.

Barbara Conry (foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute) 2/5/1997 "U.S. "Global Leadership": A Euphemism for World Policeman" CATO INSTITUTE http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=1126

Unfortunately, regional security organizations require a high degree of cohesion among member states and therefore are not possible in many parts of the world. The WEU is probably the only such organization that is viable in the near future, although effective regional security organizations encompassing some Latin American and Asian countries are not inconceivable. In much of the rest of the world, however, there is little evidence of the cohesion and common interest that would be a precondition for a functioning regional security organization. 

Readiness Impact – Terror

Readiness key to prevent terror

Jack Spencer, policy analyst at the Heritage Foundation, Heritage Foundation Reports, 8-1-2003, pg. lexis

Whether or not the U.S. military is large enough to perform its assigned missions is being debated once again. Given that American soldiers will not be coming home from Iraq on time, the answer seems to be an emphatic "no." However, before the size of the force is decided, its missions must be defined. The emerging capabilities gap exists because the force is being used too extensively. With the war on terrorism, operations in Afghanistan, fighting in Iraq, and peacekeeping in the Balkans all ongoing, some forces must be held aside in case North Korea starts a war. The United States is now being pressured to deploy peacekeepers to Liberia, and this is in addition to enduring U.S. peacetime responsibilities such as deterring large-scale aggression in vital regions of the world, maintaining alliance commitments, and ensuring access to the high seas.  To bridge the capabilities gap, the United States should focus its military resources on missions that are vital to the nation. Specifically, it must field a force capable of fighting the immediate war on terrorism, fighting with little or no warning in unanticipated places, maintaining adequate capability to deter aggression against America's interests and allies, and contributing to homeland defense. Only to the extent that America's capabilities exceed its ability to fulfill these missions should it consider contributing military resources to other non-vital missions. Moreover, the long delay in rotating troops out of Iraq demonstrates that the United States does not have enough forces for even its primary missions.
A nuclear terror attack causes miscalculation and nuclear war

Speice, 2006 (Patrick, J.D. Candidate 2006, Marshall-Wythe School of Law, College of William and Mary, “NEGLIGENCE AND NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION: ELIMINATING THE CURRENT LIABILITY BARRIER TO BILATERAL U.S.-RUSSIAN NONPROLIFERATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS,” William & Mary Law Review, Feb, l/n)
The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. 49 Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. 50 In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. 51 This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States [*1440] or its allies by hostile states, 52 as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons. 53

Readiness Impact – Hegemony (1/2)
American military readiness is key to maintain global hegemony.
Federation of American Scientists (FAS), Chapter 10, P. 123 05/29/09, Budget of the US Government, FY 1998 Defense Budget, “Budget of the United States Government.” 
America's armed forces remain in the Persian Gulf, deterring war in that critical region of the world. In Asia and the Pacific region, U.S. military forces provide the critical foundation for peace, security, and stability, in partnership with Japan and other nations. In our own region, America's soldiers have supported the return of democracy in Haiti and helped end the exodus of refugees to our shores. To fulfill such missions, support our allies, and reassure our friends that America is prepared to use force in defense of our common interests, our armed forces must be highly ready and armed with the best equipment that technology can provide. In the 21st Century, we also must be prepared and trained for new post-Cold War threats to American security, such as ethnic and required conflicts that undermine stability. Some of these post-Cold War threats, such as the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, terrorism, and drug trafficking, know no national borders and can directly threaten our free and open society. 

Hegemony is key to maintain economic growth, human rights, trade channels, democracy, and prevent natural disaster crises, terrorism, and great power war
Bradley A. Thayer, November/December, 2006 “In Defense of Primacy,” NATIONAL INTEREST Issue 86

THROUGHOUT HISTORY, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power--Rome, Britain or the United States today. Scholars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics. Everything we think of when we consider the current international order--free trade, a robust monetary regime, increasing respect for human rights, growing democratization--is directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages followed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. Without U.S. power, the liberal order created by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Ral Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)." Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washington and the world. The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists, most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated relationships aligned--between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war. Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars. Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread democracy and other elements of its ideology of liberalism: Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.( n3) So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing interests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. leadership. And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States. Critics have faulted the Bush Administration for attempting to spread democracy in the Middle East, labeling such aft effort a modern form of tilting at windmills. It is the obligation of Bush's critics to explain why :democracy is good enough for Western states but not for the rest, and, one gathers from the argument, should not even be attempted. Of course, whether democracy in the Middle East will have a peaceful or stabilizing influence on America's interests in the short run is open to question. Perhaps democratic Arab states would be more opposed to Israel, but nonetheless, their people would be better off. The United States has brought democracy to Afghanistan, where 8.5 million Afghans, 40 percent of them women, voted in a critical October 2004 election, even though remnant Taliban forces threatened them. The first free elections were held in Iraq in January 2005. It was the military power of the United States that put Iraq on the path to democracy. Washington fostered democratic governments in Europe, Latin America, Asia and the Caucasus. Now even the Middle East is increasingly democratic. They may not yet look like Western-style democracies, but democratic progress has been made in Algeria, Morocco, Lebanon, Iraq, Kuwait, the Palestinian Authority and Egypt. By all accounts, the march of democracy has been impressive. Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the global economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network characterized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mobility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a global public good from which all states benefit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well-being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable. Economic spin-offs foster the development of military technology, helping to ensure military prowess. Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the economic network comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat and researcher at the World Bank, who started his career confident in the socialist ideology of post-independence India. Abandoning the positions of his youth, Lal now recognizes that the only way to bring relief to desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the adoption of free market economic policies and globalization, which are facilitated through American primacy.( n4) As a witness to the failed alternative economic systems, Lal is one of the strongest academic proponents of American primacy due to the economic prosperity it provides. Fourth and finally, the United States, in seeking primacy, has been willing to use its power not only to advance its interests but to promote the welfare of people all over the globe. The United States is the earth's leading source of positive externalities for the world. The U.S. military has participated in over fifty operations since the end of the Cold War--and most of those missions have been humanitarian in nature. Indeed, the U.S. military is the earth's "911 force"--it serves, de 
Readiness Impact – Hegemony (2/2)

[THAYER CONTINUES]

facto, as the world's police, the global paramedic and the planet's fire department. Whenever there is a natural disaster, earthquake, flood, drought, volcanic eruption, typhoon or tsunami, the United States assists the countries in need. On the day after Christmas in 2004, a tremendous earthquake and tsunami occurred in the Indian Ocean near Sumatra, killing some 300,000 people. The United States was the first to respond with aid. Washington followed up with a large contribution of aid and deployed the U.S. military to South and Southeast Asia for many months to help with the aftermath of the disaster. About 20,000 U.S. soldiers, sailors, airmen and marines responded by providing water, food, medical aid, disease treatment and prevention as well as forensic assistance to help identify the bodies of those killed. Only the U.S. military could have accomplished this Herculean effort. No other force possesses the communications capabilities or global logistical reach of the U.S. military. In fact, UN peacekeeping operations depend on the United States to supply UN forces. American generosity has done more to help the United States fight the War on Terror than almost any other measure. Before the tsunami, 80 percent of Indonesian public opinion was opposed to the United States; after it, 80 percent had a favorable opinion of America. Two years after the disaster, and in poll after poll, Indonesians still have overwhelmingly positive views of the United States. In October 2005, an enormous earthquake struck Kashmir, killing about 74 000 people and leaving three million homeless. The U.S. military responded immediately, diverting helicopters fighting the War on Terror in nearby Afghanistan to bring relief as soon as possible To help those in need, the United States also provided financial aid to Pakistan; and, as one might expect from those witnessing the munificence of the United States, it left a lasting impression about America. For the first time since 9/11, polls of Pakistani opinion have found that more people are favorable toward the United States than unfavorable, while support for Al-Qaeda dropped to its lowest level. Whether in Indonesia or Kashmir, the money was well-spent because it helped people in the wake of disasters, but it also had a real impact on the War on Terror. When people in the Muslim world witness the U.S. military conducting a humanitarian mission, there is a clearly positive impact on Muslim opinion of the United States. As the War on Terror is a war of ideas and opinion as much as military action, for the United States humanitarian missions are the equivalent of a blitzkrieg.

Korea/Japan Impact Scenario – Asia War

Military presence maintains the US alliances which prevent Japanese rearmament and Korean War
Wortzel 2003 (Larry M. Ph.D. VP of Foreign Policy and Defense Studies at The Heritage Foundation, “United States Military Forces in Asia Maintain the Peace and Advance Democracy”  1-10, Date Accessed 7/29/2006, http://www.heritage.org/Research/AsiaandthePacific/wm185.cfm)

America’s primary regional security interests are best served by preserving the stability of Northeast Asia, an area plagued by war for most of the past century. Without an American military presence, deep historical animosities and territorial disputes among Russia, China, Japan, and the two Koreas would lead to a major race for military dominance. A delicate balance has existed since the end of World War Two, when Japan renounced offensive military force and rejected nuclear weapons. Pulling out US troops would destroy that balance. America’s military presence in Northeast Asia has provided the glue for security arrangements that offered protection to its allies and reassurances that helped avert an arms race among enemies that have fought each other for centuries. America’s bilateral security treaties with Japan and South Korea, respectively, ensure that United States military, political, and economic interests in the region are protected. The forward presence of U.S. troops also serves to protect the democracies of South Korea and Taiwan from hostile threats by Leninist dictatorships in North Korea and China. Japan depends on the presence of U.S. military forces. It maintains its peace constitution, eschews the development of an offensive military force, and feels secure in a nuclear age without a nuclear arsenal because of American security guarantees. For South Korea, the presence of U.S. combat forces has created the conditions that permitted democracy and a market economy to flourish. In South Korea, the voters elected a candidate that wants to pursue dialogue with North Korea. They elected a candidate who emphasized engaging North Korea regardless of North Korea’s reactions or reciprocity. Even though there have been protests, both South Korean presidential candidates, and the majority of the citizens of South Korea, continue to recognize the stability and security that the U.S. presence in Korea provides. It is imperative for Americans to remember that in the final analysis, the forward deployment of U.S. troops serves American interests even as it advances our values.

A shift to nuclear weapons for Japan will prompt global nuclear war

Interfax Rick Rozoff November 2006 “Nuclear Japan Would Trigger ‘Terrible Arms Race’ in Asia” http://lists.econ.utah.edu/pipermail/a-list/2006-November/063410.html
MOSCOW - The emergence of nuclear weapons in Japan would trigger an arms race in Asia and neighboring regions, Politika Foundation President Vyacheslav Nikonov said.  "The situation would take a very dangerous turn should Japan take this path: the nonproliferation regime would be undermined and a terrible arms race would begin in Asia," Nikonov told Interfax on Tuesday.  Nikonov made these remarks while commenting on the Japanese government's statement that Japan could legally possess nuclear weapons "however minimal the arsenal might be."  "If this happens, South Korea could claim nuclear status and China would no longer put up with the small nuclear arsenal it has. The chain reaction would then entangle India, Pakistan and Iran," the Russian expert said.  "This race could ultimately result in the use of such weapons," he said. 

War in Korea causes extinction

Chol, 2 (Director Center for Korean American Peace, 10-24, http://nautilus.org/fora/security/0212A_Chol.html)

Any military strike initiated against North Korea will promptly explode into a thermonuclear exchange between a tiny nuclear-armed North Korea and the world's superpower, America. The most densely populated Metropolitan U.S.A., Japan and South Korea will certainly evaporate in The Day After scenario-type nightmare. The New York Times warned in its August 27, 2002 comment: "North Korea runs a more advanced biological, chemical and nuclear weapons program, targets American military bases and is developing missiles that could reach the lower 48 states. Yet there's good reason President Bush is not talking about taking out Dear Leader Kim Jong Il. If we tried, the Dear Leader would bombard South Korea and Japan with never gas or even nuclear warheads, and (according to one Pentagon study) kill up to a million people." The first two options should be sobering nightmare scenarios for a wise Bush and his policy planners. If they should opt for either of the scenarios, that would be their decision, which the North Koreans are in no position to take issue with. The Americans would realize too late that the North Korean mean what they say. The North Koreans will use all their resources in their arsenal to fight a full-scale nuclear exchange with the Americans in the last war of [hu]mankind. A nuclear-armed North Korea would be most destabilizing in the region and the rest of the world in the eyes of the Americans. They would end up finding themselves reduced to a second-class nuclear power.

[This evidence is gender modified.]

Japan Alliance Impact – China
The alliance makes Chinese rise to power peaceful

Bojiang, ‘6 [Yang professor and director of the Institute for Japanese Studies at the China Institute of Contemporary International Relations (CICIR) in Beijing."Redefining Sino-Japanese Relations after Koizumi" The Washington Quarterly 29.4 (2006) 129-137 http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/washington_quarterly/v029/29.4bojiang.html]
From a long-term perspective, Washington has several options for forming its future East Asia strategy: maintain the status quo, i.e., continue to ally with Japan and South Korea while maintaining benign relations with China; choose to strengthen its alliance with Japan to contain China jointly; more actively promote regional multilateral security cooperation and make a greater contribution to permanent regional peace; or adopt neo-isolationism, end its domination in the region, and retreat. For Washington, the alliance has an important historical legacy that, along with the Chinese rise and power transition in the Asia-Pacific region, formed the basis for its Asian strategy and relationships. Specifically, the U.S.-Japanese alliance aims to preempt uncertainty caused by China's rise, a Taiwan Strait or Korean peninsula crisis, and the overthrow of the post–World War II regional security structure. It also permanently binds Japan to its strategic track by strengthening the two countries' military relations and eliminating the possibility that Japan would use Chinese containment as an excuse to develop an independent military force.
Peaceful rise prevents US/Sino War

Pei, 2003 (Minxin, Sr. Assistant at China Program of Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “Domestic Changes in China,” US-China Relations in the 21st Century, ed. Marsh and Dreyer, p. 59)

On balance, the strategy of “hedged engagement” is a less risky strategy for the United States because a “preemptive” containment strategy is, at the moment, unnecessary, counterproductive, and costly. A complete breakdown of U.S.-China relations caused by long-term American strategic concerns without Chinese provocation or hostility would make China a determined foe of the United States and set off another major-power cold war in one of the world’s hot spots. The Asian region will become less stable as the restraining influence exerted by the engagement policy on Chinese behavior disappears. China would be less likely to cooperate with the United States on issues of vital interests to the United States, such as nonproliferation of weapons of mass destruction and counterterrorism.

And, the impact is nuclear war
The Straits Times, 2K   [June 25]

THE DOOMSDAY SCENARIO 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.
Kuwait Impact Scenario – Terror

US support in Kuwait is critical to combat terrorism
Terrill, 2006 (W. Andrew, Middle East Specialist at the Strategic Studies Institute, “Regional Fears of Western Primacy and the Future of U.S. Middle Eastern Basing Policy”, Strategic Studies Institute, December) 

The U.S. military currently maintains troops scattered throughout around 10 bases in Kuwait, the most important of which are Camp Buehring and Camp Arifjan. Previously the centerpiece of the U.S. 69 presence in Kuwait was Camp Doha, but this facility had been closed almost completely by early 2006, with the Camp Doha operations transferred to other bases in Kuwait that are farther away from civilian population centers.248 Camp Doha was never envisioned to be a permanent base, and the movement to Camp Arifjan constitutes an effort to further lower the profile of U.S. troops in Kuwait. Some Kuwaitis have previously expressed concern that the U.S. military presence is exceptionally visible to the local citizenry, unlike during the early 1960s when British troops in Kuwait appeared virtually invisible. Both the U.S. and Kuwaiti governments seek to limit the U.S. public profile in the country as a way of minimizing any strengthening of the political opposition to their presence. On the domestic front, Kuwait is a stable country which handled a contentious succession crisis in 2006 with dignity and consensus.249 Varying degrees of political freedom also have existed throughout Kuwaiti post-independence history. The Kuwaiti parliament was created by the 1962 Constitution, and the Parliament operated sporadically from 1963 to 1990 and almost continuously from 1992 on. Kuwait also has a strong reformist movement which is well-represented in the Parliament. Upon occasion, the Parliament can be quite assertive in confronting the monarchy.250 Kuwait also has an ongoing reform movement and granted women the right to vote in 2005. The Kuwaiti population is about 25-30 percent Shi’ite, and this group traditionally has been outside of the governmental power structure. In recent years, Kuwaiti Shi’ites have suffered discrimination and remain outside of the inner circles of power, but the Kuwaiti government also has taken a number of steps to integrate them more fully into the political life of the 70 state and to give them a stake in the future of the Kuwaiti political entity.251 Kuwaiti policies toward their Shi’ites often appear particularly enlightened when compared to those of Saudi Arabia and, to some extent, Bahrain.252 A key moment of Shi’ite choice was the aftermath of the 1990 Iraqi invasion when Kuwaiti Shi’ites formed an important part of the underground resistance to the Iraqi occupation, establishing themselves among the foremost Kuwaiti nationalists.253 A small number of Kuwaitis and noncitizen residents of Kuwait disapprove of that country’s role as a springboard for the 2003 invasion and object to the continuing presence of 25,000 U.S. troops in Kuwait.254 Most of these oppositionists appear to be Islamists, and there is a fringe of violent radicals. Al Qa’ida has a few Kuwaitis, and a former al Qa’ida spokesman, Suleiman Abu al Ghaith, was a Kuwaiti who lost his citizenship in 2001.255 Other members of al Qa’ida appear to have grown up in Kuwait as the children of foreign workers, including the operational mastermind of the 9/11 attacks, Khaled Sheikh Mohammad, and his nephew, Ramzi Yousef, one of the planners of the first World Trade Center attack in 1993.256 Both of these individuals are Pakistani citizens. There also have been shoot-outs between the police and the armed Islamic extremists within Kuwait.257 One of the most important of these confrontations was the “Peninsula Lions” incident of January 2005. This episode involved a 3-day gun battle between Kuwaiti police and antigovernment radicals, often identified as associates of al-Qa’ida. Four policemen and two civilian bystanders were killed in this battle, along with eight of the terrorists. Ten policemen also were wounded in the clash which was unprecedented in Kuwaiti history. Six of the terrorists captured in this attack were sentenced to death by 71 hanging in December 2005. Twenty-two others were given prison sentences ranging from 4 months to 15 years.258 Thus while terrorist problems within Kuwait currently are manageable, the Kuwaiti government also clearly needs continuing U.S. counterterrorism support.

A nuclear terror attack causes miscalculation and nuclear war

Speice, 2006 (Patrick, J.D. Candidate 2006, Marshall-Wythe School of Law, College of William and Mary, “NEGLIGENCE AND NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION: ELIMINATING THE CURRENT LIABILITY BARRIER TO BILATERAL U.S.-RUSSIAN NONPROLIFERATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS,” William & Mary Law Review, Feb, l/n)
The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. 49 Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. 50 In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. 51 This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States [*1440] or its allies by hostile states, 52 as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons. 53

Aff – Readiness Low (1/2)
Readiness low now – credit crisis
Carden, 5/20/2010 (Michael, Army Sergeant First Class, “Official equates financial, military readiness”, American Forces Press Services, US Air Force Website, http://www.af.mil/news/story.asp?id=123205564)
WASHINGTON (AFNS) -- Through outreach and a robust system of educating servicemembers, Defense Department officials are working to keep troops financially fit to fight and protected from predatory lenders, a Pentagon official said May 19 here. Since the downward turn of the credit market in recent years, Defense Department officials and lawmakers have grown more concerned with servicemembers falling into bad financial standing, said Marcus Beauregard, a senior program analyst for the Pentagon's military community and family policy office. Officials hope Congress soon will pass legislation that puts auto dealers under the scrutiny of a proposed watchdog agency that also would oversee banks and lending institutions, Mr. Beauregard said. Poor financial situations among troops can greatly affect military readiness and the ability of servicemembers to accomplish their mission, he said. "Financial stability helps servicemembers (and the DOD)," he said. "If they're paying more attention to their financial concerns, they're paying attention less to their primary mission and their primary jobs." Commanders have voiced concerns to defense policy makers, making them more aware of issues troops have had in buying automobiles and repaying short-term loans, Mr. Beauregard said. Leaders also have learned certain products perpetually have caused problems for their servicemembers and they hope to prevent issues from becoming problems.
Aff – Readiness Low (2/2)
Readiness low - DADT

SLDN, 2010 (Servicemembers Legal Defense Network, “Tell Congress: Pass the Military Readiness Enhancement Act”, http://www.sldn.org/page/s/congress)

I urge you to repeal "Don't Ask, Don't Tell," the federal law which bans open military service based on sexual orientation. On March 3, 2010, Sen. Joe Lieberman (I-CT) introduced the Military Readiness Enhancement Act (S. 3065) in the U.S. Senate. Sen. Lieberman is joined by 32 cosponsors -- including the Chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee Carl Levin (D-MI). In the U.S. House of Representatives, Rep. Patrick Murphy (D-PA) is quarterbacking parallel legislation, alson known as the Military Readiness Enhancement Act (H.R. 1283). Rep. Murphy is joined by 191 bipartisan cosponsors and counting. I urge you to support these measures by becoming a cosponsor now. "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" is the only federal law that mandates firing a person because of their sexual orientation. The ban denies patriotic Americans with the critical skills we need the freedom to serve during a critical time of war. No one willing to defend our country should have to hide who they are as a condition of their military service. "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" is a discriminatory law that weakens our military. The time for repeal is now. "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" applies to all Americans serving in the U.S. Armed Forces, including active duty, Reserve, and National Guard personnel. More than 2,000,000 Americans serving in uniform today are bound by this law; among them, an estimated 65,000 lesbian, gay, and bisexual Americans in uniform live with the constant threat of a career-ending discharge. More than 13,500 Americans have been discharged under "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" in the last 17 years. Our government has wasted at least $363 million in taxpayer dollars firing desperately needed military linguists, pilots, doctors, intelligence analysts, nurses, and others with critical skills we need in this time of conflict. "Don't Ask, Don't Tell" is wasteful, discriminatory, and harms our military. I urge you to support the Military Readiness Enhancement Act by becoming a cosponsor.

Aff – DA Thumper
The DA is terminally non-unique – budget constraints and defense priority shifts will ensure force changes
Freier, 2009 (Nathan, Visiting Professor of Strategy, Policy, and Risk Assessment at the U.S. Army’s Peacekeeping and Stability Operations Institute and a Senior Fellow in the International Security Program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, “Toward a Risk Management Defense Strategy”, August, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub934.pdf)

As DoD corporately assesses the President’s priorities and the coming decade’s mounting defense demands, something will have to give.8 Over the next year, DoD will make macro-decisions on strategy, force planning, and joint force missioning. The wider USG will also make key decisions on greater burden sharing across the interagency.9 All of these will ultimately be grounded by necessity in risk-informed choice. Current fiscal and operational realities no doubt constrain the defense decision space. It may be more realistic to view the coming era as one of general defense and national security evolution, complemented by some targeted revolution in DoD missions and capabilities. Most agree that discretionary defense spending will either decline or plateau in real terms in this administration. This would be true regardless of which party occupied the Oval Office. According to Secretary of Defense (SecDef) Robert Gates, “[T]he spigot of defense funding opened by 9/11 [September 11, 2001] is closing. With two major campaigns ongoing, the economic crisis and resulting budget pressures will force hard choices on this department.”10 With growing and more diverse defense challenges and decreasing defense resources, DoD will be in the business of risk management and risk allocation for the foreseeable future. Risk elimination is both cost-prohibitive and impossible. Consistent with the worldview of Secretary Gates, Flournoy and 3 Brimley observe: “With the U.S. economy sliding toward recession and the national deficit and foreign debt rising to unprecedented levels, [President Obama and Secretary Gates] will need to avoid overstretch and make difficult decisions about where to place emphasis and how to prudently balance risk.”11
Aff – Iraq Thumper

Military investment fails at shaping Iraqi behavior – it only emboldens violent actors
Dodge, 2010 (Toby, Senior Consulting Fellow for the Middle East at the IISS and Reader in International Politics at

Queen Mary, University of London, “The US and Iraq: Time to Go Home”, Survival, March 25th, InformaWorld)

The treatment of Joe Biden in Baghdad in January brings to mind the comments of veteran Iraq watcher Patrick Cockburn that the ‘Americans have always over-estimated the extent to which they make the weather in Baghdad’. US influence in Iraq was at its height during the 2003–04 rule of the Coalition Provisional Authority and then again during George W. Bush’s ‘surge’ in 2007–08. During the surge the number of US combat troops increased and they were aggressively repositioned amongst the Iraqi population. This change in US policy and troop posture did lead to a steady decline in Iraqi civilian deaths. But throughout the surge, at the peak of American influence, US ability to shape the behaviour of Iraq’s ruling elite remained minimal. Today, key actors in the sectarian violence of 2005–07 remain unpunished and retain senior positions in the Iraqi cabinet. Ricks is right to argue that the surge represented ‘a change in American attitudes, with more humility about what could be done … and with quietly but sharply reduced ambitions’.27 Those sharply reduced ambitions targeted the most violent non-state actors in and around Baghdad and succeeded in breaking the capacity of both al-Qaeda in Mesopotamia and the Jaish al-Mahdi. The surge could not, however, alter the political logic that has shaped Iraqi politics since 2005, change the main players at the head of the state or force leading Iraqi politicians to engage in meaningful reconciliation.
Aff – Japan Thumper
Bases in Japan won’t help prevent conflict – troop levels are not high enough 
Shimoji, 2010 (Yoshio, M.S. Georgetown University, “The Futenma Base and the U.S.-Japan Controversy: an Okinawan perspective”, Asia-Pacific Journal, May 3rd, http://www.japanfocus.org/-Yoshio-SHIMOJI/3354)

Of course, the Marines alone may not work as deterrents against outside threats; they may be an integral part of the USF Japan together with the Navy and the Air Force. However, if contingencies occurred in the Korean Peninsula or in the Taiwan Straits, they would certainly have to increase their number substantially, probably to 500,000 troops at a minimum. But assembling troops takes several weeks or even months as the Persian Gulf War and the initial stage of the Iraq War demonstrated.  Consequently, the explanation by the Marines and Washington that a helicopter squadron must be deployed within a 20-minute distance from a base where ground forces stand by and, therefore, the claim that Henoko is the best relocation site for Futenma's operations lacks credibility.

Aff – Forward Deployment Link Turn

Forward deployment trades off with training and readiness budgets 

Spencer, 2000 (Jack, Research Fellow at Thomas A. Roe Institute for Economic Policy Studies, “The Facts About Military Readiness”, Heritage Foundation, September 15th, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2000/09/BG1394-The-Facts-About-Military-Readiness)

Effect on Readiness. This dramatic increase in the use of America's armed forces has had a detrimental effect on overall combat readiness. According to General Shelton, "our experience in the Balkans underscores the reality that multiple, persistent commitments place a significant strain on our people and can erode warfighting readiness."26 Both people and equipment wear out faster under frequent use. For example, units deployed in Somalia took 10 months to restore their equipment to predeployment readiness levels.27 According to a Congressional Budget Office (CBO) survey of Army leaders who participated in peace missions, almost two-thirds said that their units' training readiness had declined.28 Training is a key component of readiness, and frequent missions cause the armed forces to reduce training schedules. For example, Operation Allied Force caused 22 joint exercises to be cancelled in 1999. Joint training exercises were reduced from 277 in fiscal year (FY) 1996 to 189 in FY 2000. Inadequate training has resulted in the Air Force exceeding its annual deployment goals for Airborne Warning and Control Systems (AWACS) crews. Thirteen of the Air Force's 40 AWACS crews were inadequately trained, forcing the 27 remaining crews to carry the workload of all 40. For U-2 pilots, the situation is equally bad. Because only 40 of the Air Force's 54 authorized U-2 pilots are fully trained, many experienced crewmembers leave the force due to an excessive workload.29 The frequent deployments also take funding away from ongoing expenses. The Department of Defense funds about 80 percent of the cost for operations other than warfare from its "operations and maintenance" accounts,30 although the funds in the account are supposed to pay for training, fuel, and supplies to forward-deployed troops--all of which are readiness-related. Every dollar spent in Kosovo or Somalia takes 80 cents away from training America's troops for war, buying spare parts for aging equipment, or providing a high quality of life for troops in foreign lands protecting America's interests abroad. The remaining funding for operations other than warfare comes from personnel accounts.31 This 20 percent is money that could be used to pay pilots or computer programmers.

Aff – Base Withdraw/Realignment 

Decreasing military presence saves money and fosters transformation which solves readiness
DoD, 2003 (Department of Defense, Office of the Secretary of Defense, Base Realignment and Closure, DOD BRAC Home, September 22nd, http://www.defense.gov/brac/02faqs.htm)

QUESTION: Why do we need a BRAC round? ANSWER: The Department’s position that significant excess capacity remains in the defense infrastructure is supported by independent agencies. The specific level of excess is very dependent on the assumptions used in the analysis. Past experience indicates that more extensive study of joint basing use and cross-Service functional analysis could further increase the level of excess through better utilization of the remaining infrastructure. The Department estimates that a future BRAC round, based on the costs and savings experiences of BRACs 93/95 and a reduction in installation infrastructure of approximately 20 percent, could generate approximately $7 billion if annual recurring savings in today’s dollars. Resources currently being spent on excess installation infrastructure could be allocated to higher priority requirements, such as efforts to modernize weapons, enhance quality of life, and improve readiness. Additionally, another BRAC round will afford the Department a significant transformation opportunity. September 11, 2001, reinforced the imperative to convert excess capacity into warfighting ability. The performance of our forces in Iraq underscores the benefit of transformational war fighting. The Department must be allowed to reconfigure its infrastructure to best support the transformation of our warfighting capability. The Department must be allowed the opportunity to assess its installation infrastructure to ensure it is best sized and placed to support emerging mission requirements for our national security needs.
[***BRAC = Base Realignment and Closure***]

Impact Defense - Korea 
No risk of war – current tensions are just sabre-rattling and won’t escalate 
Keating, 6/2/2010 (Joshua, Associate Editor at Foreign Policy, “Was the North Korean crisis all talk?” Foreign Policy, Passport, http://blog.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/02/was_the_north_korean_crisis_all_talk)
In a week when international headlines are so dominated by one story -- in the case, the flotilla disaster -- it can be easy to forget that last week's major international crisis was never really resolved. 

In the case of last week's tensions on the Korean peninsula, what seemed like a major international incident seems to have just quieted down on its own. The whole mess is largely out of international headlines and the Korea Times reports that President Lee Myung-bak is softening his rhetoric as well:

"When we say national security, words such as confrontation or face-off tend to come to our minds. I think now is the time for us to chart a security strategy that can usher the nation into reunification," he said.  Lee put priority on reunification, not confrontation, at a time when tensions are mounting on the peninsula. Seoul also toned down the nature of the retaliatory U.N. Security Council (UNSC) measure it was seeking Wednesday by shifting its focus from opening both options of binding and non-binding measures earlier to a non-binding resolution. The stance came a day after the Ministry of Unification eased sanctions on North Korea by allowing the shipment of four kinds of products, including garlic and garments, which were processed in North Korean manufacturing factories from North to South Korea.

The South has also put off plans to escalate its propaganda campaign by dropping leaflets and broadcasting radio messages into the North and despite earlier reports, the jointly staffed Kaesong industrial plant has remained open. The North Korean government has certainly been its usual bellicose self lately, but U.S. intelligence officials say they never actually saw any evidence of unusual North Korean troop movements. 

So what exactly just happened? It's important to remember that the main crisis was set off not by the sinking of the South Korean frigate Cheonan in March, but by the release of the South Korean report blaming North Korea for the sinking on May 20. With Lee's party seeming to gain from the "Cheonan effect" in today's local elections, it's hard not to be a little suspicious of the timing. 

That's not in any way to say that the incident was manufactured. The evidence that North Korea was behind the sinking of the ship is pretty compelling. But it does seem like both governments seemed to gain from the affair. Lee's pro-American conservative party got a political boost, and Kim Jong Il got to show that he can take out a South Korean ship without serious consequences. 

As the tensions dissipate, it's starting like these occasional blowups are just a part of the status quo on the peninsula -- happening just frequently enough to keep a certain level of tension, but never getting serious enough to involve major violence. It might not be the healthiest arrangement, but it's one these two countries seem to have gotten used to.

