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1nc – japan

Withdrawal kills Asian stability and encourages Chinese military aggression

Auslin 10 – Resident Scholar at the American Enterprise Institute (Michael, January. “The U.S.-Japan Alliance: Relic of a Bygone Era?” http://www.aei.org/outlook/100929) 


Ultimately, however, the credibility of the alliance will rest on the combination of military capability and willingness to maintain stability in Asia that each partner possesses. In this regard, then, the Obama administration's moves to cut advanced weapons systems such as the F-22 and to scale back missile-defense plans naturally raise questions about long-term U.S. military capabilities in the Pacific. Will the Obama administration maintain U.S. force levels in Asia at their current strength? Moreover, what are the Hatoyama administration's defense-spending plans? Japan must make decisions regarding its fighter-experimental (F-X) fighter program, but will Japan commit to building more surface ships and the surveillance systems needed to maintain its own capabilities?

In this regard, the alliance must continue to rest on a basis of traditional "hard power." Clearly, the two allies should continue to research, develop, and deploy missile-defense systems on land and sea. Moreover, they must keep up their conventional forces, including advanced fighter aircraft, submarines, surface vessels, and intelligence and surveillance systems. This is, and will continue to be, expensive, especially in a time of reduced budgets, but the goal of preserving peace requires a formidable military deterrent to any country that may be thinking of employing force to obtain its objectives or to obtain asymmetric advantages that can negate U.S. and Japanese military superiority.

No matter how vigilant and capable the two countries remain, however, peace in the Asia-Pacific region cannot be upheld solely by the United States and Japan. A successful system of regional security cooperation requires the efforts of many states. Indeed, one way to maintain the alliance's importance in coming years is to create some regional trilateral or quadrilateral mechanisms with the U.S.-Japan alliance at the core. Two natural groupings would be Japan-U.S.-South Korea and Japan-U.S.-Australia. These countries already have limited ongoing trilateral discussions and policies, but expanding basic security cooperation, joint exercises, information sharing, and disaster relief, for example, can help build a community of shared interests among liberal allies in the Asia-Pacific region.

Taking such an approach will also help the alliance work together to engage China. Japan and the United States have common economic and political interests with China, and coordinating outreach to China can help set clear benchmarks for progress on many issues, including climate change, confidence building, and trade promotion. It does not make sense for Tokyo and Washington always to deal with Beijing independently given these common interests, although each country will follow its own policies and national goals when talking with China. Given the concerns both the United States and Japan have about China's military buildup or the effects of Chinese industry on pollution, joint efforts to begin dialogues with China or presenting a shared position may be extremely useful.

The alliance has served as the cornerstone of Japanese defense and East Asian stability for fifty years. It has done so because of the willingness of both Japan and the United States to bear heavy burdens. Without Japanese support and bases, there would be no credible U.S. military presence in Asia. Without the alliance, there is no assurance that the peace among the major powers in the past fifty years would have continued, nor that they would have been able to develop their economies to the degree they have. For this reason, the alliance should continue and maintain its core focus on defending Japan and maintaining stability in East Asia.

That causes miscalc over Taiwan.

Dunn 07 – Lewis A., Summer. PhD U Chicago, former Assistant Director of the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. “Deterrence Today Roles, Challenges and Responses,” IFRI Proliferation Papers, http://www.ifri.org/files/Securite_defense/Deterrence_Today_Dunn_2007.pdf.

Unlike the case with Russia, a U.S.-China nuclear crisis or even confrontation is not inconceivable. Precipitous action by Taiwan could be one trigger; a decision by Chinese officials to act against Taiwan another. In any such confrontation over Taiwan, it is conceivable that Chinese offi-cials could miscalculate the readiness of the United States to support Tai- wan. Chinese officials also could miscalculate their ability to manage the risks of escalation. In that regard, some Chinese experts have stated in- formally that such an asymmetry of stakes would put the United States at a fundamental disadvantage in any China-Taiwan-U.S. crisis. That is, in their view, given asymmetric stakes, the United States would be reluctant to es- calate even after a Chinese limited use of a nuclear weapon.30  The U.S.-China strategic relationship also is characterized by mu-tual uncertainties about each other’s longer-term strategic intentions in both Washington and Beijing. In Washington, the scope and goals of China’s planned nuclear modernization as well as its readiness to play a construc- tive role in dealing with pressing non-proliferation problems remain open questions. Beijing’s decision to test an anti-satellite weapon in January, 2007 clearly reinforced those uncertainties. In Beijing, the scope and goals of U.S. deployment of missile defenses and advanced conventional weap- ons is being closely watched given concerns about a possible U.S. pursuit of a disarming first strike against China’s nuclear arsenal. For their part, China’s experts and officials have signaled that the scope and pace of China’s nuclear modernization is linked to those American deployments. So viewed, China is prepared to do whatever it takes to preserve a limited nuclear deterrent.31  Against this backdrop, the U.S. extended nuclear deterrent has a role to play in lessening the risk of Chinese miscalculation over Taiwan. More broadly, as suggested above, the American presence in Asia and the U.S. nuclear deterrent also is seen by some Japanese and other officials as a reassuring factor in the context of China’s growing military capabilities and political rise in Asia. U.S. officials need to continue to make clear U.S. support for a peaceful resolution of the Taiwan question. U.S. officials need to be prepared to counter Chinese perceptions that an asymmetry of stakes reduces the risks of China of threats or use of force should any con- frontation over Taiwan occur. The steps set out above to buttress the U.S.- Japan and U.S.-Korea alliance relationship also provide a broader reassur- ance vis-à-vis China. 
Extinction.

The Straits Times, 6/25/2K. Lexis.

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.
links – japan

Withdrawal triggers Chinese aggression

Sheridan 09 – Foreign editor of The Australian (Greg, 9/5. “Hatoyama poised for global struggle.” The Australian. http://www.theaustralian.news.com.au/story/0,25197,26027029-7583,00.html)

The Pentagon outlines China's continuing massive military build-up, vastly outstripping its economic growth. Much of the Chinese military spending is hidden, but the Pentagon estimates it could reach up to $US160billion ($190bn) a year.

This may seem small compared with the US's military budget in excess of $US500bn, but the US has vast global security responsibilities in Iraq, Afghanistan and all over the world, which China does not. And as the Pentagon report shows, much of China's furious military effort, apart from its gigantic expansion plans for its nuclear weapons arsenal, is directed squarely against the US, and designed to make it extremely costly for the US navy to continue to operate in the waters near China's east coast. Here again, Japan is central. Although Japan's modest military build-up has been incremental, it is very hi -tech and is aimed precisely at building a new level of inter-operability with US forces in the context of a revived and newly reciprocal US alliance. This is a minor revolution in Asia-Pacific security, and is one way the US alliance system has maintained the regional balance of military power.
Forward troop deployment in Japan deters China and North Korea
Avery et al, 09

(Emma Chanlett-Avery: specialist in Asian affairs, William Cooper: specialist in international trade and finance, Mark Manyin: spcialist in Asian affairs, Weston Konishi: Analyst in Asian affairs, “Japan-U.S. Relations: Issues for Congress”, Congressional Research Service, Nevember 25, 2009, page 1)
The post-World War II U.S.-Japan alliance has long been an anchor of the U.S. security role in East Asia. The alliance facilitates the forward deployment of about 53,000 U.S. troops and other U.S. military assets in the Asia-Pacific, thereby undergirding U.S. national security strategy in the region. For Japan, the alliance and the U.S. nuclear umbrella provide maneuvering room in dealing with its neighbors, particularly China and North Korea.
Withdrawal from East Asia spurs Chinese-driven conflict
Kagan, 10 – senior fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and adjunct professor of history at Georgetown University. [Robert Kagan, 2010 “End of Dreams, Return of History”, Hoover Institution Stanford University pg. http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/6136]
Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China ’s neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan.

U.S. presence in Asia key to deter China

Zissis 06 – (Carin, 12/5. “Modernizing the People’s Liberation Army of China.” CFR Backgrounder. http://www.cfr.org/publication/12174/modernizing_the_peoples_liberation_army_of_china.html)

During the Cold War, the threat of an invasion by the Soviet Union drove China’s military policy of maintaining a massive ground force. Since then China has turned attention toward developing its naval capabilities and views a potential Taiwanese declaration of independence, with possible U.S. support, as the most immediate danger to Chinese sovereignty. To this end, China maintains all of its short-range ballistic missiles in preparation for an attack on Taiwan. Other concerns include the South China Sea’s disputed Spratly Islands—where China, Taiwan, Vietnam, the Philippines, Brunei, and Malaysia claim territory—as well as Japanese aggression. “They are definitely prepared for the eventuality that a Taiwan or a Japan scenario will bring them into conflict with the United States,” says Mulvenon.

Jonathan D. Pollack, an East Asia expert at the Naval War College, says China’s military strategy continues to have a defensive approach. Part of this strategy involves having a military strong enough to act as a deterrent in the region. Beijing realizes countries such as the United States and Russia have superior militaries and is “trying to see how it can narrow that gap.” The PLA, which experts place twenty years behind the U.S. military, learns from other armed forced by examining how they carry out operations, ranging from the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq to 2004 tsunami-rescue efforts.

What role does the United States play in China’s military strategy?

The annual Pentagon report to Congress on China’s military power eyes the modernization of Chinese forces with suspicion, claiming Beijing’s military budget lacks transparency. The Department of Defense estimates the Chinese defense budget for 2006 to be two to three times greater than the $35 billion announced by Beijing. In comparison, the U.S. defense budget for 2006 requested $419.3 billion. “This argument about transparency or a lack thereof is really quite contrived,” says Pollack, who explains the PLA has made a voluminous quantity of materials available on military matters. 

A report by the Federation of American Scientists, a watchdog group, reports the United States and China use each others’ military advances as a means for “ locking the two nations in a dangerous action-and-reaction competition reminiscent of the Cold War.” However, many strategists identify China as the primary military rival for the United States. The Quadrennial Defense Review Report says, “Of the major emerging powers, China has the greatest potential to compete militarily with the United States.” 

U.S.-Japan alliance key to balance against China

Kagan 07 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund (Robert, August/September. “End of Dreams, Return of History.” http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html)

If anything, the most notable balancing over the past decade has been aimed not at the American superpower but at the two large powers: China and Russia. In Asia and the Pacific, Japan, Australia, and even South Korea and the nations of Southeast Asia have all engaged in “hedging” against a rising China. This has led them to seek closer relations with Washington, especially in the case of Japan and Australia. India has also drawn closer to the United States and is clearly engaged in balancing against China. Russia’s efforts to increase its influence over what it regards as its “near abroad,” meanwhile, have produced tensions and negative reactions in the Baltics and other parts of Eastern Europe. Because these nations are now members of the European Union, this has also complicated eu-Russian relations. On balance, traditional allies of the United States in East Asia and in Europe, while their publics may be more anti-American than in the past, nevertheless pursue policies that reflect more concern about the powerful states in their midst than about the United States. 12 This has provided a cushion against hostile public opinion and offers a foundation on which to strengthen American relations with these countries after the departure of Bush.

US-Japan alliance cornerstone of Asian stability
Klingner 09 Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia at The Heritage Foundation's Asian Studies Center
(Bruce Klingner, Aug 26, 2009, “How to save the US-Japan alliance”, Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/08/How-to-Save-the-US-Japan-Alliance)  

Countless official statements by the U.S. and Japan have highlighted the two countries' bilateral alliance as the linchpin or cornerstone of stability in Asia and indispensable to achieving the strategic objectives of both countries. Although true, such assertions are faulty on two counts: (1) they overlook the parallel criticality of the U.S.-South Korean alliance, and (2) they presume the existing paradigm with Tokyo will continue to meet U.S. security needs. In 1980, The Heritage Foundation sponsored a major conference in Tokyo titled "U.S.-Japan Mutual Security: The Next Twenty Years," headlined by former President Gerald R. Ford. The introduction to the volume commemorating the proceedings sets the stage by noting that Japan is "aware that it must assume a larger role and greater responsibilities in world affairs, but without a clear perception of what it must do."[1] The truth is that nearly 30 years later, Japan's perspective on security issues has not moved from these crossroads, and as a result, cracks are emerging in its alliance with the U.S. U.S. national security leaders, including congressional committees, should take appropriate steps in the framework of a review of both U.S. and Japanese commitments. In 1960, the United States made a promise to guarantee the long-term security of a former enemy. Such a commitment brings with it the enduring responsibility of the U.S. government to stand by its word. Similarly, Japan took a long-range view of the importance of its relationship with the United States, and the rest of the world continues to assess Japan on its reliability as a security partner and credibility as a pillar of international security. Although severing the military partnership is neither likely nor in the interests of either country, growing disenchantment could exacerbate existing tensions and lead to greater fissures in the relationship or a stagnant alliance that is unable to adapt to a rapidly changing Asian security environment. 

Asia without US-Japan alliance worse than status quo
Klingner 09 Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia at The Heritage Foundation's Asian Studies Center

(Bruce Klingner, Aug 26, 2009, “How to save the US-Japan alliance”, Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/08/How-to-Save-the-US-Japan-Alliance)  

Japan is important to the United States--which makes it all the more critical to improve the alliance for mutual benefit. An Asia without the U.S.-Japanese alliance would be far worse than the status quo. The U.S. needs strong relationships with Japan and South Korea, as well as coordinated efforts among these three allies to combat current and future security challenges in Asia and around the world. Moreover, the alliances are not simply a response to threats, but are a partnership of countries that share the values of freedom and democracy. The U.S. should not shy away from emphasizing that aspect in its military partnerships with Japan, South Korea, and Australia. Leaders in Washington, Tokyo, and Seoul have inherited responsibilities that go well beyond their borders. The sacrifices of their citizens in the 20th century should never be forgotten, and these three singularly important nations must constantly review the premise of their commitments and long-term relationships in the moral dimension that "our words are our bonds." 
Reduced presence in Asia threatens Chinese aggression

Auslin 10 – director of Japan Studies at the American Enterprise Institute, associate professor of history and former senior research fellow at Yale University (Michael, 4/15. “U.S.-Japan Relations.” http://www.aei.org/speech/100137)
Our relations are further influenced, despite the laudable efforts of U.S. officials here and in Tokyo, by the continued worry of Japanese opinion leaders and policymakers over long-term trends in America's Asia policy, thereby fueling part of their interest in China.  I will mention perhaps the two main concerns: first, that the United States will, over time, decrease its military presence in the Asia-Pacific, thereby weakening the credibility of its extended deterrence guarantee, and second, that Washington will itself consider China in coming decades as the indispensable partner for solving problems both regional and global.  Both these concerns exist despite repeated U.S. assurances that our military presence will not shrink, and despite the very public problems cropping up in Sino-U.S. relations in recent years.  Ironically, perhaps, these Japanese concerns almost exactly mirror U.S. worries, from frustrations over Japan's continued reluctance to increase its security activities abroad to our casting a wary eye on exchanges between Beijing and Tokyo.

1nc – south korea

U.S. troop presence in South Korea key to deter Chinese aggression 

Oh 08 – specialist in East Asian affairs. She focuses on North and South Korea and Japan. Researcher of regional security, inter-regional politics, and U.S. security and foreign policy on Asia.
(Kongdan Oh, October 2008, “US-ROK: The Forgotten Alliance”, Brookings Institute, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2008/10_south_korea_oh.aspx)

The U.S.-ROK Mutual Defense Treaty, signed in October 1953, two months after the end of the Korean War, has guaranteed South Korea’s national security. The security alliance counts as one of the most important of America’s alliances, not only serving to deter another North Korean attack on South Korea, but also providing a continental base for U.S. forces to face China and Russia and to provide a front-line defense for Japan. The alliance has also augmented South Korea’s military forces and provided a nuclear umbrella, thus enabling the South Koreans to pursue economic progress with relatively low military budgets. Like other security alliances, the U.S.-ROK alliance is easily overlooked during peacetime. It is sometimes viewed as more of a burden than a benefit, considering the shared cost of keeping troops stationed in Korea and the imposition, if you will, of having foreign troops stationed in one’s country—an experience Americans are not familiar with. Sometimes the presence of American forces has triggered large protests, most notably in 2002 when a large American armored vehicle accidentally crushed two fourteen-year-old Korean girls walking along the side of a country road. Emotions eventually cooled after that horrific event, and apologies were belatedly offered, but issues of contention continue to bedevil the alliance. The U.S. Forces in Korea (USFK) have agreed to vacate their large base in downtown Seoul and relocate to the countryside, but the two countries disagree on how to share the enormous costs of the move. As the USFK consolidates its operations, other bases are closing, with debates about how much responsibility the United States bears for cleaning up the land before handing it over to the original owners. A turbulent decade The past ten years have been difficult times for the alliance. Beginning in 1998, two successive South Korean administrations, under presidents Kim Dae-jung and Roh Moo-hyun, adopted policies of pan-Koreanism and reconciliation with the North Korean regime. South Korea provided aid and investment to the North, even when the monies were improperly used. Criticism of the North Korean regime was stifled. President Roh went so far as to cultivate, or at least tacitly encourage, anti-Americanism to promote his politics. He advocated that South Korea play a “balancing” role between countries of the region, rather than taking sides. Some South Koreans even began referring to the presidential residence as the “pink house.”  Although the Roh administration’s popularity declined dramatically, largely because of its inept handling of domestic issues, many Koreans of the younger generation agreed with the policy of extending a helping hand to North Korea and distancing themselves from the United States. President Roh requested that the United States relinquish its operational control over South Korean forces in the event of a war (peacetime control had been returned to South Korea in 1994). Many South Koreans are wary of such a change, which will almost inevitably lead to a reduction in U.S. security protection, but the Americans, who were tired of being hectored by the Roh administration, agreed to make the transition in 2012. How the two forces will be commanded after that date remains to be seen.  In September 2001, the George W. Bush administration declared war on terrorists and those who might provide them with weapons of mass destruction. With North Korea targeted as one of three “axis of evil” states, South Korea was dragged into a war on terror it had not chosen to fight. A related problem is the American expectation that its allies will support the wars it launched in Iraq and Afghanistan, even in cases when the allies oppose the wars. Needless to say, the U.S. invasion of Iraq was never popular among South Koreans, but the defense treaty is, after all, a mutual defense treaty. As an additional facet of its global war on terror, the George W. Bush administration has adopted a policy of “strategic flexibility,” whereby U.S. forces must be prepared to respond to conflicts anywhere they are needed, not just in the neighborhood in which they are located. U.S. troops in South Korea are no longer stationed there simply to prevent a North Korean invasion, but might be used, for example, to respond to a Chinese invasion of Taiwan. If such were the case, South Korea, which is working hard to develop good relations with China, would find itself hosting troops that are attacking its friend. The Koreans refer to this strategic flexibility policy as a “water ghost”—which will drag anyone who pursues it into deep water. In February 2008, a new South Korean administration was inaugurated under the leadership of President Lee Myung-bak of the opposition political party. President Lee’s new foreign policy is one of pragmatism, which translates into a more confrontational approach toward North Korea, which for its part has always believed that South Korea should extend the North unlimited aid “for the good of the Korean nation” without requiring anything in return. From the first days of the Lee administration, the North Korean press has routinely called President Lee a Korean traitor. President Lee is also committed to repairing weaknesses in the U.S.-ROK alliance. North Korea remains a threat, but not so much because of its capability to launch a second invasion of South Korea, which would ultimately fail. China and even Russia pose more existential threats to Korea.  Recasting the alliance In response to the political discord in the U.S.-ROK alliance over the last decade and the declining consensus on the raison d’être, several advisory groups have convened in recent years to propose guidelines for the future. One such group, commissioned to advise the Department of Defense, is the Policy Research Group, supported by the Institute for Defense Analyses and the National Defense University’s Institute for National Strategic Studies. After surveying the successes and shortcomings of the alliance as it now stands, the group considered four options: ending the alliance, keeping the alliance but withdrawing U.S. troops from South Korea, making adjustments in the alliance, and substantially transforming the alliance. The group recommended the latter course of action. It is important to note that these positive efforts to transform the alliance have been undertaken during a relative low point in Seoul-Washington relations. Even though the structure of the alliance was being questioned, its strong foundation, which includes the annual Security Consultative Meeting, led both sides to make the decision to transform it rather than abandon it. Taking advantage of the solid base of the alliance, important issues such as base closures, force relocation, and future joint warfare command – as well as broader issues concerning what the overall U.S.-ROK security alliance should look like and what roles it should play in the post-Cold War era – need to be discussed at meetings such as the SCM.  Any revision or transformation of the U.S.-ROK security alliance must take several factors into account. Most South Koreans today have no direct memory of the Korean War, and they find it hard to believe that the North Koreans would ever launch an invasion of the South. Many even believe that the Korean War was actually triggered by both sides, or by the United States. Consequently, North Korea is not considered to be a security threat—and certainly is no longer the “main enemy,” as it used to be called. Instead, most South Koreans realize that some day they will be reunited with their northern brethren, and rather than prepare to fight them, they must help them rebuild their economy so that when the day of reunification arrives, the cost to South Koreans will be manageable. No longer viewing North Korea as an enemy calls into question the central role of the U.S.-ROK security alliance. What does concern many Koreans is the rise of China. Japan is still widely viewed with suspicion for its former imperial designs on Asia, but China is seen as the country to deal with in the future. Rather than consider China as a competitor, most Koreans want, or at least hope, to work with China as trade partner, and perhaps in the future, even as an ally. To the extent that South Koreans believe that U.S. forces in Korea are stationed there to confront China’s rising military capabilities, Korea and the United States are at odds.

Chinese aggression causes miscalc over Taiwan.

Dunn 07 – Lewis A., Summer. PhD U Chicago, former Assistant Director of the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. “Deterrence Today Roles, Challenges and Responses,” IFRI Proliferation Papers, http://www.ifri.org/files/Securite_defense/Deterrence_Today_Dunn_2007.pdf.

Unlike the case with Russia, a U.S.-China nuclear crisis or even confrontation is not inconceivable. Precipitous action by Taiwan could be one trigger; a decision by Chinese officials to act against Taiwan another. In any such confrontation over Taiwan, it is conceivable that Chinese offi-cials could miscalculate the readiness of the United States to support Tai- wan. Chinese officials also could miscalculate their ability to manage the risks of escalation. In that regard, some Chinese experts have stated in- formally that such an asymmetry of stakes would put the United States at a fundamental disadvantage in any China-Taiwan-U.S. crisis. That is, in their view, given asymmetric stakes, the United States would be reluctant to es- calate even after a Chinese limited use of a nuclear weapon.30  The U.S.-China strategic relationship also is characterized by mu-tual uncertainties about each other’s longer-term strategic intentions in both Washington and Beijing. In Washington, the scope and goals of China’s planned nuclear modernization as well as its readiness to play a construc- tive role in dealing with pressing non-proliferation problems remain open questions. Beijing’s decision to test an anti-satellite weapon in January, 2007 clearly reinforced those uncertainties. In Beijing, the scope and goals of U.S. deployment of missile defenses and advanced conventional weap- ons is being closely watched given concerns about a possible U.S. pursuit of a disarming first strike against China’s nuclear arsenal. For their part, China’s experts and officials have signaled that the scope and pace of China’s nuclear modernization is linked to those American deployments. So viewed, China is prepared to do whatever it takes to preserve a limited nuclear deterrent.31  Against this backdrop, the U.S. extended nuclear deterrent has a role to play in lessening the risk of Chinese miscalculation over Taiwan. More broadly, as suggested above, the American presence in Asia and the U.S. nuclear deterrent also is seen by some Japanese and other officials as a reassuring factor in the context of China’s growing military capabilities and political rise in Asia. U.S. officials need to continue to make clear U.S. support for a peaceful resolution of the Taiwan question. U.S. officials need to be prepared to counter Chinese perceptions that an asymmetry of stakes reduces the risks of China of threats or use of force should any con- frontation over Taiwan occur. The steps set out above to buttress the U.S.- Japan and U.S.-Korea alliance relationship also provide a broader reassur- ance vis-à-vis China. 
Extinction.

The Straits Times, 6/25/2K. Lexis.

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.
links – south korea

US Bases in South Korea deter major adversaries

Loeb 03 (Vernon, Washington Post Staff Writer, 06-09, “New Bases Reflect Shift in Military”, washingtonpost.com, pg. http://www.iraqwararchive.org/data/jun09/US/wp04.pdf)

 In the most extensive global realignment of U.S. military forces since the end of the Cold War, the Bush administration is creating a network of far-flung military bases designed for the rapid projection of American military power against terrorists, hostile states and other potential adversaries. The withdrawal of U.S. troops from the Demilitarized Zone between North and South Korea, announced Thursday, and the recent removal of most U.S. forces from Saudi Arabia are the opening moves in a complex shift that should replace most large, permanent U.S. bases overseas with smaller facilities that can be used as needed, defense officials said. The bases are being built or expanded in countries such as Qatar, Bulgaria and Kyrgyzstan, and the U.S. territory of Guam. While existing U.S. bases in Germany and South Korea, in place for more than 50 years, were designed to deter major communist adversaries, the new bases will become key nodes in the implementation of the administration's doctrine of preemptive attack against terrorists and hostile states believed to have chemical, biological or nuclear weapons.

U.S. military presence key to prevent conflict escalation in Asia

Levkowitz 08 – Professor of Asian Studies at the University of Haifa (Alon, “The seventh withdrawal: has the US forces' journey back home from Korea begun?” International Relations of the Asia-Pacific, Vol. 8, No. 2. p. 131-148)

The forces had several functions, bilateral and regional:

1. Deterring North Korea and preventing a new Korean War – The US assumption immediately after the war and for the majority of the years since it ended, was that South Korea could not deter North Korea by itself and it needed the assistance of the US forces.1

2. Demonstrating US commitment to Korea – The presence of US forces in Korea, especially by the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ), as a ‘tripwire’ force that will ensure US involvement if any conflict broke out on the Korean Peninsula, symbolized the highest US commitment to Korea's security. It also has an important psychological implication in assuring South Korean citizens that the Korean War will not reoccur (Hamm, 2004).

3. Supporting the Korean economy – The US forces (and the alliance) and the security ‘umbrella’ (conventional and nuclear) allowed South Korea to rebuild its economy after the Second World War and the Korean War and continue with its economic development ever since. It also gave political backup to South Korea's initiatives throughout the years to ease tensions in the Korean Peninsula (Cho, 1982; Hart-Landsberg, 1998).

4. Regional tasks – From a regional, strategic point of view, the importance of the US forces is threefold: preventing any changes in the balance of power in the region (Cumings, 1983; Clark, 1992); acting as a regional pacifier by allowing the US to respond very quickly and prevent a conflict from escalating in case a conflict arises outside or within the Korean Peninsula; and signaling US commitment not only to Korea but also to Japan and other Asian US allies in the region (Lee, 1978, pp. 107–108, 1982, p. 102).

Withdrawal undermines credibility in Asia

Levkowitz 08 – Professor of Asian Studies at the University of Haifa (Alon, “The seventh withdrawal: has the US forces' journey back home from Korea begun?” International Relations of the Asia-Pacific, Vol. 8, No. 2. p. 131-148)

The global posture of US forces around the world and American geostrategic considerations were always the main factors behind Washington's decision on this matter. As a global power, the United States had to calculate the constraints on its forces and refrain from overextending them, while taking into account the different strategic threats and how foes and allies alike will interpret a withdrawal of its forces. Examples for this would be: The unimportance of the Korean Peninsula to US global interests prior to the Korean War influenced the decision to withdraw all of the forces in 1949; The constant struggle over importance and centrality between Europe and Asia during the Cold War, with the latter usually ‘losing the battle’; Other wars, like the Vietnam War, focused the USA's attention on a different place in Asia. The improvement in the mobility of forces, such as rapid deployment forces for example, and the development of sophisticated weapons also stood behind the change in US global strategy and the decreased number of bases and soldiers worldwide. In some cases, the fear of being entrapped into another war led the US government to decrease the chances of an ally initiating a new war, by reducing the number of soldiers in the region, mainly in Korea. Washington's decisions to withdraw or relocate a portion of its forces from or within South Korea were also influenced by Korean Peninsula-related considerations, particularly the military balance between South and North Korea. When the gap between North and South Korea grew in favor of the DPRK, the incentives to withdraw decreased. Periods of reduced tension between the two Koreas were behind some of the reasons that led to a readjustment of the US forces. On the other hand, the traumatic results of the first withdrawal, the fear that the DPRK would perceive any withdrawal as a sign of weakness, and the crisis that every withdrawal proposal inflicted on the relations with South Korea are noteworthy as constant obstacles to any US decisions concerning its forces in Korea. It should also be mentioned that the US did not hesitate to occasionally exploit the ROK's sensitivity to the issue by pressuring it to send its forces to assist the USA in other global crises; the consequence of non-cooperation was to withstand another troop withdrawal. The relocation of forces within Korea was also a result of other factors: a change in US military strategy and tactics, South Korean political considerations, the rising costs of maintaining the bases, and the need to find alternative and larger bases. Internal American considerations, especially value differences between the two capitals during President Jimmy Carter's and President Park Chung-hee's periods, also influenced Washington's decision-making regarding its troops. The fact that President Ronald Reagan and President Chun Dae-hwan shared the same values helped tremendously in repairing the damaged relations between the countries. Internal politics, including budget considerations coupled with the political balance of power between the President, the army and the Congress, was an important factor as well. Seoul's negative reaction to the majority of USA's withdrawal plans throughout the years was mainly affected by USA–ROK alliance related considerations and the potential North Korean interpretation of the withdrawal. The fear of being abandoned again was always the main reason behind Seoul's alarmed reaction to USA's most withdrawal plans. The traumatic withdrawal of 1949 and the automatic link between withdrawal of forces and lack of US commitment to South Korea's security were crucial in determining decision-makers' reactions and public opinion. These fears also manifested over the relocation of the US forces within Korea, since the positioning of the US forces adjacent to the DMZ symbolized Washington's highest commitment to South Korea's security. Seoul interpreted every withdrawal proposal as a sign of South Korea's declining importance as a major US ally.  Another important factor is South Korea's constant assessment that they could not confront the threats facing them alone. South Korea assessed that without the presence of the US forces, it would not be able to deter North Korea and the fear that the North would misinterpret a withdrawal as a sign of weakness and an opportunity for an attack always prevailed. In addition to direct statements South Korea made on this subject, we can look at the lack of independent ROK air force and intelligence capabilities as an indication of their unwillingness to become completely independent, to date.7

links – south korea – at: withdrawal inevitable

No withdrawal in the short term

Gwang-Il 10 – Deputy Minister for Policy at the ROK Ministry of National Defense (Chang, 6/30. “OPCON Transfer delay to the end of 2015.” www.kida.re.kr/eng/pcrm/newsletter/download.asp?newsletter=401)
However, as it was stated at the bilateral summit, in coping with a changing security situation, the South Korean government saw the need to adjust the timeline for transfer of  OPCON for a more stable transition and a stronger ROK-U.S. alliance.   This is due to the fact  that year 2012 was judged as an inappropriate time for transfer due to the North Korea’s   nuclear and ballistic missile threat, the increasing instability and belligerent nature of the Kim  Jong-il regime, and the anticipated change in leadership for countries in the region at that time.   All factors were considered, ranging from financial requirements for equipping future military  capabilities to the fact that over 50% of the South Korean population cited security anxiety as  their reasoning for wanting to delay the transfer, including through a 10 million signature  campaign. After the U.S. government agreed to South Korea’s request to look into the matter, the  governments of both countries held close discussions through diplomatic and defense channels  as well as between Cheongwadae and the White House.  The main reason that we were able  to arrive at an amicable agreement is grounded in the mindset of the ROK-U.S. alliance, and  the friendly and trusting relationship between our two countries was the driving force for this  issue to progress from the President to a working group.  This new deal is not an invalidation of  the OPCON transfer itself but rather an adjustment to the timeline thus it is in no way an  annulment of an agreement nor is it a reversal of a position.  Both South Korea and the U.S.  have revealed several times in the past that the time of transfer could be adjusted depending on the assessments of the results under their mutual agreement.  Also, this is a matter that has  been discussed previously, therefore this decision is not a result of domestic political interests  and, in particular, it is unrelated to the Cheonan attack. This agreement is the outcome of normal discussions held through formal communication channels such as consultations between the Defense Ministry deputy ministers  of the ROK and U.S. and the ROK-U.S. Security Policy Initiative (SPI) since the start of the Lee  Myung-bak administration in 2008.  We ask for your understanding concerning the fact that  these consultations were held privately between the ROK and U.S. given the highly sensitive  security issues which were handled in these consultations.   When South Korea arrives at the new transfer deadline (end of 2015), the South  Korean military will be equipped with the capabilities it needs to fulfill a leading role in ROK-U.S.  joint defense by pushing forward with defense reform.  In particular, South Korea will be able to  have a more stable OPCON transfer when the environment and the fundamental systems are  created and put in place for the transition to a new joint defense system, which is inclusive of  verification and supplementation of the C4I system, creation of a ground operations command,  and completion of the USFK base relocation projects. The ROK Ministry of National Defense anticipates that it will be able to ease South  Koreans’ concerns about the 2012 transfer and further develop the ROK-U.S. alliance  relationship through this adjustment in the OPCON transfer timeline.  In order to establish  detailed OPCON transfer plans under this new agreement, both South Korea and the U.S.  continue to cooperate closely through the ‘2+2 Ministerial Talks’ to be held this July and other  such consultative groups. 

uniqueness – china not aggressive now

China on peaceful rise – but perceptions of U.S. forces are key 

Thompson 10 Director of China Studies and Starr Senior Fellow at The Nixon Center 
(Drew Thompson, MARCH/APRIL 2010, “think again: china’s military”, Foreign Policy, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/02/22/think_again_chinas_military?page=0,6)

At the same time, China's leaders vehemently denounce any suggestion that they are embarked on anything other than what they have referred to as a "peaceful rise" and haven't engaged in major external hostilities since the 1979 war with Vietnam. But they also don't explain why they are investing so heavily in this new arms race. Beijing's official line is that it wants to be able to defend itself against foreign aggression and catch up with the West, as it was famously unable to do in the 19th century. When the late Chinese leader Deng Xiaoping began the process of reform and opening in 1979, he decided that bolstering the civilian economy would take precedence over military investments. But a dozen years later, the first Gulf War served as a wake-up call in Beijing, raising concerns about how quickly an inferior army could be demolished by better-equipped Western forces. In 1991, the Pentagon unleashed some of its most advanced weapons -- including stealth technology and precision-guided munitions -- against the Iraqi Army, the world's fourth largest at the time. U.S. and allied forces made short work of Iraq's Warsaw Pact military hardware, and the Chinese were duly shocked and awed. 

China won’t challenge the US now, but could in the future – its capabilities are increasing
Thompson 10 Director of China Studies and Starr Senior Fellow at The Nixon Center 
(Drew Thompson, MARCH/APRIL 2010, “think again: china’s military”, Foreign Policy, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/02/22/think_again_chinas_military?page=0,6)

But it's probably too soon for Americans to panic. Many experts who've looked closely at the matter agree that China today simply does not have the military capability to challenge the United States in the Pacific, though its modernization program has increased its ability to engage the United States close to Chinese shores. And the U.S. military is still, for all its troubles in Iraq and Afghanistan, the most capable fighting force on the planet. 

brink – china/taiwan 

Chinese military capabilities are increasing – conflict over Taiwan is likely

Thompson 10 Director of China Studies and Starr Senior Fellow at The Nixon Center 
(Drew Thompson, MARCH/APRIL 2010, “think again: china’s military”, Foreign Policy, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/02/22/think_again_chinas_military?page=0,6)

"China's Military Has Global Aspirations." 

Perhaps someday. At the height of the Cold War, Soviet military vessels prowled the world's oceans, and its aircraft patrolled international airspace. By contrast, China's navy rarely leaves its home waters; when it does patrol farther afield, it still does not cross the Pacific. 

But there is little doubt that China is steadily building its ability to project power beyond its shores. Milestones such as the PLA Navy's around-the-world cruise in 2002 and its anti-piracy mission off the African coast indicate that China is looking to operate more globally. 

Although Beijing has not yet sought to deploy combat-capable military units to the sites of international natural disasters, in the not-too-distant future Chinese military aircraft might be delivering Chinese-made disaster-relief supplies. Having recently commissioned a hospital ship, Chinese naval strategists have already identified disaster relief as a key mission for a future Chinese aircraft carrier, while military writers discuss how to conduct regional missions to protect China's interests outside its territorial waters. 
Undoubtedly, Chinese war planners see a future in which China will be able to defend itself offshore and its navy will operate beyond what is sometimes referred to as the "first island chain" (an imaginary line stretching from Japan, through Okinawa and Taiwan, and south to the Philippines and the South China Sea), eventually encompassing much of the Western Pacific up to the "second island chain" that runs from Japan southward past Guam to Australia. But whether Beijing envisions one day establishing overseas bases, or simply having the capability to project power globally when needed, is unclear. 

Some wonder whether China and the United States are on a collision course. Kaplan raised the ominous possibility in the Atlantic that when the Chinese navy does push out into the Pacific, "it will very quickly encounter a U.S. Navy and Air Force unwilling to budge from the coastal shelf of the Asian mainland," resulting in a "replay of the decades-long Cold War, with a center of gravity not in the heart of Europe but, rather, among Pacific atolls." Unquestionably, there is deep strategic mistrust between the two countries. China's rapid economic growth, steady military modernization, and relentless nationalistic propaganda at home are shaping Chinese public expectations and limiting possibilities for compromise with other powers. 

This does not make conflict inevitable, but it is cause for long-term concern and will shape U.S. efforts to avoid hostilities with China. Military-to-military contacts lag far behind the rest of the U.S.-China relationship. Taiwan is an obvious point of disagreement and the one place where the two powers could conceivably come into direct conflict. U.S. maritime surveillance activities inside China's exclusive economic zone are another contentious point. There is, however, a growing recognition that the United States and China should engage one another and seek to avoid a conflict that would almost certainly be destructive to both sides. 

internal link – military power key to deter china

Strong military key to deter Chinese aggression

Gates 09 – Secretary of Defense (Robert M, 1/27. “Submitted Statement on DoD Challenges to the Senate Armed Services Committee.” U.S. Dept of Defense, http://www.defense.gov/Speeches/Speech.aspx?SpeechID=1337)
As we know, China is modernizing across the whole of its armed forces. The areas of greatest concern are Chinese investments and growing capabilities in cyber-and anti-satellite warfare, anti-air and anti-ship weaponry, submarines, and ballistic missiles. Modernization in these areas could threaten America’s primary means of projecting power and helping allies in the Pacific: our bases, air and sea assets, and the networks that support them. 

We have seen some improvement in the U.S.-Chinese security relationship recently. Last year, I inaugurated a direct telephone link with the Chinese defense ministry. Military to military exchanges continue, and we have begun a strategic dialogue to help us understand each other’s intentions and avoid potentially dangerous miscalculations.

As I’ve said before, the U.S. military must be able to dissuade, deter, and, if necessary, respond to challenges across the spectrum – including the armed forces of other nations. On account of Iraq and Afghanistan, we would be hard pressed at this time to launch another major ground operation. But elsewhere in the world, the United States has ample and untapped combat power in our naval and air forces, with the capacity to defeat any adversary that committed an act of aggression – whether in the Persian Gulf, on the Korean Peninsula, or in the Taiwan Strait. The risk from these types of scenarios cannot be ignored, but it is a manageable one in the short- to mid-term.

Conflict between the U.S. and China is likely – only U.S. military strength deters

Swaine 09 – Dr. Michael Swaine, Senior Associate and Co-Director of the China Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (FOREIGN POLICY, MARCH 11, 2009,  Carnegie Endowment , The U.S.-China Spat at Sea, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22848)

There's much we don't yet understand about this latest incident. But clearly, at least some Chinese leaders regard this issue as important enough to risk a confrontation with Washington, despite a steadily improving bilateral relationship. The apparent willingness of Chinese leaders to tolerate dangerous maneuvers as a form of protest suggests a lack of regard for international laws governing ship and air contacts, raising greater concerns about Beijing's regard for internationally accepted norms. Unfortunately, incidents at sea will undoubtedly continue. Both sides hold incompatible assumptions and have competing interests. Meanwhile, neither party looks to be interested in compromising to develop acceptable rules of the road. The situation is dangerous. These disputes over military activities could become a primary trigger for a future serious crisis -- if not conflict -- between Washington and Beijing. China's military capability will only grow, and its apparent resolve to keep the U.S. military out of its business is liable to increase accordingly.
China is watching how the U.S. deals with other countries

Henriksen 99 – senior fellow at the Hoover Institution (Thomas H, Feb 1, Using Power and Diplomacy To Deal With Rogue States, http://www.hoover.org/publications/monographs/27159)

Low points in American determination and leadership, such as the North Korean negotiations, did not go unnoticed. U.S. reactions encouraged Iraq's recalcitrance in its dealings with U.N. arms inspectors, accounted for North Korea's later face-off with Washington over demands to open its underground facilities to inspection (while demanding $500 million to discontinue missile exports), and bolstered Serbia's reluctance, in the face of U.S.-led NATO efforts, to halt the bloodshed first in Bosnia and then in Kosovo. A high-ranking Chinese military officer, Lieutenant General Xiong Guangkai, deputy chief of China's general staff, reportedly declared in 1995, in response to an American's unofficial warnings that Washington might react militarily to a Beijing attack on Taiwan, "No, you won't. We've watched you in Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, and you don't have the will."15

impacts – xt: withdrawal causes chinese attack on taiwan 
Chinese perception of declining U.S. power emboldens China to attack Taiwan 

Christensen 01 – professor of politics at Princeton University (Thomas, Spring. “Posing problems without catching up.” International Security, EBSCO.)
On the active defense side, it appears that China is attempting to import and to build indigenously a fairly impressive layered air defense system to counter cruise missiles and advanced aircraft. In addition to reported clandestine acquisition of Patriot technology, China has purchased and is seeking to purchase from Russia an undisclosed number of SA-10 (S-300) and SA-15 (TOR-1) SAM systems. Some of this Russian technology might be successfully integrated into China's own domestically produced SAM systems, such as the HQ-9. [66] China is also working to develop antistealth and antisatellite capabilities. Even if the Chinese programs have only limited effect against more technologically advanced foes, they may still pose a future security challenge to Taiwan and the United States. If Beijing elites believe that they are in a protracted war of wills over an issue that they care about much more than do the Americans, such as Taiwan, those elites might still be emboldened by the perceived capability--however limited--to increase costs to American and Taiwanese forces and to reduce costs to mainland assets in such a struggle. This problem is only exacerbated by any perceptions that Chinese elites might have about America's supposed limited willingness to fight such protracted wars and to suffer casualties. Implications and Prescriptions for U.S. Strategy If the analysis above is correct, preventing war across the Taiwan Strait and between the United States and China is much more difficult than a straightforward net assessment of relative military power in the region might suggest. To deter China from launching attacks against Taiwan and escalating crises and conflicts by attacking American assets in the region, the United States must do more than demonstrate an ability to prevail militarily in a conflict; it must also demonstrate American resolve and, perhaps, the ability to protect its forces not only from defeat but also from significant harm.

impacts – 2nc impact – chinese hegemony

Emboldened China increases its hegemony in Asia

Grant, 10 – editor of Defense Tech and an associate editor at Military​.com, former embedded reporter covering military operations, defense policy and Pentagon buying (Greg, 5/6. “Navy Commander Warns China Ready to Dominate the Seas.” http://defensetech.org/2010/05/06/navy-commander-warns-china-ready-to-dominate-the-seas/)

Continuing our discussion of the rise of China and its strategic implications, Navy Commander James Kraska, currently at the Naval War College, has a new piece in The Diplomat: “China Set for Naval Hegemony.” Readers might already be familiar with Kraska, author of a recent article in Orbis, “How the U.S. Lost the Naval War of 2015” (.pdf). In this new piece, Kraska points to recent aggressive Chinese activities in the South China Sea, seizing Vietnamese fishing boats and crewmen, steaming a flotilla near Okinawa and an April 13 incident where a Chinese destroyer slewed its anti-aircraft guns to aim at a Japanese MSDF P-3C patrol plane. “China has made uncanny progress on its dogged trek to transition from an obsolete 1950s-style coastal defense force to a balanced blue water fleet.” Kraska, along with many others, worries about waning U.S. naval power in the face of declining defense budgets and a China that clumsily careens around Pottery Barn (I didn’t think the “China shop” metaphor worked here) like a “gangly teenager” suddenly experiencing a growth spurt. “This suggests two outcomes. The first is that China will indeed achieve its goal of becoming the Asian hegemonic power, dominant not only on land, but in the Western Pacific. The second possibility is that other nations—foremost among them Japan and India—but also including virtually every other nation in the region from Russia to Vietnam, will begin to think more overtly about collective measures and how they can balance the growing power of Beijing.”

Global nuclear war.

Walton 07 – lecturer in international relations and strategic studies at the University of Reading (C. Dale. G. Geopolitics and the Great Powers in the 21st Century: Multipolarity and the Revolution in Strategic Perspective, p. 49.)

Obviously, it is of vital importance to the United States that the PRC does not become the hegemon of Eastern Eurasia. As noted above, however, regardless of what Washington does, China's success in such an endeavor is not as easily attainable as pessimists might assume. The PRC appears to be on track to be a very great power indeed, but geopolitical conditions are not favorable for any Chinese effort to establish sole hegemony; a robust multipolar system should suffice to keep China in check, even with only minimal American intervention in local squabbles. The more worrisome danger is that Beijing will cooperate with a great power partner, establishing a very muscular axis. Such an entity would present a critical danger to the balance of power, thus both necessitating very active American intervention in Eastern Eurasia and creating the underlying conditions for a massive, and probably nuclear, great power war. Absent such a "super-threat," however, the demands on American leaders will be far more subtle: creating the conditions for Washington's gentle decline from playing the role of unipolar quasi-hegemon to being "merely" the greatest of the world's powers, while aiding in the creation of a healthy multipolar system that is not marked by close great power alliances.

at: military insufficient/couldn’t challenege

China’s modernizing – could threaten the US

Thompson, 10 – director of China studies and Starr senior fellow at the Nixon Center. (Drew Thompson, “Think Again: China’s Military”, March/April 2010.  http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/02/22/think_again_chinas_military?print=yes&hidecomments=yes&page=full)
Not yet. After two decades of massive military spending to modernize its armed forces, amounting to hundreds of billions of dollars, China increasingly has the ability to challenge the United States in its region, if not yet outside it. But the ability to project force tells us very little about China's willingness to use it. Certainly, China has made moves over the last few years that have stoked the China-is-a-dangerous-threat crowd in Washington. In 2007, for instance, Beijing launched a missile that obliterated a communications satellite -- a dramatic and unexpected display of capability -- and then kept mum for 12 days before a Foreign Ministry spokesperson finally admitted it took place, stating: "This test was not directed at any country and does not constitute a threat to any country." In May 2008, satellite imagery revealed that China had constructed a massive subterranean naval base on the southern island of Hainan, presumably a staging point to launch naval operations into the Pacific. This January, China conducted another anti-missile test, shortly after the United States announced arms sales to Taiwan. Similar developments have reliably shown up in annual Pentagon reports on China's military expansion, not to mention in articles such as Robert Kaplan's alarmist 2005 essay: "How We Would Fight China." Even Robert Gates, the mild-mannered U.S. defense secretary,warned last year that China's military modernization "could threaten America's primary means of projecting power and helping allies in the Pacific: our bases, air and sea assets, and the networks that support them." Last fall, Adm. Robert Willard, the new head of the U.S. Pacific Command, noted that "in the past decade or so, China has exceeded most of our intelligence estimates of their military capability," implying that maybe the alarmists are onto something. At the same time, China's leaders vehemently denounce any suggestion that they are embarked on anything other than what they have referred to as a "peaceful rise" and haven't engaged in major external hostilities since the 1979 war with Vietnam. But they also don't explain why they are investing so heavily in this new arms race. Beijing's official line is that it wants to be able to defend itself against foreign aggression and catch up with the West, as it was famously unable to do in the 19th century. When the late Chinese leader Deng Xiaoping began the process of reform and opening in 1979, he decided that bolstering the civilian economy would take precedence over military investments. But a dozen years later, the first Gulf War served as a wake-up call in Beijing, raising concerns about how quickly an inferior army could be demolished by better-equipped Western forces. In 1991, the Pentagon unleashed some of its most advanced weapons -- including stealth technology and precision-guided munitions -- against the Iraqi Army, the world's fourth largest at the time. U.S. and allied forces made short work of Iraq's Warsaw Pact military hardware, and the Chinese were duly shocked and awed. It became immediately clear that Mao Zedong's doctrine of "human wave attacks" -- having more soldiers than your enemy has bullets -- would not meet China's defense needs in the 21st century. From the early 1990s, China's defense planners began intensively studying doctrine and sought to acquire superior foreign technologies for their People's Liberation Army (PLA). They also made a major strategic shift by cutting the size of their force to emphasize new technologies that would enable them to catch up with the United States and other possible foes. Should the rest of the world be worried? Taiwan, long claimed as Chinese territory and well within range of Chinese ballistic missiles and conventional forces, certainly has cause to feel threatened. Even as cross-strait relations have warmed in recent years, Beijing has positioned more medium-range missiles facing Taiwan than ever. When asked why, Beijing demurs. India, Asia's other would-be superpower, also seems increasingly on edge. Last September, Indian analysts and media loudly worried over the publication of an article by Chinese analyst Li Qiulin in a prominent Communist Party organ that urged the PLA to bolster its ability to project force in South Asia. But it's probably too soon for Americans to panic. Many experts who've looked closely at the matter agree that China today simply does not have the military capability to challenge the United States in the Pacific, though its modernization program has increased its ability to engage the United States close to Chinese shores. And the U.S. military is still, for all its troubles in Iraq and Afghanistan, the most capable fighting force on the planet.  "China's Armed Forces Are the Biggest in the World." Yes,but it depends on how you count. The PLA has the most people on its payroll -- 2.2 million active personnel (though between 1985 and 2005, it shrank by 1.7 million soldiers and is still shrinking today). That's still far more than the 1.4 million active service members in the U.S. military. Then again, the United States also has more than 700,000 civilian Defense Department employees and significant uncounted numbers of contractors. (In Iraq and Afghanistan, there are roughly equal numbers of contractors and uniformed personnel -- about 250,000 contractors to 180,000 soldiers.) But in China, uniformed PLA soldiers carry out many of the same duties that contractors perform for the U.S. military. Arguably, the more significant figure for comparison is defense spending. Here the PLA lags far behind the Pentagon. In 2009, the U.S. military spent $738 billion on defense and homeland security. Estimates for China's annual military budget vary considerably, ranging from $69.5 billion to $150 billion, but it's clear that U.S. military spending is still several times higher than China's, the world's second highest. And the PLA's global range is much more limited. As of last June, the United States had 285,773 active-duty personnel deployed around the world. But China operates no overseas bases and has only a handful of PLA personnel stationed abroad in embassies, on fellowships, and in U.N. peacekeeping operations. "The PLA Is Slow, Conservative, and Backward." Not anymore. Although it is still no match for the mighty U.S. military, the PLA has come a long way since Mao's ragtag army defeated the Nationalists in 1949. Over the last two decades in particular, China has improved the quality, technical capabilities, and effectiveness of its enlistees and officers, even as it has shrunk the total number of military personnel. No longer are PLA soldiers rudimentarily equipped with second-rate Soviet technology, such as the outmoded Soviet T-55 tanks from the 1950s and 1960s that they used to have and that Iraqis fielded during the Gulf War. Although not every PLA unit has cutting-edge equipment, Chinese forces are continually integrating new weapons, doctrine, training, and command-and-control systems. China's military today is, if not a near rival to that of the United States, at least a "fast-learning organization," in the view of many close foreign observers. It is deploying weapons that neutralize key U.S. advantages, such as ballistic missiles and supersonic sea-skimming missiles that can target U.S. aircraft carriers in the region; an enlarged submarine fleet; homegrown satellite reconnaissance and communications capabilities; and recently, the demonstrated capability to eliminate satellites and intercept ballistic missiles.
Chinese forces modernizing 

Bolkcom, Kan & Woolf, 06 – a report for Congress (Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, Christopher Bolkom, Shirley A. Kan, Amy F. Woolf “U.S. Conventional Forces and Nuclear Deterrence: A china case study” 8/11, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RL33607.pdf) Pg. 14

Nuclear Forces. China has deployed a relatively small number of nuclear warheads on operational delivery systems. The Department of Defense reports that China has deployed approximately 20 silo-based, liquid-fuel CSS-4 intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) for its “primary nuclear deterrent” and about 20-24 liquidfuel, shorter-range CSS-3 ICBMs for its “regional nuclear deterrent.” China also deployed 14-18 CSS-2 intermediate-range ballistic missiles and 19-50 CSS-5 medium-range ballistic missiles.34 The PLA also has 10-14 JL-1 submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), but the operational status of the single Xia-class ballistic missile submarine has been questionable. China is developing new rail- or roadmobile DF-31 and DF-31A ICBMs and JL-2 SLBMs (12 on each new Type 094 ballistic missile submarine) for greater survivability.35 As for the evolution of the nuclear force, the Director of Central Intelligence estimated in 2002 that the PRC’s strategic nuclear force could grow by 2015 to about 75 to 100 warheads deployed primarily against the United States.36 Still, U.S. government estimates have changed, and China could deploy significant new capabilities, such as multiple warheads. Also, some experts have charged U.S. intelligence with over-estimating dramatic improvements, as the modernization of China’s missile force has been slower than predicted for about 15 years.37

***iran aggression da***

1nc – afghanistan 

US military presence in Afghanistan key to containing Iran

Gasiorowski, 2007, a professor of political science and director of the International Studies Program at Louisiana State University.

[Mark Gasiorowski, “THE NEW AGGRESSIVENESS IN IRAN’S FOREIGN POLICY” MESA ROUNDTABLE April 2007, http://www.mepc.org/journal_vol14/92Gasiorowski.pdf]

Finally, Iran’s foreign policy is constrained by the limited capabilities of its armed forces. Although Iran has relatively large ground forces, its armored units, air force and navy are weak and antiquated, giving it little ability to carry out conventional military operations beyond its borders. Formidable mountains and deserts protect its borders, and its major cities are well inland, so Iran cannot easily be conquered. However, its oil industry is very vulnerable. And while the recent wars in Afghanistan and Iraq have eliminated two of Iran’s main enemies and left U.S. ground forces deeply bogged down, they also have left Iran almost completely encircled by U.S. air and naval forces, which remain extremely powerful. Iran’s air-defense capabilities are limited, so U.S. warplanes and missiles can strike almost any target inside Iran easily and repeatedly. Israel can carry out limited air strikes inside Iran as well. Moreover, financial limitations and a Western arms embargo will prevent Iran from improving its conventional military capabilities substantially in the foreseeable future. These various limitations mean that Iran does not pose much of a conventional military threat to its neighbors as long as a significant U.S. military presence remains in the region. This very much constrains Iran’s ability to expand its regional influence.
Increased Iranian aggression causes Middle East war.

Zuckerman, 09 – Editor in Chief of U.S. News and World Report, columnistfor the New York Daily News and a member of the JPMorgan’s National Advisory Board, the Council on Foreign Relations, the Washington Institute for Near East Policy and the International Institute for Strategic Studies. [Mortimer B. Zuckerman, 5/11/2009, “Israel, Arabs Have a Common Enemy in a Nuclear Iran” U.S. News Politics & Policy pg. http://politics.usnews.com/opinion/mzuckerman/articles/2009/05/11/israel-arabs-have-a-common-enemy-in-a-nuclear-iran.html]

A tectonic shift has occurred in the Middle East, highlighting both a threat and a historic opportunity. The threat, newly revealed in its extent and cunning, is Iranian subversion. The opportunity is the chance to make progress on some of the region's fundamental problems now that, for the first time in a century, Arabs and Jews alike fully appreciate the menace in Iran's hegemonic ambitions to dominate the Muslim world. They share with the West the conviction that Iran must not be allowed to develop nuclear weapons. Iran is no longer just an existential threat to Israel. It threatens the regimes in Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and the Persian Gulf emirates and has infiltrated other Islamic states. Shiite Tehran has transcended sectarian and ideological differences to create an aggressive coalition. It includes various Sunni movements, such as Hamas and other far-left groups, all operational proxies for Iran's efforts to destabilize the Middle East and promote Iranian interests and terrorist bases.

That goes global and nuclear.

John Steinbach, March 2002. Nuclear specialist at the Center for Research on Globalization. “Israeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: a Threat to Peace,” http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2002/03/00_steinbach_israeli-wmd.htm.

Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum (and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major (if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon - for whatever reason - the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration." 

links – afghanistan 

Withdrawal from the Middle East spurs Iranian aggression to fill the power vacuum
Kagan, 10 – senior fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and adjunct professor of history at Georgetown University [Robert Kagan, 2010 “End of Dreams, Return of History”, Hoover Institution Stanford University pg. http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/6136]

The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn ’t change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn ’t changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to “normal” or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again.

Withdrawal causes Iranian aggression and increases Central Asian instability

Javed 10 – reporter for the Pakistan Spectator (Mashaal, 5/9. “US Withdrawal and Its Implications.” http://www.pakspectator.com/us-withdrawal-and-its-implications/)

The withdrawal will have its implications on Pakistan too and as such, it must prepare itself to confront all challenges emerging out of the event and exert its weight in stabilizing the situation in Afghanistan. This will be all the more difficult as other countries like India and Iran will ,also be vying to get some stakes in Afghanistan upon withdrawal of foreign forces from there. Some of the scenarios that might develop out of the situation then would be discussed hereafter in this article. The Northern Alliance would continue to be supported by Russia, India and Iran in the post withdrawal Afghanistan. The Pashtuns who ruled Afghanistan for over 200 years, having been denied their due right in the Afghan polity under US occupation, would resist the dominance of the Northern Alliance with the tacit support of its war time friends for Kabul that may result in further blood shed. Pakistan may again face the burden of the refugees and a destabilized Afghanistan yet again which would be detrimental to its overall security. Since there exists a lot of disparity within the Afghan society, the afghan strife will continue that may lead to formation of fresh alliances between the various Afghan factions to develop some equilibrium which resultantly prolong instability in Afghanistan. The interim period would be exploited by India to cement its foot hold in Afghan affairs much to the detriment of Pakistan’s interests.

Withdrawal causes challengers to test Washington’s resolve globally

Weinstein 04 – Professor of Political Science at Purdue University (Michael, 11/12. Power and Interest News Report. http://www.pinr.com/report.php?ac=view_printable&report_id=235&language_id=1)

The persistence of insurgencies in Afghanistan and Iraq, which has hampered rebuilding efforts in both countries and blocked their emergence as credible democracies, diverts U.S. resources and attention from other interests and -- as long as progress is slow or nonexistent -- sends the message that Washington remains vulnerable. The recent election of Hamid Karzai to Afghanistan's presidency has not changed that country's political situation; power outside Kabul remains in the hands of warlords, the drug trade remains the major support of the country's economy, and the Taliban insurgency continues. In Iraq, Washington counts on elections in January 2005 for a constitutional assembly to provide legitimacy for the state-building process, but at present that goal seems unlikely to be achieved. Washington for the foreseeable future will be tied down managing the consequences of its earlier interventions. If Washington decides to retreat -- more likely from Iraq than from Afghanistan -- its loss of power will be confirmed, encouraging other powers to test its resolve elsewhere. Only in the unlikely case that Washington manages to stabilize Afghanistan and Iraq in the short term will other powers think twice about probing U.S. vulnerabilities. In South America, Brazil will attempt to secure a foothold for the Mercosur customs union and beat back Washington's efforts to extend the N.A.F.T.A. formula south. In East Asia, China will push for regional hegemony and is likely to put pressure on Taiwan and to try to draw Southeast Asian states into its sphere of influence. Beijing can also be expected to drag its feet on North Korean denuclearization and to continue to oppose sanctions on Iran over its nuclear program. Russia will attempt to increase its influence over the states on its periphery that were formerly Soviet republics. Moscow will try to strengthen ties in Central Asia, the Transcaucasus and Eastern Europe (Belarus and Ukraine), and to fend off Washington's inroads into those areas. The European Union, with the Franco-German combine at its heart, will continue its moves to assimilate its Eastern European members and extend its sphere of influence to the entire Mediterranean basin through trade agreements. In each of these regions, Washington will face tests leading to the possibility of an overload of challenges and a decreased likelihood that any one of them will be handled with sufficient attention and resources. Within the general scenario, Islamic revolution remains a disturbing factor. If there is another major attack within the United States, Washington's security policy will fall into disarray and the population will suffer a traumatic loss of confidence that will adversely affect the economy and will open the possibility of a legitimation crisis or a burst of ultra-nationalism. Even if there is not another event like the September 11 attacks, homeland security and the international adjustments that are necessary to serve it will divert attention and resources from other challenges. The geostrategic constraints on Washington are exacerbated by the financial limits posed by the budget deficit and the possibilities of a precipitous decline in the dollar and rising raw materials prices. How much the United States will be able to spend to protect the interests perceived by its leaders remains an open question. It is widely acknowledged that post-war nation building has been underfunded in Afghanistan and Iraq, and that major increases in expenditures are unlikely. Most generally, Washington is faced with the choice of rebuilding U.S. power or slowly retreating to an undisputed regional power base in North America. It is not clear that the Bush administration will have the resolve or the resources to rebuild its military and intelligence apparatus, and restore its alliance structure. During the first term of George W. Bush, Washington was the initiator in world affairs, attempting to carry through a unilateralist program that, if successful, would have made the United States a permanent superpower protecting globalized capitalism to its advantage. In Bush's second term, Washington will primarily be a responder, because it is mired in the failures of the unilateralist thrust. The image of decisive military superiority has been replaced by a sense of U.S. limitations, and massive budget surpluses have given way to the prospect of continued large deficits. Reinforcing Factors from the Election As the Bush administration attempts to deal with persisting problems resulting in great part from actions taken during the President's first term, it will face difficulties that follow from the need to satisfy the constituencies that made for the Republican victory. The election confirmed that the American public does not share a consensus on foreign policy and, indeed, is polarized. It is also polarized on economic and social issues, along similar axes, creating a situation in which any new policies proposed by the administration are likely to be met with domestic opposition and at the very least partial support. Besides being a drag on foreign policy initiatives, polarization also affects Washington's international posture by the attention and commitment that the administration will have to give to the domestic battles that it will fight in congress in order to push a legislative agenda that will satisfy its constituencies. During his campaign and in his post-election press conference, Bush committed his administration to ambitious policy initiatives to take steps in the direction of privatizing Social Security and to reform the tax code radically. Both of those plans, along with tort reform and extension of tax cuts, will generate fierce conflicts in congress and quickly exhaust the President's "political capital" available to win support on other issues. The vision of an "ownership society," in which government regulations and entitlements are dismantled or scaled back, is the domestic equivalent of neo-conservative foreign policy; it is a utopian view with little chance of success. If the administration seriously pursues its plans, it will be preoccupied domestically and, consequently, will devote less attention to world affairs. Focus on domestic politics will be increased by the need to satisfy social conservative constituencies by appointing judges favorable to their positions on "moral values." Here again, there will be strong opposition if appointments are perceived by Democrats and moderate Republicans as too ideologically favorable to the religious right. Protracted battles over judgeships -- whether successful or not -- would further diminish Bush's political capital for foreign policy initiatives by heating up partisanship. It is possible that the administration will not pursue its agenda aggressively and will seek compromises, but that is not likely because of pressures within the Republican Party. The same constituencies that voted in Bush elected a Republican congress, and its members face reelection contests and the consequent need to satisfy their bases. Since Bush cannot serve a third term, Republican officeholders can no longer depend on his popularity to help carry them to victory. They also do not have a unifying leader with a political strategy to coordinate diverse constituencies. The combination of the lame-duck effect and the strategy void will drive Republicans to depend on their particular constituencies and press their claims assertively. The administration will be under pressure to push its domestic agenda vigorously at the same time that the various Republican factions fight for control of the party and Democrats move to exploit any weaknesses that appear. It is likely that Republican loyalty to Bush will be strained, further decreasing the administration's latitude and forcing it to bargain for support. The Republican majority is less solid than it might seem on the surface and includes factions that are at odds with administration foreign policy. Conclusion Persistent and emerging political conditions all point in the direction of drift and reactivity in U.S. foreign and security policy -- the election has intensified tendencies that were already present. There is little chance that a new security doctrine will be created in the short term and that a coherent political strategy will influence Republican politics. Lack of public consensus will inhibit foreign policy initiatives, whether unilateralist or multilateralist. Washington's operative foreign policy is likely to be damage control. As Washington drifts, the rest of the world will test it, probing for weaknesses. Under steady pressure from many sides, the Bush administration will be drawn toward retrenchment, retreat and eventually retraction in international affairs. The scenario of American empire has faded into memory and the prospect that the U.S. will eventually become a dominant regional power with some global reach becomes more probable.
links – afghanistan – signals weakness

Withdrawal shows weak U.S. – triggers terrorism

The Pakistani Spectator 2010- [“US Withdrawal and Its Implications”, 5/9, http://www.pakspectator.com/us-withdrawal-and-its-implications/]
The withdrawal though, may portray America as weak but it has no choice since prolonging the stay any more would still tantamount to weakness any way. The withdrawal of the foreign forces may not be wholesome but in parts over five to six years. Still, one might see presence of a few thousands of them at the end, typically on the lines of Iraqi, withdrawal. However, in the time leading up to the phased withdrawal, there are more fervent public voices calling for immediate withdrawal of their respective forces from Afghanistan. Amongst the rising tide of like minded people in favour of withdrawal, there are some lonely voices too that are heard on and off calling for continuation of deployment of Western forces in Afghanistan. This segment of the society is skeptical of post withdrawal scenario in Afghanistan. The apprehensions on the withdrawal are many. The most important geopolitical repercussion of the withdrawal being cited would be the perception that America stands defeated in the long drawn Afghan war. The others include the perception that the withdrawal will lead to the Taliban returning to power in Afghanistan, the Taliban allowing al-Qaeda renewed access to the country, and al-Qaeda making use of Afghanistan to successfully attack the West again.
Afghan Withdrawal emboldens enemies

Boot 09- Senior Fellow at Council of Foreign Relations [Max, “Pro & Con: Is Obama’s troop surge the right policy in Afghanistan?”, 12/7, http://www.ajc.com/opinion/pro-s-troop-surge-230980.html]

The most problematic part of Obama’s policy is his pledge to begin a withdrawal in July 2011. Getting 30,000 troops into Afghanistan is a difficult logistical challenge. It will be a major achievement if all of them are in place by July 2010. That will give them only a year to reverse many years of Taliban gains before their own numbers start to dwindle. That may or may not be sufficient. The “surge” in Iraq had a big impact within a year, but the United States had made a much bigger commitment to Iraq pre-surge than it has in Afghanistan. The good part of the deadline is that it presumably means we will be spared another agonizing White House review for at least another year. That’s no small thing, given that Obama first unveiled an Afghan strategy on March 27, and less than six months later launched another drawn-out reappraisal. The worrisome part of the deadline is that it may signal a lack of resolve that emboldens our enemies. But for all the problems of the West Point address, the policy he announced is sound. It is essentially the strategy that Army Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal and his team of advisers developed this summer for a comprehensive counterinsurgency — yet another word Obama avoided, oddly enough. The president isn’t providing quite as many troops as McChrystal would like, but, counting allies’ contributions, there probably will be enough to secure key population centers. 

Exit Strategy kills Western Alliance- It destabilizes Afghanistan

The Pakistani Spectator 2010 [“US Withdrawal and Its Implications”, 5/9, http://www.pakspectator.com/us-withdrawal-and-its-implications/]
The exasperated American surge-and-exit strategy reflects the increased frustration of the western alliance resulting out of its failure in bringing stability to Afghanistan. The exit part of any military strategy surly materializes successfully however, the stability part post withdrawal or exit of the affected country always remained dicey and similarly in case of Afghanistan, the case would not be any different as the exit would not yield any long term stability. To add to the frustration, the Dutch government’s debacle over the issue of withdrawal of its forces from Afghanistan, indicate the mood of the western public over the issue. Also, the fact that no other country has come forward to-date to replace the Dutch forces in Afghanistan makes it evident that 

the withdrawal will be there soon.
Withdrawal emboldens enemies

Carter 10- National Security Correspondent [Sara A, “U.S. military growing concerned with Obama's Afghan policy”, 5/4, http://www.sfexaminer.com/world/U_S_-military-growing-concerned-with-Obama_s-Afghan-policy-92723004.html]
The Obama administration's plan to begin an Afghanistan withdrawal in 2011 is creating growing friction inside the U.S. military, from the halls of the Pentagon to front-line soldiers who see it as a losing strategy. Critics of the plan fear that if they speak out, they will be labeled "pariahs" unwilling to back the commander in chief, said one officer who didn't want to be named. But in private discussions, soldiers who are fighting in Afghanistan, or recently returned from there, questioned whether it is worth the sacrifice and risk for a war without a clear-cut strategy to win. Retired Army Reserve Maj. Gen. Timothy Haake, who served with the Special Forces, said, "If you're a commander of Taliban forces, you would use the withdrawal date to rally your troops, saying we may be suffering now but wait 15 months when we'll have less enemy to fight." Haake added, "It plays into ... our enemies' hands and what they think about us that Americans don't have the staying power, the stomach, that's required in this type of situation. It's just the wrong thing to do. No military commander would sanction, support or announce a withdrawal date while hostilities are occurring." A former top-ranking Defense Department official also saw the policy as misguided. "Setting a deadline to get out may have been politically expedient, but it is a military disaster," he said. "It's as bad as [former U.S. Secretary of State] Dean Acheson signaling the Communists that we wouldn't defend South Korea before the North Korean invasion." The former defense official said the Obama administration's policy can't work. "It is the kind of war that is best fought with a small number of elite troops, not tens of thousands trying to continually take villages, leave, then take them again," he added. NATO commander Gen. Stanley McChrystal's rules of engagement, which emphasize protecting civilian lives, even if that means putting troops at greater risk, are adding to the anxiety of troops in Afghanistan. That strategy is contradicted by a policy that sets an early withdrawal date, said some soldiers with combat experience in Afghanistan. "I think McChrystal's strategy is probably right, it is just not the strategy I want to fight under," said one officer who recently returned from a combat tour in the Helmand province of Afghanistan. A Pentagon spokesman declined comment on Afghan policy. President Obama announced his plan in December to begin withdrawing U.S. troops from Afghanistan by July 2011.

links – afghanistan – at: drawdown now

Withdrawal is not inevitable – current strategy hedges our bets, there’s no timeline now

Rubin 10 – Resident Scholar at AEI (Michael, 3/8. “The Afghanistan Withdrawal: Why Obama Was Wrong to Insist on a Deadline.” http://www.aei.org/article/101753)

It is true, as Schlesinger points out, that Obama did not set a date for the completion of the withdrawal, but he signaled its finite nature. And herein lays the problem. The reason Obama spoke of a deadline was not to pressure Afghanistan President Hamid Karzai but rather to assuage constituencies in the United States increasingly wary of open-ended U.S. involvement in the country. But in the Middle East and South Asia, perception matters far more than reality. Diplomatic affairs expert Omar Sharifi, speaking on Afghan television, declared, "Today the Afghans unfortunately lost the game and failed to get a long-term commitment from the international community." Likewise, Afghan political analyst Ahmad Sayedi observed, "When the USA sets a timeline of 18 months for troop withdraw, this by itself boosts the morale of the opponents and makes them less likely to take any step towards reconciliation." It is absolutely correct to say that Obama did not say that all--or even a significant fraction--of U.S. troops would withdraw in July 2011, but this is what was heard not only by U.S. allies and adversaries in Afghanistan but also by the governments and media in regional states such as Pakistan, Iran, and even Russia. Indeed, it appears Obama's advisors recognized their error and scrambled to clarify. Speaking on Meet the Press, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton declared, "We're not talking about an exit strategy or a drop-dead deadline." On December 3, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates said the withdrawal would "probably" take two to three years but that "there are no deadlines in terms of when our troops will all be out." He made an unannounced visit to Kabul to underline his message. Sayed Masud, a lecturer at Kabul University, spoke of how Obama's announcement "was a big mistake" that had weakened the morale of Afghan forces, which until then had been on the upswing.
at: afghanistan troops solve 

Afghan Troops aren’t ready to take over- Corruption is too prevalent 

Carter 10- National Security Correspondent [Sara A, “U.S. military growing concerned with Obama's Afghan policy”, 5/4, http://www.sfexaminer.com/world/U_S_-military-growing-concerned-with-Obama_s-Afghan-policy-92723004.html]
According to Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, the withdrawal date set by Obama is only the beginning of a drawdown, marking the time when U.S. and its foreign allies begin to turn over more security to Afghan security forces. Gates recently told members of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, "It will be the beginning of a process, an inflection point, if you will, of transition for Afghan forces as they begin to assume greater responsibility for security." However, a foreign military official currently training Afghan security forces in Afghanistan told the Washington Examiner that "Afghan forces are far from being capable of taking over security themselves, and it may take a lifetime to get them where they need to be because corruption is so prevalent in the system."
1nc – iraq

US presence in Iraq key to prevent Iranian hegemony – regional encirclement  

Gasiorowski, 2007, a professor of political science and director of the International Studies Program at Louisiana State University.

[Mark Gasiorowski, “THE NEW AGGRESSIVENESS IN IRAN’S FOREIGN POLICY” MESA ROUNDTABLE April 2007, http://www.mepc.org/journal_vol14/92Gasiorowski.pdf]

Finally, Iran’s foreign policy is constrained by the limited capabilities of its armed forces. Although Iran has relatively large ground forces, its armored units, air force and navy are weak and antiquated, giving it little ability to carry out conventional military operations beyond its borders. Formidable mountains and deserts protect its borders, and its major cities are well inland, so Iran cannot easily be conquered. However, its oil industry is very vulnerable. And while the recent wars in Afghanistan and Iraq have eliminated two of Iran’s main enemies and left U.S. ground forces deeply bogged down, they also have left Iran almost completely encircled by U.S. air and naval forces, which remain extremely powerful. Iran’s air-defense capabilities are limited, so U.S. warplanes and missiles can strike almost any target inside Iran easily and repeatedly. Israel can carry out limited air strikes inside Iran as well. Moreover, financial limitations and a Western arms embargo will prevent Iran from improving its conventional military capabilities substantially in the foreseeable future. These various limitations mean that Iran does not pose much of a conventional military threat to its neighbors as long as a significant U.S. military presence remains in the region. This very much constrains Iran’s ability to expand its regional influence.
A hegemonic and strong Iran would create a global oil shock, an increase in terrorism, and a Middle East ethnic civil war – turns the case

Holmes 07 [Kim, Jan 31st, Decision Time on Iran, Vice president of Foreign Defense Policy Studies and Director of Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies at the Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Press/Commentary/ed013107a.cfm]

In the meantime, the Iranian threat is real and growing.  If Iran succeeds in forcing a premature withdrawal of U.S. troops from Iraq, the current government in Baghdad would surely fall, leading to even greater chaos and bloodshed. Iran would gain greater influence, if not outright dominance, of at least the Shiite southern region of Iraq.

An emboldened Iran also would jeopardize world access to Gulf oil and assure an even broader export of terrorism across the Middle East. Meanwhile, a likely intra-Islamic civil war would engulf the region and perhaps other parts of the Muslim world. The Saudis and other Sunni Arabs already are growing nervous over Iranian assertiveness.
Terrorism triggers nuclear war with Russia and China

Ayson 10 – Professor of Strategic Studies and Director of the Centre for Strategic Studies: New Zealand at the Victoria University of Wellington (Robert, July. “After a Terrorist Nuclear Attack: Envisaging Catalytic Effects.” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism, Vol. 33, Issue 7. InformaWorld.)

Washington’s early response to a terrorist nuclear attack on its own soil might also raise the possibility of an unwanted (and nuclear aided) confrontation with Russia and/or China. For example, in the noise and confusion during the immediate aftermath of the terrorist nuclear attack, the U.S. president might be expected to place the country’s armed forces, including its nuclear arsenal, on a higher stage of alert. In such a tense environment, when careful planning runs up against the friction of reality, it is just possible that Moscow and/or China might mistakenly read this as a sign of U.S. intentions to use force (and possibly nuclear force) against them. In that situation, the temptations to preempt such actions might grow, although it must be admitted that any preemption would probably still meet with a devastating response. As part of its initial response to the act of nuclear terrorism (as discussed earlier) Washington might decide to order a significant conventional (or nuclear) retaliatory or disarming attack against the leadership of the terrorist group and/or states seen to support that group. Depending on the identity and especially the location of these targets, Russia and/or China might interpret such action as being far too close for their comfort, and potentially as an infringement on their spheres of influence and even on their sovereignty. One far-fetched but perhaps not impossible scenario might stem from a judgment in Washington that some of the main aiders and abetters of the terrorist action resided somewhere such as Chechnya, perhaps in connection with what Allison claims is the “Chechen insurgents’ … long-standing interest in all things nuclear.”42 American pressure on that part of the world would almost certainly raise alarms in Moscow that might require a degree of advanced consultation from Washington that the latter found itself unable or unwilling to provide. There is also the question of how other nuclear-armed states respond to the act of nuclear terrorism on another member of that special club. It could reasonably be expected that following a nuclear terrorist attack on the United States, both Russia and China would extend immediate sympathy and support to Washington and would work alongside the United States in the Security Council. But there is just a chance, albeit a slim one, where the support of Russia and/or China is less automatic in some cases than in others. For example, what would happen if the United States wished to discuss its right to retaliate against groups based in their territory? If, for some reason, Washington found the responses of Russia and China deeply underwhelming, (neither “for us or against us”) might it also suspect that they secretly were in cahoots with the group, increasing (again perhaps ever so slightly) the chances of a major exchange. If the terrorist group had some connections to groups in Russia and China, or existed in areas of the world over which Russia and China held sway, and if Washington felt that Moscow or Beijing were placing a curiously modest level of pressure on them, what conclusions might it then draw about their culpability?

Oil shocks risk extinction

Roberts 04 (Paul, Regular Contributor to Harpers and NYT Magazine, “The End of Oil: On The Edge of a Perilous New World”, p. 93-94)


The obsessive focus on oil is hardly surprising, given the stakes. In the fast-moving world of oil politics, oil is not simply a source of world power, but a medium for that power as well, a substance whose huge importance enmeshes companies, communities, and entire nations in a taut global web that is sensitive to the smallest of vibrations. A single oil "event" — a pipeline explosion in Iraq, political unrest in Venezuela, a bellicose exchange between the Russian and Saudi oil ministers — sends shockwaves through the world energy order, pushes prices up or down, and sets off tectonic shifts in global wealth and power. Each day that the Saudi-Russian spat kept oil supplies high and prices low, the big oil exporters were losing hundreds of millions of dollars and, perhaps, moving closer to financial and political disaster — while the big consuming nations enjoyed what amounted to a massive tax break. Yet in the volatile world of oil, the tide could quickly turn. A few months later, as anxieties over a second Iraq war drove prices up to forty dollars, the oil tide abruptly changed directions, transferring tens of billions of dollars from the economies of the United States, Japan, and Europe to the national banks in Riyadh, Caracas, Kuwait City, and Baghdad, and threatening to strangle whatever was left of the global economic recovery. So embedded has oil become in today's political and economic spheres that the big industrial governments now watch the oil markets as closely as they once watched the spread of communism — and with good reason: six of the last seven global recessions have been preceded by spikes in the price of oil, and fear is growing among economists and policymakers that, in today's growth-dependent, energy-intensive global economy, oil price volatility itself may eventually pose more risk to prosperity and stability and simple survival than terrorism or even war.

links – iraq
Troop presence in the region key to deter Iran – history proves.

Pollack, 2010, former CIA intelligence analyst and expert on Middle East politics and military affairs
[Kenneth M. Pollack, May 2010, Carnegie Corporation of New York, “Deterring a Nuclear Iran: The Devil in the Details”  http://www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/Iran_Working_Paper_Pollack.pdf]

In previous American containment regimes—particularly against the USSR, Iraq, and North Korea—the deployment of American military forces on the borders of those countries was critical to deterrence. There is a rationale for doing the same toward a nuclear Iran. Deployed U.S. conventional forces could deter some conventional aggression by the target country and serve as an unmistakable guarantor of U.S. red lines. A country that might convince itself that the United States would not employ nuclear weapons in response to its occupation of a third country’s land has to make a very different calculation if U.S. soldiers are likely to be killed in the process. Moreover, scholarly work on extended deterrence has consistently found that would-be aggressors tend to only pay attention to the local balance of forces, discounting or ignoring the global balance. As when Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait, aggressors may recognize that the United States could ultimately defeat them, but may assume that if they can grab their prize quickly before the United States is ready, Washington will not summon the will to roll back a fait accompli (or will be blocked by other forces from doing so). Thus, preventing aggression against a third country in the first place (the definition of extended deterrence) is best served by a strong local military presence so that the would-be aggressor never believes that it can get create such a fait accompli. This, too, argues for strong American conventional forces deployed along Iran’s borders.

Iraq troop drawdown shows weakness – triggers Iranian aggression

Rubin 2009 - Scholar at AEI [Michael, 7/2. “The Troop Drawdown Could Be Costly for Iraq”, http://netwmd.com/blog/2009/07/02/4258] if the date is before this year (2009 or earlier), only put the year next to the author, then include the month/day in the parenthetical part of the cite. 

Today is a milestone in Iraq. Under the terms of the Strategic Framework Agreement, U.S. troops will withdraw from Iraqi cities. In retrospect, however, June 30 will likely mark another milestone: the end of the surge and the relative peace it brought to Iraq. In the past week, bombings in Baghdad, Mosul and near Kirkuk have killed almost 200 people. The worst is yet to come. While the Strategic Framework Agreement was negotiated in the twilight of the Bush administration, President Barack Obama shaped the final deal. He campaigned on a time line to withdraw combat troops from Iraq, and his words impacted the negotiation. Iraq has shown us time and again that military strength is the key to influence in other matters. Just look at the behavior of Grand Ayatollah Ali Sistani, Iraq’s most influential Shiite cleric. Under Saddam, Mr. Sistani was an independent religious mind, but he was hardly a bold voice. Like so many other Iraqis, he stayed alive by remaining silent. Only after Saddam’s fall did he speak up. Though he is today a world-famous figure, the New York Times made its first mention of the ayatollah on April 4, 2003, five days before the fall of Baghdad. Mr. Sistani is as much of a threat to Iran as he was to Saddam. In November 2003, he contradicted Iranian Supreme Leader Ali Khamenei when asked what night the holy month of Ramadan would end, a determination made by sighting the moon. Mr. Sistani said Tuesday, Mr. Khamenei said Wednesday. To the West, this might be trivial, but it sent shock waves through Iran. How could the supreme leader claim ultimate political and religious authority over not only the Islamic Republic but all Shiites and be contradicted? Perhaps this is why Iran bolstered its support for militias. When I visited Najaf in January 2004, I saw dark-clad militiamen on the streets outside Mr. Sistani’s house. Mr. Sistani quieted until the following year, when U.S. forces retook the city. Militias are not simply reactions to sectarian violence, nor are they spontaneous creations. They are tools used by political leaders to impose through force what is not in hearts and minds. Because of both ham-fisted postwar reconstruction and neighboring state interference, militia and insurgent violence soared from 2004 through 2006. The fight became as much psychological as military. Iranian and insurgent media declared the United States to be a paper tiger lacking staying power. The Baker-Hamilton Commission report underscored such perceptions. Al-Jazeera broadcast congressional lamentations of defeat throughout the region. Iranian intelligence told Iraqi officials that they might like the Americans better, but Iran would always be their neighbor and they best make an accommodation. Al Qaeda sounded similar themes in al-Anbar. Then came President Bush’s announcement that he would augment the U.S. presence. The surge was as much a psychological strategy as it was a military one. It proved our adversaries’ propaganda wrong. Violence dropped. Iraq received a new chance to emerge as a stable, secure democracy. By telegraphing a desire to leave, Mr. Obama reverses the dynamic. In effect, his strategy is an anti-surge. Troop numbers are not the issue. It is the projection of weakness. Not only Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki but Iraqi President Jalal Talabani and Kurdish leader Massoud Barzani have also reached out to the Islamic Republic in recent weeks. In Cairo, Mr. Obama said the U.S. had no permanent designs on Iraq and declared, “We will support a secure and united Iraq as a partner, and never as a patron.” Indeed. But until the Iraqi government is strong enough to monopolize independently the use of force, a vacuum will exist and the most violent factions will fill it. Power and prestige matter. Withdrawal from Iraq’s cities is good politics in Washington, but when premature and done under fire it may very well condemn Iraqis to repeat their past. 
U.S. military strength vital to deter Iranian aggression – and regional balance of forces matters

Rubin, 2008, resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute

[Michael Rubin, “Can a Nuclear Iran Be Contained or Deterred?” American Enterprise Institute, November 2008, http://www.aei.org/outlook/28896]

In order to contain a nuclear Iran, the United States and its allies in the region will need to enhance their military capability to counter the likelihood of successful Iranian conventional action. Iran's other neighbors cannot bring much to the containment table. Azerbaijan and Turkmenistan's militaries are negligible. The Russian invasion of Georgia has eliminated the possibility of assistance from Tblisi. Uzbekistan and Armenia are, in practice, hostile to U.S. strategic concerns. Turkey, with its 514,000 troops, nearly four hundred fighter aircraft, and 4,400 tanks, is in theory a NATO ally and, as such, interoperable with the U.S. military. It could bring significant resources to the table, but it is an unreliable ally unlikely to participate in any serious containment; nor will Iraq or Afghanistan who, for years to come, will be more concerned with ensuring internal stability than participating in regional containment. Indeed, with the exception of Turkey, every other Iranian neighbor remains vulnerable to Iranian political or infrastructure sabotage, as incidents such as the Khobar Towers bombing and the 1995-96 Bahraini riots demonstrate.[43] A Kuwaiti parliamentarian has even accused the IRGC of infiltrating Kuwait.[44]
Troops in the region key to deter Iran

Eisenstadt,  2004, senior fellow and director of The Washington Institute's Military and Security Studies Program and specialist in Persian Gulf and Arab-Israeli  security affairs
[Michael Eisenstadt, “Deter and Contain: Dealing with a Nuclear Iran” Nonproliferation Policy Education Center March 4, http://www.npolicy.org/files/2004-03-04Eisenstadt.pdf]

These efforts should, whenever possible, leverage assets and weapons currently in the inventories of these countries to avoid the appearance that the U.S. is stoking a regional arms race, avert tensions among GCC states (fearing that such capabilities will more likely be used against their fellow GCC members, rather than Iran), and avoid provoking Iran. Emphasis should be put on qualitative, over quantitative enhancements, and the creation of small, highly capable units that will constitute the mainstay of regional efforts to deter a nuclear Iran. (Most of the smaller countries in the region simply lack the manpower to create large, highly capable forces anyhow. This approach is appropriate to both their resources and needs.)

Withdrawal from Iraq triggers Iranian aggression

Blankley 2010- Executive Vice President of Edelman Public Relations [Tom, Obama's Weak Diplomacy: A World Up for Grabs, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2010/06/23/obamas_weak_diplomacy_a_world_up_for_grabs.html]

Is it possible for an American president to carry out accidentally an isolationist foreign policy? That odd question crossed my mind last week as I talked with various foreign-policy experts about the Middle East, Russia and Afghanistan. There can be no doubt that by his words and his travels, President Obama intends to be anything but an isolationist president. He proudly called himself a citizen of the world while in Berlin during the campaign. He has gone out of his way to travel the world, speak to the world and reach out for the favorable judgment of all the peoples of the world. And yet, wherever one looks, one sees American influence visibly and voluntarily shrinking. Consider three world hot spots: The Middle East, Russia and its near abroad, and Afghanistan and Pakistan. In the Middle East -- whether you talk to Jew, Arab, Turk or Kurd, to Sunni or Shia -- the de-Americanization of Middle East policy increasingly is the emerging factor to be reckoned with. The uncertainty of the American trumpet, the indecisiveness of the American hand and the modesty of the American goals are freeing the strong and forcing theweak in the area to prepare to fend for themselves. American ineffectiveness (under both George W. Bush and Mr. Obama) in the face of Iran's nuclear quest drives nuclear acquisition plans throughout that unstable zone. We saw the effect of reduced American influence most recently in the matter of the flotilla to Gaza. With America playing "honest broker" instead of Israeli ally -- the net result was an absence of American deterrence to anti-Israeli instincts. Israel backed off, and her enemies notched a victory and are planning for future, more intrusive challenges to Israeli sovereignty. In the absence of a stern American presence, all the murderous forces indigenous to the region are being let loose. Our imminent departure from Iraq is another dangerous case in point. As Vice President Joseph R. Biden Jr. -- who is in charge of thewithdrawal -- reaffirmed recently, we will reduce troop levels to 50,000 even if no new Iraqi government takes shape: "It's going to be painful; there's going to be ups and down. But I do think the end result is going to be that we're going to be able to keep our commitment (to leave)." Speaking recently, however, at the U.S. Military Academy at West Point, Mr. Obama said that the U.S. commitment to Iraq endures and that as U.S. troops depart, "a strong American civilian presence will help Iraqis forge political and economic progress." Well, we can hope so. However, a senior Israeli military adviser last week described to me what Israel expects to see as the United States pulls most of its remaining troops out of Iraq. Iran will start to reassert her claim to oil-rich southern Iraq (populated mostly by Shia Iraqis) -- the cause of the Iraq-Iran war of the 1980s. Turkey will challenge -- with military force -- the Kurds in the north of Iraq to the oil-rich lands around Kirkuk while also using the opportunity to repress Kurdish moves toward a de facto independent Kurdistan in what is now parts of Iran, Iraq and Turkey. The Kurds have thrived since the U.S. invasion of Iraq as America's best friends in the area. With American withdrawal , the Kurds are likely once again to be brutally repressed -- this time by the Turks rather than Saddam Hussein. How much value Mr. Obama's "strong American civilian presence" will be to the Kurds as they face Turkish tanks and attack planes remains to be seen. Next, consider revanchist Russia's drive to re-dominate the lands of her old empire. I was at a Washington think-tank seminar last week on America's "reset" Russian policy. The scholar on the panel representing Russian interests was so glowing in his compliments for the new Obama policy that he couldn't avoid chuckling, and by the end of the discussion, it became something of a running joke that Mr. Obama's Russia policy (including withdrawing missile defense from Poland and the Czech Republic, restraint in Georgia, acquiescence to new Russian influence in the Ukraine, ambiguous nuclear disarmament agreements, etc.) fit Russia's desires to a T. Once again, it is the weakness or absence of strong American diplomacy that is the coming hallmark of developments in Russia and her border area. Most strikingly, this danger can be seen in Afghanistan and Pakistan. At the operational fighting level, increasing American irrelevance was vividly and heartbreakingly described by George F. Will in his superb column on Sunday, in which he described our Army's new rules of engagement, which are making our troops the laughingstock of the battlefield. No patriotic American can read George's description of those rules and not feel something between nausea and fury -- or both. At the strategic level, the story is the same. I had breakfast last week with a veteran military/diplomatic adviser whose counsel has been sought by a wide range of American officials from Richard M. Nixon to Colin L. Powell to senior Democrats in the Senate and administration. He was just back from a visit to Pakistan, where both the Pakistani army and the intelligence services are preparing for Americanwithdrawal . Whatever Mr. Obama meant by his firm commitment to start drawing down by July 2011, all players in the region are assuming America will not be a long-term player -- as I discussed regarding Afghanistan's President Hamid Karzai in this space last week. This newly modest American diplomatic/military stance in Central Asia (after our unprecedented big buildup after Sept. 11, 2001) is putting in motion increased assertiveness by all the traditional players (India, Pakistan, Russia, Iran, China) along with the increased confidence of the radical Islamists and drug merchants in the region. In April 2009 in Strasburg, France; London and Istanbul, Mr. Obama, in his triumphant tour of Europe, proclaimed that America could no longer carry the burden of world leadership alone. Others would have to join in. In the ensuing year, we have begun to see the effects of that vision in practice. The characteristic aspects of Mr. Obama's new foreign policy in action might fairly be described as: (1) a refusal to assert American will, which leads to (2) an American policy that is described but not implemented by force and, thus, (3) acquiescence to the assertion of will by other nations or forces. Though this may not be intentional isolationism, the result is turning out to be pretty much the same thing. Each of these impending disasters, among others, is on its own timeline -- but they all point to the same conclusion: a world no longer guided by a powerful, benign hand but rather a world that is the target of malignant grabbing hands and pounding fists. 

Withdrawal from the Middle East spurs Iranian aggression to fill the power vacuum
Kagan, 10 – senior fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and adjunct professor of history at Georgetown University [Robert Kagan, 2010 “End of Dreams, Return of History”, Hoover Institution Stanford University pg. http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/6136]

The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn ’t change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn ’t changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to “normal” or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again.

Withdrawal causes aggression – encourages rogues to test American resolve globally

Weinstein 04 – Professor of Political Science at Purdue University (Michael, 11/12. Power and Interest News Report. http://www.pinr.com/report.php?ac=view_printable&report_id=235&language_id=1)

The persistence of insurgencies in Afghanistan and Iraq, which has hampered rebuilding efforts in both countries and blocked their emergence as credible democracies, diverts U.S. resources and attention from other interests and -- as long as progress is slow or nonexistent -- sends the message that Washington remains vulnerable. The recent election of Hamid Karzai to Afghanistan's presidency has not changed that country's political situation; power outside Kabul remains in the hands of warlords, the drug trade remains the major support of the country's economy, and the Taliban insurgency continues. In Iraq, Washington counts on elections in January 2005 for a constitutional assembly to provide legitimacy for the state-building process, but at present that goal seems unlikely to be achieved. Washington for the foreseeable future will be tied down managing the consequences of its earlier interventions. If Washington decides to retreat -- more likely from Iraq than from Afghanistan -- its loss of power will be confirmed, encouraging other powers to test its resolve elsewhere. Only in the unlikely case that Washington manages to stabilize Afghanistan and Iraq in the short term will other powers think twice about probing U.S. vulnerabilities. In South America, Brazil will attempt to secure a foothold for the Mercosur customs union and beat back Washington's efforts to extend the N.A.F.T.A. formula south. In East Asia, China will push for regional hegemony and is likely to put pressure on Taiwan and to try to draw Southeast Asian states into its sphere of influence. Beijing can also be expected to drag its feet on North Korean denuclearization and to continue to oppose sanctions on Iran over its nuclear program. Russia will attempt to increase its influence over the states on its periphery that were formerly Soviet republics. Moscow will try to strengthen ties in Central Asia, the Transcaucasus and Eastern Europe (Belarus and Ukraine), and to fend off Washington's inroads into those areas. The European Union, with the Franco-German combine at its heart, will continue its moves to assimilate its Eastern European members and extend its sphere of influence to the entire Mediterranean basin through trade agreements. In each of these regions, Washington will face tests leading to the possibility of an overload of challenges and a decreased likelihood that any one of them will be handled with sufficient attention and resources. Within the general scenario, Islamic revolution remains a disturbing factor. If there is another major attack within the United States, Washington's security policy will fall into disarray and the population will suffer a traumatic loss of confidence that will adversely affect the economy and will open the possibility of a legitimation crisis or a burst of ultra-nationalism. Even if there is not another event like the September 11 attacks, homeland security and the international adjustments that are necessary to serve it will divert attention and resources from other challenges. The geostrategic constraints on Washington are exacerbated by the financial limits posed by the budget deficit and the possibilities of a precipitous decline in the dollar and rising raw materials prices. How much the United States will be able to spend to protect the interests perceived by its leaders remains an open question. It is widely acknowledged that post-war nation building has been underfunded in Afghanistan and Iraq, and that major increases in expenditures are unlikely. Most generally, Washington is faced with the choice of rebuilding U.S. power or slowly retreating to an undisputed regional power base in North America. It is not clear that the Bush administration will have the resolve or the resources to rebuild its military and intelligence apparatus, and restore its alliance structure. During the first term of George W. Bush, Washington was the initiator in world affairs, attempting to carry through a unilateralist program that, if successful, would have made the United States a permanent superpower protecting globalized capitalism to its advantage. In Bush's second term, Washington will primarily be a responder, because it is mired in the failures of the unilateralist thrust. The image of decisive military superiority has been replaced by a sense of U.S. limitations, and massive budget surpluses have given way to the prospect of continued large deficits. Reinforcing Factors from the Election As the Bush administration attempts to deal with persisting problems resulting in great part from actions taken during the President's first term, it will face difficulties that follow from the need to satisfy the constituencies that made for the Republican victory. The election confirmed that the American public does not share a consensus on foreign policy and, indeed, is polarized. It is also polarized on economic and social issues, along similar axes, creating a situation in which any new policies proposed by the administration are likely to be met with domestic opposition and at the very least partial support. Besides being a drag on foreign policy initiatives, polarization also affects Washington's international posture by the attention and commitment that the administration will have to give to the domestic battles that it will fight in congress in order to push a legislative agenda that will satisfy its constituencies. During his campaign and in his post-election press conference, Bush committed his administration to ambitious policy initiatives to take steps in the direction of privatizing Social Security and to reform the tax code radically. Both of those plans, along with tort reform and extension of tax cuts, will generate fierce conflicts in congress and quickly exhaust the President's "political capital" available to win support on other issues. The vision of an "ownership society," in which government regulations and entitlements are dismantled or scaled back, is the domestic equivalent of neo-conservative foreign policy; it is a utopian view with little chance of success. If the administration seriously pursues its plans, it will be preoccupied domestically and, consequently, will devote less attention to world affairs. Focus on domestic politics will be increased by the need to satisfy social conservative constituencies by appointing judges favorable to their positions on "moral values." Here again, there will be strong opposition if appointments are perceived by Democrats and moderate Republicans as too ideologically favorable to the religious right. Protracted battles over judgeships -- whether successful or not -- would further diminish Bush's political capital for foreign policy initiatives by heating up partisanship. It is possible that the administration will not pursue its agenda aggressively and will seek compromises, but that is not likely because of pressures within the Republican Party. The same constituencies that voted in Bush elected a Republican congress, and its members face reelection contests and the consequent need to satisfy their bases. Since Bush cannot serve a third term, Republican officeholders can no longer depend on his popularity to help carry them to victory. They also do not have a unifying leader with a political strategy to coordinate diverse constituencies. The combination of the lame-duck effect and the strategy void will drive Republicans to depend on their particular constituencies and press their claims assertively. The administration will be under pressure to push its domestic agenda vigorously at the same time that the various Republican factions fight for control of the party and Democrats move to exploit any weaknesses that appear. It is likely that Republican loyalty to Bush will be strained, further decreasing the administration's latitude and forcing it to bargain for support. The Republican majority is less solid than it might seem on the surface and includes factions that are at odds with administration foreign policy. Conclusion Persistent and emerging political conditions all point in the direction of drift and reactivity in U.S. foreign and security policy -- the election has intensified tendencies that were already present. There is little chance that a new security doctrine will be created in the short term and that a coherent political strategy will influence Republican politics. Lack of public consensus will inhibit foreign policy initiatives, whether unilateralist or multilateralist. Washington's operative foreign policy is likely to be damage control. As Washington drifts, the rest of the world will test it, probing for weaknesses. Under steady pressure from many sides, the Bush administration will be drawn toward retrenchment, retreat and eventually retraction in international affairs. The scenario of American empire has faded into memory and the prospect that the U.S. will eventually become a dominant regional power with some global reach becomes more probable.

Withdrawal emboldens adversaries and extremists

Tunc 08 – Professor of Political Science, Carleton University (Hakan, Fall. “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq.” Orbis, Vol. 52 No. 4, pp 657-669)

Last year, the editors of The Economist magazine asserted that ‘‘the most important question that now confronts American foreign-policymakers: beyond the question of whether it was right to invade Iraq, what are the likely consequences of getting out now?’’1 So far, attention has focused on the strategic and security consequences of a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq, including the possibilities of a decline of American influence in the Middle East, a wider regional war, and an increased terrorist threat as Al Qaeda fills the vacuum left by the Americans.2 For those who oppose a rapid U.S. withdrawal from Iraq, including members of the Bush administration, however, among the most feared consequences is damage to America’s reputation. According to this argument, a quick exit from Iraq would be a major blow to U.S. credibility. The forces of radical Islam would tout a U.S. pullout as a victory, declaring that the United States did not have the resolve to endure the battle. A U.S. withdrawal would thus encourage jihadists to foment unrest against other governments they oppose and against other U.S. interventions, such as in Afghanistan. President Bush has repeatedly noted that ‘‘Extremists of all strains would be emboldened by the knowledge that they forced America to retreat.’’3 A number of observers have driven the same point home.4 This article argues that the proponents of the reputational argument make a strong case against a premature and hasty withdrawal of U.S. forces from Iraq. The argument is forceful in the sense that it can invoke pronouncements by the radical Islamists themselves, which unmistakably call into question the United States’s resoluteness. These pronouncements point to America’s past withdrawals from theaters of war and declare Iraq to be the central front, raising the reputational stake of a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq considerably. The potency of the reputational argument regarding Iraq is also clear when compared to the formulations of similar arguments about U.S. reputation in the past, especially the Vietnam War. In contrast to the current struggle in Iraq, advocates of the reputational argument (‘‘credibility’’) as applied to Vietnam were unable to employ their adversaries’ rhetoric to substantiate their claim that a U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam would change the latter’s perception about America’s resolve. The importance of the reputational argument regarding U.S. policy towards Iraq should not be underestimated. Any discussion of a U.S. withdrawal which focuses solely on the strategic, humanitarian, and/or financial consequences of a continued U.S. presence in Iraq would be incomplete. What does ‘‘U.S. withdrawal’’ mean in the context of the Iraq War? I would argue that the term means abandoning America’s major combat role in Iraq and such a quick departure of U.S. troops from Iraq that the United States will not have achieved its core military objectives of pacification and stability in the country.

links – iraq – at: withdrawal now

Current plans for withdrawal are conditional and avoid the perception of weakness

Tunc 08 – Professor of Political Science, Carleton University (Hakan, Fall. “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq.” Orbis, Vol. 52 No. 4, pp 657-669)

Second, reputational concerns are likely to affect the way in which U.S. forces will be drawn down from Iraq.48 Certainly, the pace and scope of drawdown will depend on developments in the military and political fronts in Iraq. In case it becomes clear in the short term that Al Qaeda affiliates in Iraq are defeated resolutely and the insurgency is debilitated, one should expect a somewhat accelerated drawdown of U.S. forces.49 In the meantime, one should also expect that that such a drawdown will be incremental and spread over a long period, at least partly to avoid the appearance of a quick retreat.

In this regard, the end of 2011 as the ‘‘time horizon,’’ reportedly agreed upon between the Iraqi government and the Bush administration for the gradual withdrawal of U.S. troops, presents an opportunity to overcome concerns about U.S. reputation. This time horizon is long enough for a gradual drawdown of U.S. troops and, thus, will prevent the jihadists from propagating U.S. irresolution. Moreover, the U.S.-Iraqi agreement will almost certainly include the reservation that the date of departure and level of U.S. forces be amended based upon conditions on the ground.

In the final analysis, at least partly due to reputational concerns, the next U.S. president may find it difficult to opt for a rapid and dramatic reduction of combat troops, particularly in the short term. It is likely that he will pay special attention to the argument that a speedy withdrawal from Iraq would confirm jihadists’ proclamations that America is irresolute. By adopting a 2011 time horizon, the next president can solve the reputation problem and the political, military, and economic costs associated with an open-ended commitment of U.S. troops in Iraq.

1nc – turkey

U.S. bases in Turkey key to deter Iran

Barkey 03 – Professor of International Relations at Lehigh University, specialist in Turkish politics (Henri, “The United States and Turkey.” Allies in Need, pp 209-211.)

U.S. interests and objectives in Turkey have steadily expanded since 1990. The cold war’s straightjacket has given way to many new con​siderations. The primary U.S. foreign policy vision after the cold war was based on preventing regional disputes from threatening its own and its allies’ interests and on globally expanding market reforms and democratic principles and practices. With no serious Russian threat to European security, U.S. attention has shifted to mid-level powers such as Iran and Iraq with ambitions to acquire nonconventional weaponry and the means to deliver them. This policy vision lacks the simplicity of containment, but it has impacted Turkey significantly. Turkey’s proximity to many regions in flux or in conflict together with Ankara’s long-standing adherence to the NATO alliance helped Washington interpret this country’s geostrategic importance. Simply put, Turkey is important for the United States for four reaso​ns. First, it serves as a potential platform for the projection of U.S. power, as the 1991 Gulf War demonstrated. Saddam Hussein’s resilience in the aftermath of the war has made Ankara essential to staining the United Nations (UN) sanctions regime. From the Incirlik base in Turkey, U.S. and British airplanes routinely patrol the no-fly zone over northern Iraq in an effort to keep Saddam Hussein’s forces away from Kurdish-controlled parts of Iraq. It is difficult to see how the United States could have sustained its policy of sanctions, regime isolation, and protection of the Kurdish population without Turkey’s cooperation. Second, Turkey is also different and valuable because it is a NATO ally that takes security seriously. Its need for military modernization notwithstanding, Ankara has large numbers of troops under arms that are deployable, and it is committed to maintaining its spending on defense given its location in a ‘bad neighborhood.” Third, Turkey is a bulwark standing in the way of revisionist’ regimes like Iran intent on changing the regional landscape. Turkey’s strong links to the United States, NATO, and the West in general are in direct opposition to some of Iran’s regional preferences, if not designs. Hence, even in the event of cordial relations with Ankara, no Iranian government can ignore Turkey’s reaction in its regional calculations. The improving relations between Turkey and Israel throughout the 1990s have changed the strategic setting in the Middle East—although much exaggerated by Arab countries—which helped Washington per​ceive Ankara as a more balanced regional player. Finally, for Washington, Turkey represents an alternative and successful example for many countries in the Middle East and Central Asia. It is a model to be emulated as the only Muslim NATO member and EU candidate. In addition to its historical ties to the West, Turkey has had a vibrant, albeit flawed, democratic political system and in the 1980s embraced economic liberalization—well ahead of Latin America and, save for Israel, the only one in the Middle East. 

A hegemonic and strong Iran would create a global oil shock, an increase in terrorism, and a Middle East ethnic civil war – turns the case

Holmes 07 [Kim, Jan 31st, Decision Time on Iran, Vice president of Foreign Defense Policy Studies and Director of Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies at the Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Press/Commentary/ed013107a.cfm]

In the meantime, the Iranian threat is real and growing.  If Iran succeeds in forcing a premature withdrawal of U.S. troops from Iraq, the current government in Baghdad would surely fall, leading to even greater chaos and bloodshed. Iran would gain greater influence, if not outright dominance, of at least the Shiite southern region of Iraq.

An emboldened Iran also would jeopardize world access to Gulf oil and assure an even broader export of terrorism across the Middle East. Meanwhile, a likely intra-Islamic civil war would engulf the region and perhaps other parts of the Muslim world. The Saudis and other Sunni Arabs already are growing nervous over Iranian assertiveness.
Terrorism triggers nuclear war with Russia and China

Ayson 10 – Professor of Strategic Studies and Director of the Centre for Strategic Studies: New Zealand at the Victoria University of Wellington (Robert, July. “After a Terrorist Nuclear Attack: Envisaging Catalytic Effects.” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism, Vol. 33, Issue 7. InformaWorld.)

Washington’s early response to a terrorist nuclear attack on its own soil might also raise the possibility of an unwanted (and nuclear aided) confrontation with Russia and/or China. For example, in the noise and confusion during the immediate aftermath of the terrorist nuclear attack, the U.S. president might be expected to place the country’s armed forces, including its nuclear arsenal, on a higher stage of alert. In such a tense environment, when careful planning runs up against the friction of reality, it is just possible that Moscow and/or China might mistakenly read this as a sign of U.S. intentions to use force (and possibly nuclear force) against them. In that situation, the temptations to preempt such actions might grow, although it must be admitted that any preemption would probably still meet with a devastating response. As part of its initial response to the act of nuclear terrorism (as discussed earlier) Washington might decide to order a significant conventional (or nuclear) retaliatory or disarming attack against the leadership of the terrorist group and/or states seen to support that group. Depending on the identity and especially the location of these targets, Russia and/or China might interpret such action as being far too close for their comfort, and potentially as an infringement on their spheres of influence and even on their sovereignty. One far-fetched but perhaps not impossible scenario might stem from a judgment in Washington that some of the main aiders and abetters of the terrorist action resided somewhere such as Chechnya, perhaps in connection with what Allison claims is the “Chechen insurgents’ … long-standing interest in all things nuclear.”42 American pressure on that part of the world would almost certainly raise alarms in Moscow that might require a degree of advanced consultation from Washington that the latter found itself unable or unwilling to provide. There is also the question of how other nuclear-armed states respond to the act of nuclear terrorism on another member of that special club. It could reasonably be expected that following a nuclear terrorist attack on the United States, both Russia and China would extend immediate sympathy and support to Washington and would work alongside the United States in the Security Council. But there is just a chance, albeit a slim one, where the support of Russia and/or China is less automatic in some cases than in others. For example, what would happen if the United States wished to discuss its right to retaliate against groups based in their territory? If, for some reason, Washington found the responses of Russia and China deeply underwhelming, (neither “for us or against us”) might it also suspect that they secretly were in cahoots with the group, increasing (again perhaps ever so slightly) the chances of a major exchange. If the terrorist group had some connections to groups in Russia and China, or existed in areas of the world over which Russia and China held sway, and if Washington felt that Moscow or Beijing were placing a curiously modest level of pressure on them, what conclusions might it then draw about their culpability?

Oil shocks risk extinction

Roberts 04 (Paul, Regular Contributor to Harpers and NYT Magazine, “The End of Oil: On The Edge of a Perilous New World”, p. 93-94)


The obsessive focus on oil is hardly surprising, given the stakes. In the fast-moving world of oil politics, oil is not simply a source of world power, but a medium for that power as well, a substance whose huge importance enmeshes companies, communities, and entire nations in a taut global web that is sensitive to the smallest of vibrations. A single oil "event" — a pipeline explosion in Iraq, political unrest in Venezuela, a bellicose exchange between the Russian and Saudi oil ministers — sends shockwaves through the world energy order, pushes prices up or down, and sets off tectonic shifts in global wealth and power. Each day that the Saudi-Russian spat kept oil supplies high and prices low, the big oil exporters were losing hundreds of millions of dollars and, perhaps, moving closer to financial and political disaster — while the big consuming nations enjoyed what amounted to a massive tax break. Yet in the volatile world of oil, the tide could quickly turn. A few months later, as anxieties over a second Iraq war drove prices up to forty dollars, the oil tide abruptly changed directions, transferring tens of billions of dollars from the economies of the United States, Japan, and Europe to the national banks in Riyadh, Caracas, Kuwait City, and Baghdad, and threatening to strangle whatever was left of the global economic recovery. So embedded has oil become in today's political and economic spheres that the big industrial governments now watch the oil markets as closely as they once watched the spread of communism — and with good reason: six of the last seven global recessions have been preceded by spikes in the price of oil, and fear is growing among economists and policymakers that, in today's growth-dependent, energy-intensive global economy, oil price volatility itself may eventually pose more risk to prosperity and stability and simple survival than terrorism or even war.

links – turkey – incirlik 

U.S. bases in Turkey key to global projections of strength

Bagci and Kardas 03 – Professors, Middle East Technical University, Ankara (Hüseyin and Saban, 5/12. “Post-September 11 Impact: The Strategic Importance of Turkey Revisited.” Prepared for the CEPS/IISS European Security Forum. http://www.eusec.org/bagci.htm#ftnref112)

In developing this relationship, Turkey's special ties with the region again appeared to be an important asset for U.S. policy. Turkey had a lot to offer: Not only did Turkey have strong political, cultural and economic connections to the region, but it had also accumulated a significant intelligence capability in the region. Moreover, the large experience Turkey accumulated in fighting terrorism would be made available in expanding the global war on terrorism to this region.[43] As a result, after the locus of interest shifted to a possible operation against Afghanistan, and then to assuring the collaboration of the countries in Central Asia, Turkish analysts soon discovered that Turkey's geo-strategic importance was once again on the rise. It was thought that, thanks to its geography's allowing easy access to the region, and its strong ties with the countries there, Turkey could play a pivotal role in the conduct of U.S. military operations in Afghanistan, and reshaping the politics in Central Asia: "Turkey is situated in a critical geographic position on and around which continuous and multidimensional power struggles with a potential to affect balance of power at world scale take place. The arcs that could be used by world powers in all sort of conflicts pass through Turkey. Turkish territory, airspace and seas are not only a necessary element to any force projection in the regions stretching from Europe and Asia to the Middle East, Persian Gulf, and Africa, but also make it possible to control its neighborhood... All these features made Turkey a center that must be controlled and acquired by those aspiring to be world powers... In the new process, Turkey's importance has increased in American calculations. With a consistent policy, Turkey could capitalize on this to derive some practical benefits... Turkey has acquired a new opportunity to enhance its role in Central Asia."[44]
Troops in the region key to deter Iran 

Washington Times 08 [Washington Times, “Containing, Deterring Iran”, lexis] 

When he becomes president on Jan. 20, Barack Obama will face some difficult choices regarding Iran and its nuclear ambitions. Mr. Obama is simultaneously opposed to Iran's obtaining a nuclear weapon and opposed to military action that would prevent it. So, what happens if Americans wake up one morning to the news that Iran has tested a nuclear weapon? Once that happens, there would be few alternatives for countering a nuclear Iran other than a Cold War-style policy of containment and deterrence. During the Cold War, the reality of an American nuclear arsenal kept the Soviet Union at bay until the collapse of communism in the late 1980s. The stationing of U.S. military forces and equipment in Western Europe, Asia and elsewhere helped counter the Soviet Union's hegemonic ambitions. But American policymakers face tremendous uphill challenges to implementing such policies today. The United States lacks the force structure and bases necessary to implement a containment policy in the Middle East. Containing Iran requires the United States to either station sufficient forces in the region to stop Iran unilaterally, or to invest resources in helping Iran's neighbors build their own deterrence. "Put more crudely, this requires calculating under what conditions and with what equipment regional states could successfully wage war against Iran until U.S. forces could provide relief," notes American Enterprise Institute scholar Michael Rubin. "If the Pentagon has pre-positioned enough equipment and munitions in the region, this might take three or four days; if not, it could take longer." The United States has air bases in countries including Turkey, Kuwait, Bahrain, Afghanistan and Oman. But nearly all of these facilities have had severe constraints placed upon their use, and it is unclear what access the U.S. military would have to them in wartime. Turkish negotiators, for example, have demanded veto power over every U.S. mission flown from Incirlik Air Base. In Iraq, Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki demands that the United States evacuate according to a set timetable, raising questions about Washington's ability to use the Kirkuk and Ali air bases as part of containment operations. Because of domestic opposition to the U.S. military presence, Saudi Arabia only permits the United States to maintain a small combined air operations center for U.S. aircraft in the Persian Gulf. In the days after September 11, Oman initially refused to grant the U.S. Air Force permission to fly missions to Afghanistan using its territory. And any action against Iran would be far more controversial than the Afghan operation was. Upgrading U.S. facilities in the region to support containment would be essential to maintaining a successful containment policy. The Bush administration has proposed a series of arms sales to Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and other regional allies in an effort to pre-position military equipment in the region. But some of these sales face considerable opposition from Capitol Hill, and it is unclear whether any of the small Gulf Cooperation Council states could contain Iranian aggression for very long. "No GCC state with the exception of Saudi Arabia has strategic depth," Mr. Rubin notes. "If Iraq could overwhelm Kuwait in a matter of hours, so, too, could Iran overwhelm Bahrain - the central node in U.S. naval strategy - or Qatar, where the U.S. army pre-positions much of its heavy equipment." And it is an open question whether Iran would be deterred by the existence of U.S. nuclear weapons. While Iran's supreme leader, Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, has said that Iran doesn't want to possess such weapons, there are other statements from Iranian clerics and government officials indicating the opposite. One of the most chilling of these (especially to Israeli officials) is one by a noted Iranian "moderate" - former President Ali Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani, who said at a Dec. 14, 2001, prayer service amid chants of "Death to Israel" : "The use of even one nuclear bomb inside Israel will destroy everything ... It is not irrational to contemplate such a reality" The Obama administration faces tremendous challenges in deterring and containing a nuclear Iran. It needs a stiff backbone.
links – turkey – tnw’s

Withdrawing TNWs causes Iranian prolif

Tertrais 06 – Bruno Tertrais, Senior Research Fellow at the Paris-based Foundation for Strategic Research and Contributing Editor to Survival, November 2006, “Nuclear Proliferation in Europe: Could It Still Happen,” The Nonproliferation Review, Vol. 13, No. 3, p. 569-579

But there is a dilemma here: The very presence of U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe is supposed to contribute to the sense of security and reassurance, limiting any nuclear temptations. Furthermore, a pullout of U.S. nuclear weapons from Europe might send the wrong signal to would-be proliferators in the Greater Middle East. This would be an issue in particular for weapons based in Turkey, which are stationed very close to Iran and Syria. (Note, in this regard, that the withdrawal of U.S. nuclear weapons from South Korea in 1992 did nothing to stop North Korea's nuclear program.) Given the fact that NATO dual-capable aircraft are now on a low level of alert, there is little operational cost in maintaining this presence. The United States and the other members of NATO's integrated military structure should think twice before making any move that would be difficult to reverse.

TNW withdrawal risks Iranian aggression

Sokov 9 – Senior Research Associate, MIIS Center for Nonproliferation Studies (Nikolai, July. “Tactical (Substrategic) Nuclear Weapons.” http://cns.miis.edu/opapers/090717_german_leadership/german_leadership_6_issue_4.pdf)
On the other hand, Turkey and new NATO members in Eastern Europe are more eager to retain American tactical nuclear weapons to insure against a resurgent Russia or a more capable Iran, just as they show greater interest in the European leg of the U.S. missile defense system. They also see the presence of the weapons as a means of insuring that the alliance remains focused on territorial defense rather than shifting to out-of-area efforts, such as the conflict in Afghanistan or the effort to inject NATO into areas such as arms control and nonproliferation.

The Obama administration has already raised concerns among NATO’s Eastern European members by its decision to slow deployment of the U.S. missile defense system in Poland and the Czech Republic. This slowdown may be particularly painful because the latter countries have invested considerable political resources to push through the decision to deploy the defenses that were perceived as highly important for Washington, but faced considerable opposition domestically in the two Eastern European states. Withdrawing TNW, a perceived symbol of U.S. commitment, in this light—and so soon after the conflict in Georgia—carries risks for alliance cohesion, regardless of the weapons’ military utility. Likewise, the wavering response of NATO to Turkish requests for conventional deployments in the run-up to the 1991 and 2003 Iraq wars, the ongoing tension between Turkey and the EU over the former’s membership in the Union, and the bitter legacy of Turkish-U.S. relations in the Bush administration have raised questions in Ankara about NATO’s commitment to its security that would be seriously exacerbated by the removal of TNW from that country.

internal link – military power key to deter iran

US strength deters Iran and prevents conflict in the Gulf – reassures allies

McGreal, 2010, Guardian's Washington correspondent and former BBC journalist in Central America and merchant seaman.
[Chris McGreal, “US raises stakes on Iran by sending in ships and missiles” Guardian, January 31, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/jan/31/iran-nuclear-us-missiles-gulf]
Tension between the US and Iran heightened dramatically today with the disclosure that Barack Obama is deploying a missile shield to protect American allies in the Gulf from attack by Tehran. The US is dispatching Patriot defensive missiles to four countries – Qatar, United Arab Emirates, Bahrain and Kuwait – and keeping two ships in the Gulf capable of shooting down Iranian missiles. Washington is also helping Saudi Arabia develop a force to protect its oil installations. American officials said the move is aimed at deterring an attack by Iran and reassuring Gulf states fearful that Tehran might react to sanctions by striking at US allies in the region. Washington is also seeking to discourage Israel from a strike against Iran by demonstrating that the US is prepared to contain any threat.
impacts – iran – turns case

Iranian hegemony threatens to destroy the entire Middle East and Afghanistan

Krauthammer, 07  (Charles, National Review Online, 9/21. “Before the Volcano Explodes”, 

http://article.nationalreview.com/?q=YmRkZWM3ZDEzNjIzNjY1ZmM2M2NkY2E3YjNmMTBiNGY=)

Tensions are already extremely high because of Iran’s headlong rush to go nuclear. In fending off sanctions and possible military action, President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad has chosen a radically aggressive campaign to assemble, deploy, flaunt, and partially activate Iran’s proxies in the Arab Middle East:   (1) Hamas launching rockets into Israeli towns and villages across the border from the Gaza Strip. Its intention is to invite an Israeli reaction, preferably a bloody and telegenic ground assault.   (2) Hezbollah heavily rearmed with Iranian rockets transshipped through Syria and preparing for the next round of fighting with Israel. The Third Lebanon War, now inevitable, awaits only Tehran’s order.  (3) Syria, Iran’s only Arab client state, building up forces across the Golan Heights frontier with Israel. And on Wednesday, yet another anti-Syrian member of Lebanon’s parliament is killed in a massive car bombing.  (4) The al-Quds Force of the Iranian Revolutionary Guards training and equipping Shiite extremist militias in the use of the deadliest IEDs and rocketry against American and Iraqi troops. Iran is similarly helping the Taliban to attack NATO forces in Afghanistan.  Why is Iran doing this? Because it has its eye on a single prize: the bomb. It needs a bit more time, knowing that once it goes nuclear, it becomes the regional superpower and Persian Gulf hegemon.   Iran’s assets in Gaza, Lebanon, Syria, and Iraq are poised and ready. Ahmadinejad’s message is this: If anyone dares attack our nuclear facilities, we will fully activate our proxies, unleashing unrestrained destruction on Israel, moderate Arabs, Iraq, and U.S. interests — in addition to the usual, such as mining the Strait of Hormuz and causing an acute oil crisis and worldwide recession.  This is an extremely high-stakes game. The time window is narrow. In probably less than two years, Ahmadinejad will have the bomb.  The world is not quite ready to acquiesce. The new president of France has declared a nuclear Iran “unacceptable.” The French foreign minister warned that “it is necessary to prepare for the worst” — and “the worst, it’s war, sir.”  Which makes it all the more urgent that powerful sanctions be slapped on the Iranian regime. Sanctions will not stop Ahmadinejad. But there are others in the Iranian elite who might stop both him and the nuclear program before the volcano explodes. These rival elites may be radical but they are not suicidal. And they believe, with reason, that whatever damage Ahmadinejad’s apocalyptic folly may inflict upon the region and the world, on Crusader and Jew, on infidel and believer, the one certain result of such an eruption is Iran’s Islamic republic buried under the ash.

Iran is the root of all Middle East instability

Zuckerman, 07 (Mortimer, “Bad Options on Iran”, U.S. News & World Report, 4/23, infotrac)

Look behind the curtain of virtually every major problem in the Middle East, and you will find Iran: killings in Iraq; arms and money for Hezbollah's assaults on Israel and Hezbollah's attempts to usurp the elected government of Lebanon; support of Syria as the hotelier of the region's major terrorist groups; support and training of Hamas, Palestinian Islamic Jihad, and sleeper networks in countries beyond; promotion of a messianic revolutionary ideology that has deepened the Sunni-Shiite divide; the reckless seizure of 15 British sailors and marines as hostages; and defiance of the U.N. in pursuit of nuclear weapons.

Only the United States has the will and the capacity to constrain Iran. Most members of the EU and the U.N. like to believe that Iran's nuclear ambitions, and its meddling in terror, are manageable challenges that can be addressed without military force or serious economic pressure. President Bush thinks otherwise. He is right. To limit the options for countermeasures is to increase the threat. The Iranians cannot be allowed to believe military force is ruled out. Admittedly, however, we are severely constrained by our commitments to Iraq; by the war-weariness of Congress; and not least by the way Iran has dispersed and buried its nuclear facilities. How do you contain a state that nurtures terror in the shadows? And how can Iraq be restored to its traditional balancing role when the leading Shiite parties in Baghdad look to co-religionists in Iran?

impacts – iranian aggression threatens world peace

Iranian aggression is the greatest threat to world peace

New Agencies, 09 [News Agencies, 6/24/09, “Israel: Iran’s Aggression Makes it Greatest Threat to World Peace” Haaretz pg. http://www.haaretz.com/news/israel-iran-s-aggression-makes-it-greatest-threat-to-world-peace-1.278636]
Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu on Tuesday praised Iranians protesting against the election results and said Tehran's "aggressive and violent" behavior made it the greatest threat to world peace. "I think we have to recognize that the greatest threat is the kind of aggressive and violent behavior that we see coming from Iran," Netanyahu told a news conference in Rome. "Iran is not only supporting its terrorist proxies that oppose peace - Hezbollah and Hamas - it is also repressing its own people," he said. "I believe that the courage shown by the people of Iran in facing bullets in the streets for the sake of freedom is something that deserves the salute of free men and women everywhere," said the prime minister.

impacts – iran – nuclear war

Iranian hegemony risks nuclear war – their overall goal is to overturn Western civilization

Imani, 07  (Amil, Persian Journal, “Domestic Genocide in Iran”, 8/28,

http://www.iranian.ws/iran_news/publish/article_22539.shtml)

Iran's ruling Mullahs are clustered around major factions such as the conservatives, the moderates, and the so-called reformists. Yet, the differences among these factions are tactical rather than strategic. One and all share the same overarching goal of defeating the "Crusader-Zionists" by any and all methods possible, bringing about the "end of the world" Armageddon, and thereby creating the requisite conditions for the appearance of the Hidden Imam, the Mahdi, to assume his rule of the world.   What is the likelihood that the ruling Mullahs will actually use the bomb, you may ask. If they remain in power long enough to have it, they are very likely to use it, in one form or another, you are told. At the very least, they will use the bomb for blackmail and intimidation in the region. How can you help to prevent this catastrophe from happening, you may ask. Support the Iranian peoples' struggle for freedom, by at least petitioning, you are told.   [As for Majid and Hossein Kavousifar, they both left Iran for Abu Dhabi following the assassination of the murderous judge, Hassan Moghaddas, and apparently they both took refuge in the US Embassy where they had applied for US asylum. We have no information as to why they were handed over to the Islamic Republic authorities when they were aware that they would definitely be facing execution. We hope that the US State Department can give us more information.]  In order to achieve total control, the Islamic Republic and its lackeys spawned a series of immense internal purges -- beginning in 1988 and known as the "Massacre of Political Prisoners of 1988"-- and have intensified their domestic terror in recent months and weeks.   A society that is intense in its struggle for change has a flip side to its idealism: intolerance. This totalitarian regime sees enemies everywhere, enemies who want to destroy the Islamic Revolution and diminish the results of its hard work of creating an Islamic utopia in the land of Cyrus the Great.  The regime seems to be panicking with hyper-suspiciousness. They have installed watchdogs in schools, universities, factories and all offices across the country, and are urged to be vigilant against sabotage, against those who crave freedom and democracy. Many innocent Iranians are being victimized, and the saying has gone around that "when you chop wood, the chips fly." As with Khamenei, it was believed that some who were innocent would have to be victimized if all of the guilty were to be apprehended.  In fact, they stigmatize, victimize and murder people without any due process of law. On the slightest suspicion, they arrest, convict and execute. Few people would deny any longer that Islam and its variants mean, in practice, bloody terrorism, deadly purges, lethal actions, forced 'hijabs', fatal deportations, extrajudicial executions, show trials, and genocide. It is a widespread plague upon humanity, killing hundreds of thousands of innocent people.  Today, the Islamic Republic of Iran is one of the greatest threats to the stability of the civilized world and humanity at large. It continues to impose this horrendous ideology called Islam on the Iranian population.  The world must file legal charges against the leaders of the Islamic Republic's wanton violation of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights: for their crimes against humanity and genocidal actions against religious and political groups; for support of international terrorism; for demolition of religious sites and cemeteries; for rape, torture, and summary executions of prisoners of conscience; for forgery of documents; for acts of blackmail and fraud; and for much more.  To those misguided advocates of negotiation with the mullahs, beware. The mullahs are on an Allah-mandated mission. They are intoxicated with petrodollars and aim to settle for nothing less than complete domination of the world under the Islamic Ummah. It is precisely for this reason that they consider America and the West as "Ofooli," setting-dying system, while they believe their Islamism is "Tolooi," rising-living order. They are in no mood to negotiate for anything less than the total surrender of democracy, the very anathema to Islamism. This is only one reason, but perhaps, one of the greatest reasons, for fostering democracy. 

2nc impacts – iran prolif

Reducing military forces emboldens Iran and guarantees they get nuclear weapons

Canada Free Press 7/19 (Alan Caruba, 7/19/10, " US Looks Weak as Iran Flips Off the World ", http://canadafreepress.com/index.php/article/25552)

For months now, Mortimer B. Zuckerman, the owner and editor-in-chief of U.S. News & World Report, has been writing increasingly desperate pleas for the Obama administration to do something about the greatest threat to peace in the Middle East and the world, Iran. “When Barack Obama became president, Iran had perhaps several thousand centrifuges enriching uranium. Now it may have thousands more,” wrote Zuckerman in the August edition. “What's at stake here is too menacing for the world to delude itself that Iran will somehow change course. It won't.” It must be very frustrating to be a multi-millionaire media mogul and yet unable to do much about an impending disaster other than warn about it. My sense is that it falls on deaf ears at the White House. Americans got a glimpse of the President's indifference to the U.S. military when, early in his first year he proposed that veterans carry private health insurance to cover the estimated $540 million annual cost the federal government pays for the treatment of injuries to military personnel received during their tours on active duty.  “Look, it's an all volunteer force,” said Obama. “Nobody made these guys to war. They had to have known and accepted the risks. Now they whine about bearing the costs of their choice? It doesn't compute,” adding, “I guess I underestimated the selfishness of some of my fellow Americans.” He backed off that proposal and, of course, later sent 30,000 more troops to the front lines in Afghanistan, the war he deemed the most important. Most observers deem it an unwinnable war. How does one train an Afghan army when an estimated 85% of its soldiers can neither read, nor write? Anyone as dense as Obama should not be allowed to be Commander-in-Chief, but he is and, worse for America and all other nations, he likely has no idea of the dangers involved in reducing the nation's military capabilities at a time when Iran is closing in on becoming a nuclear threat to the Middle East and beyond. “So, if Iran succeeds,” warns Zuckerman, “it would be seen as a major defeat and open our government to doubts about its power and resolve to shape events in the Middle East. Friends would respond by distancing themselves from Washington; foes would aggressively challenge U.S. policies.” Writing in The Wall Street Journal, David Kay, the man who led the U.N. inspections after the Persian Gulf War and later led the CIA's Iraq Survey Group following the 2003 invasion, dismantled the Obama administration claims that either economic sanctions or a weapons inspection program in Iran will deter the Iranians. “As a former weapons inspector, I have very bad news: A weapons inspection regime in Iran will not work.” Don't look to the United Nations to do anything. “Even after Iran's 20-year-long clandestine program started to be revealed the IAEA inspectors have had a hard time getting United Nations authority to confront the Islamic Republic.”

Nuclear Iran causes rapid prolif, widespread nuclear terrorism and nuclear wars.

Kurtz 06, senior fellow at the Ethics and Public Policy Center. (Stanley, “Our Fallout-Shelter Future”, National Review Online, 8/28, http://article.nationalreview.com/?q=OWU4MDMwNmU5MTI5NGYzN2FmODg5NmYyMWQ4YjM3OTU)

Proliferation optimists, on the other hand, see reasons for hope in the record of nuclear peace during the Cold War. While granting the risks, proliferation optimists point out that the very horror of the nuclear option tends, in practice, to keep the peace. Without choosing between hawkish proliferation pessimists and dovish proliferation optimists, Rosen simply asks how we ought to act in a post-proliferation world.  Rosen assumes (rightly I believe) that proliferation is unlikely to stop with Iran. Once Iran gets the bomb, Turkey and Saudi Arabia are likely to develop their own nuclear weapons, for self-protection, and so as not to allow Iran to take de facto cultural-political control of the Muslim world. (I think you’ve got to at least add Egypt to this list.) With three, four, or more nuclear states in the Muslim Middle East, what becomes of deterrence?  A key to deterrence during the Cold War was our ability to know who had hit whom. With a small number of geographically separated nuclear states, and with the big opponents training satellites and specialized advance-guard radar emplacements on each other, it was relatively easy to know where a missile had come from. But what if a nuclear missile is launched at the United States from somewhere in a fully nuclearized Middle East, in the middle of a war in which, say, Saudi Arabia and Iran are already lobbing conventional missiles at one another? Would we know who had attacked us? Could we actually drop a retaliatory nuclear bomb on someone without being absolutely certain? And as Rosen asks, What if the nuclear blow was delivered against us by an airplane or a cruise missile? It might be almost impossible to trace the attack back to its source with certainty, especially in the midst of an ongoing conventional conflict.  MORE TERROR We’re familiar with the horror scenario of a Muslim state passing a nuclear bomb to terrorists for use against an American city. But imagine the same scenario in a multi-polar Muslim nuclear world. With several Muslim countries in possession of the bomb, it would be extremely difficult to trace the state source of a nuclear terror strike. In fact, this very difficulty would encourage states (or ill-controlled elements within nuclear states — like Pakistan’s intelligence services or Iran’s Revolutionary Guards) to pass nukes to terrorists. The tougher it is to trace the source of a weapon, the easier it is to give the weapon away. In short, nuclear proliferation to multiple Muslim states greatly increases the chances of a nuclear terror strike.  Right now, the Indians and Pakistanis “enjoy” an apparently stable nuclear stand-off. Both countries have established basic deterrence, channels of communication, and have also eschewed a potentially destabilizing nuclear arms race. Attacks by Kashmiri militants in 2001 may have pushed India and Pakistan close to the nuclear brink. Yet since then, precisely because of the danger, the two countries seem to have established a clear, deterrence-based understanding. The 2001 crisis gives fuel to proliferation pessimists, while the current stability encourages proliferation optimists. Rosen points out, however, that a multi-polar nuclear Middle East is unlikely to follow the South Asian model.  Deep mutual suspicion between an expansionist, apocalyptic, Shiite Iran, secular Turkey, and the Sunni Saudis and Egyptians (not to mention Israel) is likely to fuel a dangerous multi-pronged nuclear arms race. Larger arsenals mean more chance of a weapon being slipped to terrorists. The collapse of the world’s non-proliferation regime also raises the chances that nuclearization will spread to Asian powers like Taiwan and Japan.  And of course, possession of nuclear weapons is likely to embolden Iran, especially in the transitional period before the Saudis develop weapons of their own. Like Saddam, Iran may be tempted to take control of Kuwait’s oil wealth, on the assumption that the United States will not dare risk a nuclear confrontation by escalating the conflict. If the proliferation optimists are right, then once the Saudis get nukes, Iran would be far less likely to make a move on nearby Kuwait. On the other hand, to the extent that we do see conventional war in a nuclearized Middle East, the losers will be sorely tempted to cancel out their defeat with a nuclear strike. There may have been nuclear peace during the Cold War, but there were also many “hot” proxy wars. If conventional wars break out in a nuclearized Middle East, it may be very difficult to stop them from escalating into nuclear confrontations.  DUCK! What would life be like in such a world? Rosen argues that we must lose no time in constructing a specialized radar and satellite warning network trained on the Middle East. Without knowing who’s sending missiles against us, we cannot strike back or deter. Rosen also argues that even a somewhat leaky anti-missile defense system is going to be a must. A star-wars-type missile-defense system may have seemed powerless against the massive might of the old Soviet nuclear force. But against a growing nuclear power with a small arsenal, or against Islamic radicals who manage to commandeer an isolated nuclear-armed missile, an anti-missile defense could make a real difference.  This leads us to what may be Rosen’s most striking recommendation. “Duck and cover” is back! In a post-proliferation world, we are going to be raising another generation of children (probably several generations of children) marked by nerve-wracking “retention drills.” And get ready...the fallout shelter is coming back, too. Given the Soviets’ overwhelmingly large nuclear arsenal — capable of turning the entire United States to dust in the event of a major nuclear exchange — fallout shelters came to seem like a joke. But when dealing with a possible strike from a single weapon, or at most a mere handful of weapons, the logic of the fallout shelter is compelling. We’re going to need to be able to evacuate our cities in the event of a direct attack, or to avoid radiation plumes from cities that have already been struck. Tens or hundreds of thousands of lives could be saved by such measures.  But what about the problem of retaliation? Is there a middle way between the seemingly intolerable option of doing nothing to respond to a nuclear strike on New York or Washington, and indiscriminate nuclear retaliation against a country that may not even have attacked us? Rosen says the answer is a massive conventional campaign to take over and transform the countries that have struck us. That may seem intolerable now, but the public will demand no less in the wake of a nuclear attack on American soil.  So this is the upshot of Rosen’s remarkable article. Now let’s think through the implications.  DEAD DOVES For starters, the dovish Democrats are doomed. In “Hawkish Gloom,” I pointed in broad terms to the imminent hawkification of the United States. Well, Rosen’s detailed account of a post-proliferation world makes it clear that the revitalized George McGovern-Howard Dean wing of the Democratic party cannot survive much past the moment when Iran gets the bomb. As soon as that happens, we’re going to plunged into a proliferation crisis and a new Cold War, at least as dangerous as the first Cold War (arguably more so). At that point, the Democrats are going to beg Joe Lieberman to come back and give them his blessing. It turns out that we really are going to see a purge of the Democratic doves, and the accession of a Truman-like party, although it will probably take quite a few election cycles before the Democrats finally manage to remove taint of their Ned Lamont wing.  Funny how the very thing the doves don’t want — a preemptive strike on Iran, is the only thing that can save them. A nuclear Iran, followed by cascading proliferation throughout the Middle East and beyond, means the death of the dove. Even a negotiated and verifiable agreement to put an end to Iran’s nuclear program is inconceivable without the sort of credible threat of force the doves have made impossible to sustain.  A fully nuclearized, multi-polar Middle East will put us onto a permanent war footing. With Americans building fallout shelters, running evacuation drills, and otherwise preparing for a terrorist nuclear strike, dovishness won’t even be an option. Our political choices will probably be of two types. Exactly how hawkish shall we be, and how shall we shape our alliances?  After Iran gets the bomb, the fantasy that we can handle the post-9/11 world with our tiny military is going to disappear. As Rosen points out, the only middle way between helpless acceptance of nuclear terror and massive nuclear retaliation against countries that may not even have attacked us, is going to be through conventional invasions. Before, and certainly after a nuclear attack (even a terrorist and/or Iranian nuclear strike on Israel or Saudi Arabia), Americans will be forced to raise a large army capable of transforming the Middle East before final Armageddon strikes.  What’s that you say? We tried that in Iraq and it didn’t work. Well, after the bomb goes off, I assure you we’re going to try it again. In fact, you’ll demand that we try it. And with your patience and political support, at that point, who knows, it just may work.  NEW ARGUMENTS Over and above our political arguments over precisely how much to expand our military (really a lot, or a whole heck of a lot), we’re also going to argue about our alliance strategies. With multiple nuclear powers, there will probably be a lot of shifting coalitions. True, the initial alliances are already evident. In a nuclear Middle East, we will be allied with Turkey, Egypt, and Saudi Arabia against Iran. But who knows whether Iran may try to strike a deal with one of the other Muslim states at some point, perhaps cozying up to Saudi Arabia if America puts too much pressure on the House of Saud. Just as America (very imperfectly) peeled Pakistan away from the informal rogue-state coalition after 9/11, shifting alliances between multiple nuclear camps will become a real possibility. American power will no longer command a fully nuclearized world. Instead, we’ll be the first among nuclear equals, jockeying for position against coalitions of powers who collectively may be able to stand us down. In this new world, Ned Lamont and the Daily Kos will be a distant memory.  The most egregious American doves don’t even bother to think out a position on the prospects for deterrence in a post-proliferation world. Implicitly, however, like their realist counterparts, the Howard Dean doves are proliferation optimists. Whether they’ve thought it through or not, their policy preferences require them to believe that a nuclear Iran can be deterred on the model of the Cold War.  Rosen claims to be neutral between the dovish proliferation optimists and the hawkish proliferation pessimists. But the truth is, everything Rosen says inclines us toward pessimism. One after another, Rosen knocks down the pillars of the Cold War deterrence analogy, showing that in a post-proliferation world, the balance of forces will tend toward instability. The lesson is that we face two choices: preemptive war with Iran, or a nightmare world on the brink of nuclear war and nuclear terror for the foreseeable future. Anyway you slice it, the doves are doomed. Unfortunately, so may we be all. Ready or not...duck and cover!
at: nuclear deterrence solves iran

Nuclear deterrence doesn’t solve – conventional forces key.

Perkovich, 2009, vice president for studies and director of the Nuclear Policy Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace

[George Perkovich, May 2009, International Commission on Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament, “Extended deterrence on the way to a nuclear-free world” http://www.icnnd.org/research/Perkovich_Deterrence.pdf]
Issues arising from extended deterrence in Europe and East Asia are discussed more fully below. Here I want to touch on the question of extended nuclear deterrence in the Middle East. I believe that discussing extending nuclear deterrence to Iran’s neighbors now is both premature and counterproductive. Conventional deterrence and missile defenses should be emphasized instead. For the U.S. to talk now about extending nuclear deterrence against Iran is to strengthen Iran’s position. It would make much of the rest of the world more sympathetic to Iran’s refusal to cease uranium enrichment. It would foster the argument heard in many places— though not in Iran—that “of course Iran needs nuclear weapons, because the U.S. has these weapons and is threatening Iran.” Rather than give excuses for Iran to seek nuclear weapons and for others not to exert pressure on it to curtail suspect activities, it is wiser at this time to publicly reduce the salience of U.S. nuclear weapons.

at: sanctions solve iran

Sanctions will not stop Iran – military is key – history proves.

Israel National News, 2010

[“Netanyahu Says Sanctions Probably Won't Deter Iran” Israel National News, July 11, http://www.israelnationalnews.com/News/News.aspx/138538]

On Fox News Sunday, interviewer Chris Wallace reminded Netanyahu that CIA Director Leon Panetta had estimated that the latest UN sanctions against Iran would “probably not” deter its ambition to develop nuclear weapons. Netanyahu responded by saying, “He's probably right. I can tell you one thing, that Iran is closer to developing nuclear weapons today than it was a week ago or a month ago or a year ago. It's just moving on... with its efforts.” “There's only been one time that Iran actually stopped the [nuclear] program and that was when it feared US military action,” Netanyahu continued. “So... when the president says that he is determined to prevent Iran from developing nuclear weapons and that all options are on the table, I think that's the right statement of policy.”

at: iran impossible to deter

The US can deter Iran

Rubin, 2008, resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute

[Michael Rubin, “Can a Nuclear Iran Be Contained or Deterred?” American Enterprise Institute, November 2008, http://www.aei.org/outlook/28896]

The International Atomic Energy Agency has said that if the Iranian nuclear program continues apace, the Islamic Republic can become a nuclear weapons-capable state.[4] While Bush remains enigmatic on how far he will go to prevent Iranian acquisition of nuclear weapons if diplomacy and economic sanctions fail, top administration officials hint that the Pentagon is not prepared to use military force, even as a last resort.[5] Though strategic bombing of Iranian nuclear targets is off the table in the waning weeks of the Bush presidency, top U.S. military officials like General John Abizaid, former commander of Central Command, and Admiral Michael Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, argue that the United States can contain or deter a nuclear Iran. On July 21, 2008, for example, Abizaid explained, "I don't believe Iran is a suicide state. . . . Deterrence will work with Iran."[6] Whether deterrence and containment against a nuclear Iran deserve the faith Abizaid and Mullen hold in them, the options are unclear.

***generic/both***

uniqueness – u.s. strong now

United States still the dominant world power
Kagan, 10 – senior fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and adjunct professor of history at Georgetown University. [Robert Kagan, 2010 “End of Dreams, Return of History”, Hoover Institution Stanfor University pg. http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/6136]
These American traditions, together with historical events beyond Americans’ control, have catapulted the United States to a position of pre-eminence in the world. Since the end of the Cold War and the emergence of this “unipolar” world, there has been much anticipation of the end of unipolarity and the rise of a multipolar world in which the United States is no longer the predominant power. Not only realist theorists but others both inside and outside the United States have long argued the theoretical and practical unsustainability, not to mention undesirability, of a world with only one superpower. Mainstream realist theory has assumed that other powers must inevitably band together to balance against the superpower. Others expected the post-Cold War era to be characterized by the primacy of geoeconomics over geopolitics and foresaw a multipolar world with the economic giants of Europe, India, Japan, and China rivaling the United States. Finally, in the wake of the Iraq War and with hostility to the United States, as measured in public opinion polls, apparently at an all-time high, there has been a widespread assumption that the American position in the world must finally be eroding.

Yet American predominance in the main categories of power persists as a key feature of the international system. The enormous and productive American economy remains at the center of the international economic system. American democratic principles are shared by over a hundred nations. The American military is not only the largest but the only one capable of projecting force into distant theaters. Chinese strategists, who spend a great deal of time thinking about these things, see the world not as multipolar but as characterized by “one superpower, many great powers,” and this configuration seems likely to persist into the future absent either a catastrophic blow to American power or a decision by the United States to diminish its power and international influence voluntarily

U.S. military power and forward deployment strong now

Kagan, 10 – senior fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and adjunct professor of history at Georgetown University. [Robert Kagan, 2010 “End of Dreams, Return of History”, Hoover Institution Stanford University pg. http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/6136]

The world’s failure to balance against the superpower is the more striking because the United States, notwithstanding its difficult interventions in Iraq and Afghanistan, continues to expand its power and military reach and shows no sign of slowing this expansion even after the 2008 elections. The American defense budget has surpassed $500 billion per year, not including supplemental spending totaling over $100 billion on Iraq and Afghanistan. This level of spending is sustainable, moreover, both economically and politically. As the American military budget rises, so does the number of overseas American military bases. Since September 11, 2001, the United States has built or expanded bases in Afghanistan, Kyrgyzstan, Pakistan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan in Central Asia; in Bulgaria, Georgia, Hungary, Poland, and Romania in Europe; and in the Philippines, Djibouti, Oman, and Qatar. Two decades ago, hostility to the American military presence began forcing the United States out of the Philippines and seemed to be undermining support for American bases in Japan. Today, the Philippines is rethinking that decision, and the furor in Japan has subsided. In places like South Korea and Germany, it is American plans to reduce the U.S. military presence that stir controversy, not what one would expect if there was a widespread fear or hatred of overweening American power. Overall, there is no shortage of other countries willing to host U.S. forces, a good indication that much of the world continues to tolerate and even lend support to American geopolitical primacy if only as a protection against more worrying foes.
uniqueness – iran not aggressive now

Iran not aggressivenow - interested in diplomatic ties
Marcus 10 Diplomatic correspondent, BBC News
(Jonathan Marcus, 8 July 2010, “Iran bolsters friendships abroad”, BBC news, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/world/middle_east/10560628.stm)

Iran is no North Korea. It maintains strong economic ties with both Russia and China. Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad is something of a globetrotter, pursuing an active diplomacy in Africa, Asia, Latin America and the Balkans. Isfahan uranium conversion facilities (2005) Iran insists that its nuclear programme is solely for peaceful purposes The D8 gathering brings together a diverse collection of countries, including a number who are significant players in their own regions - Bangladesh, Egypt, Indonesia, Iran, Malaysia, Nigeria, Pakistan and Turkey. All are predominantly Muslim countries or have large Muslim populations. While principally a trading or economic grouping, politics is never really far away and they are set to give a resounding endorsement of the need for all countries to be able to secure the benefits of peaceful nuclear energy. This will be taken by Iran as an endorsement of its efforts to master various nuclear technologies. It insists that this is for civil, not military, purposes. The meeting underlines the fact that many governments - especially in the developing world - still have strong sympathy for Iran's aims. They view its battle with the United Nations Security Council over the enrichment of uranium in very different terms from those perceived in Washington and European capitals. 

Iran not aggressive now

Atlantic (blog) 7/17 (Patrick Appel, 7/17/10, " Dissent Of The Day, Ctd ", http://andrewsullivan.theatlantic.com/the_daily_dish/2010/07/dissent-of-the-day-ctd.html)

I think your reader typifies the kind of paranoia regarding Iran that seems to be driving us toward war.  Iran doesn't begin to compare to Japan of the 1930s and 1940s. The Japanese had already occupied huge chunks of China in the 1930s; the Iranians could barely hold off the semi-competent army of Sadam Hussein in a war of attrition that lasted a decade. The Japanese had an industrial base that could build aircraft carriers and first-class fighter aircraft.  With this, they built blue-water navy  that was able to sail across the Pacific to decimate the U.S. Pacific fleet. They equipped and trained marines that swept the U.S. and the British out of the Pacific, and came close to conquering Australia. Seriously. I understand that the human mind loves paradigms. The experiences of the past are are used to create an idea of the way the world works, and this is highly necessary in our day-to-day lives. And although this Dissent did not use the favorite "Nazi Germany" comparison, I'm not sure the "Imperial Japan" comparison is much better. Invoking World War II to justify US military action hasn't worked well in the past. First, the culture of Iran is very advanced and very ancient. But barbaric? In what manner is Persian culture barbaric? I doubt this individual has ever heard of the Shahnameh or has read a single line of Persian poetry (poetry is central to their culture). There is certainly nothing in Persian culture that seeks to justify aggressive expansion. Japan's Prussian-level of cultural reverence for the military, however, did seek to justify aggressive expansion. Second, the embargo on Japan was not because they told us they weren't building something and then we found out that they were (that would be convenient for Dissent's argument comparing Japan to Iran, though, no?). The emabargo was an effort by the Dutch, French, and Americans to curtail shipments to Japan of war materials like iron, steel, and oil so that it could not continue conquering Asia and start threatening Western interests. Note also that Japan was already engaged in rampant aggressive expansion by this point. Thirdly, Japan began a war with the Western powers because they now lacked the resources they had needed to conquer and control Asia, and UK and Dutch colonial possessions in the region contained these resources. Noting that the UK and the US were very close, Japan planned a pre-emptive strike on Pearl Harbor in an effort to cripple our Navy and prevent us from interfering. Does Dissent truly see Iran as a state getting ready to begin an aggressive war of expansion - especially considering Iran has the largest or second largest energy (oil + natural gas) reserves in the world and has no economic incentive on the level of Japan to expand? This country with a modest GDP, no military projection capabilities, that hasn't started a war in 250 years? Japan took advantage of a fractured China and the fact that the Japanese military was eons more advanced than anything in the immediate neighborhood in order to gain room for their population and in order to seize economic resources that the Japanese islands lacked. There was nothing to stop them. Does Dissent see this as the case for Iran? That Iran is a war machine that will just tear through American troops in Afghanistan and Iraq, on their way to conquering Saudi Arabia (whoops, more US troops) and Pakistan?  Essentially, what is to be gained from war with Iran? They haven't started a war. The words of Khamenei (listen to him, not Ahmadi, because HE actually controls everything that matters, including the military) show absolutely ZERO intent of aggression: this includes support for a 2-state solution if the Palestinians want one and a fatwa, or Islamic legal opinion, that nuclear weapons are forbidden in Islam. The actions of Iran show no intent of aggression. And as the Oxford Research Group recently concluded war with Iran would, among many other things, become a regional war, the Strait of Hormuz will become closed, and oil prices will skyrocket. Does Dissent think the world economy is bad now?

brink – now key time

Now is key – rogues are watching closely 
Hanson 9 – classicist and historian at the Hoover Institution, Stanford University (Victor David, 7/1. “(Even a Few) Words Matter.” http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2010/07/01/even_a_few_words_matter_106161.html)

Even little words and gestures still matter in high-stakes international relations. Bad actors look hard for even the smallest sign that they might get away with aggression without consequences. 

A deferential and apologetic President Obama may think he is making those abroad like us --and he may be right in some cases. But if history is any guide, aggressive powers are paying close attention to these seemingly insignificant signs. Soon, they may turn their wild ideas into concrete aggression -- once they convince themselves that America neither wants to nor is able to stop them.

U.S. influence still strong – but China is rising

Walt, 10 – professor of international affairs at Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government, coauthor of The Israel Lobby and U.S. Foreign Policy, [Stephen M. Walt, July 12, 2010, “Five Big Questions” Foreign Policy pg. http://walt.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/07/12/five_big_questions]

5. Is the era of U.S. primacy over? How will the end of post-Cold War primacy affect its grand strategy and foreign policy? The United States will remain the world's most powerful state for some time to come. Its economy will be the world's largest until 2030 at least, and its per capita income will be much higher than that of other potential rivals (meaning there is great potential wealth that can be mobilized for national purposes).  Unlike Europe, Japan, and Russia, the U.S. population will continue to grow and will not as old. And it will take a great deal of time before any other country amasses global military capabilities akin to ours. 
Nonetheless, the position of primacy that the United States enjoyed in the immediate aftermath of the Soviet collapse has already eroded significantly and is unlikely to return.  China is growing rapidly, and it will gradually translate some of its growing wealth into greater military capacity. It will not challenge the United States around the globe, but it is likely to challenge America's current pre-eminence in East Asia. No great power likes seeing another one with a large and visible military presence in its own backyard, and China will be no exception to that rule. Other states may acquire a greater capacity to deter us (in some case including WMD) thereby forcing the United States to treat them gingerly than we might prefer.  Countries such as Brazil and Turkey have been growing steadily in recent years, casting off their past deference to Washington, and gaining considerable influence in their immediate surroundings.    

To succeed, therefore, U.S. diplomacy and grand strategy will have to be more nuanced, attentive, and flexible than it was in the earlier era of clear U.S. dominance (and a rigidly bipolar global order). We'll have to cut deals where we used to dictate, and be more attentive to other states' interests. The bad news is that nuance and flexibility are not exactly America's long suit. We like black-and-white, good vs. evil crusades, and our leaders love to tell the rest of the world what to do and how and when to do it. Even worse, our political system encourages xenophobic posturing, know-nothing demonizing, and relentless threat-inflation, all combined with a can-do attitude that assumes Americans can solve almost any problem and have to play the leading role in addressing almost anything that comes up.  It is also a system that seems incapable of acknowledging mistakes and admitting that sometimes we really don't  know best. Leaders like Bush and Obama sometimes talk about the need for humility and restraint, but they don't actually deliver it. So for me, a big question is whether the United States can learn how to deal with a slightly more even distribution of power, a somewhat larger set of consequential actors, and a rather messier global order. It's hard to be confident, but I'm open to being pleasantly surprised.

Now is a key time- US must engage in different parts of the world 

DOD 2009 [“U.S. Needs ‘Pragmatic, Clear-Eyed’ Defense Strategy, Flournoy Says”, 4/29, Department of Defense. http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=54130]

Defense Department officials should center strategy on smarter, more pragmatic engagement and closer cooperation with other U.S. government agencies and foreign allies, a top Pentagon official said. Michele Flournoy, undersecretary of Defense for policy, today summarized the department’s approach as it gears up to conduct the strategic review it provides to Congress every four years. “We need to look forward in a very pragmatic, clear-eyed way and develop the capabilities we need to respond across the spectrum to make sure the United States is well positioned to maintain its security and advance security in a changing world,” she told an audience at the Center for Strategic and International Studies here. Flournoy added that the United States is facing “one of the most daunting inheritances in generations,” and must address difficult questions about balancing present needs with preparing for an uncertain and complex future. Outlining her views on U.S. defense strategy, Flournoy said pragmatism, engagement in critical parts of the globe, a more balanced use of the government’s tools, revitalizing relations with allies and a “whole-of-government” posture should underpin the approach. But before highlighting the principles that likely will inform the department’s congressionally mandated Quadrennial Defense Review, Flournoy described current and emerging challenges, and the broad trends that “fuel and complicate” them. Providing a thumbnail sketch of the present security landscape, she cited wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, the nearly 200,000 U.S. troops deployed in harm’s way fighting a broad war against extremism, and the planned military drawdown in Iraq and increased presence in Afghanistan. While the two wars constitute elements of the security picture, they are not the “sum total,” Flournoy said. “We are going to seek to better address both the needs of today’s conflicts but also tomorrow’s threats,” she added. Other key security challenges include violent extremist movements, the spread of weapons of mass destruction, rising powers with sophisticated weapons and increasing encroachment across the so-called global commons, which include air, sea, space, cyberspace, she said. Additionally, in contrast to the international dynamics of the past, in which strong countries were likely to pose security challenges, weak or failed states now represent significant cause for concern, she said. “Historically, most security challenges have come from aggressive, powerful states overstepping the bounds of international norms and international law,” she said. “We are now in a world where many of the threats we face will come from state weakness and the inability states to meet the basic needs of their population.” Flournoy said a number of factors are affecting the security challenges, including the global economic downturn, climate change, cultural and demographic shifts, increasing scarcity of resources and the spread of destabilizing technologies. “These challenges are fueled and complicated by a number of powerful trends that are reshaping the international landscape,” she said. While there is no easy solution for challenges this vast and complex, Flournoy said, the example of America’s ability to emerge from post-World War II challenges demonstrates the United States’ resilience. “We’ve faced a whole magnitude of challenges, and we have both survived and thrived,” she said. The Defense Department will submit to Congress its 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review that assesses department strategy and priorities early next year, according to a department news release. 
links – generic – withdrawal 

Ambivalence on the use of military force causes rogue state aggression – Clinton proves 

Henriksen, 99 – senior fellow at the Hoover Institution (Thomas H, Feb 1, Using Power and Diplomacy To Deal With Rogue States, http://www.hoover.org/publications/monographs/27159)

The Clinton administration, in contrast, severed the nexus between power and diplomacy in dealing with rogue states, with a resulting decline in U.S. credibility. Its mishandling of crises in Iraq, North Korea, and the Balkans furnishes ample negative lessons for diplomatic relations with rogue governments. Rather than build public support for a respected overseas policy, the poll-driven Clinton White House pursued the lines of least resistance. It avoided shaping international policy among a disinterested electorate, devoted episodic attention to rogue transgressions, and repeatedly vacillated on the use of military force to achieve its diplomatic ends. Rogues played off American predilections for their own goals, leaving Washington appearing incoherent, hesitant, and ineffectual.

Forward deployment needed to prevent threats

Smith ’90 (Michael E., Lieutenant of the United States Navy, “From Forward Deployment to Forward Presence; A New National Strategy for the Pacific”, pg. 4)

 This thesis analyzes the changing strategic environment in East Asia and the Pacific. Despite sweeping foreign policy initiatives, the Soviets maintain a significant military capability. Even as the likelihood of the Soviet threat diminishes, low-intensity type conflicts threaten U.S. regional interests. Additionally, changing regional perceptions are undermining traditional U.S. security arrangements. Rising Asian nationalism questions the need for forward deployment of U.S. forces within regional states. A policy of forward presence via maritime assets is the solution. U.S. naval assets would allow for a reasonable power projection capability in time of crisis, yet would meet fiscal constraints during peacetime through a scaling down of deployed assets. Other U.S. forces will maintain their ability to meet regional responsibilities through training exercises with regional forces and a build-up of the U.S sealift capability. Now is the time to encourage regional states to assume greater responsibilities for their own defense. A regional maritime organization must be developed to maintain open trade routes. With a focused mandate, such an organization would not threaten individual national sovereignties and would promote regional cooperation and stability. An expansion of the U.S. Navy's peacetime mission will certainly serve the national interest. Increased port visits to economically less developed regions should be coordinated to support on-going or planned U.S. assistance programs 
Only forward basing deters challengers 

Allen 10 – Candidate, Political Science, SUNY-Binghamton (Michael A, 2/15. “Deploying Bases Abroad: An Empirical Assessment.” http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/3/1/3/6/9/p313697_index.html)
The analysis within the Harkavy books suggest one initial hypothesis that would normally act as a control variable in other studies: distance. Given that the rival for the United States during the Cold War was on the other side of a globe encourages the United States to deploy bases that are far from its own territory and closer to the Soviet Union. This impetus is also bolstered by the traditional borders of the United States containing two oceans and having its two neighbors be strong and stable allies during the Cold War. As such, we would expect the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: The further away a country is from the United States, the higher the likelihood the United States will deploy a base in its territory.

The proximity of a state to the United States is an attractive variable for defensive and offensive reasons. Defensively, it allows for the interception of forces prior to reaching the United States and force potential conflicts to remain distant. Offensively, it allows the United States to adequately project its military power into areas where conventional armies would normally require months to arrive. Having some semblance of a force already deployed within a distant region makes coercion in bargaining with other states more credible.
Withdrawal shows weakness that rogue states will take advantage of – aircraft carriers prove

Henriksen 99 – senior fellow at the Hoover Institution (Thomas H, Feb 1, Using Power and Diplomacy To Deal With Rogue States, http://www.hoover.org/publications/monographs/27159)

When the White House withdrew one of the three aircraft carriers in the gulf for a planned refitting rotation, it conveyed a lack of warlike implacability to Saddam. At the apex of the tension, the United States went along with a Security Council move to allow Iraq to double the amount of oil sold under the U.N.-imposed sanctions. Before Kofi Annan ventured to Baghdad for eleventh-hour talks to resolve the crisis, Secretary of State Madeleine Albright had gone to New York City to meet with the United Nations secretary-general and laid out the administration agenda on how to modify the sanctions regime. All these diplomatic signals drained the calculated menace from the administration's naval deployment. Not surprisingly, Annan succeeded in Baghdad, for Saddam had been led to believe that his grudging cooperation would fulfill the demands for Iraqi compliance. He did agree to "cooperate fully with the U.N. Special Commission and the International Atomic Energy Agency" and to grant them "unconditional and unrestricted access" to sites in Iraq. Baghdad opened previously closed presidential sites to U.N. nuclear, chemical, and biological inspections, albeit with diplomats present. Most experts concluded that the Iraqis had long since removed incriminating evidence. The tension dissipated. The Iraqi dictator, however, clearly emerged as the winner of the crisis. He achieved several objectives in his political and psychological relationship with the United States and the United Nations. The disagreements over the line to take toward Iraq had split the five permanent members of the Security Council in the run-up to the February showdown when Russia, China, and France stood apart from U.S. policy. Saddam also shifted the international focus from the search for suspected weapons sites to the need to lift the sanctions. Iraq gained a measure of international, including some American, sympathy for its poor, whose plight has been worsened by sanctions. Finally, Saddam, long regarded as a rogue figure, raised his stature by mediating as an equal with the secretary-general, particularly in the Arab world, where many regarded him as a hero for standing up to the United States. The February standoff served as a dress rehearsal for a similar performance later in 1998. At the end of summer, Iraq again suspended the UNSCOM inspections, and Scott Ritter resigned as the chief of its Concealment Investigations Unit, charging Secretary of State Albright with placing constraints on the inspections. Three months passed before Washington responded. Then, for the fifth time since the gulf war, the Clinton security team dispatched naval and air force units to Iraqi waters and prepared to attack. At almost the last possible minute, the president halted the air assault on Iraqi targets, declaring that Baghdad had once more agreed to cooperate with the U.N. inspectors. Again, UNSCOM returned, and, again, Iraq denied access to some sites requested by the inspectors. It appeared that Saddam Hussein had moved Washington back to square one.

Drawdowns Show Weakness- Shows U.S. is Afraid

Gerson 09- Senior Researcher at Institute for Global Engagement [Michael R, “Conventional  deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age”] 
The importance of the credibility of US conventional capabilities remains relevant. Future adversaries may discount conventional threats in the mistaken belief that they could circumvent US forces via a fait accompli strategy or otherwise withstand, overcome, or outmaneuver the United States on the conventional battlefield. But a singular focus on the capabilities part of the credibility equation misses the critical importance of an adversary’s judgment of US political resolve. In future conventional deterrence challenges, perceptions of US political willpower are likely to be as important for deterrence credibility as military capabilities. One of the key challenges facing the United States in future conventional deterrence contingencies is the perception that American public and political leaders are highly sensitive to US combat casualties and civilian collateral damage. Regardless of the actual validity of this belief— and there is some evidence suggesting that the US public is willing to tolerate casualties if the conflict is viewed as legitimate or the public believes the United States has a reasonable chance of prevailing—this view appears to be relatively widespread. If conventional deterrence is largely based on the threat to rapidly engage the opponent’s forces in combat, then the credibility of this threat depends on an opponent’s belief that the United States is willing to accept the human and fiscal costs of conventional conflict. Consequently, perceptions of casualty sensitivity can undermine the credibility and potential success of conventional deterrence. A nation might be more inclined to attempt regional aggression if it believes that a sufficient US military response would be hindered or prevented by the political pressures associated with America’s alleged aversion to casualties. 

Troop Withdrawal shows Weakness

Daily Herald 1/18/2010- [“8th Dist. candidates back troop surge”, http://www.dailyherald.com/story/?id=347568&src=3]
The Republicans running for Congress in the suburban 8th District support the planned U.S. troop surge in Afghanistan and most opposed President Obama's plan to start withdrawing troops in 2011. One candidate says bringing troops home should be a priority, however. Six Republicans will face off in the Feb. 2 primary election for the 8th District seat, which carries a 2-year term. They are: Dirk Beveridge of Barrington; John Dawson of Barrington; Chris Geissler of Barrington; Greg Jacobs of Mundelein; Maria Rodriguez of Long Grove; and Joe Walsh of Winnetka. Democrat Melissa Bean of Barrington is the incumbent and is seeking re-election. The Republican candidates fielded questions about the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan and other subjects in a questionnaire for Daily Herald. Earlier this month, President Obama announced 30,000 additional American troops would be headed to the Afghanistan war by next summer. He also called for an exit strategy that would begin in 2011. Beveridge, a business owner who founded an organization that helps troops and their families, backs the planned surge. He opposes any sort of predetermined end date, however. The U.S. must maintain a "strong, determined stand against terrorism" and needs to build upon the progress made by the surge strategy, Beveridge said. Dawson, a business owner and former suburban school board member, criticized Obama for taking too long to make a decision about sending more troops to the Middle East. Dawson believes the president made the correct choice, though. "However, you can't spell out your plan for an exit strategy at the same time you are sending in additional troops," Dawson said. "The Taliban and al-Qaida are wide enough to know that they are better off waiting until we start ourtroop withdrawal before going on any major offensives." Future terrorist attacks on U.S. soil "will certainly occur" if American troops are pulled from the region prematurely, Dawson said. Geissler, a manager with a consulting firm, said the U.S. needs to follow the timeline for withdrawal in Iraq. The U.S. strategy should focus on creating a stable Iraqi state that can handle its own security. A stable government also is needed in Afghanistan, Geisler said. He accused Obama of "dithering" about the mission there. "Although he's commanded a six-month deployment strategy, he could have made firm decisions sooner and given more time to prepare," Geissler said. Jacobs, a retired Cook County sheriff's deputy and Vietnam War veteran, supports the surge but said bringing troops home "is a priority." He opposes the president's 2011 timeline and compared an earlywithdrawal to the U.S. military's invasion of Somalia in the 1990s, an effort generally considered unsuccessful. Rodriguez, who is Long Grove's village president, said she applauded Obama's commitment to increasing troop levels in Afghanistan but said setting withdrawal dates "exhibits weakness to our enemies and encourages militants to doubt American resolve." She called for Obama to reject artificial deadlines "that endanger American security." Walsh, a venture capitalist, supports the surge and called military and political success in Afghanistan "vitally important." Withdrawing before achieving our goals in the region would further destabilize Pakistan "and risk the possibility of this nuclear-armed state (falling) under the control of Islamic extremists." The 8th District includes parts of Cook, Lake and McHenry counties. Bean is the only Democrat on the ballot. Green Party candidate Bill Scheurer is running, too. 
Abrupt troop withdrawal triggers conflict – Clinton proves

Henriksen 99 – senior fellow at the Hoover Institution (Thomas H, Feb 1, Using Power and Diplomacy To Deal With Rogue States, http://www.hoover.org/publications/monographs/27159)

The Clinton administration's reluctance to employ military power to back its diplomacy is traceable to its first months in office when it was confronted by a series of crises around the globe. The Clintonian "nation-building" designs abruptly crashed on the rocks of political reality in the face of Somalia's chaos and resentment. After the death of eighteen U.S. Army Rangers in Mogadishu during early October 1993 when they sought to capture a local warlord, the Clintonian response to other foreign policy dilemmas grew overcautious, hesitant, and vacillating. The Clinton administration also shifted responsibility to the United Nations in the wake of the Somali debacle. Washington brashly honed this blame-shifting technique to perfection in the course of the Balkan war.

The Somali crisis, and adverse public reaction to it, continued to exert a profound influence on President Clinton. He hesitated far too long in exercising leadership in the Bosnia conflict, after repeated European and U.N. failures to come to grips with the human tragedy. Unfortunately, the Clinton administration adopted the vacillation of the Bush presidency in the Balkans, which should have adopted an assertive policy earlier in the conflict, when it would have been easier to intervene and stop the carnage. Clinton shrank from halting the slaughter until mid-1995, even though as a presidential candidate in 1992 he had declared his opposition to the continuing bloodshed. Meanwhile, the conflict took 200,000 lives.

His administration also tarried overlong in setting things right in Haiti, suffering first a humiliation when Haitian thugs forced the retreat of the USS Harlan County and then turning to economic sanctions that worsened the already hard life of ordinary Haitians. Thousands fled harsh conditions for the United States in unseaworthy craft, increasing domestic pressure on the president to resolve the crisis. President Clinton's resoluteness was in short supply for more than a year against the Haitian generals, as Washington's hand-wringing convinced Haiti's military regime that it had little to fear from the Clinton administration, already politically paralyzed by the Somalia crisis. It was not until the force-averse Clinton White House finally gave the green light to an airborne invasion of the Caribbean island in September 1994 that the generals caved in to American demands.

Meanwhile, another human tragedy was unfolding in Central Africa. Washington not only ducked involving U.S. troops in Rwanda to halt the murder of half a million Tutsis by their Hutu countrymen in 1994 but also blocked the United Nations from sending five thousand African troops to forestall mass murder. To Washington's credit, in 1996 Secretary of State Warren Christopher launched the formation of an African crisis response initiative, which set up a regional peacekeeping force to avert or mitigate Rwandan-type bloodbaths. But the perception of irresoluteness gained widespread currency in many capitals when the United States abruptly withdrew from Somalia, hesitated on the Haitian problem, and feebly dithered in the face of the widespread carnage in Bosnia

Historical examples prove the danger of appeasement 

Hanson 10 (a classicist and historian at the Hoover Institution, Stanford University victor davis hanson,july 1 2010, (Even a Few) Words Matter, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2010/07/01/even_a_few_words_matter_106161.html)
British Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain was ecstatic after the Munich Conference of 1938. He bragged that he had coaxed Adolf Hitler into stopping further aggression after the Nazis gobbled up much of Czechoslovakia. Arriving home, Chamberlain proudly displayed Hitler's signature on the Munich Agreement, exclaiming to adoring crowds, "I believe it is peace for our time. ... And now I recommend you to go home and sleep quietly in your beds." But after listening to Chamberlain's nice nonsense, Hitler remarked to his generals about a week later, "Our enemies are little worms, I saw them at Munich." War followed in about a year. Sometimes deterrence against aggression is lost with just a few unfortunate words or a relatively minor gesture. Secretary of State Dean Acheson gave a comprehensive address to the National Press Club in early 1950. Either intentionally or by accident, he mentioned that South Korea was beyond the American defense perimeter. Communist North Korea, and later China, agreed. War broke out six months later. Well before the Soviets invaded Afghanistanin 1979, and sent aid to communist rebels in Central America, President Jimmy Carter announced that America had lost its "inordinate fear of communism." In 1981, Britain, as a goodwill gesture in the growing Falkland Islands dispute, promised to withdraw a tiny warship from the islands. But to the Argentine dictatorship, that reset-button diplomacy was seen as appeasement. It convinced them that the United Kingdom was no longer the nation of Admiral Nelson, the Duke of Wellington and Winston Churchill. So Argentinainvaded the Falklands. Why, after a horrendous war with Iran, would Saddam Hussein have risked another one with Kuwait? Perhaps because he believed that the United States would not stop him. That was a logical inference when American ambassador April Glaspie told him, "We have no opinion on your Arab-Arab conflicts, such as your dispute with Kuwait ... the Kuwait issue is not associated with America." Saddam invaded a little over a week later. These examples could be expanded and serve as warnings. In the last 18 months, the Obama administration has made a number of seemingly insignificant remarks and gestures -- many well-intended and reasoned -- that might be interpreted as a new U.S. indifference to aggression.
Military strength is vital to deter rogue states – Cuban missile crisis proves
Henriksen 99 – senior fellow at the Hoover Institution (Thomas H, Feb 1, Using Power and Diplomacy To Deal With Rogue States, http://www.hoover.org/publications/monographs/27159)

Rogue regimes, by their very nature, are less persuaded by appeals to the fine points of international law and customary diplomatic practices than by armed force. Coercive diplomacy is initiated after, or in response to, a hostile action, whereas deterring a foe dissuades him from undertaking an activity by threatening retaliation. But the principle is similar. Strong displays of force can contribute to persuasion as well as deterrence. Tyrants traditionally treat conciliatory actions in response to egregious behavior with contempt: Hitler interpreted Chamberlain's appeasement over Czechoslovakia at Munich as weakness, America's cruise missile retaliation for an Iraqi attempt on former President Bush's life during his 1993 visit to Kuwait did not discourage Baghdad from dispatching army units right up to the border of the oil-rich kingdom in 1994. To resist the Iraqi aggression, Washington had to deploy American troops to Kuwait.

Showing the flag aggressively should not be perceived as an end in itself. Or the target may call the showman's bluff. During the 1962 Cuban missile crisis, Washington demonstrated enough political resolve and military power that Moscow backed down and withdrew its missile batteries from Cuban soil. This standoff became a classic case of a superpower using force to prevent a fundamental change in the balance of power in a vital region.
History shows military power is key to deter rogue states

Henriksen 99 – senior fellow at the Hoover Institution (Thomas H, Feb 1, Using Power and Diplomacy To Deal With Rogue States, http://www.hoover.org/publications/monographs/27159)

History teaches that a massive application of power is sometimes the only method to deal with a rogue. For example, General Manuel Noriega's corrupt military dictatorship in Panama had bedeviled U.S. drug interdiction efforts for years. Grand juries in Tampa and Miami indicted Noriega for drug trafficking and racketeering in February 1988. Washington's economic sanctions failed to change Noriega's behavior. No opposition movement existed that was capable of wresting power from him, for he enjoyed the backing of the Panama Defense Forces. He put down an attempted coup in March and spurned offers of amnesty in return for going into exile.
America's initial reluctance to employ military force only steeled Noriega's determination to holdout against U.S. economic pressure. His fraudulent claim to reelection in May 1989 deepened skepticism in Bush administration circles that Noriega could be deposed by internal opponents. Panamanian military thugs had also assaulted and killed two American servicemen and attacked members of their families stationed in the Canal Zone. Believing that Noriega's presence endangered the smooth transfer of the canal to Panamanian authority, Bush opted for military intervention. In December 1989 a U.S. airborne invasion--the largest deployed since the Vietnam War--dismantled the PDF, captured Noriega, transported him to a Miami jail to await federal trial and eventual conviction, and restored democracy to Panama.

Finally, Bush led the largest military coalition since World War II to expel Iraq from Kuwait in 1990. He mobilized a 500,000-strong U.S.-led force, convinced a reluctant Congress to back a war against Baghdad, and organized a thirty-nation coalition, many of them Arab countries, to repulse Iraq. His achievement represented a post=ncold war high-watermark in U.S. leadership resolved to back American diplomacy with real power.

The Grenada, Panama, and Iraq expeditionary operations shared salient similarities despite their geographic and political differences. Each concentrated massive martial force for limited and achievable strategic objectives. Each succeeded in periods measured in months rather than years. Each saw an American president reach out for international support but fail to win universal consensus. Each witnessed a determined Washington push ahead in the face of domestic and foreign opposition. Each thus represents a milestone in the deployment of forceful measures for national purposes. Reagan and Bush relished foreign affairs. Clinton shirks them. Their records reflect their emphases.
Military power matters – U.S must control Rouges
Henriksen 99 – senior fellow at the Hoover Institution (Thomas H, Feb 1, Using Power and Diplomacy To Deal With Rogue States, http://www.hoover.org/publications/monographs/27159)

As a major beneficiary of a global order of free markets, free trade, growing prosperity and spreading democracy, the United States, the world's sole superpower, must take the lead in confronting rogue governments, even though our allies may balk from time to time. Specifically, American power should be used to enhance the credibility of our diplomacy. Law and diplomacy alone are unlikely to affect rogue dictators. They must be reinforced with power. Four broad policy options, which in most cases should be combined rather than implemented individually, can be applied: Sanctions and isolation to achieve containment of and inflict economic damage on a rogue state International courts and domestic prosecution to bring rogue criminals to justice Shows of strength and armed interventions to coerce or eliminate rogue regimes Support for opposition movements or covert operations to oust rogue figures Unless the United States addresses the challenge of rogue states with a combination of force and diplomacy, the new millennium will witness a widening of global anarchy, deteriorating progress toward economic development, and declining political reform. Dire consequences await the United States if it fails to react forcefully to international roguery. The comments of my colleagues Charlie Hill, James Noyes, Henry Rowen, and Abraham Sofaer were helpful and are gratefully acknowledged along with those from Addison Davis, David Gillette, Bradley Murphy, Douglas Neumann, Piers Turner, and Robin Wright.

Conventional Deterrence is Key to power projection- Prevents Weakness

Gerson 09- Senior Researcher at Institute for global Engagement [Michael R, “Conventional Deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age”] 

Deterrence is once again a topic of discussion and debate among US defense and policy communities. Although the concept has received comparatively little attention since the end of the Cold War, it seems poised to take center stage in America’s national security policy during the coming decades. With two ongoing wars already straining the military, concerns about a recalcitrant and militarized Russia, Iran’s continued uranium enrichment activities, North Korea’s nascent nuclear arsenal, and top-to-bottom military modernization in China, adversary-specific deterrence strategies will likely become a prominent component of national and international security in an increasingly multipolar world. As part of this renewed interest in deterrence, conventional weapons are playing an important role. The “New Triad,” consisting of both nuclear and advanced conventional weapons; proposals for conventionally armed intercontinental ballistic missiles; and, more generally, the concept of Prompt Global Strike all represent a growing belief that advanced conventional capabilities can substitute for some missions previously relegated solely to nuclear weapons. Although there has been considerable debate over these specific initiatives—for example, the effect that putting conventional warheads on ballistic missiles would have on strategic stability—most specialists agree that conventional forces can help reduce the role of nuclear weapons in US security strategy. In fact, in recent years the US military has expanded the concept of “strategic deterrence,” a term that once encompassed only intercontinental nuclear weapons, to incorporate both nuclear and conventional forces, as well as diplomatic, economic, and informational tools. The recent emphasis on substituting conventional for nuclear weapons in selected missions is an important step in developing a credible and robust twenty-first century deterrent, but it does not fully consider the unique logic and strategy of conventional deterrence. The current debate focuses primarily on the use of conventional weapons for “deterrence by punishment,” the threat to impose unacceptable costs, such as the destruction of an adversary’s strategic and high-value targets, in response to unwanted actions. Yet, one of the most important contributions of conventional forces is “deterrence by denial,” the threat to deny an adversary the ability to achieve its military and political objectives through aggression. If some early strategists were accused of “conventionalization” by treating nuclear weapons merely as more powerful and effective tools of war, the current debate regarding conventional contributions to deterrence may be accused of “nuclearization” in that it treats conventional capabilities merely as a substitute for nuclear weapons.
links – generic – perception of weakness ( aggression

Perception of weakness triggers aggression – specifically Iran and China wait for signs of weakness

Silverberg 06 – foreign policy analyst for the Ariel Center for Policy Research, M.A. in Political Science and International Relations, former member of the Canadian Justice Department (Mark, 5/31. “Only Resolve is Respected.” http://www.jfednepa.org/mark%20silverberg/onlyresolve.html) 

In the Arab world, only resolve is respected. Outrage can be generated against America by portraying America to the Arab masses as a bully. But to physically attack America (as happened on 9/11), or American interests abroad (as in the cases of the embassy bombings and the USS Cole), requires that America also be depicted as weak and vulnerable. It is this perception of America, in the eyes of the Arab world, that represents the greatest threat to Western civilization because Arab misperceptions about America have led to wars. Acts of terrorism are encouraged by the belief that America is essentially weak, vulnerable, and capable of being brought to its knees by a high body-bag count before it has achieved its strategic objectives. It has been this perceived “softness” that has encouraged terrorists like al Qaeda and rogue nations like Iraq, Iran and Syria to act against America and American interests abroad. In the Middle Eastern mindset, it is fatal for any nation to be perceived as weak and vulnerable. And, in many ways, our actions and reactions have led to their perceptions. The explosion of Islamic terror and the threats of mass destruction from an Iraqi tyrant armed with nuclear or biological weapons could have been prevented. For example, in the 90’s, the decade of denial, hesitation and prevarication, U.S. foreign policy consisted of Bill Clinton desperately seeking a legacy, running America by opinion polls, sending cruise missiles to blow up empty tents in the Afghan desert, signing agreements with dictators based on the belief that America would be "safe," and seeing attacks and provocations as nothing more than a series of separate and unrelated criminal acts rather than as a sustain organized military assault on America. The assumption in those days, according to Claudia Rosett writing in the Wall Street Journal recently, was that “what we didn’t acknowledge, really couldn’t hurt us. As long as we got dictators to sign on the dotted line, we’d be safe......protected by the paperwork that said so.” Decisions to use force were avoided to prevent a confrontation with the Arab and Islamic world, and also in the naive hope that these threats would simply disappear. As a consequence, America focused on the arrest and trial of “the criminals,” protecting buildings rather than tracking down the terrorists and neutralizing their funders, planners, organizers and commanders. Worse, America relied on metal detectors, security guards, electronic surveillance and trials rather than ships, aircraft, soldiers and human intelligence. America studied the acts of terror as distinct from the ideology of the terrorist. It failed to recognize that the cumulative effect of these acts against America and American interests abroad were part of a sustained assault on this country. And our enemies perceived this as American vulnerability. The result was inevitable. This policy of "self-deception" led to the monstrous growth of al Qaeda, the naive Oil-for-Food shell-game with Iraq, the Oslo Accords, and the 1994 "Agreed Framework" with North Korea whereby America proclaimed “peace on the Korean peninsula” in return for allowing North Korea (a soon-to-be-member of the Axis of Evil) food, oil and the wiggle-room necessary to continue making (and marketing) missiles, chemical and biological weapons, and ultimately, its own nuclear weapon. The North Korean fiasco was not the only attempt during the Clinton era at what Charles Krauthammer refers to as "paper diplomacy." The bloodiest farce was the Oslo "peace" Accords between Israel and the Palestinians. President Clinton insisted that it be signed on the White House lawn under his upraised arms. He then spent the next seven years brokering one new agreement after another while declaring the peace "irreversible." He knew it was so because Yasser Arafat had promised - in writing - an end to violence and terrorism. Then Arafat decided to start up the violence and terrorism in September 2000, bringing on the worst Israeli-Palestinian bloodshed in decades and leaving the Clinton "paper-pushers" surprised. The absurd UN-run Oil-for-Food program with Iraq was another piece of paper based on the false assumption that Saddam Hussein would respect the written rules crafted by the world’s most hapless bureaucracy - the UN. Needless to say, he didn’t respect the rules, used Syria and Iran to bypass them, and now, he too is on the verge of acquiring nuclear weapons. For too long, America has deluded itself into a false sense of security based upon the written word of dictators, and this delusion has lead to the Arab perception of American weakness. Written agreements didn't work well with Hitler or Mussolini and they still don't. Unfortunately, the Oil-for-Food program, the Oslo Accords and the Korean Agreed Framework were not isolated incidents. The Arab states and al Qaeda took cognizance of the fact that the U.S., in the past, also failed to respond aggressively to many terrorist attacks against its own citizens in Beirut, in Tanzania, in Kenya and in Somalia; stood by while Americans were seized as hostages in Iran and Lebanon; let Saddam Hussein remain in power after the Gulf War (while letting the Shah fall in Iran); and pressured Israel, its ally, to make dangerous strategic concessions while simultaneously courting Israel’s enemies and allowing its prized Arab-Israeli peace process to be destroyed. This policy also led the Chinese to conclude that “the United States is a superpower in decline, losing economic, political and military influence around the world,” according to the congressionally-mandated U.S.-China Security Review Commission. The Commission also noted that “Chinese analysts believe that the United States cannot and will not sustain casualties in pursuit of its vital interests.” That is, America is "soft." And China is far from alone in holding this opinion. America’s perceived decline into weakness and its questionable “staying power” in pursuit of its strategic objectives has served as a call to arms to the monsters of the world.  Astute Middle Eastern observers have made much of the United States' post-Vietnam loathing for foreign adventures, and America's enemies have listened. In the 1970s, when many Iranians worried that American power would destroy their revolution if it went too far, Khomeini told them not to worry, saying America "won't do a damn thing." And as recently as 1998, Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, Khomeini's successor, insisted there was no need to negotiate with the United States since Tehran had shown that Washington was “too weak to be feared or heeded.” 

links – generic – withdrawal hurts conventional deterrence

Conventional Deterrence Good- Creates quick, cheap victories and balances militaries

Gerson 09- Senior Researcher at Institute for global Engagement [Michael R, “Conventional  deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age”] 
The logic of conventional deterrence is based on three interrelated arguments. First, states contemplating conventional aggression typically seek relatively quick, inexpensive victories. The history of conventional warfare demonstrates that most nations desire and develop military strategies designed for rapid, blitzkrieg-style wars rather than protracted wars of attrition. Long and costly wars can ruin economies and create political instabilities undermining the effectiveness, reputation, and survival of the government or state. War is inherently unpredictable, and most leaders do not want to get trapped in a costly and bloody conflict with no end in sight and an uncertain final outcome. Second, conventional deterrence is primarily based on deterrence by denial, the ability to prevent an adversary from achieving its objectives through conflict. If states typically seek short and low-cost conflicts, then conventional deterrence largely depends on convincing an adversary that it cannot achieve its objectives rapidly or efficiently. In this context, the deterrent effect is achieved in large part by the possibility of getting bogged down in a long and costly war of attrition. According to John Mearsheimer, one of the principal architects of conventional deterrence theory, “. . . deterrence is best served when the attacker believes that his only alternative is a protracted war: The threat of a war of attrition is the bedrock of conventional deterrence.” Thus, if a state believes it can achieve rapid victory, deterrence is more apt to fail; conversely, deterrence is more likely to succeed when an aggressor state believes it cannot achieve its goals in relatively short order. Although the strategy of conventional deterrence primarily depends on deterrence by denial, the usefulness and applicability of deterrence by punishment should not be overlooked, especially in light of significant advancements in conventional precision-strike capabilities. In practice, a robust and flexible conventional deterrence strategy should combine both mechanisms, as some adversaries are more likely to be deterred by the threat of punishment and others by the threat of denial. For example, some leaders may believe that they can simply withstand or “ride out” whatever punishment the opponent’s conventional forces can inflict. For these regimes, threats to deny success may be a more potent deterrent than threats of punishment. On the other hand, some aggressors may convince them Parameters selves that US conventional forces will not be able to successfully deny their objectives. These leaders may believe that they can achieve their aims in spite of the opposing conventional power because they have greater resolve and are willing to fight longer and harder, and accept greater casualties. Often, they base this resolve on the belief that they can achieve their goals before substantial US conventional power arrives, a fait accompli. These opponents may perceive that they have a better conventional war-fighting strategy or a “home field advantage” since the conflict is on their territory. Their resolve is often based on strategy that incorporates the employment of asymmetric tactics to offset US conventional advantages, such as supporting terrorism or acquiring WMD. In all these cases, the threat of punishment may be the most effective deterrent. In general, however, denial has an important advantage over punishment: If conventional deterrence fails, a force designed for deterrence by denial is more able to engage in conventional conflict, control escalation, and exercise a winning strategy. Given that a credible deterrence by denial strategy requires that an adversary believe that U.S. forces are actually capable of denying victory on the battlefield, this force posture is inherently designed to fight and win a conflict in the event of a deterrence failure. According to Lawrence Freedman, “In principle, denial is a more reliable strategy than punishment because, if the threats have to be implemented, it offers control rather than continuing coercion. With punishment, the [adversary] is left to decide how much more to take. With denial, the choice is removed.” Third, and finally, the “local” balance of military power—the balance between the conventional forces of the attacker and those of a defender in the area of conflict—often plays a critical role in conventional deterrence, since it is local forces that will impact an aggressor’s calculations regarding a quick victory. If US adversaries seek relatively short and inexpensive wars, and if the key to deterring conventional aggression is convincing those adversaries that they will not be able to achieve such an objective, then credible and effective deterrence requires that US forces be in or near the region, or readily able to deploy, for an immediate response. When the local balance favors the adversary, deterrence is more likely to fail because the regime will calculate that it can achieve a rapid success. When the local balance favors the defender, deterrence is more likely to succeed. The importance of the local power balance in deterrence calculations suggests that US conventional superiority in and of itself is not as relevant as some analysts have suggested. In fact, the available evidence suggests that overall superiority may be insufficient to establish deterrence. Despite Autumn 2009 the apparent advantage of conventional superiority in the macro sense, deterrence may still fail if the opponent believes it has a local advantage. 
internal link – u.s. presence key to stability

US presence key to stability – it is the ‘indispensable nation’

Eisenstadt, 2004, senior fellow and director of The Washington Institute's Military and Security Studies Program and specialist in Persian Gulf and Arab-Israeli  security affairs
[Michael Eisenstadt, “Deter and Contain: Dealing with a Nuclear Iran” Nonproliferation Policy Education Center March 4, http://www.npolicy.org/files/2004-03-04Eisenstadt.pdf]

Iran’s nuclear program is likely to emerge as the driving force behind efforts to create a new regional security architecture in the Persian Gulf and southwest Asia in the coming years. While it is in the long-term U.S. interest to create a free-standing balance of power in the Gulf that obviates the need for a permanent forward U.S. presence there, for the foreseeable future, the stabilization of Iraq and countering the nuclear ambitions of Iran, will draw the U.S. deeper into the affairs of the region. Enhancing the military capabilities of regional allies threatened by Iran, deepening bilateral cooperation with these countries, and encouraging multilateral cooperation in the areas of air- and missile defense and beyond may be the best way to lay the basis for regional collective security. For the near term, however, the U.S. will remain the ‘indispensable nation’ when it comes to formulating a response to the emergence of a nuclear Iran, and achieving security and stability in proliferated region.

impacts – generic – conflict escalation

Strong conventional deterrent vital to solve regional aggression and prevents conflicts- persuades adversaries that we mean business

Gerson 09- Senior Researcher at Institute for global Engagement [Michael R, “Conventional  deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age”] 
In this context, conventional deterrence can be an important mechanism to limit options for regional aggression below the nuclear threshold. By deploying robust conventional forces in and around the theater of potential conflict, the United States can credibly signal that it can respond to conventional aggression at the outset, and therefore the opponent cannot hope to simultaneously achieve a quick conventional victory and use nuclear threats to deter US involvement. Moreover, if the United States can convince an opponent that US forces will be engaged at the beginning of hostilities—and will therefore incur the human and financial costs of war from the start—it can help persuade opponents that the United States would be highly resolved to fight even in the face of nuclear threats because American blood and treasure would have already been expended. Similar to the Cold War, the deployment of conventional power in the region, combined with significant nuclear capabilities and escalation dominance, can help prevent regimes from believing that nuclear possession provides opportunities for conventional aggression and coercion. 

Conventional deterrence key to dampen conflicts

Lieber, 09 - Associate Professor of Political Science at Georgetown University's Walsh School of Foreign Service (Keir

Lieber “The nukes we need”, November/December 2009 http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/65481/keir-a-lieber-

and-daryl-g-press/the-nukes-we-need)

The success of nuclear deterrence may turn out to be its own undoing. Nuclear weapons helped keep the peace

in Europe throughout the Cold War, preventing the bitter dispute from engulfing the continent in another catastrophic conflict. But after nearly 65 years without a major war or a nuclear attack, many prominent statesmen, scholars, and analysts have begun to take deterrence for granted. They are now calling for a major drawdown of the U.S. nuclear arsenal and a new commitment to pursue a world without these weapons. Unfortunately, deterrence in the twenty-first century may be far more difficult for the United States than it was in the past, and having the right mix of nuclear capabilities to deal with the new challenges will be crucial. The United States leads a global network of alliances, a position that commits Washington to protecting countries all over the world. Many of its potential adversaries have acquired, or appear to be seeking, nuclear weapons. Unless the world's major disputes are resolved -- for example, on the Korean Peninsula, across the Taiwan Strait, and around the Persian Gulf -- or the U.S. military pulls back from these regions, the United States will sooner or later find itself embroiled in conventional wars with nuclear-armed adversaries. Preventing escalation in those circumstances will be far more difficult than peacetime deterrence during the Cold War. In a conventional war, U.S. adversaries would have powerful incentives to brandish or use nuclear weapons because their lives, their families, and the survival of their regimes would be at stake. Therefore, as the United States considers the future of its nuclear arsenal, it should judge its force not against the relatively easy mission of peacetime deterrence but against the demanding mission of deterring escalation during a conventional conflict, when U.S. enemies are fighting for their lives.

2nc conventional deterrence impacts – nato

Conventional Deterrence key to NATO Credibility. 
Gerson 09- Senior Researcher at Institute for global Engagement [Michael R, “Conventional  deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age”] 
As a result, western military strategy eventually shifted from total reliance on nuclear weapons as a means of deterring both Soviet conventional and nuclear aggression to a strategy of “Flexible Response,” which included conventional and nuclear elements. From the mid-1960s onward, NATO relied on conventional power, backed by the threat of nuclear escalation, to deter any conventional assault on Europe by the numerically superior Warsaw Pact, and relied on nuclear weapons to deter nuclear attacks. By incorporating “direct defense”—the ability to respond to Warsaw Pact aggression, especially conventional aggression, with proportionate (i.e., conventional) force—into NATO strategy, the concept of Flexible Response sought to create a more credible means of deterrence across the entire spectrum of conflict. 

NATO prevents ethnic conflict spillover in Europe that would trigger global war.

John Duffield, Winter 1994. Professor of Political Science @ Georgia State University. "NATO's Functions after the Cold War," Political Science Quarterly 109.5, JSTOR.

A second post-cold war NATO function that has assumed greater prominence is the protection of alliance members against an array of newly emerging threats. Increasing attention has been paid to possible dangers emanating from North Africa and the Middle East, in part because of the spread of the technology for producing missiles and weapons of mass destruction to those areas. Highest on the list of new external concerns, however, are ethnic, territorial, and national conflicts within and among the countries of Central and Eastern Europe, as exemplified by the fighting in the former Yugoslavia. Such conflicts have the potential to generate large numbers of refugees or even to spill over onto the territory of neighboring countries, which include NATO members. In a worst case scenario, outside states might feel compelled to intervene, risking an expansion of hostilities, as occurred at the beginning of World War I. Although so far unable to put an end to such conflicts, NATO helps to address the concerns they raise in several ways. First, it protects its members against the possible spillover of military hostilities. While no alliance countries have yet been seriously threatened in this way, NATO's long experience with organizing the defense of its members leaves it well prepared to deal with such contingencies. NATO also helps to prevent other countries from being drawn into conflicts of this type. The existence of the alliance reassures member states bordering on the region that they will not be left alone to deal with nearby wars should they escalate or spill over, thereby reducing the incentive to intervene unilaterally. Instead, NATO's presence helps to ensure that Western military involvement in such conflicts, where it occurs at all, is collective and consensual.16 At the same time, the possibility of a sharp, coordinated NATO response may inhibit other countries from meddling. As the fighting in the former Yugoslavia has dragged on, moreover, the alliance has been increasingly seen as having an active role to play in containing and even suppressing conflict among national and subnational groups within Central and Eastern Europe, and it has steadily enhanced its political authority and organizational ability to act should its members choose to do so. In 1992, the allies agreed to make NATO resources available to support peacekeeping operations mandated by the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) and the United Nations (UN).17 And in early 1994, they approved the development of a mechanism termed Combined Joint Task Forces (C JTF) that would enable groups of members -"coalitions of the willing" -to draw upon common alliance assets for specific opera- tions outside of the treaty area.18 Most dramatically, the alliance has gained valuable experience in the former Yugoslavia, firing shots in anger for the first time in its history. NATO forces have enforced both the maritime blockade in the Adriatic and the no-fly zone over Bosnia. They have provided protective air power for UN personnel on the ground. And they have used the threat of air strikes to establish exclusion zones for heavy weapons around Sarajevo and the UN-designated safe area of Gorazde. Although NATO's impact on the conflict has not yet been decisive, this lack sf success can be only partly ascribed to the alliance itself; its ability to intervene effectively in future regional conflicts has clearly increased. 

That goes nuclear.

John Duffield, Winter 1994/1995. Assistant professor of government and foreign affairs University of Virginia, Charlottesville. “NATO’s Functions After the Cold War,” Political Science Quarterly 109.5, Ebsco. 

In all these ways, NATO clearly serves the interests of its European members. But even the United States has a significant stake in preserving a peaceful and prosperous Europe. In addition to strong transatlantic historical and cultural ties, American economic interests in Europe-as a leading market for U.S. products, as a source of valuable imports, and as the host for considerable direct foreign investment by American companies remain substantial. If history is any guide, moreover, the United States could easily be drawn into a future major war in Europe, the consequences of which would likely be even more devastating than those of the past, given the existence of nuclear weapons.[11] 

impacts – generic – at: our hegemony adv solves

Troop deployment in the region is key to deter aggression

Gerson 09 – Research analyst at the Center for Naval Analyses (Michael S, Autumn. “Conventional Deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age.” Parameters.)

Third, and finally, the “local” balance of military power—the balance between the conventional forces of the attacker and those of a defender in the area of conflict—often plays a critical role in conventional deterrence, since it is local forces that will impact an aggressor’s calculations regarding a quick victory.27 If US adversaries seek relatively short and inexpensive wars, and if the key to deterring conventional aggression is convincing those adversaries that they will not be able to achieve such an objective, then credible and effective deterrence requires that US forces be in or near the region, or readily able to deploy, for an immediate response. When the local balance favors the adversary, deterrence is more likely to fail because the regime will calculate that it can achieve a rapid success. When the local balance favors the defender, deterrence is more likely to succeed.28 The importance of the local power balance in deterrence calculations suggests that US conventional superiority in and of itself is not as relevant as some analysts have suggested.29 In fact, the available evidence suggests that overall superiority may be insufficient to establish deterrence. Despite the apparent advantage of conventional superiority in the macro sense, deterrence may still fail if the opponent believes it has a local advantage.

And, their overstretch argument is false 

Schmitt 07 – Resident Scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, Director of the Program on Advanced Strategic Studies (Gary J, June. http://www.aei.org/publications/pubID.26387,filter.all/pub_detail.asp)

And speaking of money, Layne's argument about looming imperial overstretch is itself a stretch. Even with all the problems in Iraq, a war in Afghanistan, and an emerging hedging strategy vis-à-vis China, the defense burden is still barely over 4 percent of the U.S. gross domestic product. The United States has had far higher defense burdens in the past while still retaining its status as the world's economic juggernaut. There may be plenty of reasons to worry about the U.S. economy, but "guns over butter" is not one of them. Moreover, while pulling back from a forward-leaning defense strategy would undoubtedly save money, offshore balancing would still require the United States to have a major military establishment in reserve if it wanted to be capable of being a decisive player in a game of great power balancing. Is the $100 billion or so saved--or, rather, spent by Congress on "bridges to nowhere"--really worth the loss in global influence that comes from adopting Layne's strategy?
Regional balance of forces is key – otherwise deterrence fails
Gerson 09- Senior Researcher at Institute for Global Engagement [Michael R, Autumn. “Conventional Deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age.” Parameters.] 
Third, and finally, the “local” balance of military power—the balance between the conventional forces of the attacker and those of a defender in the area of conflict—often plays a critical role in conventional deterrence, since it is local forces that will impact an aggressor’s calculations regarding a quick victory.27 If US adversaries seek relatively short and inexpensive wars, and if the key to deterring conventional aggression is convincing those adversaries that they will not be able to achieve such an objective, then credible and effective deterrence requires that US forces be in or near the region, or readily able to deploy, for an immediate response. When the local balance favors the adversary, deterrence is more likely to fail because the regime will calculate that it can achieve a rapid success. When the local balance favors the defender, deterrence is more likely to succeed.28

The importance of the local power balance in deterrence calculations suggests that US conventional superiority in and of itself is not as relevant as some analysts have suggested.29 In fact, the available evidence suggests that overall superiority may be insufficient to establish deterrence. Despite the apparent advantage of conventional superiority in the macro sense, deterrence may still fail if the opponent believes it has a local advantage.

***aff answers***

aff – at: iran  impact

Sanctions and stabilizing Iraq solves

Gates 09 – Secretary of Defense (Robert M, 1/27. “Submitted Statement on DoD Challenges to the Senate Armed Services Committee.” U.S. Dept of Defense, http://www.defense.gov/Speeches/Speech.aspx?SpeechID=1337)
The regional and nuclear ambitions of Iran continue to pose enormous challenges to the U.S. Yet I believe there are non-military ways to blunt Iran’s power to threaten its neighbors and sow instability throughout the Middle East. The lower price of oil deprives Iran of revenues and, in turn, makes U.N. economic sanctions bite harder. In addition, there is the growing self-sufficiency and sovereignty of Iraq, whose leaders – including Iraqi Shia – have shown they do not intend for the new, post-Saddam Iraq to become a satrapy of its neighbor to the east. This situation provides new opportunities for diplomatic and economic pressure to be more effective than in the past.

aff – at: china impact

No risk of China war – the US is deterred by economic interests

Bolkcom, Kan & Woolf, 06 - a report made for congress (Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, Christopher Bolkom, Shirley A. Kan, Amy F. Woolf “U.S. Conventional Forces and Nuclear Deterrence: A china case study” 8/11, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RL33607.pdf) Pg. 29

As described earlier in this report, it is too narrow to conclude that the United States and China have not engaged in an open, armed conflict simply because each is deterred by the nuclear capabilities of the other. Potential “flashpoints” (e.g. Taiwan, other territorial disputes) have not ignited because both nations apparently recognize that, on many fronts, the costs of a conflict would far exceed the benefits. The U.S. Defense Department, for example, contends that China is deterred from using overt military force against its neighbors by concerns over potential economic repercussions and fear of domestic instability.62 Some argue that as China’s economic and political interests in Asia expand and as China’s military continues to develop, the possibility of conflict could increase. Others, however, believe that the possibility of conflict is likely to decrease, or at least not increase, because the United States and China may find as many potential areas for cooperation as they do for competition. There is no doubt that this calculation could change if the political and military factors associated with the flashpoints were to change. As one part of this broad calculation, however, China’s assessment of the costs of conflict would hinge heavily on its assessment of whether the United States would intervene, and its assessment of whether the conflict might escalate to the use of nuclear weapons. The Bush Administration has indicated, and many agree, that the United States can and should alter its nuclear force structure and nuclear doctrine so that they can play a more prominent role in U.S. national security policy. Others, however, question whether the threat of nuclear weapons employment would be credible if the United States did not face dire threats to its national survival.

China won’t attack Taiwan

Thompson 10 Director of China Studies and Starr Senior Fellow at The Nixon Center 
(Drew Thompson, MARCH/APRIL 2010, “think again: china’s military”, Foreign Policy, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/02/22/think_again_chinas_military?page=0,6)
"China's War Plans Are All About Invading Taiwan." That was then. Chinese military leaders in the recent past did place intense focus on preparing their armed forces to fight a "limited war" over Taiwan, fully expecting that the United States would enter the conflict. Many weapons systems the PLA acquired or developed, as well as the exercises it trained for, were largely aimed at fighting a technologically superior enemy -- with particular emphasis on developing tactics to keep the United States from bringing naval assets to China's shores, a strategy known as "access denial." In the past, massive annual amphibious-assault exercises, known derisively as the "million-man swim," defined the military experiences of hundreds of thousands of conscripts. 

Although simulating a Chinese D-Day on Taiwan might be a tidy demonstration of the PLA's core mission, the armed forces today are developing capabilities and doctrine that will eventually enable them to protect China's expanding global interests. The PLA's Second Artillery Corps and science-and-technology units are increasingly capable in space and cyberspace operations, and they have honed the ability to launch and operate satellites to improve communications and intelligence collection. New air and naval platforms and capabilities, such as aerial refueling and new classes of ships, also increase the PLA's ability to deploy abroad. 

Official Chinese military writings now pay increasing attention to a greater range of military missions, focusing not only on China's territorial integrity, but on its global interests. From oil rigs in Nigeria to a crude-oil pipeline under construction that will connect Yunnan's capital city to Burma's port of Sittwe on the Bay of Bengal, Beijing thinks it must be able to defend its people, infrastructure, and investments in some of the world's most volatile places -- much as the British did in the 1800s. 

aff – nonunique 

Obama looks helpless
Morris 09 (Dick Morris, an American political author and commentator  - 06/23/09, Obama’s weakness issue

 http://thehill.com/opinion/columnists/dick-morris/47099-obamas-weakness-issue)

So now, as North Korea defies international sanctions and sends arms to Myanmar and Iran slaughters its citizens in the streets, President Obama looks helpless and hapless. He comes across as not having a clue how to handle the crises.
And as North Korea prepares to launch a missile on a Hail Mary pass aimed at Hawaii, the Democrats slash 19 missile interceptors from the Defense Department budget.The transparent appeasement of Iran’s government — and its obvious lack of reciprocation — makes Obama look ridiculous.  Long after the mullahs have suppressed what limited democracy they once allowed, Obama’s image problems will persist.
While Americans generally applaud Obama’s outreach to the Muslims of the world and think highly of his Cairo speech, they are very dissatisfied with his inadequate efforts to stop Iran from developing — and North Korea from using — nuclear weapons. Clearly, his policies toward these two nations are a weak spot in his reputation.His failure to stand up to either aggressor is of a piece with his virtual surrender in the war on terror. Documented in our new book, Catastrophe, we show how he has disarmed the United States and simply elected to stop battling terrorists, freeing them from Guantánamo as he empowers them with every manner of constitutional protection.Obviously, the Iranian democracy demonstrators will not fare any better than their Chinese brethren did in Tiananmen Square. But the damage their brutal suppression will do to the Iranian government is going to be huge. The ayatollahs of Tehran have always sold themselves to the world’s Islamic faithful as the ultimate theocracy, marrying traditional Muslim values with the needs of modern governance. But now, in the wake of the bloodshed, they are revealed as nothing more than military dictators. All the romance is gone, just as it faded in wake of the tanks in Budapest and Prague. All that remains is power.China, of course, fared better after Tiananmen because of its economic miracle. But Iran has no such future on its horizon. The loss of prestige in the Arab world and the end of the pretense of government with popular support will cost Iran dearly.In the meantime, Obama’s pathetic performance vis-à-vis Iran and North Korea cannot but send a message to all of America’s enemies that the president of the United States does not believe in using power — that he is a wimp and they can get away with whatever they want. A dangerous reputation indeed.
Obama is weak now--apologizing 
Hanson 9 (a classicist and historian at the Hoover Institution, Stanford University victor davis hanson,july 1 2010, (Even a Few) Words Matter, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2010/07/01/even_a_few_words_matter_106161.html)

Consider the number of apologies Obama has issued to various states that suggest we, not others, are the problem.

To Turkey, Obama said we had often been at fault, and added remorse for slavery and our treatment of Native Americans.

To Russia, he emphasized a need for an American diplomatic reset button.

To the Japanese, he touched on the brutal way America ended World War II.

To the world at large, Obama apologized for Guantanamo Bay, the war on terror, and some activities of the CIA.

To Latin America, he rued our past insensitive diplomacy.

To the G-20, he lamented America's prior rude behavior.

To the Muslim world, he confessed to wrong policies and past mistakes.

To Europe, he apologized for our occasionally strained relations.

To the United Nations, he said he felt bad about America's unilateral behavior.

In addition, Obama has bowed to Saudi autocrats and Chinese dictators. In morally equivalent fashion, an Obama subordinate brought up to human-rights violator China the new Arizona immigration law. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton suggested that we would be neutral in a new and growing Falklands Island dispute. And America has put Israel on notice that the old close relationship is changing.Turkey is growing increasingly anti-American. A newly aggressive Russia is beaming that we have caved on a number of contentious issues..

Strong Taliban senses weakness 
Nasuti 10 – Deputy City Attorney for Los Angeles and a U.S. Air Force Captain with Air Force Logistics Command (February 2010,Matthew Nasuti, Taliban Sense Weakness in NATO, http://kabulpress.org/my/spip.php?article4744)

“The Taliban have given orders to their people to attack in as many different places as they possibly can - in order to reinforce the impression of being everywhere.”

This is the same type of strategy employed by the Viet Cong during the period of Tet, or Vietnamese Lunar New Year, in February 1968. It launched a month-long series of attacks across the length of South Vietnam targeting most of the country’s provincial capitals. The assaults were militarily unsuccessful, but they had a major psychological impact which changed the course of the war and began a slow withdrawal of American forces from that country.NATO forces are seemingly oblivious to the implications of the Taliban’s mini-Tet attacks. The Taliban launched a rare winter offensive and it attacked some of the most protected locations in Afghanistan. Just as in 1968, military analysts are dismissing the attacks as desperation and military failures, yet many of these attacks dominated the news for days and even weeks.

NATO forces are also ignoring the suicide bomb statistics. According to the New York Times, there were 195 suicide attacks in Afghanistan in 2007, and 275 in 2009. That is two suicide attacks every three days. The New York Times’ Rod Nordland, in a February 15, 2010, story, dismissed the military significance of these suicide attacks. He overlooked the fact that the Taliban side has a growing number of followers who are willing to die for their cause. This coincides with NATO’s unpublicized assessment which now places overall Taliban troop strength in excess of 30,000, which is an increase from just six months ago. These metrics need to be more carefully analyzed.America’s top counterinsurgency expert in the 1950’s and 1960’s was General Edward Lansdale. He once said of American President Kennedy that he was trying to win the war in South Vietnam, while the Viet Cong were trying to win the people. The war in Afghanistan is a war over the Afghan people. In that war, perceptions among the Afghan people about who has the initiative, can trump the realities.What is also being overlooked is the reason for these Taliban attacks. The Taliban seem to sense weakness in NATO. This is reinforced by the retreat of American forces from isolated outposts in Kunar, Nuristan and other provinces, by the refusal of the West to open any consulates in Kandahar (out of fear of the Taliban), and by the already announced withdrawal of NATO forces, which will begin next year.
The massive NATO offensive currently underway in Marjah is another sign of weakness. NATO has deployed 15,000 troops against a few hundred Taliban. Why does NATO need three months of planning and a 50-1 superiority in ground forces in order to seize back one district town? NATO’s fear of casualties seems pervasive and may ultimately be debilitating. NATO may well be perceived by the Taliban as lacking “baraka.”
Obama not showing strength now
Morris 09 – an American political author and commentator  (Dick, 6/23/09, Obama’s weakness issue

 http://thehill.com/opinion/columnists/dick-morris/47099-obamas-weakness-issue)

If only President Obama were a third as tough on Iran and North Korea as he is on Republicans, he’d be making progress in containing the dire threats to our national security these rogue nations represent. As it is, the president is letting the perception of weakness cloud his image. Once that particular miasma enshrouds a presidency, it is hard to dissipate.If foreign policy issues actually involve war and the commitment of troops, they can be politically potent. But otherwise, the impact of international affairs on presidential image is largely metaphoric. Since foreign policy is the only area in which the president can govern virtually alone, it provides a window on his personality and use of power that domestic policy cannot.

Obama weakness-becoming visible
.
Lyons 10 – admiral (“American weakness on display,Obama projects impotence at home and abroad,” Adm. James A. Lyons

June 24, 2010, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/jun/24/american-weakness-on-display/)

At home, President Obama's growing image of ineffectiveness and weakness has been reflected in his slow reaction to the oil leak in the Gulf and his inability to mobilize the resources of the U.S. government to contain it. Furthermore, to refuse to accept the oil-spill containment resources offered by 13 countries, citing the Jones Act (which easily could be waived) was unconscionable.
aff – nonunique – china

Nonunique – China is aggressive now 

AP 6/25 (Christopher Bodeen, 6/25/10, " Chinese nationalists increasingly strident ", http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5gMEFC7eXk74KBudZVCpBKWr_Mr6wD9GIDB180)

BEIJING — Upcoming joint U.S.-South Korean naval drills have sparked an unexpected outcry from Chinese nationalists, whose fiery rhetoric has been stoked by their country's rising economic strength and global clout. While North Korea often issues diatribes condemning the routine war games off South Korea, this time, it was Chinese blogs and websites that exploded in anger at word that an American aircraft carrier might join the drills, bringing it close to Chinese waters. Some hawks even urged their country's military to make its own show of force. "China should cover the Yellow Sea with ships and missiles and open fire and drive them back should the American military dare invade our territorial waters," a commentary on the popular ccvic.com news website demanded, though Beijing has given no sign it will make any military response. Such nationalist rhetoric jibes with a growing outspokenness among ranking members of the People's Liberation Army that is stirring concern abroad and could hamper China's quest to be regarded as a rising — and responsible — member of international society. While Chinese nationalism has been growing for the better part of two decades, the unusually vociferous response this time reflected a sense among Chinese that their soaring economy and rising profile on the international scene deserve greater respect.

aff – no rogue aggression

No risk of adversarial aggression – no state wants to challenge the U.S.

Kagan 07 – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund (Robert, Aug/Sept. “End of Dreams, Return of History.” Hoover Policy Review. http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html)
The anticipated global balancing has for the most part not occurred. Russia and China certainly share a common and openly expressed goal of checking American hegemony. They have created at least one institution, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, aimed at resisting American influence in Central Asia, and China is the only power in the world, other than the United States, engaged in a long-term military buildup. But Sino-Russian hostility to American predominance has not yet produced a concerted and cooperative effort at balancing. China ’s buildup is driven at least as much by its own long-term ambitions as by a desire to balance the United States. Russia has been using its vast reserves of oil and natural gas as a lever to compensate for the lack of military power, but it either cannot or does not want to increase its military capability sufficiently to begin counterbalancing the United States. Overall, Russian military power remains in decline. In addition, the two powers do not trust one another. They are traditional rivals, and the rise of China inspires at least as much nervousness in Russia as it does in the United States. At the moment, moreover, China is less abrasively confrontational with the United States. Its dependence on the American market and foreign investment and its perception that the United States remains a potentially formidable adversary mitigate against an openly confrontational approach. In any case, China and Russia cannot balance the United States without at least some help from Europe, Japan, India, or at least some of the other advanced, democratic nations. But those powerful players are not joining the effort. Europe has rejected the option of making itself a counterweight to American power. This is true even among the older members of the European Union, where neither France, Germany, Italy, nor Spain proposes such counterbalancing, despite a public opinion hostile to the Bush administration. Now that the eu has expanded to include the nations of Central and Eastern Europe, who fear threats from the east, not from the west, the prospect of a unified Europe counterbalancing the United States is practically nil. As for Japan and India, the clear trend in recent years has been toward closer strategic cooperation with the United States.

aff – nonunique – iran

Iran nonunique – aggression increasing now and Obama’s done nothing to stop it

Canada Free Press 7/19 (Alan Caruba, 7/19/10, " US Looks Weak as Iran Flips Off the World ", http://canadafreepress.com/index.php/article/25552)

For months now, Mortimer B. Zuckerman, the owner and editor-in-chief of U.S. News & World Report, has been writing increasingly desperate pleas for the Obama administration to do something about the greatest threat to peace in the Middle East and the world, Iran.  “When Barack Obama became president, Iran had perhaps several thousand centrifuges enriching uranium. Now it may have thousands more,” wrote Zuckerman in the August edition. “What's at stake here is too menacing for the world to delude itself that Iran will somehow change course. It won't.” It must be very frustrating to be a multi-millionaire media mogul and yet unable to do much about an impending disaster other than warn about it. My sense is that it falls on deaf ears at the White House.  Americans got a glimpse of the President's indifference to the U.S. military when, early in his first year he proposed that veterans carry private health insurance to cover the estimated $540 million annual cost the federal government pays for the treatment of injuries to military personnel received during their tours on active duty.  “Look, it's an all volunteer force,” said Obama. “Nobody made these guys to war. They had to have known and accepted the risks. Now they whine about bearing the costs of their choice? It doesn't compute,” adding, “I guess I underestimated the selfishness of some of my fellow Americans.” He backed off that proposal and, of course, later sent 30,000 more troops to the front lines in Afghanistan, the war he deemed the most important. Most observers deem it an unwinnable war. How does one train an Afghan army when an estimated 85% of its soldiers can neither read, nor write? Anyone as dense as Obama should not be allowed to be Commander-in-Chief, but he is and, worse for America and all other nations, he likely has no idea of the dangers involved in reducing the nation's military capabilities at a time when Iran is closing in on becoming a nuclear threat to the Middle East and beyond. “So, if Iran succeeds,” warns Zuckerman, “it would be seen as a major defeat and open our government to doubts about its power and resolve to shape events in the Middle East. Friends would respond by distancing themselves from Washington; foes would aggressively challenge U.S. policies.” Writing in The Wall Street Journal, David Kay, the man who led the U.N. inspections after the Persian Gulf War and later led the CIA's Iraq Survey Group following the 2003 invasion, dismantled the Obama administration claims that either economic sanctions or a weapons inspection program in Iran will deter the Iranians. “As a former weapons inspector, I have very bad news: A weapons inspection regime in Iran will not work.” Don't look to the United Nations to do anything. “Even after Iran's 20-year-long clandestine program started to be revealed the IAEA inspectors have had a hard time getting United Nations authority to confront the Islamic Republic.” “The blunt truth,” said Kay, “is that weapons inspections simply cannot prevent a government in charge of a large country from developing nuclear weapons.” It didn't even stop a small country, North Korea, from doing so.  Does anyone know the extent to which the President is trying to reduce the U.S. arsenal of nuclear weapons? Or the capability of the U.S. Air Force to respond to a threat to the peace anywhere in the world?  The only time this president has shown any “leadership” was in response to criticism by the former head of the forces in Afghanistan, Gen. Stanley McCrystal. Meanwhile, the cost cutting in the Pentagon continues relentlessly. All this reeks of the weakness shown by Great Britain and European leaders in the face of the obvious aggression by Hitler's Nazi regime in the 1930s. 

aff – turn – iran

Threats of military force consolidate the regime and risk confrontation and war 
Ehsani, 06  - independent scholar based in Chicago. He is on the editorial boards of Middle East Report and Goft-o-gu (Dialogue) journal in Iran (Kaveh, “We Need Negotiations, Not Saber-Rattling, With Iran”, Middle East Research and Information Project 5/6, http://www.merip.org/newspaper_opeds/oped050606.html) 

“All options are on the table,” says President George W. Bush when asked about press reports that the Pentagon is drawing up plans to bomb Iran to derail the nuclear research program there. Iran's Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei shoots back: "The Iranian nation will respond to any blow with double the intensity." Even if Bush's saber rattling is merely a psychological ploy, and even if the Iranians are also just blowing smoke, the danger is that the cycle of threat and counter-threat could spin out of control.
Prominent dissenting voices, including former Secretary of State Madeleine Albright and Richard Armitage, deputy secretary of state during Bush's first term, are calling for the US and Iran to stop this rhetorical tit for tat in the media and sit down face to face. They are right: direct negotiations are the realistic choice for defusing the mounting crisis over Iran's enrichment of uranium, a process which could in time allow Iran to build a nuclear weapon.
Iran's intransigence, in the face of demands that it cease enrichment, stems from the conservative ruling elite's belief that the US is determined to foment regime change. They are convinced that their very survival depends on not buckling under pressure until they get either direct security assurances from the US or obtain some form of deterrence.
Bush deepened this siege mentality when he labeled Iran as part of an "axis of evil" in 2002. At the time, the reformist former president Mohammad Khatami and his followers decided that Iran faced an existential national threat that could not be ignored, and so they allowed hardline conservatives to take the lead on the nuclear issue. Now, after the US invaded one member of the “axis of evil,” strategists in Tehran look around and see US-allied states, Afghanistan, Pakistan, Iraq and Turkey, on two sides, Saudi Arabia and the Gulf states on a third, as well as nuclear-armed Israel over the horizon.
There is little enthusiasm among US allies for sanctions on Iran, let alone military strikes, partly because there is still no proof that Iran's nuclear research program is aimed at acquiring a weapon. Additionally, they know that despite President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad's despicable questioning of the Holocaust and other fulminations against Israel, Iran poses no great offensive threat to regional or international peace and security. Iran's military is poorly trained and its equipment is obsolete. If Iran lobbed a missile at Israel, it would guarantee its own devastation in response.
Other states on the Security Council also suspect that the Bush administration's obsession with the Iranian nuclear program has obfuscated its real motives. By targeting Iran with sanctions or worse, the administration hopes to eliminate another potential challenge to US hegemony in the oil-rich Persian Gulf. US geostrategic goals undermine the effort to build consensus at the Security Council, despite international misgivings about the consequences of Iran becoming a nuclear power.
Skepticism about Iran's insistence that its program is peaceful is warranted, since Iran has not been fully transparent about the scope of its research. Should Iran develop a nuclear weapon, its apprehensive neighbors, primarily Saudi Arabia and Turkey, might follow suit. Rigorous International Atomic Energy Agency inspections should continue.
In the meantime, Iran is far less inflexible in its nuclear plans than its rhetoric may lead us to believe. The conservatives in Iran, led by the hardline Supreme Leader Khamenei, have sent numerous signals regarding their willingness to negotiate with the US. They want recognition of the Islamic Republic, security guarantees and negotiations on equal terms on outstanding US-Iranian disputes. The ideologues of the Bush administration refuse such talks, indicating that they want nothing less than the demise of the regime. But it is precisely that demand for total capitulation by the Iranian regime that hardens their determination not to concede anything in uranium enrichment.
The only way to deter Iran from its nuclear path is for the US to step back from its brinkmanship and begin full normalization of diplomatic relations.   

Efforts to contain Iran will destroy cooperation in Iraq
Dobbins, 07  – director of the RAND International Security and Defense Policy Center (James, Coping with Iran: Confrontation, Containment, or Engagement?  A Conference Report” http://www.rand.org/pubs/conf_proceedings/2007/RAND_CF237.pdf) 

So far, discussions have taken place at the descriptive level of  what is going on inside Iran.  Now we turn to what should be done next.  Most of the Bush administration’s objectives in the Middle East are  praiseworthy and desirable. Successful diplomacy, however, involves the  art of sequence and prioritizing competing objectives. The  administration has largely failed to do this. For instance, it has  never been likely that the United States could stabilize Iraq and  destabilize Iran (and Syria) at the same time.
Like any failing state, Iraq can only be held together if its  neighbors cooperate in the effort. Neighboring governments simply have  too much influence, by reason of their proximity, cultural familiarity,  and access. Nor can they afford to remain uninvolved. It is the  neighbors, after all, not the United States, that will get the  refugees, terrorists, criminals, endemic disease, drugs, and economic  disruption that come from having a failed state on their doorstep. So  they will become involved. But, in doing so, they will often make the  situation worse by backing competing factions in the local struggle for  power. This involvement cannot be prevented. Instead, what one needs to  do is engage the neighbors in an effort to put convergent, rather than  divergent, pressures on the local leaders.
In 1995, the United States decided that it could not hold Bosnia  together unless it engaged Yugoslav president Slobodan Miloševi and Croatian president Franjo Tu man——the two men who were personally  responsible for the genocide it was trying to stop——brought them to the  conference table, and gave them a privileged position and allowed them  to participate, both in a settlement and the implementation of a  settlement. There was simply no other way.
In Afghanistan, the United States decided that it was not going to  be able to install a broadly based representative government in Kabul  that would hold unless it did so with the support of the very countries  that had been tearing Afghanistan apart for 20 years——that is to say  Russia, India, Iran, and Pakistan.
At the moment, U.S. efforts in Middle East are neither  destabilizing Iran nor stabilizing Iraq. It is unlikely that the United  States can succeed in either task as long as it tries to do both at the  same time.
If stabilizing Iraq is the top priority of the United States, as  most Americans currently believe that it should be, then some  accommodation with Iran is needed. This is because Iran is the only  potential source of regional support for the U.S.-backed regime in  Baghdad. No other neighboring state is likely to offer that government  substantial assistance.
U.S. presence destabilizes the Middle East and encourages terrorism

Gordon 04 – professor of politics at Ben-Gurion University, visiting scholar at the Human Rights Center & Center for Middle Eastern Studies, University of California-Berkeley (Neve, 9/1. http://www.dissidentvoice.org/Sept04/Gordon0901.htm)
Along the same lines, both administrations have been against the democratization of the international realm, excluding such bodies as the United Nations and the European Union from playing a meaningful role in the Middle East. Again, the rationale is that the international democratization of power would threaten U.S. hegemony. The anti-democratic strain informing U.S. foreign policy is, however, shortsighted for it does not take into account what Cornell University political scientist Susan Buck-Morss has called the “dialectic of power.” In her book, Thinking Past Terror Buck-Morss shows how power actually produces its own vulnerability. The ongoing occupation and control of Middle East countries, alongside U.S.’s unflinching support for brutal military dictators, oppressive feudal kings, and the occupation of Palestine, will eventually engender violent forces that will end-up attacking the U.S. Think of Osama Bin-Laden, who was initially trained by the U.S. to attack Soviet troops. Isn’t he a clear manifestation of the idea that power creates its own vulnerability?

aff – withdrawal not kill credibility

Foreign Policy failures do not destroy US credibility-- History Proves

Kagan, 10 – senior fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and adjunct professor of history at Georgetown University. [Robert Kagan, 2010 “End of Dreams, Return of History”, Hoover Institution Stanford University pg. http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/6136] 

By the same token, foreign policy failures do not necessarily undermine predominance. Some have suggested that failure in Iraq would mean the end of predominance and unipolarity. But a superpower can lose a war — in Vietnam or in Iraq — without ceasing to be a superpower if the fundamental international conditions continue to support its predominance. So long as the United States remains at the center of the international economy and the predominant military power, so long as the American public continues to support American predominance as it has consistently for six decades, and so long as potential challengers inspire more fear than sympathy among their neighbors, the structure of the international system should remain as the Chinese describe it: one superpower and many great powers.
***misc***

afghanistan withdrawal bad – infrastructure 

Troop Presence is Necessary to develop infrastructure – Spurs Pakistan Involvement

The Pakistani  Spectator 2010- [“US Withdrawal and Its Implications”, 5/9, http://www.pakspectator.com/us-withdrawal-and-its-implications/]
Finally, to conclude, the United States and Pakistan now share a common vision for a stable Afghanistan. The stakes for both of them are very high. The United States understands the security concerns of Pakistan that emanate from across the border in Afghanistan, especially when India is in play there. It is no other country than Pakistan that can help Afghanistan, based on its centuries old relationship and personal affiliations with Afghans in capacity building and Afghanistan’s state institutions. Pakistan has the necessary expertise to undertake the development tasks. This arrangement will be acceptable to the common Afghan as well. Undoubtedly, Pakistan will be able to carryon these development tasks even after the departure of Americans. To ensure the Afghans that it will not turn its back this time; the United States must commit itself financially towards the development of infrastructure therein Afghanistan.

afghanistan withdrawal bad – instability

Withdrawal Effect will spill over to Pakistan – causes instability

The Pakistani  Spectator 2010- [“US Withdrawal and Its Implications”, 5/9, http://www.pakspectator.com/us-withdrawal-and-its-implications/]
 The withdrawal will have its implications on Pakistan too and as such, it must prepare itself to confront all challenges emerging out of the event and exert its weight in stabilizing the situation in Afghanistan. This will be all the more difficult as other countries like India and Iran will ,also be vying to get some stakes in Afghanistan upon withdrawal of foreign forces from there. Some of the scenarios that might develop out of the situation then would be discussed hereafter in this article. The Northern Alliance would continue to be supported by Russia, India and Iran in the post withdrawal Afghanistan. The Pashtuns who ruled Afghanistan for over 200 years, having been denied their due right in the Afghan polity under US occupation, would resist the dominance of the Northern Alliance with the tacit support of its war time friends for Kabul that may result in further blood shed. Pakistan may again face the burden of the refugees and a destabilized Afghanistan yet again which would be detrimental to its overall security. Since there exists a lot of disparity within the Afghan society, the afghan strife will continue that may lead to formation of fresh alliances between the various Afghan factions to develop some equilibrium which resultantly prolong instability in Afghanistan. The interim period would be exploited by India to cement its foot hold in Afghan affairs much to the detriment of Pakistan’s interests. The withdrawal may also encourage fundamentalists and extremists world over who may be inspired by the resilience of Afghans and their success in forcing foreign military powers out of their lands and as such adopt as means of achieving victories. The perceptions amongst the Afghan Taliban that Pakistan has been siding with the Western forces against them may lead to their disenchantment with Pakistan and they may be inclined to work against its interests. Pakistan does not enjoy very good relations with the Northern Alliance. As such, it will be difficult for it to negotiate an ultimate power sharing deal between the Northern Alliance and the Taliban, if it may try to at some point of time. The United States on the lines of Iraqi withdrawal may leave some air elements behind in Afghanistan including the air jets and drones and continue using them against the Taliban to signal to the world that it has not abandoned Afghanistan. This situation will not provide any reprieve from the current situation that it confronts today. 

u.s.-japan relations high

U.S.-Japan relations are high

Auslin 10 – director of Japan Studies at the American Enterprise Institute (Michael, January. http://www.aei.org/outlook/100929)

An unexpected test of the U.S.-Japan alliance came with the 9/11 terrorist attacks on the United States. Japan's new prime minister, Junichiro Koizumi, quickly moved to support President George W. Bush's war on al Qaeda and the Taliban and later in the invasion of Iraq. Japan dispatched Self-Defense Forces (SDF)--including Air Maritime SDF--to Iraq, Afghanistan, and the Indian Ocean in a variety of support and logistical roles. This appeared to mark a decisive break from Tokyo's traditional unwillingness to become involved in global security crises. Koizumi's actions were in stark contrast with what had happened in 1991, when Japan's government, under Prime Minister Kaifu Toshiki, refused to provide support for the first Gulf War (Operation Desert Storm).Some of the groundwork for Koizumi's new approach had been laid even before the 2000 U.S. election, when a panel of U.S.-Japan experts led by Richard Armitage and Joseph Nye published a report on the future of the U.S.-Japan alliance.[7] The panel was in close contact with Japanese counterparts and provided a road map for alliance relations that fit the preferences of Koizumi and other Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) leaders like Shinzo Abe. Still, the impetus for Koizumi's action came primarily from his own belief that Japan needed to adopt a more global role and from his political willingness to push through the Diet the various Special Measures Laws that would allow Japan to dispatch noncombatant SDF to the Middle East. Over the next half-decade, Japan's SDF would be engaged in one operation or another, even after both Koizumi and Abe had left office. Yet Abe's sudden resignation after barely a year in office signaled the beginning of a retrenchment of Japanese security operations abroad. Abe came to power with an ambitious program for reforming Japan's national security mechanisms in ways that would allow Japan to participate even more fully with U.S. forces and, thus, expand the scope of the alliance along the lines envisioned by the Armitage-Nye report. Among his goals were a revision of Article 9, the creation of a Japanese National Security Council, increased military budgets, and a more centralized intelligence organization. Abe's resignation and the succession of Yasuo Fukuda, a compromise LDP premier elected after Abe's departure, halted all of these plans. For the next two years, a weakened LDP had no ability or will to discuss the future of the alliance with the United States. The half-century celebration of the U.S.-Japan alliance comes at a time of continuing change in Asia, as well as in Japan and the United States. China's rise to economic, political, and military prominence has significantly changed conditions in Asia since the 1990s. At the same time, new governments in Tokyo and Washington have pledged dramatic breaks with the recent past and have promised to focus more on domestic issues than foreign ones. With the current global economic crisis and the continuing wars in the Middle East and South Asia, pressures on the alliance to define its role in the coming years have mounted. The Obama administration's moves to cut advanced weapons systems such as the F-22 and to scale back missile defense plans naturally raise questions about longterm U.S. military capabilities in the Pacific. The Democratic Party of Japan's (DPJ) rise to power seems to have fundamentally shifted Japan's political landscape. While U.S. administration turnover between the Democratic and Republican parties is common, the accession of an opposition party to power in Japan for the first time in over fifty years has raised questions as to the future of the alliance under DPJ rule. U.S. observers have been watching Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama closely, listening to his statements about basing Japan's foreign policy on the concept of "fraternity," or yuai, as well as his call for a new East Asian Community centered on the trilateral relationship of Japan, China, and South Korea. The U.S. role in Hatoyama's grand strategy is unknown, although he has repeatedly stated that the relationship with America, in other words the alliance, is the "cornerstone" of Japanese security for the foreseeable future.




