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T – Presence = Troop Levels 

Reducing presence means troop numbers – contextual evidence 

Belasco/Congressional Research Service 7/8/9 (Research Service Specialist in U.S-“Troop Levels in the Afghan and Iraq Wars, FY2001-FY2012: Cost and Other Potential Issues”, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R40682.pdf)
Belasco Congressional . Defense Policy and Budget In his speech to Marines at Camp Lejeune, President Obama announced that all troops would be out of Iraq by the end of 2011 as required by the Security Agreement.36 To meet that deadline, CRS assumes, conservatively, that the last five remaining BCTs are withdrawn in the last five months of 2011, spanning the end of FY2011 and the first quarter of FY2012. This also reflects recent statements by Secretary Gates that the United States would have “a significant presence for another 18 months.”37 To meet this schedule, two BCTs would need to be withdrawn in August and September 2011 — the end of fiscal year — with the final three BCTs leaving between October and December 2011 during the first quarter of FY2012. This schedule would reduce average monthly troop strength from 88,300 in FY2010 to 42,750 in FY2011, and 4,050 in FY2012 (Appendix A and Table A-1). If troops were withdrawn sooner, or the agreement with the Iraq government was re-negotiated to extend DOD troop presence, average troop levels and costs would be lower or higher.

Troop levels key to presence 

World Tribune 2/19/10 (-“U.S. military force in Iraq drops below 100,000”, http://www.worldtribune.com/worldtribune/WTARC/2010/me_iraq0133_02_19.asp)
"Fifty thousand soldiers is still a lot of U.S. soldiers, sailors, airmen, Marines," Odierno said. "There's still a lot of U.S. capability on the ground. And so it's not just we only have 50,000. It's that we have 50,000 on the ground. And I still think we can influence the outcome. Because I have a lot of confidence in the Iraqi security forces and their capability. They still need some support from us." Officials said the U.S. military would not further reduce its presence in Iraq until after the March 7 elections. They said the current troop level would remain stable until mid-May, when a new government could be formed in Baghdad. In 2007, the U.S. military reached a peak of 175,000 troops as part of a sustained campaign against Al Qaida. About a year later, amid the flight of Sunni and Shi'ite insurgents, Washington began reducing its military presence in Iraq, with 77,000 soldiers leaving over the last 15 months.

T – Reduce = Less

1. Reduce means to limit or diminish 

Oxford English Dictionary June 10 (last revision) (http://dictionary.oed.com/cgi/entry/50200322?query_type=word&queryword=reduce&first=1&max_to_show=10&sort_type=alpha&result_place=2&search_id=W0cd-SBXOWt-7725&hilite=50200322 )
I. To contract, condense; to make smaller, diminish. 1. trans. To bring or draw together, to contract; to confine. Also refl. In later use only as implying reduction of bulk, and as such freq. indistinguishable from sense 2. ?c1400 (c1380) CHAUCER tr. Boethius De Consol. Philos. (BL Add. 10340) (1868) III. pr. viii. l. 2246 Of alle whiche forseide [image: image1.png]


inges I may reducen [L. redigere] [image: image2.png]


is shortly in a somme. 1481 Myrrour of Worlde (Caxton) II. xv. 100 Yf he mete ony beste that wold doo hym harme he reduyseth hym self as rounde as a bowle. ?1533 G. DU WES Introductorie for to lerne Frenche sig. Givv, To reduce narowly, Coartér. 1600 E. BLOUNT tr. G. F. di Conestaggio Hist. Uniting Portugall to Castill 4 Portugall was then obscure, vntilled, poore, and reduced into streight limits. 1655 T. STANLEY Hist. Philos. I. III. 1 This was one of those small villages scattered through Attica, before Theseus reduc'd the people into the walls of a City. 1777 R. WATSON Hist. Reign Philip II I. II. 48 He..reduced the water into a canal large enough to receive some small boats. 1788 GIBBON Decline & Fall V. xlviii. 2 The Roman name..is reduced to a narrow corner of Europe. 1807 S. SMITH P. Plymley's Lett. ii, Reduce this declamation to a point, and let us know what you mean. 1836 DICKENS Sketches by Boz 1st Ser. II. 122 The unfortunate Tom reduced himself into the least possible space. 1875 Littell's Living Age 6 Nov. 374/1 The discussions and controversies which occupied for years the attention of the literary Italian world can scarcely be reduced into a few paragraphs. 1912 Times 9 Dec. 15/4 Just as if the full power of a stream of water a foot in diameter..were reduced into a pipe 1 in. in diameter. 1985 C. E. EATON Work of Wrench 49 For the brilliant sun To have reduced itself into a ball Rolled into the room like a yellow billiard. 2. a. trans. To bring down or diminish to (formerly [image: image3.png]


unto) a smaller number, amount, quantity, extent, etc., or to a single thing; (in later use also) to bring down to a simpler form. ?a1425 tr. Guy de Chauliac Grande Chirurgie (N.Y. Acad. Med.) f. 63v, [image: image4.png]
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e flux of blode, I reduce hem to me as now present vnto 5. 1560 J. DAUS tr. J. Sleidane Commentaries f. cccxliv, Whan thys..[seemed] ouer long, Clement the sixt reduced [L. redegit] the same vnto fifty yeres. 1581 J. BELL tr. W. Haddon & J. Foxe Against Jerome Osorius f. 403, Whereas Clement the 6. which abridged the Iubilee from the hundreth yeare to the fiftyth... Whereas Gregory the 11. reduced the Iubilee to the 33. yeare. 1591 T. LODGE Catharos f. 16v, These men and Magistrates would not admit that vsurie should exceed the compasse of one pennie for an hundred by the yeare..tenne yeres after..it was reduced vnto halfe an ounce by the moneth. 1627 T. MAY tr. Lucan Pharsalia (new ed.) VII. Mviijb, To what small number is mankind reduc'd. 1662 E. STILLINGFLEET Origines Sacræ II. vi. §4 But Aquinas doth better reduce the two former to one. 1667 MILTON Paradise Lost I. 790 Thus incorporeal Spirits to smallest forms Reduc'd thir shapes immense. 1726 D. DEFOE Polit. Hist. Devil I. xi. 186 The Church of God was now reduc'd to two Tribes. 1753 Chambers's Cycl. Suppl. at Spunge, A pound of spunge.., on drying carefully.., will be reduced to eleven ounces. 1807 T. YOUNG Course Lect. Nat. Philos. I. xxxix. 459 Some substances retain all their properties when they are reduced to the thickness of the ten millionth of an inch at most. 1867 J. H. STIRLING tr. F. C. A. Schwegler Hand-bk. Hist. Philos. (ed. 8) 15 Eleaticism..endeavours to reduce the manifold of existence to a single ultimate principle. 1871 C. DAVIES Metric Syst. III. 187 He finds by experience that these [two] may with increased convenience be reduced to one. 1920 Psychol. Rev. 27 71 The psychological simplification of human behaviour, which reduces instinctive conduct to the functioning of psychical dispositions or impulses. 1954 E. HUXLEY Four Guineas (1955) 246 The harmattan silvers over the flat, dry, monotonous landscape with powdery dust, reducing visibility to perhaps a hundred yards. 1974 U. LE GUIN Dispossessed vi. 137 He bit his fingernails, and in years of doing so had reduced them to mere strips across his..fingertips. 2007 Guardian 29 May (G2 section) 26/1 One-hour TV shows from the archive reduced to between three and five minutes. b. trans. Without construction: to lower, diminish, lessen; to make smaller; (also) to limit. 1670 D. LLOYD State-worthies 447 His natural inclination to Parsimony, or some fixed design to regulate and reduce the great expences of this Nation. 1733 B. MARTYN Reasons establishing Colony of Georgia 9 The Price of that Commodity is greatly reduced abroad. 1787 J. BENTHAM Def. Usury vii. 69 No law can reduce the common rate of interest below the lowest ordinary market rate, at the time when the law was made. 1833 I. TAYLOR Fanaticism vi. 169 Every attempt to reduce the plain import of certain passages in the Gospels. 1856 E. K. KANE Arctic Explor. I. x. 114 Step by step..we went on reducing our sledging outfit. 1878 T. H. HUXLEY Physiogr. 42 If a current of warm and moist air meet a colder current its temperature is reduced. 1933 H. ALLEN Anthony Adverse xxvii. 376 With some difficulty Collins got permission to reduce sail and finally to send down the royal and t'gallant masts. 1940 A. L. M. SOWERBY Wall's Dict. Photogr. (ed. 15) 438 Macro-photography occupies a position intermediate between ordinary photography, in which objects are much reduced, and photo-micrography. 1965 M. FRAYN Tin Men xiv. 74 The smoke..perpetually made her eyes water, which presumably reduced her vision still further. 2007 New Yorker 26 Nov. 156/2 They'd reduce their carbon footprint with biologically safe, water-activated tape. c. intr. To become lessened, lowered, or limited.
2. More evidence  

Merriam Webster NO DATE http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/reduce

1 a : to draw together or cause to converge : consolidate <reduce all the questions to one> b (1) : to diminish in size, amount, extent, or number <reduce taxes> <reduce the likelihood of war> (2) : to decrease the volume and concentrate the flavor of by boiling <add the wine and reduce the sauce for two minutes> c : to narrow down : restrict <the Indians were reduced to small reservations> d : to make shorter : abridge 2 archaic : to restore to righteousness : save 3 : to bring to a specified state or condition <the impact of the movie reduced them to tears> 4 a : to force to capitulate b : force, compel 5 a : to bring to a systematic form or character <reduce natural events to laws> b : to put down in written or printed form <reduce an agreement to writing> 6 : to correct (as a fracture) by bringing displaced or broken parts back into their normal positions 7 a : to lower in grade or rank : demote b : to lower in condition or status : downgrade 8 a : to diminish in strength or density b : to diminish in value

Links – Politics – Afghanistan 

Republicans and Democrats are divided over Afghan troop levels

 CBS NEWS 10/9/9 (-“Poll: Split on Troop Levels in Afghanistan”, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2009/10/09/opinion/polls/main5375201.shtml)
(CBS) Americans are evenly divided on what should happen with U.S. troop levels in Afghanistan, a new CBS News survey finds, with 37 percent backing an increase and 38 percent favoring a decrease. Another 17 percent want troop levels kept where they are now. Democrats are more likely to want troop levels reduced, while Republicans want them increased. Independents are divided. With the war entering its ninth year, the Obama administration is enmeshed in an intense evaluation of the war in an effort to decide if it should add troops in addition to the 68,000 already stationed there, and, if so, how many.

Reducing troop levels in Afghanistan is popular 

 Reuters 7/14/10 (-“U.S. senators voice doubts on Afghanistan plan”, http://www.alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/N14162825.htm)
WASHINGTON, July 14 (Reuters) - The Obama administration has not done enough to explain its goals for the war in Afghanistan, including what its exit strategy will be, U.S. senators said on Wednesday. Members of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee told Richard Holbrooke, the U.S. special representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan, that the American public needs better answers as the nine-year-old U.S.-led war shows few immediate signs of success against the resurgent Taliban. "There are a lot of people in this country who are very confused. ... There's a real need here in my view for clarity in terms of what actually can be accomplished," Democratic Senator Jim Webb said at the committee hearing. Holbrooke defended the administration's approach, noting that President Barack Obama's decision to send 30,000 more U.S. troops into the fight, for total troop levels approaching 100,000 this summer, was mirrored by a three-fold increase in civilian aid workers helping Afghanistan improve governance and its own security forces. "I do not want to give an optimism/pessimism report to you ... I think there are significant elements of movement forward in many areas but I do not yet see a definitive turning point in any direction," Holbrooke said. The sharpening U.S. debate over the Afghan war comes as Obama's Democratic Party gears up for tough congressional elections in November amid public frustration over the slow economic recovery and seemingly intractable Afghan conflict. The United States has lost more than 1,000 soldiers in the war and casualties are mounting. More than 100 U.S. and other NATO-led troops were killed in Afghanistan in June, the bloodiest month of the war. The Senate hearing came as Secretary of State Hillary Clinton prepares to lead a U.S. team to a conference in Kabul next week aimed at putting more detail on plans to gradually shift more responsibility to the government of President Hamid Karzai, who critics have called an an unreliable partner in the fight to defeat the Taliban.

Links – Politics – Iraq/Afghanistan 

Withdrawing troop levels popular – democrats 

Watertown Daily Times 7/29/10 (-“War funding”, http://www.watertowndailytimes.com/article/20100729/OPINION01/307299974/-1/opinion)

A House vote to fund President Obama's troop surge in Afghanistan reflects divided American opinion over the war there and use of resources for other funding priorities. The vote was not close. The measure approving $59 billion for the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq and other domestic spending passed 308-114. But 102 Democrats voted against President Obama's request, which included $37 billion for money needed to support his revised strategy for Afghanistan. Last year, 32 Democrats opposed Afghan war funding. The appropriations bill followed two other anti-war resolutions. The House also rejected, 372-38, a resolution to withdraw U.S. forces from Pakistan. While there are only about 230 troops known to be in Pakistan, their presence is a sensitive issue in both countries, more so after the release of 90,000 documents on WikiLeaks — some of which support allegations that the Pakistani intelligence service was collaborating with the Taliban. Earlier this month, 162 lawmakers voted to set a date for withdrawing from Afghanistan. President Obama's latest strategy is to increase troop levels this year with plans to begin bringing them home next summer.

Iraq ->Afghan – NB – Spending Good

Sending troops to Afghanistan offsets any savings 

Amy Belasco 10/1/09 (Specialist in U.S Defense Policy and Budget -“The Cost of Iraq, Afghanistan, and Other Global War on Terror Operations Since 9/11”, )

As the ninth year of operations since the 9/11 attacks begins this October, and troops are being withdrawn in Iraq and increased in Afghanistan, the cost of war is a major concern including the total amount appropriated, the amount for each operation, average monthly spending rates, and the scope and duration of future costs. Information on costs is useful to Congress to assess Department of Defense (DOD) war costs in FY2010, conduct oversight of past war costs, and consider future alternatives for Afghanistan including potential additional increases in troop levels which could offset some of the savings from the ongoing withdrawal from Iraq. This report analyzes war funding for the Defense Department and tracks funding for USAID and VA Medical funding.

Iraq ->Afghan – Solvency – Afghan Stability 

Sending troops to Afghanistan solves Afghan stability  

 NYT 7/13/8 (-“U.S. Considers Increasing Pace of Iraq Pullout”, http://www.nytimes.com/2008/07/13/washington/13military.html?_r=1&pagewanted=print)
WASHINGTON — The Bush administration is considering the withdrawal of additional combat forces from Iraq beginning in September, according to administration and military officials, raising the prospect of a far more ambitious plan than expected only months ago. Such a withdrawal would be a striking reversal from the nadir of the war in 2006 and 2007. One factor in the consideration is the pressing need for additional American troops in Afghanistan, where the Taliban and other fighters have intensified their insurgency and inflicted a growing number of casualties on Afghans and American-led forces there. More American and allied troops died in Afghanistan than in Iraq in May and June, a trend that has continued this month. Although no decision has been made, by the time President Bush leaves office on Jan. 20, at least one and as many as 3 of the 15 combat brigades now in Iraq could be withdrawn or at least scheduled for withdrawal, the officials said. The desire to move more quickly reflects the view of many in the Pentagon who want to ease the strain on the military but also to free more troops for Afghanistan and potentially other missions. The most optimistic course of events would still leave 120,000 to 130,000 American troops in Iraq, down from the peak of 170,000 late last year after Mr. Bush ordered what became known as the “surge” of additional forces. Any troop reductions announced in the heat of the presidential election could blur the sharp differences between the candidates, Senators John McCain and Barack Obama, over how long to stay in Iraq. But the political benefit might go more to Mr. McCain than Mr. Obama. Mr. McCain is an avid supporter of the current strategy in Iraq. Any reduction would indicate that that strategy has worked and could defuse antiwar sentiment among voters. Even as the two candidates argue over the wisdom of the war and keeping American troops there, security in Iraq has improved vastly, as has the confidence of Iraq’s government and military and police, raising the prospect of additional reductions that were barely conceivable a year ago. While officials caution that the relative calm is fragile, violence and attacks on American-led forces have dropped to the lowest levels since early 2004. “As the Iraqi security forces get stronger and get better, then we will be able to continue drawing down our troops in the future,” Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates said in Fort Lewis, Wash., on Tuesday. “And I think that this transition of control and of responsibility, primary responsibility for security is a process that’s already well under way and based on everything that I’m hearing will be able to continue.” Gen. David H. Petraeus, the American commander in Iraq, has already begun the review of security and troop levels. He and Mr. Bush promised in April that such a review would take place. General Petraeus is expected to be more cautious than some policy makers in the administration and at the Pentagon might like. The officials, speaking on condition of anonymity because they were discussing military planning, said he was more likely to recommend a smaller reduction, but still a withdrawal. One senior administration official cautioned that the president, who will have the final say, would be reluctant to endorse deep or rapid reductions if they jeopardized his goal of establishing a stable and democratic government in Baghdad. Still, there is broad consensus in Washington and Baghdad that more American forces can now leave Iraq and that more are needed in Afghanistan. “There hasn’t really been any discussion of numbers, and it’s definitely based on conditions on the ground,” a military officer in Baghdad said. And conditions, he went on, “are a lot more favorable than in December or April or even two months ago.” General Petraeus, who will step down as commander in Iraq in September, will soon take over as the commander of the United States Central Command. In that position, he will oversee American forces and operations throughout the Middle East and Central and South Asia, including the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. The Senate confirmed him and his replacement as commander in Iraq, Lt. Gen. Raymond T. Odierno, to their new positions on Thursday. The Pentagon has previously signaled that commanders wanted additional troops in Afghanistan — as many as 10,000 more than the roughly 32,000 there now — but with two wars seriously straining the Army and Marines in particular, officials have struggled to produce the extra forces. A reduction of combat brigades in Iraq would free additional troops that could instead be sent to Afghanistan, though officials said that no additional forces would go until next year, when fighting is expected to intensify with the arrival of spring. Mr. Gates has already extended the deployment of a force of 3,200 marines in southern Afghanistan by one month, essentially until winter arrives and closes many of the country’s mountain passes and remote villages. The Pentagon also announced the redeployment of the aircraft carrier Abraham Lincoln and its support ships from the Persian Gulf to the Arabian Sea to provide what one official described as greater air power and surveillance for the mission in Afghanistan until next spring. “We have clearly seen an increase in violence in Afghanistan,” Mr. Gates said at Fort Lewis, discussing the carrier’s redeployment. “At the same time, we’ve seen a reduction in violence and casualties in Iraq. And I think it’s just part of our commitment to ensure that we have the resources available to be successful in Afghanistan over the long haul.”

Iraq ->Afghan – Solvency – Insurgency

Troop shift to Afghanistan solves long term insurgency – drug trade

 WSJ 1/24/9 (-“Marines Propose Iraq Withdrawal, Shift to Afghanistan in '09”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123275907840012057.html)
Pentagon officials are drawing up plans to shift up to 30,000 new troops in Afghanistan in coming months. White House aides say that Mr. Obama, who as a candidate called for a shift of roughly similar scale, is likely to approve the request. "The president has been quite clear that the mission is to responsibly draw down and end our active combat role [in Iraq]," Defense Secretary Robert Gates said Thursday. "He wants to put more emphasis on Afghanistan and deal with the problems ... and the challenges that we face in Afghanistan." The new president will have to make some difficult trade-offs. The military is facing significant manpower strains because of the demands of the two long wars. "Anything that you put into Afghanistan must necessarily come from a reduction of the number of Marines in Iraq," Gen. Conway said. There are currently 22,000 Marines there. Many uniformed officers in Iraq -- including Gen. Ray Odierno, the top U.S. commander there -- want to keep troop levels relatively steady to avoid jeopardizing Iraq's recent security gains. Shortly after the election, military commanders briefed Mr. Obama on an initial plan to withdraw roughly 10,000 troops from Iraq by the summer. But now senior military officials are crafting plans for faster and larger withdrawals. One of the options would remove all U.S. combat troops within 16 months. Gen. Conway said Mr. Obama would visit the Pentagon next week to meet with the Joint Chiefs of Staff. A White House aide said the discussion would be devoted largely to troop levels in Iraq and Afghanistan. Gen. Conway said most of the 20,000 Marines likely to deploy to Afghanistan will head to the south, a Taliban stronghold at the heart of the country's booming narcotics trade. U.S. commanders there say the Taliban run shadow governments and drug revenue allows them to replenish supplies. "When you've got those two elements you've got the potential for a long-term insurgency," Gen. Conway said.

Japan – Impacts – Nuclearization

Presence key to prevent Japan from nuclearizing – key to check China and North Korea 

Brooks 11/24/08 (has a master’s degree in government , served as Deputy Assistant Defense Secretary for Asian and Pacific Affairs, Senior Fellow, National Security Affairs and Chung Ju-Yung Fellow for Policy Studies, member of the congressional U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission-“Why the World Still Needs America's Military Might”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Lecture/Why-the-World-Still-Needs-Americas-Military-Might )

And what about Japan? American military might has been primarily responsible for Japanese security since the end of World War II. This has not only allowed Japan to prosper economically and politically--like South Korea and Germany, I might add--but has also kept Japan at peace with its neighbors. The presence of U.S. forces and the American nuclear deterrent has also kept Japan from exercis­ing a nuclear option that many believe it might take, considering the rise of China, North Korea's nuclear breakout, its advanced scientific and technical capa­bilities, and indigenous nuclear power industry--a producer of a significant amount of fissile material from its reactors. Political and historical considerations aside, many believe that Japan could quickly join the once-exclu­sive nuclear weapons club if it chose to do so, result­ing in unforetold challenges to regional security.

Japan/S. Korea Solvency – Deterrence

Presence in Asia key to deter China and North Korea 

Edwin Feulner 99 (president of the Heritage Foundation-“Challenges in U.S.-Asia Policy”, http://find.galegroup.com/gps/retrieve.do?contentSet=IAC-Documents&resultListType=RESULT_LIST&qrySerId=Locale%28en%2C%2C%29%3AFQE%3D%28KE%2CNone%2C18%29military+presence+%24&sgHitCountType=None&inPS=true&sort=DateDescend&searchType=BasicSearchForm&tabID=T003&prodId=IPS&searchId=R1&currentPosition=73&userGroupName=park17792&docId=A55007979&docType=IAC&contentSet=IAC-Documents)

Asia's economic stability assumes a continued peace, which in turn is ensured by America's continued military presence and strategic leadership. In Asia today, deterrence depends on the ability of U.S. military forces to operate independently. A recent demonstration of America's vital military role occurred in 1996, when we sent two aircraft carrier battle groups near Taiwan. This necessary response to threatening Chinese military exercises was the kind of action that only the United States could undertake. China's growing military power deserves to be examined closely by the United States. China is seeking advanced future-generation military systems like lasers, radio-frequency weapons, military-space systems, ballistic and cruise missiles, modern nuclear submarines, and supersonic antiship missiles. Through spying and its own technological buildup, China is asserting its role in a military manner. In the near term, perhaps until 2010, this effort will be directed toward obtaining forces necessary to subdue Taiwan. China's use of force to intimidate Taiwan in 1995 and O96 provides a preview of potential future military campaigns. It is unlikely that China will invade Taiwan, but it does seek the missile, air, and naval forces to deter any U.S. military support for Taiwan, as it seeks to force Taipei into unification terms dictated by Beijing. Many of the same systems sought by the PLA in the near term will be useful toward militarily enforcing China's claims to much of the South China Sea. China has been building larger and larger outposts to bolster its political claims, while promising to seek a diplomatic solution that never seems to develop. China's slow construction of facilities in Mischief Reef, which is about 170 miles from the Philippines but over 800 miles from the Chinese mainland, is the most recent example of this approach. The Philippines' protests have gone unheeded by China, which is, very simply, filling a power vacuum. This vacuum is caused by Manila's lack of effective military forces and an essentially inoperative military alliance with the United States. A second serious security concern is the enormous conventional military threat posed by North Korea, plus its expanding missile capability and latent nuclear potential. Through its developing missile forces, North Korea may soon pose a new threat well beyond Northeast Asia. Both the CIA and the State Department have warned that North Korea may soon, perhaps even this year, test a ballistic missile capable of reaching the United States. These security challenges should prompt the United States to build missile defenses for Asia, strengthen cooperation with Japan, rebuild military ties with the Philippines, and invest in our Asian deterrent. 
S. Korea Solvency – Asian Relations 

Rotating troops from South Korea solves Asian relations and could be deployed to Iraq or Afghanistan 

 Yonhap News 7/23/10 (-“U.S. troops in Korea to be sent to conflict regions in coming years: Adm. Mullen”, http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/national/2010/07/23/13/0301000000AEN20100723000100315F.HTML)
Mullen was saying the Obama administration is following the strategic flexibility posture drawn up by the Bush administration for rapid deployment of U.S. troops abroad to conflict regions. The U.S. maintains 28,500 troops in South Korea as the legacy of the 1950-53 Korean War, when the U.S. fought for South Korea against invading communist North Korean troops aided by China and the former Soviet Union. They are part of more than 400,000 American forces stationed abroad, including Iraq and Afghanistan. "We have longstanding relations not just with the ROK, but also with Japan," Mullen said. "We have emerging relationships with other countries in the area -- Vietnam, Cambodia -- strong, long-lasting relationships with Singapore, et cetera. So the forces we have here are very much in support of all that, as well. We haven't worked any of the details out on how that might happen in the future, and whether it would include a deployment to Iraq or Afghanistan or somewhere else. So we're just not there, yet." Mullen, however, reconfirmed the U.S. commitment to retain the current level of U.S,. troops for the coming years, saying, "What I said earlier about 28,500, that's the commitment and that's where we are." In December, the top U.S. military officer said the strategic flexibility stance "is one we are addressing with the South Korean leadership," which is "very important part of a strategic concept for security both for the region and globally." Gen. Walter Sharp, commander of U.S. forces in Korea, made similar remarks in December. "We also need to have our forces in Korea in the future to be able to be more regionally engaged and globally deployed," he told a forum at the Center for Strategic and International Studies here. "Regionally engaged and globally deployed, but never forgetting that our No. 1 responsibility in Korea is to defend the Republic of Korea if we did go to war." Sharp also said at the time that some of the U.S. troops to be deployed abroad will eventually return to South Korea, where their dependents reside. "Sometime in the future we could have forces that could, with consultations between both nations, be able to deploy, either ourselves or together, in different places around the world," Sharp said. "But not deploy away and not come back to Korea, but deploy away with the families remaining in Korea, and then come back to Korea after the deployment, never forgetting our No. 1 responsibility." South Korean officials have denied discussing deployment of U.S. troops in Korea abroad, insisting any talk of that kind should be seen as a routine rotation of troops without reducing the number. While in Seoul in November, President Obama told American soldiers, "The story of your service goes beyond this peninsula. Others among you served in Afghanistan. Others among you will deploy yet again."

S. korea – N. Korea Impact – Solvency

US presence key to prevent North Korean war – all we need are the troops

AP 5/29/09 (-“Army chief says US can fight North Korea if necessary”, http://www.mlive.com/news/us-world/index.ssf/2009/05/army_chief_says_us_can_fight_n.html)
WASHINGTON - The United States could fight a conventional war against North Korea if necessary, even while newer forms of conflict against terrorists and extremists continue, the Army's top officer said Thursday. Asked whether the United States would be prepared to fight if war broke out between South Korea and North Korea, Gen. George Casey replied, "The short answer is yes," then added that "it would probably take us a little bit longer to shift gears" away from the type of counterinsurgency fighting that now occupies the Army. Casey said his usual rubric for how long it would take the Army to gear up for a new "conventional" war is about 90 days. That does not mean it would take 90 days for the United States to effectively fight the North's million-man army, he said. "We'd move forces as rapidly as we could get them prepared," Casey said. North Korea has threatened war after condemnation of its underground nuclear test this week, and the United States has a long-term commitment to South Korea's defense."This is a combat-seasoned force" that can pivot quickly, Casey said.

S. Korea – Uniqueness 

US withdrew forces from South Korea and sent to Iraq 

SABC 5/18/04 (-“South Korea's Roh accepts US troops move, media wary”, http://196.35.74.234/Article/PrintWholeStory/0,2160,79971,00.html) 

Roh's office said he "expressed understanding" of the US move and that Bush had said the unavoidable decision did not diminish American pledges to defend South Korea against attack from communist North Korea. However, the country's media drew sharp battlelines over the decision to pull almost a tenth of the 37 000 US forces based in South Korea. Conservative newspapers said the anti-US cast of his left-of-centre administration, elected in 2002 on the back of unprecedented street protests against the United States, had contributed to a decision that caught Seoul by surprise. "The Roh administration ought to know very well the reason our alliance has become so frigid," said the JoongAng Ilbo daily in an editorial that blamed the president for poor communication between the allies. "It is our loss." The Chosun Ilbo daily worried whether the brigade from the 2nd Infantry Division set to leave in mid-summer would come back. The division guards the corridor north of Seoul which North Korea used to invade the South in 1950 and start the Korean War. "The Korean government must give direct answers to ease the people's minds from doubts, uncertainties, and suspicions that have arised in relation to the present and future of Korean-US relations and US troops in Korea," it said. "Can an anxious nation trust that this government's policy toward the US and its alliances is the result of deep consideration concerning Korea's path and strategies for defense?" asked the Chosun, a staunch critic of Roh. However, a left-wing newspaper, the Hankyoreh daily, said there was nothing to worry about. The newspaper is sympathetic to North Korea and often voices strong anti-US views. "Some might feel uneasy, but a more mature social response would be to judge the situation with a cool head and remain firm," it said in its editorial. "A reduction in the scale of the USFK at a time like now, when there are fewer factors threatening our security, can be thought of as something positive, something that will help Korea cultivate more immunity and lessen the shock later," it said. Roh should use the opportunity to reverse his unpopular promise to Bush to contribute 3 000 South Korean troops to Iraq, said the Hankyoreh. 

S. Korea – N. Korea  Brink/Impact

Tensions high between North and South– psychological war 

AP 5/25/10 (-“N. Korea Severs All Ties With S. Korea”, http://cbs2chicago.com/national/north.korea.tensions.2.1713281.html)
North Korea declared Tuesday that it would sever all communication and relations with Seoul as punishment for blaming it for the sinking of a South Korean warship. The North also announced it would expel all South Koreans working at a joint factory park in the northern border town of Kaesong, the official Korean Central News Agency said in a dispatch monitored in Seoul late Tuesday. Tensions were rising on the divided Korean peninsula in the wake of an investigation report blaming North Korea for a torpedo attack that sank the Cheonan warship on March 26, killing 46 South Korean sailors. South Korea's military restarted psychological warfare operations - including blaring radio broadcasts into the North and placing loudspeakers at the border to blast out propaganda - to punish the North for the provocation. The South is also slashing trade and denying permission to North Korean cargo ships to pass through South Korean waters. North Korea struck back by declaring it would cut all ties with the South until President Lee Myung-bak leaves office. South Korean ships and airliners will be banned from passing through its territory and the North will resume its own psychological warfare, KCNA said. Earlier, one Seoul-based monitoring agency reported that North Korea's leader ordered its 1.2 million-member military to get ready for combat. South Korean officials could not immediately confirm the report. The North flatly denies involvement in the sinking of the Cheonan, one of the South's worst military disasters since the 1950-53 Korean War ended with an armistice, and has warned that retaliation would mean war. It has threatened to destroy any propaganda facilities installed at the heavily militarized border. A team of international investigators, however, concluded last week that a torpedo from a North Korean submarine tore apart the Cheonan. North Korea is already subject to various U.N.-backed sanctions following earlier nuclear and missile tests, and the steps announced by Seoul were seen as among the strongest it could take short of military action. The U.S. has thrown its full support behind South Korea's moves and they are planning two major military exercises off the Korean peninsula in a display of force intended to deter future aggression by North Korea, the White House said. The U.S. has 28,500 troops in South Korea.

South Korea threatens war and economic sanctions 

Gus Lubin 5/23/10(Graduate from Dartmouth College , interned at Boston Review and Greensboro's Yes! Weekly -“South Korea Threatens War If North Korea Makes One More Provocation”, http://www.businessinsider.com/south-korea-threatens-war-if-north-korea-makes-one-more-provocation-2010-5)

South Korea's Lee Myung-bak announced his retaliation plan for the attack on the Cheonan this morning in Seoul. Although restrained like he has been for the past two months, the president finally referred to the possibility of war: "If our territorial waters, airspace or territory are militarily violated, we will immediately exercise our right of self-defense." Moving from "passive defense to proactive deterrence" is a significant shift for a country that seems to get pushed around by North Korea every year. Just this month South Korea fired warning shots when North Korean ships ventured across the border. On the other hand, if Kim Jong-il were to refrain from lighting the powderkeg for a year or so, he'd be getting off easy. The rest of Lee's retaliation involves a ban on sand and fish imports. South Korea will continue to share an industrial complex with North Korea and continue sending foreign aid across the border. Lee will also bring his case to the UN, but the UN can do little without the support of China. Here's the rest of Lee's statement, from Joongang Daily: "From this moment, no North Korean ship will be allowed to make passage through any of the shipping lanes in the waters under our control, which has been allowed by the Inter-Korean Agreement on Maritime Transportation,” Lee said. “The sea routes meant for inter-Korean exchanges and cooperation must never again be used for armed provocations.” “In close consultations with the nations concerned, the government will refer this matter to the UN Security Council, so that the international community can join us in holding the North accountable,” Lee said. “Many countries around the world have expressed their full support for our position.” “Trade and exchanges between the Republic of Korea and North Korea will also be suspended,” Lee said. “However, we will continue to provide assistance for infants and children,” he said. “Matters pertaining to the Kaesong Industrial Complex will be duly considered, taking its unique characteristics into consideration
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North Korea threatens war – military exercises 

AP 7/25/10 (-“U.S. Holds Drills Off Korea As Pyongyang Talks War”, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=128758513 )
Fighter jets buzzed the skies and submarines cruised underwater Sunday as a flotilla of U.S. and South Korean warships led by a nuclear-powered U.S. supercarrier began exercises that have enraged North Korea. U.S. officials denied North Korea's claims the maneuvers off Korea's east coast were a provocation, but said they were meant to send a strong message over the sinking of a South Korean warship in March that left 46 sailors dead. The drills, set to run through Wednesday, involve about 8,000 U.S. and South Korean troops, 20 ships and submarines and 200 aircraft. The USS George Washington, with several thousand sailors and dozens of fighter jets aboard, was deployed from Japan. "We are showing our resolve," said Capt. David Lausman, the carrier's commanding officer. The exercises will be the first in a series of U.S.-South Korean maneuvers conducted in the East Sea off Korea and in the Yellow Sea closer to China's shores in international waters. The exercises also are the first to employ the F-22 stealth fighter — which can evade North Korean air defenses — in South Korea. North Korea has called the drills an "unpardonable provocation" and threatened to retaliate with "nuclear deterrence" and "sacred war." The North routinely threatens attacks whenever South Korea and the U.S. hold joint military drills, which Pyongyang sees as a rehearsal for an invasion. The U.S. keeps 28,500 troops in South Korea and another 50,000 in Japan, but says it has no intention of invading the North. Still, the North's latest rhetoric carries extra weight following the sinking of the Cheonan warship in late March. Rear Adm. Daniel Cloyd, the top U.S. official in the exercise, said he was confident the United States could respond to any threat. He said no significant action by the North's military had been observed. "We are monitoring the region all the time and we are very confident we can respond to any situation," he said. Washington and Seoul blame Pyongyang for the sinking of the 1,200-ton Cheonan warship near the Koreas' maritime border. A five-nation team of investigators concluded a North Korean torpedo sank the Cheonan, considered the worst military attack on the South since the 1950-53 Korean War. North Korea, which denies any involvement in the sinking, has warned the United States against attempting to punish it. "Our military and people will squarely respond to the nuclear war preparation by the American imperialists and the South Korean puppet regime with our powerful nuclear deterrent," the North's government-run Minju Joson newspaper said in a commentary headlined, "We also have nuclear weapons." The commentary was carried by the official Korean Central News Agency. The North's powerful National Defense Commission issued a similar threat Saturday, saying the country "will start a retaliatory sacred war." Pyongyang's rhetoric was seen by most as bluster, but its angry response to the maneuvers underscores the rising tension in the region. Capt. Ross Myers, the commander of the George Washington's air wing, said the exercises were not intended to raise tensions. But the George Washington, one of the biggest ships in the U.S. Navy, is a potent symbol of American military power, with about 5,000 sailors and aviators and the capacity to carry up to 70 planes. "North Korea may contend that it is a provocation, but I would say the opposite," Myers said. "It is a provocation to those who don't want peace and stability. North Korea doesn't want this. They know that one of South Korea's strengths is its alliance with the United States." Myers said North Korea's threats to retaliate are being taken seriously, however. "There is a lot they can do," he said. "They have ships, they have subs, they have airplanes. They are a credible threat." The maneuvers underscore a diplomatic blitz by the United States aimed at further tightening the screws on North Korea.
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North Korea threatens a nuclear deterrence and sacred war

AP 7/24/10 (-“North Korea Vows Nuclear Response To U.S.-South Korea Military Exercises This Weekend”, http://cbs2chicago.com/national/north.korea.nuclear.2.1822707.html)
North Korea vowed Saturday to respond with "powerful nuclear deterrence" to joint U.S. and South Korean military exercises poised to begin this weekend, saying the drills amount to a provocation that would prompt "retaliatory sacred war." North Korea routinely threatens war when South Korea and the U.S. hold joint military drills, which Pyongyang sees as a rehearsal for an attack on the communist North. The latest threat comes amid increased tensions on the divided peninsula over the deadly sinking of a South Korean warship that Seoul and Washington blame on Pyongyang. The allies' defense chiefs announced earlier in the week they would stage the drills to send a clear message to North Korea to stop its "aggressive" behavior. Forty-six South Korean sailors were killed in the March sinking of the Cheonan, considered the worst military attack on the South since the 1950-53 Korean War. North Korea vehemently denies any involvement and says any punishment would trigger war. On Saturday, North Korea's powerful National Defense Commission — headed by leader Kim Jong Il — backed that threat up by promising a "retaliatory sacred war" against South Korea and the U.S. for what it called a second "unpardonable" provocation after wrongly accusing the North in the Cheonan incident. "The army and people of the (North) will legitimately counter with their powerful nuclear deterrence the largest-ever nuclear war exercises," the commission said in a statement carried by the country's official Korean Central News Agency. A day earlier in Hanoi, a North Korean spokesman for the delegation attending a regional security conference warned the drills would draw a "physical response" from Pyongyang. South Korea's Defense Ministry said no unusual North Korean military movements were detected. The nuclear-powered USS George Washington supercarrier is already docked in the southern port of Busan for the military games set to begin Sunday. In addition, the U.S. keeps 28,500 troops in South Korea to deter against aggression, a presence that Pyongyang cites as a key reason behind its drive to build nuclear weapons. "The more desperately the U.S. imperialists brandish their nukes and the more zealously their lackeys follow them, the more rapidly the (North's) nuclear deterrence will be bolstered up along the orbit of self-defense and the more remote the prospect for the denuclearization of the Korean peninsula will be become," the commission statement said. The U.S.-South Korean military drills are to set to run through Wednesday, with about 8,000 U.S. and South Korean troops on some 20 ships and submarines carrying out exercises in the East Sea. The drills also involve some 200 aircraft, headlined by four U.S. Air Force's F-22 "Raptor" stealth fighters. U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton announced Wednesday, after visiting the Demilitarized Zone dividing the two Koreas, that the U.S. would slap new sanctions on the North to stifle its nuclear ambitions and punish it for the Cheonan sinking. On Friday, the European Union said it, too, would consider new sanctions on North Korea. The North's Foreign Ministry also said Saturday that Pyongyang will further strengthen its nuclear deterrent and again mentioned "powerful physical measures" in response to the U.S. military provocations and sanctions. North Korea "is prepared for both dialogue and war. It will remain unfazed by military threat and sanctions," KCNA quoted an unidentified Foreign Ministry spokesman as saying. In Hanoi, South Korean Foreign Minister Yu Myung-hwan called Saturday on the international community to take strong measures against North Korea's provocations, Yonhap news agency reported. Clinton and a North Korean official traded barbs Friday over the sinking, the military drills and the imposition of the new U.S. sanctions. North Korean spokesman Ri Tong Il said the tensions showed the need to negotiate a peace treaty to replace the armistice signed at the end of the Korean War. Clinton said the U.S. is willing to meet and negotiate with the North, but this type of threat only heightens tensions. She added progress in the short term seems unlikely. "It is distressing when North Korea continues its threats and causes so much anxiety among its neighbors and the larger region," she told reporters. "But we will demonstrate once again with our military exercises ... that the United States stands in firm support of the defense of South Korea and we will continue to do so." 

AT –Overstretch 

The Army Reserve maintains a force of idle soldiers – no overstretch

Army Reserve 7/30 (est.) [“Mission statement” U.S. ARMY RESERVE 2010 http://www.usar.army.mil/arweb/mission/Pages/default.aspx]

The Army Reserve's mission, under Title 10 of the U.S. Code, is to provide trained, equipped, and ready Soldiers and cohesive units to meet the global requirements across the full spectrum of operations. The Army Reserve is a key element in The Army multi-component unit force, training with Active and National Guard units to ensure all three components work as a fully integrated team. Enabling the Army to do more with fewer resources, by providing a flexible, well-trained, complementary force that can expand and contract to meet the specific needs and challenges of each new mission.  Training Soldiers at the highest possible level in one of nearly 200 specific skills in order to support the Army on any air, land or sea mission.   Maintaining a force that can mobilize rapidly and skillfully at any moment to respond to a crisis or situation, or to defend America's interests at home and abroad.   Building a stronger Army by drawing on the strength, support and success of all the diverse backgrounds and communities across America represented by the Soldiers in the Army Reserve. Anticipating the ever-evolving needs of today's modern Army and helping it transform into a smaller, faster, stronger force while continuing to protect the nation's interests. Implementing national objectives. Keeping the Army mobile, efficient and complete by providing specialized technological and troop support when and where it's needed most. Supporting national policies. Preserving the peace and security, and providing for the defense of the United States, the Territories, Commonwealths and Possessions, and any areas occupied by the United States. Overcoming aggressive acts from nations and terrorist groups that imperil the peace and security of the United States. Giving back to the community by providing civil support, i.e. food, shelter, safe drinking water and medical attention to our citizens during emergencies and natural disasters. 

Aff – Fewer Soldiers Good

Fewer soldiers means fewer terrorist attacks

AFP 7/23 AFP is a news organization that offers accurate news updated 24 hours a day. [7/23/10, " Curbing US military reduces Afghan insurgent attacks: report ", http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5jRURTpL6iLHfFu07OQE1XZGnObAg]

NEW YORK — Restrictions imposed on US-led forces in Afghanistan to reduce civilian casualties have also led to a decline in attacks by insurgent fighters, a new report says. The recently fired US commander, General Stanley McChrystal, imposed the curbs last year on use of aerial bombing and other heavy weapons in a bid to lower the number of innocent people killed during operations against insurgents. The rules also appear to have lessened the cycle of violence by reducing the number of insurgent attacks on US-led ISAF troops, according to the think tank the National Bureau of Economic Research, based in Cambridge, Massachusetts. The 70-page report, which analyzes 15 months of data on military clashes and incidents totalling more than 4,000 civilian casualties, concludes that Afghan insurgents are to a large extent motivated by desire to avenge deaths of civilians. "Civilian casualties are affecting future violence through increased recruitment into insurgent groups after a civilian casualty incident," the report says. "Local exposure to violence from ISAF appears to be the primary driver of this effect." "In Afghanistan," the report says, "when ISAF units kill civilians, this increases the number of willing combatants, leading to an increase in insurgent attacks." The report comes amid political debate over the restrictions that McChrystal imposed and speculation that his successor, General David Petraeus, may relax the rules, leading to more violence against civilians. US troops have reportedly complained about the restrictions, which bar aerial or mortar bombing of houses except in cases of immediate danger to soldiers. Petraeus told the Senate during his confirmation hearing that he would "look very hard at this issue." McChrystal put the curbs in place in a bid to win hearts and minds across Afghanistan, where Taliban guerrillas are holding down about 150,000 US and NATO troops. Petraeus is credited with having brought a measure of stability in Iraq and is expected to bring some of the same counter-insurgency strategies to Afghanistan. However the report from the National Bureau of Economic Research said there were crucial differences between the two countries in terms of how civilian casualties promote insurgent activity. "In Iraq we find no evidence that civilian casualties affect long-run trends in violence," the report said.
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