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1NC Military Presence Link

Robust forward presence is vital to credible guarantees that reassure allies. Preserves strong alliances and prevents rearmament reaction. 

Thompson et al ‘2  (James, Senior Research Staff Member, Robert J. Atwell, Robert Bovey, William E. Cralley, James Delaney,

Michael P. Fischerkeller, Kongdan Oh Hassig, Charles Hawkins, and Gene Porter, Institute for Defense Analysis, Paper P-3707, “Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD”, July, http://www.comw.org/qdr/fulltext/0207thomason.pdf)

“Support for a visible, forward-deployed US force presence will remain strong, both to reassure and to deter.” [p. 53] “there will probably be pressure to reduce those aspects of the US presence especially provocative in a Japanese and South Korean domestic context.” “There will probably be greater overall acceptance of a considerably smaller forward deployed presence, as long as the security alliance with Japan remains intact and some significant US air and naval presence remains based on the Japanese islands.” “Extreme changes would be viewed as highly destabilizing; less drastic reductions will likely produce a more mixed response.” “All changes will require the United States to take a sophisticated approach that employs appropriate compensating policy and program initiatives.” [p. 51]...“The most destabilizing US force posture for Northeast Asia would be ...the elimination of virtually all bases in the western Pacific. [p. 53] “...this change would likely produce a range of negative military and political responses—such as pressures in Japan for full-scale rearmament, greater Chinese emphasis on military development, closer RoK political and military association with the former USSR.” “A gradual withdrawal, over a longer period, might produce a less destabilizing set of reactions, but significant tensions would remain—most notably intense rivalry between Japan and Korea and the overall issue of Japanese remilitarization.” [p. 57] In the mid-1990s, Zakheim et al. [1996] conducted an extensive assessment. Based upon a variety of interviews with foreign representatives, they concluded that US presence, especially naval presence, provides strong assurance value to friends and allies in many parts of the world. The study team found that interviewees shared the view that US military presence is crucial to preserving stability, which in turn is crucial to regional economic growth, itself a US economic and national security interest. Many respondents were even more explicit about the linkage between military presence and the preservation, indeed enhancement, of their own and US economic interests. This feeling was said to be widespread throughout each of the regions. In 1995, Thomason et al. found two principal things: first, US allies and friends indicated very clearly that they were more assured by greater, rather than less, US military presence. Second, in some parts of the world (Western Europe and Korea) land-based presence was considered much more helpful, all things considered, than sea-based presence in providing assurance, whereas in other parts of the world (e.g., much of the Persian Gulf), just the opposite appeared to be true. Overall, friends and allies want help, presence, but on their own terms, which means, increasingly, as unobtrusively as possible in most instances; and they want to be recognized as political equals. [p. 8] As a part of the same study, Thomason et al. also conducted off-the-record interviews with approximately three dozen US security experts in the mid-1990s to assess the “assurance” and other values these experts assigned to various levels and types of US presence, power projection capability, and other factors (for a synopsis, see Thomason, 2001). Current and former Service chiefs, commanders in chief of Unified Commands, and other senior policy makers and diplomats were interviewed as to the effectiveness of various kinds of presence and other instruments of national power in promoting the principal objectives of presence. Overall, these US decision-makers saw reassurance of friends and allies as a vital part of our foreign policy and national security strategy. They viewed reassurance as a complex, ongoing process, calling for high-quality and, frequently, high-level attention. They cited continuous, face-to-face involvement and relationships—both military and civilian—as necessary in establishing the trust and understanding that underpins strong friendships, partnerships, and coalitions. Many of the interviewees noted that the establishment of an ongoing dialogue helps both parties to avoid misinterpreting one another’s intentions and contributes to an understanding of the way in which both parties think. Strong personal relationships, while necessary, were by no means viewed as sufficient for reassurance. Most respondents said that an essential part of effective reassurance is a demonstrable, credible US ability to “be there” for friends and allies when they need specific help, and the ability to provide assistance of the right kind at the right time. In short, there was virtual unanimity that some combat-credible presence forces were important to reassurance. A number of respondents mentioned various forms and levels of ground forces as most helpful for reassurance purposes. Others mentioned maritime assets as most helpful. Still others cited the importance of land-based air forces. Among these senior US decision-makers, a firm, widely shared belief was evident: strong, continuous, high-quality personal level interactions and relationships are necessary to promote the reassurance objective. But they are not sufficient. They need to be combined with some regular, credible evidence of US will and ability to be there to help when needed. On this latter point, however, no real consensus was evident regarding the essentiality of any one particular level (or type) of presence forces for effective reassurance. This finding may be explained in part by the possibility that what respondents viewed as “credible” may have been—at least broadly—a function of what they viewed as either the current or latent threat level in a particular region at the time. It may also have been due to genuine uncertainty as to what “works” to offset various perceived threat levels.
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The U.S. will increase credibility with the use of forward deployment while signaling to our enemies that if they attack our allies their attacking us.

McInnis 2005 (Kathleen J, is coordinator of the Project on Nuclear Issues and a research associate at CSIS, Summer

2005 pg. 180, http://www.twq.com/05summer/docs/05summer_mcinnis.pdf)

Cold War examples provide compelling insight into the problem. During that era, the starting point for the credibility of the U.S. extended deterrent in Europe and Asia was the forward deployment of ground troops, which signaled to enemy regimes that an attack on allied nations would also be an attack on the United States. Perhaps more importantly, the forward deployment of nuclear weapons in Europe and Asia reinforced these ground troops by creating a “use it or lose it” threat of escalation. Essentially, in the event of an outbreak of hostilities, nuclear weapons would either be used or lost to an invading force. Through these policies and force deployments, a credible threat of escalation was created. Adversaries could easily envision a conventional conflict leading to nuclear war. In the Asian context, although U.S. nuclear weapons are no longer forward deployed in the region, the strong ties the United States maintains with its democratic allies help boost the credibility of U.S. assurances. Ultimately, however, should the credibility of this assurance fall into question, the United States could reasonably think about redeploying nuclear weapons there because of these strong historic connections. There would be a high probability of the security and safety of U.S. nuclear weapons in these countries because of their stability.
Commitment credibility. Troops assuage allied fears of attack.

Yost ‘9  (David, Prof. at Naval Postgraduate School and PhD in IR – USC, International Affairs, “Assurance and US extended deterrence in NATO”, 85:4, Wiley Interscience, p. 767-768)

The US military presence in Europe has historically been viewed as an essential proof of Washington’s commitment to the security of the NATO allies, signifying the certainty of direct US involvement in meeting any aggression against the alliance. This deterrence role remains pertinent, although the United States has substantially reduced its conventional military force levels in Europe since the early 1990s. It is noteworthy in this regard that new allies in Eastern and Central Europe have expressed a willingness to host US and NATO facilities. One of the main reasons given by Czech and Polish supporters of the deployment of US missile defence system elements has been to gain the presence of US troops on their soil. Whatever happens with the missile defence plans under the new US administration, these countries remain interested in hosting US or NATO facilities. Radek Sikorski, the Polish foreign minister, declared in November 2008 that, although Poland joined the alliance in 1999, it had so far received only a promise of a NATO conference centre. ‘Everyone agrees’, he added, ‘that countries that have US soldiers on their territory do not get invaded.’36 Hungary’s willingness to host NATO’s new strategic airlift capability initiative is significant in this respect. The base at Papa will host three C-17 aircraft and over 150 personnel, with the majority scheduled to arrive from the United States in the spring and summer of 2009. The commander of the heavy airlift wing will be a US Air Force officer. Hungary will make a disproportionate contribution to the staffing of the base facilities. It is reasonable to presume that the Hungarian government sees a deterrence benefit in hosting a NATO installation with substantial US military participation.
XT – Military Presence Links

Clarity. Large troop deployments help enemies discern vital interests, which avoids miscalculation.

Weede ’85  (Erich, Forschungsinstitut fur Soziologie – U. zu Koln, Journal of Peace Research, “Some (Western) Dilemmas in Managing Extended Deterrence”, 22:4, JSTOR, p. 223-224)

The prospect of World War III has not been promising to either the Soviet Union or the US. Although the USSR could hope for military victory on the ground in Continental Europe, until the 1970s she had to fear American nuclear superiority. Although the US could hope to damage the USSR more than the USSR could damage the US by nuclear force, she still had to expect much suffering and damage at home in addition to being driven out of Continental Europe. Throughout the 1950s and 1960s the basic picture did not change much. The balance of terror produced an incentive for peace through fear that was reinforced by the arms race because more sophisticated weaponry made the likely losses in general war escalate for both sides. An incentive for peace may be necessary, but it is not sufficient to bring about peace. Each superpower has to define her essential interests and make the other side understand them in order to prevent destabilizing errors of judgement. Alliance networks, blocs, and the physical presence of superpower troops in 'allied' or dependent countries may be under- stood as signals defining and communicating essential interests. If bloc-presiding superpowers deter each other, and if bloc-presiding super- powers dominate other bloc members or so- called allies, peace through fear is extended from avoidance of war between the US and the USSR to peace through fear between their blocs. Dependence of ordinary bloc members on superpowers as well as subordination to super- powers is essential for extended inter-bloc deterrence, because dependence and subordination help to communicate to the other super- power to which power a nation 'belongs'. In Europe, at least, there is a clearly visible difference in the quality of belonging to the American or the Soviet bloc. Although this difference is of paramount importance for human beings, for freedom and quality of life, it may be neglected in the present context because in the past it neither affected the stability of belonging to one's bloc nor the deterrence relationship.2

History proves. Trip-wire forces hold back proliferation.

Davis et al ‘9  (Jacquelyn, Ex. VP – Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Pres. – IFPA and Prof. Int’l. Sec. Studies – Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy of Tufts U. and former DOD Consultant, Charles M. Perry , VP and Dir. Studies – IFPA, and James L. Schoff, Associate Dir. Asia-Pacific Studies – IFPA, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis White Paper, “Updating U.S. Deterrence Concepts and Operational Planning: Reassuring Allies, Deterring Legacy Threats, and Dissuading Nuclear "Wannabes"”, February, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Updating_US_Deterrence_Concepts.pdf, p. 7-8)

No such formula was put into place in Asia, which in any case lacked a multilateral framework comparable to that of NATO. Instead, for Japan and South Korea, the U.S. extended deterrence guarantee was explicitly tied to the bilateral U.S. security relationships that were developed with each country and were made manifest in the forward deployment of American forces. As in NATO, these were regarded by their host governments as “trip-wire forces” necessary to ensure the steadfast nature of the U.S. commitment to come to their defense in a crisis, even one where nuclear escalation was possible.5 In South Korea, the United States deployed as it still does a sizable contingent of U.S. Army and Air Force troops to deter a renewed North Korean attack and to signal U.S. resolve to escalate to whatever level might be necessary to repel such an attack, thereby underscoring America’s extended deterrent commitment to the Republic of Korea (ROK). In Japan, the United States Navy has home-ported one of its aircraft carriers at Yokosuka, while the Marines deployed forces on Okinawa, the Army at Camp Zama, and the Air Force at bases near Tokyo and Misawa, to reinforce the notion of extended deterrence. That said, the extended deterrence concept has not always seemed convincing to U.S. allies, and, were it not for the forward deployment of American troops, the willingness of the United States to put itself at risk to protect Allied interests would probably have been more widely questioned than it has been to date. Nonetheless, despite the fact that some U.S. allies, such as France and Israel, chose to go down the nuclear path themselves, most NATO nations, Japan, and even the ROK, despite putting into place the capacity for exercising a nuclear option should political and/or strategic circumstances change, have been satisfied that they shared with the United States a common threat perception and trusted that the United States would come to their defense if necessary.
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Forward presence is a crucial signal to allies. It is vital to collective defense networks.

Cheney ’93  (Dick, Sec. Def., “Defense Strategy for the 1990s: The Regional Defense Strategy”, January, http://guti.bitacoras.com/mutant2.php?u=http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/pdf/naarpr_Defense.pdf)

Our forward presence helps to shape the evolving security environment. We will continue to rely on forward presence of U.S. forces to show U.S. commitment and lend credibility to our alliances, to deter aggression, enhance regional stability, promote U.S. influence and access, and, when necessary, provide an initial crisis response capability. Forward presence is vital to the maintenance of the system of collective defense by which the United States has been able to work with our friends and allies to protect our security interests, while minimizing the burden of defense spending and of unnecessary arms competition. The roles that forward presence plays in specific regions under the Regional Defense Strategy are treated in detail in Part III, “Regional Goals and Challenges.” While we are prudently reducing the levels of our presence very substantially, it is increasingly important to emphasize our intent to retain adequate presence. We should plan to continue a wide range of forward presence activities, including not only overseas basing of forces, but prepositioning and periodic deployments, exercises, exchanges or visits of forces. Forward basing of forces and the prepositioning of equipment facilitate rapid reinforcement and enhance the capability to project forces into critical regions. Forward bases and access agreements must become more flexible as the security environment evolves. But they must remain oriented toward providing visible, though unobtrusive, presence and a forward staging area for responding to crises large and small. Forward bases are critical to successfully implementing our strategy at reduced force levels. In regions of the world where we lack a land-based presence, maritime forces (including afloat prepositioned equipment), long-range aviation, and other contingency forces allow us to exert presence and underscore our commitment to friends and allies, and, when necessary, aid our response to crises. Exercises, occasional deployments, prepositioning, defense exchanges and visits build trust, cooperation and common operating procedures between militaries. Important, too, are host nation arrangements to provide the infrastructure and logistical support to allow for the forward deployment or projection of forces when necessary. Our forward forces should increasingly be prepared to fulfill multiple regional roles, and in some cases extra-regional roles, rather than being prepared only for operations in the locale where they are based. Moreover, as in the Gulf War, our forward presence forces must be ready to provide support for military operations in other theaters. In addition, through forward presence, we can prosecute the war on drugs; provide humanitarian and security assistance and support for peacekeeping operations; evacuate U.S. citizens in danger abroad; and advance defense-to-defense contacts to strengthen democratic reforms. Forward presence is a crucial element of the new regional strategy, and a major factor in overall conventional (including special operations) force size. Generally forces for forward presence (including associated CONUS-based forces for rotation) must be predominantly in the active components. As we reduce force structure to base force levels, each military department must seek innovative ways to continue providing the crucial benefits of forward presence -- both political and operational -- with acceptable impact on the smaller force. This calls for exploring new ways of operating forces in peacetime. Areas to consider include increasing the use of periodic visits of forces, possibly both active and reserve, for training or exercises; innovative manning or maintenance practices; additional overseas homeporting; combined planning; and security and humanitarian assistance. Precipitous reductions in forward presence may unsettle security relations. Where forward bases are involved, due attention must be paid to minimizing the impact of dislocations on military families. Planned reductions should be undertaken deliberately, with careful attention to making in-course adjustments as necessary.

Forward presence is vital to alliance credibility.

Joint Chiefs of Staff ’95  (“Joint Doctrine for Military Operations Other Than War”, Joint Publication 3-07, 6-16, http://smallwarsjournal.com/documents/jp3-07.pdf) *MOOTW = Military Operations Other than War

b. Forward Presence. Forward presence activities demonstrate our commitment, lend credibility to our alliances, enhance regional stability, and provide a crisis response capability while promoting US influence and access. In addition to forces stationed overseas and afloat, forward presence activities include periodic and rotational deployments, access and storage agreements, multinational exercises, port visits, foreign military training, foreign community support and military-to-military contacts. Given their location and knowledge of the region, forward presence forces could be the first which the combatant commander commits to MOOTW.
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Forward presence is key to alliance credibility.

Jackson ’95  (Lt. Col. Jimmie, US Military, “AN ORGANIZATIONAL FRAMEWORK FOR US PACIFIC COMMAND COURSE V ESSAY”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA440529&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)

A key feature of US forces over the past 45 years has been their worldwide forward deployment. The bulk of these forces deployed to Europe totaling approximately 323,000 in the late 1980s. (4:18) The US also stationed forces in Korea and Japan and have smaller contingents in a number of locations, such as Panama, Turkey, and Iceland. Forward deployment replaces forward presence where the US has reduced the size of the military force. Forward presence continues to "show our commitment, lend credibility to our alliances, enhance regional stability, and provide a crisis-response capabilityM(11"7)but with fewer military forces. The forward presence of these forces sends explicit signals about the firmness of US commitment in a region.~ (10:4-2) Forwardpresenceidentifiesaprimepointtoconsider;withfewerforcesdeployed overseas the ability to respond rapidly to regional tasks becomes more and more important.

Extended deterrence high now. Strong troop deployments are key.

Layne ’97  (Christopher, Visiting Associate Prof. – Naval Postgraduate School, International Security, “From Preponderance Christopher Layne to Offshore Balancinig America's Future Grand Strategy”, 22:1, Summer, JSTOR, p. 108)

Deterrence theory holds that extended deterrence is strengthened when the guarantor deploys its own military forces on the protected state's territory. Thus during the Cold War, the presence of large numbers of U.S. combat forces and tactical nuclear weapons in Europe underscored its importance to the United States and bolstered extended deterrence's credibility. The defender's deployment of forces is one of the most powerful factors in ensuring extended deterrence success, because it is a visible signal that the defender "means business."62 In contrast, in the early twenty-first century in many places where the United States may seek to implement extended deterrence, the strategy's effectiveness will be undercut because the United States will not have a per- manent, sizeable military presence in the target state (Korea is a notable exception).

US forward presence is a key symbol. Demonstrates to allies we will maintain security commitments.

Thompson et al ‘2  (James, Senior Research Staff Member, Robert J. Atwell, Robert Bovey, William E. Cralley, James Delaney,

Michael P. Fischerkeller, Kongdan Oh Hassig, Charles Hawkins, and Gene Porter, Institute for Defense Analysis, Paper P-3707, “Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD”, July, http://www.comw.org/qdr/fulltext/0207thomason.pdf)

As indicated in the QDR, DoD clearly intends presence activities to promote at least three of these major goals. With regard to the assurance goal, the QDR specifies, for example, that the department believes the presence of US forces overseas to be one of the most profound symbols of the US commitment to its allies and friends, and says that DoD will honor its obligations and be a reliable security partner. [p. 11] With regard to deterrence of threats and coercion, the QDR argues for a multifaceted approach, one that places particular “emphasis upon peacetime forward presence in critical areas of the world, coupled with global intelligence, strike, and information assets in order to deter aggression with only modest reinforcement from outside the theater.” [p. 12] As for countering coercion (defeating any adversary), the QDR says that “US forces must maintain the capability to support treaty obligations and defeat the efforts of adversaries to impose their will on the United States, its allies, or friends.” [p. 13] The document also cites a number of related objectives that DoD intends to promote and achieve through presence activities that it labels security cooperation, saying [they] “will serve as an important means for linking DoD’s strategic direction with those of its allies and friends…. A particular aim of DoD’s security cooperation efforts will be to ensure access, interoperability, and intelligence cooperation, while expanding the range of preconflict options to available counter coercive threats, deter aggression, or favorably prosecute waron US terms.”
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Forward presence is the only way to keep crises from escalating.

Johnson and Krulak 2009 (Jay L., Chief of Naval Operations, and General Charles C. Commandant of the Marine Corps, “Forward Presence Essential to American Interests”, 8-17, http://www.navy.mil/navydata/navy_legacy_hr.asp?id=274)

The United States and the world cannot afford to allow any crisis to escalate into threats to the United States', and the world's, vital interests. And while the skies are not dark with smoke from these brushfires, today's world demands a new approach. The concepts of choice must be selective and committed engagement, unencumbered global operations and prompt crisis resolution. There is no better way to maintain and enforce these concepts than with the forward presence of the U.S. Navy-Marine Corps team.

Forward presence is vital to stability across regions.

Johnson and Krulak 2009 (Jay L., Chief of Naval Operations, and General Charles C. Commandant of the Marine Corps, “Forward Presence Essential to American Interests”, 8-17, http://www.navy.mil/navydata/navy_legacy_hr.asp?id=274)

Also this morning, United States Navy amphibious assault ships carrying 4,400 combat-ready American Marines are forward deployed in the waters of the Mediterranean Sea and the Persian Gulf. And at sea in the Mediterranean and in the Persian Gulf are aircraft carrier battle groups with 16,000 Sailors and two air wings of combat ready aircraft. And finally, in the Far East, the United States has permanently deployed a third aircraft carrier battle group and a third amphibious ready group. The vigilant “forward presence" of these forces is vital, but not always as visible to Americans as it is to the rest of the world. Their routine daily efforts don't always make the headlines, but they are vitally important to world peace and stability.

Okinawa is key for stability and projection capability.

USA Today, 2010 (“U.S., Japan to keep U.S. military base in Okinawa”, 5-28, http://www.usatoday.com/news/military/2010-05-28-us-japan-okinawa_N.htm)

The U.S. and Japan "recognized that a robust forward presence of U.S. military forces in japan, including in

Okinawa, provides the deterrence and capabilities necessary for the defense of Japan and for the maintenance of regional stability," said the statement, which was issued by Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, Japanese Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada and Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa.

Forward presence is key to prevention in a region. Deescalates and deters.

Johnson and Krulak 2009 (Jay L., Chief of Naval Operations, and General Charles C. Commandant of the Marine Corps, “Forward Presence Essential to American Interests”, 8-17, http://www.navy.mil/navydata/navy_legacy_hr.asp?id=274)

Prevent: The key to prevention is continuous presence in a region. This lets our friends know we have an interest and lets potential foes know that we're there to check any move. Both effects occur without any direct action taken. Although hard to measure, the psychological impact of naval expeditionary forces is undeniable. This regional presence underwrites political and economic stability. This is forward presence. Deter Presence does not prevent every crisis. Some rogues are going to be tempted to strike no matter what the odds, and will require active measures to be deterred. When crises reach this threshold, there is no substitute for sustained actual presence. Naval expeditionary forces can quickly take on the role of the very visible fist. Friends and potential enemies recognize naval expeditionary forces as capable of defending or destroying. This visible fist, free from diplomatic and territorial constraints, forms the bedrock of regional deterrence. For example, the mere presence of naval expeditionary forces deterred Chinese attempts to derail the democratic process in Taiwan and countered Iraqi saber-rattling toward Jordan. It's hard to quantify the cost savings of deterring a crisis before it requires our intervention. But the savings are real — in dollars, and often in blood and human misery. This is forward presence. Resolve: If a crisis can be neither prevented nor deterred, then prompt and decisive crisis resolution is imperative before the crisis threatens vital interests. U.S. Naval expeditionary forces are a transoceanic key that finds and opens — forcibly if necessary — any gateway into a fiery world. This ability is equally expandable and retractable according to the situation. Perhaps most importantly, naval expeditionary forces don't need permission from foreign governments to be on scene and take unilateral action in a crisis. This both unencumbers the force and takes the pressure off allies to host any outside forces. Over the past two years, for example, U.S. naval expeditionary forces simultaneously and unilaterally deployed to Liberia and to the Central African Republic (1,500 miles inland) to protect U.S. and international citizens. They also launched measured retaliatory Tomahawk strikes to constrain unacceptable Iraqi behavior, and conducted naval air and Tomahawk strikes which brought the warring parties in Bosnia to the negotiating table. This is forward presence. Terminate: Each of the above tenets is worthy of the United States paying an annual peace insurance premium. Otherwise we, and our allies, risk paying the emotional, physical and financial costs of a full-blown conflagration that began as just another brushfire. If there is a war, naval expeditionary forces will be first to fight. They are inherently capable of enabling the follow-on forces from the United States for as long as it takes. And they will remain on-scene to enforce the settlement that ends the conflict. This is forward presence.

Asia Military Presence Links

Forward presence in Asia is a key demonstration of resolve. Dampens the propensity for conflict.

DOD ’98  (US Department of Defense, “THE UNITED STATES SECURITY STRATEGY FOR THE EAST ASIA-PACIFIC REGION 1998”, 11-25, http://www.fas.org/man/docs/easr98.html)

U.S. military presence in Asia has long provided critical practical and symbolic contributions to regional security. Our forces stationed in Japan and Korea, as well as those rotated throughout the region, promote security and stability, deter conflict, give substance to our security commitments and ensure our continued access to the region.  Our military presence in Asia serves as an important deterrent to aggression, often lessening the need for a more substantial and costly U.S. response later. Today deterrent capability remains critical in areas such as the Korean Peninsula. A visible U.S. force presence in Asia demonstrates firm determination to defend U.S., allied and friendly interests in this critical region.  In addition to its deterrent function, U.S. military presence in Asia serves to shape the security environment to prevent challenges from developing at all. U.S. force presence mitigates the impact of historical regional tensions and allows the United States to anticipate problems, manage potential threats and encourage peaceful resolution of disputes. Only through active engagement can the United States contribute to constructive political, economic and military development within Asia’s diverse environment. Forward presence allows the United States to continue playing a role in broadening regional confidence, promoting democratic values and enhancing common security.
Middle East Military Presence Links

US forward presence in the gulf is key to assure regional allies.

Taspinar ‘9  (Omer, Prof. Nat’l. Sec. Studies – National War College, and Dir. Turkey Program – Brookings, in “Global Strategic Assessment 2009: America's Security Role in a Changing World”, Ed. Patrick M. Cronin, p. 212, At http://www.ciaonet.org/wps/ifnss/0017602/index.html)

The United States has key national security interests and objectives in the Greater Middle East. The U.S. military is likely to be present in the Gulf for some time. The desire to reduce the U.S. military footprint in Iraq and the vulnerability of forward- deployed forces need to be balanced against the diplomatic and deterrent value of a visible U.S. military presence in the Gulf. If friends and enemies no longer see U.S. forces and operations, they may conclude that the Gulf governments are once again vulnerable to intimidation or outright threat and that the United States is less likely to defend its interests and honor its security commitments in the region. As U.S. policymakers approach decisions on the future forward presence posture for the Gulf, several political realities need to be taken into account: Iraq, Iran, and Syria are not perceived by the Arab states as major and imminent threats to regional security, and most believe the United States needs to shape strategies to engage them positively. Palestine is important. The fact or perception of Israeli intransigence, as well as divisions within the Palestinian Authority and U.S. reluctance to take the lead in finding a solution, shapes public attitudes and damages U.S. influence in the Greater Middle East to a significant degree.

A2: Quantity Not Key

Quantity is key to extended deterrence. East Asian nations are accustomed to strong US presence.

Strategic Comments ‘3  (“American forces in South Korea The end of an era?” 9(5), July, InformaWorld)

The ambitiousness of US plans to redefine America's defence role on the Korean peninsula, in the midst of a looming and potentially very severe crisis over North Korea's renewed nuclear weapons activities, has evoked ample anxieties in South Korea and elsewhere in the region about the ultimate goals and potential consequences of US actions. American officials have long insisted that the credibility of US regional security commitments depended upon maintaining a robust forward presence in the West Pacific and have, since the early 1990s, repeatedly contended that a forward deployed force of 100,000 (with nearly 80% of these forces deployed in Korea and Japan) was the tangible embodiment of the US regional security commitment. Given the longevity and seeming permanence of these deployments - albeit at numbers well below peak Cold War levels - it is no surprise that regional states have become inured to such force levels.
Generic U – Yes Security Cred

Extended deterrence is strong now. Forward deployed troops key.

Russell ’10  (James, Co-Dir. – Center for Contemporary Conflict at Naval Postgraduate School, Former Advisor to the Sec. Def. on Persian Gulf strategy, PhD Candidate in War Studies – King’s College U. London, “Extended Deterrence, Security Guarantees and Nuclear Weapons: U.S. Strategic and Policy Conundrums in the Gulf”, 1-5, http://www.analyst-network.com/article.php?art_id=3297)

Her formulation reflects a firm historic grounding in the time-honored Cold War concepts of extended deterrence and security assurances, both of which have served as vitally important tools of American statecraft since the dawn of the nuclear age.[15] Extended deterrence is the threat to use force, including nuclear weapons, against an adversary that threatens an ally. As noted by political scientist Paul Huth: “The objective of extended deterrence is to protect other countries and territories from attack, as opposed to preventing a direct attack on one’s own national territory.”[16] Security assurances are the means through which the actor drawing upon extended deterrence conveys the commitment to an ally’s security. Each of these concepts is critically contingent on the credibility of the actor extending the deterrent umbrella and the security guarantees, which may or may not involve the specific commitment of nuclear weapons.[17] To be effective, the actor receiving these assurances and the antagonist threatening action must be convinced that the security provider is prepared to follow through on its conveyed commitments.[18]  The linked concepts of extended deterrence and security guarantees are nothing new to American security strategy.[19] During the Cold War, the United States’ commitment to defend Europe became operationalized through a series of extended deterrent commitments that included the basing of nuclear weapons in Europe that could have been used in the event of a Soviet attack. In Europe, the United States and its NATO allies eventually constructed a “seamless” web of conventional and nuclear capabilities to deter and, if necessary, defeat a Soviet invasion.[20]  More recently, United States clearly still believes that the concept has great relevance in Northeast Asia. In response to North Korean nuclear and missile tests during the last several years, senior U.S. officials quickly and routinely fan out to South Korea and Japan to “assure” them of America’s commitment to their security.[21] A main target of these efforts is to forestall the possibility that either South Korea or Japan will reconsider decisions not to develop nuclear weapons. Japan in particular has a robust nuclear infrastructure and is now widely considered to be a “latent” nuclear power that could develop a weapon reasonably quickly.  As is the case in Northeast Asia, the United States today routinely acts as if extended deterrence and security assurances together constitute active, ongoing and useful tools in managing its regional security relationships in the Gulf. Secretary Clinton’s recent remarks only represent the latest evidence that this is the case. In May 2006, for example, the Bush Administration embarked on a much ballyhooed “Gulf Security Dialogue” that sought to re-invigorate U.S. security relationships with the six members of the Gulf Cooperation Council. The initiative was presented as part of a consultative process to focus attention on building regional self defense capabilities; consulting on regional security issues like the Iran nuclear program and fallout of Iran’s struggle against Sunni extremists; the U.S. invasion of Iraq; counter-proliferation; counter-terrorism and internal security; and critical infrastructure protection.[22] The dialogue came as the Bush Administration proposed billions of dollars in new arms sales to Israel and its Gulf partners that included precision guided munitions such as the Joint Defense Attack Munition and the Advanced Medium Range Air to Air Missile.  The Gulf Security dialogue is but the latest chapter of an active and ongoing practice of reassurance that dates to the early 1990s, and, in the case of Saudi Arabia, to 1945 and the assurances made by President Roosevelt to the Saudi leader, King Abdul Aziz al-Saud. The United States has worked assiduously to operationalize conventionally-oriented extended deterrence commitments and security guarantees in the Gulf. As noted by Kathleen McKiness: “Extended deterrence is not a hands-off strategy. It cannot be created from a distance through a submarine capability in the Persian Gulf or a troop deployment in another country such as Iraq. It is a real, tangible, physical commitment, to be palpably felt both by allies and adversaries.”[23] The United States has indeed worked hard at this in the Gulf largely through its ever-efficient military bureaucracies.  In the aftermath of Operation Desert Storm, the United States actively sought and concluded a series of bilateral security agreements with each of the Gulf States that became operationlized under something called defense cooperation agreements, or DCAs. These commitments between the United States and the regional signatories contained a number of critical elements: (1) that the United States and the host nation should jointly respond to external threats when each party deemed necessary; (2) permitted access to host nation military facilities by U.S. military personnel; (3) permitted the pre-positioning of U.S. military equipment in the host nation as agreed by the parties; (4) and status of forces provisions which addressed the legal status of deployed U.S. military personnel. The United States today has agreements with all the Gulf States except Saudi Arabia, which is subject to similar bilateral security commitments conveyed in a variety of different forums. Under these agreements, the United States and the host nation annually convene meetings to review regional threats and developments in their security partnerships. One of the principal purposes of these meetings is for both sides to reassure the other side of their continued commitment to the security relationship. In short, this process operationalizes the conveyance of security guarantees in ways that reflect the principles in the DCAs.  Using this Cold War-era template, the United States built an integrated system of regional security in the 1990s that saw it: (1) preposition three brigades worth of military equipment in the Gulf in Qatar, Kuwait and afloat with the Maritime Pre-positioning ships program; (2) build host nation military capabilities through exercises, training and arms sales; and, (3) build out a physical basing infrastructure that continues its expansion today. Each of the Central Command’s major service components today have forward headquarters in the region today spread between Arifjan in Kuwait, Al Udied Air Base in Qatar and the 5th Fleet Naval Headquarters in Manama. After the invasion of Iraq in 2003, the United States further added to this infrastructure with bases in Iraq and a space at Al Dhafra Air Base in the United Arab Emirates used by the Air Force for ISR missions.  As is the case in Northeast Asia, there is a substantial basing infrastructure with significant numbers of forward deployed U.S. military personnel. The major difference in Northeast Asia is that a hostile actor (North Korea) has already achieved a nuclear capability while in the Gulf, Iran may aspire to achieve North Korea’s nuclear status. In Northeast Asia, the nuclear component of U.S. extended deterrence and security guarantees is palpable, whereas in the Gulf it is more implicit, or existential.  Conventional and Nuclear Deterrence  

(Russell continues…)

Generic U – Yes Security Cred

(Russell continues…)

The build out of the U.S. military infrastructure points around the region provide the hosting states with tangible evidence of the credibility of the American military commitment to their security. The military footprint today in the Gulf is no “trip-wire” force, but is engaged in tangible military operations, such as the multi-national maritime security operations conducted in the Gulf and the Arabian Sea by the combined task force command operating out of the 5th Fleet Headquarters in Manama.  Since the British withdrawal from the Gulf in the early 1970s, the United States has repeatedly demonstrated its willingness to deploy its conventional forces to the region in response to regional instability. Starting with Operation Earnest Will in 1988, the United States slowly but inexorably inserted itself into the role played by the British for over a century as protecting the Gulf States from external threats. Following Operation Desert Storm, the United States kept sufficient forces in theater to enforce the United Nations’ cease fire resolutions on a recalcitrant Saddam. Last, but not least, it flowed significant forces and absorbed the monetary costs of toppling Saddam and providing a protective conventional force that can be readily called upon by the Iraq regime if needed. Given this history it is difficult to see how any state could doubt the credibility of the United States’ commitments to use its conventional forces as an instrument of regional defense.  This history suggests an overwhelming emphasis on the role of conventional force in operationalizing American security guarantees and extended deterrent commitments. In the Gulf—unlike Northeast Asia—the role of nuclear weapons has never been explicitly spelled out and has very much remained in the background. However, while reference to nuclear weapons might remain unstated, the reality is that they are explicitly committed to defend American forces whenever the commander-in-chief might deem it necessary. The entire (and substantial) American military regional footprint operates under a quite explicit nuclear umbrella—headlines or no headlines. If a nuclear umbrella is indeed draped over America’s forward deployed Gulf presence, it’s hard not to see how that umbrella is similarly draped over the states that are hosting those forces. The only problem with Secretary Clinton’s recent statements is that she seems unaware of this fact, i.e., the United States already maintains a nuclear umbrella backed by nuclear weapons in the region.

Deterrence is on the brink. Reassurance is key.

Schoff ‘9  (James, Associate Dir. Asia-Pacific Studies – Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, “Realigning Priorities: The U.S.-Japan Alliance & the Future of Extended Deterrence”, March, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/RealignPriorities.pdf, p. ix)

Extended deterrence in the U.S.-Japan alliance is under pressure because it is more complicated than before (thanks largely to missile proliferation, China’s expansion of air and sea power, and nuclear modernization in the region), and this challenge comes at a time when America’s and Japan’s security priorities are diverging. For decades, extended deterrence was thought of in simple terms, characterized by robust U.S. security commitments to its allies overseas and underwritten predominately by the provision of a nuclear umbrella to deter war with the Soviet bloc. The U.S. commitment to counter the Soviet threat was largely unquestioned in Tokyo, and the details about how deterrence worked mattered little. Today, deterrence is still a primary concern for defense planners, but there is less consensus regarding exactly who is to be deterred and how. U.S. deterrence doctrine has become muddled, as some emphasize the role of defenses, some push for bigger and better conventional options or seek more assertive alliance partners, and others talk about deterrence tailored to fit different situations. It is time to bring clarity to this important subject, not by simplifying the policy but by realigning priorities and deepening Japan’s understanding of the policy. U.S. verbal assurances to Japan will continue to be useful, but increasingly a more concrete and common understanding about how deterrence functions in East Asia will also be necessary. The United States is deemphasizing the role of nuclear weapons in supporting extended deterrence, which is acceptable provided Washington works proactively with Tokyo to shore up the multiple other components of deterrence (strong political and economic relations, conventional air and sea power, missile defenses, intelligence sharing, and scenario-based planning involving military, diplomatic, and economic cooperation). Deterrence has always been about more than just the nuclear umbrella, but this fact is often overlooked, given the power and symbolism of those weapons. Deemphasizing the role of nuclear weapons is a welcome development, but it should be accompanied by an intense period of political, diplomatic, and strategic consultations covering non-proliferation policies, regional diplomatic and security initiatives, and bilateral security cooperation.

Generic U – Yes Security Cred

Extended deterrence now. US conventional troops key.

Tomohiko ‘9  (Satake, PhD Candidate in IR – Australian National U., Nautilus Institute Austral Peace and Security Network, “Japan’s Nuclear Policy: Between Non-Nuclear Identity and US Extended Deterrence”, 5-21, http://www.globalcollab.org/Nautilus/australia/apsnet/policy-forum/2009/japans-nuclear-policy/)

On the other hand, Japan has still preferred to be under the US nuclear umbrella, rather than become an independent power. An internal report of the Japan Defence Agency (JDA), which secretly studied the possibility of Japan’s nuclear armament in 1995, suggested that Japan should not go nuclear because of the enormous political and economic costs that would be caused by the opposition of other countries including the United States. It concluded that ‘the best way is to rely on the US nuclear deterrence capabilities’. [9] In April 1996, Tokyo reconfirmed the US-Japan alliance by concluding the ‘US-Japan Joint Declaration on Security’. The Joint Declaration clearly defined Japan’s greater alliance roles on both regional and global fields, by stressing that the US-Japan alliance is not only for the security of Japan and the Far East, but also for Asia-Pacific security in general. Because of this, many observers pointed out that the Joint Declaration ‘redefined’ the alliance, by expanding the alliance scope from a narrow focus on Japan and the Far East to the broader Asia-Pacific. Yet Japanese policymakers denied this kind of view, by stressing that the Joint Declaration did not ‘redefine’ the alliance, but simply ‘reconfirmed’ it. For them, the most important achievement of the Joint Declaration was not that the alliance expanded its scope, but that the US promised to keep providing extended deterrence to the region even in the post-Cold War era. Yet US extended deterrence cannot be gained without certain costs. These costs not only mean traditional ‘defence burden-sharing’ such as a significant amount of host nation support to US troops stationing in Japan. In exchange for the continuous US military commitment in the region, Japan became increasingly involved in US regional and global security objectives. After September 11, Japan contributed to US-led wars in both Afghanistan and Iraq, by dispatching the SDF for the first time during war-time operations. While Tokyo clearly recognised the importance of terrorism and WMD issues, the central concern of Japanese policy elites were not those global problems, but how to keep the US military presence in the Asia-Pacific region, where Japan perceives a growing threat from North Korea and China. In fact, Japan’s military contributions to both the war in Afghanistan and the reconstruction effort in Iraq were never significant compared to other allies. Likewise, Japan has joined the US Missile Defence (MD) program and contributed to its Research & Development (R&D). Although Japan joined the MD system primarily for its own defence, Tokyo also recognised that Japan’s entry to the MD system would supplement the US global defence posture against the attack of terrorist or rogue states. By providing moderate but symbolic contributions to US global operations, Japan attempted to maintain a US credible nuclear extended deterrence in the Asia Pacific region, which is indispensable for Japanese security.

Generic U – Yes Alliances

Obama has restored alliances. Boosting American international image.

Washington Post, 5 – 23  (Michael D. Shear, “Envisioning a new era of diplomacy”, 2010, L/N)

President Obama on Saturday offered a glimpse of a new national security doctrine that distances his administration from George W. Bush's policy of preemptive war, emphasizing global institutions and America's role in promoting democratic values.  In a commencement speech to the graduating class at the U.S. Military Academy at West Point, the president outlined his departure from what Bush had called a "distinctly American internationalism." Instead, Obama pledged to shape a new "international order" based on diplomacy and engagement.  Obama has spoken frequently about creating new alliances, and of attempts to repair the U.S. image abroad after nearly a decade in which Bush's approach was viewed with suspicion in many quarters.  Unlike Bush, who traveled to West Point in the wake of the Sept. 11, 2001, attacks to announce his American-centered approach to security, Obama on Saturday emphasized his belief in the power of those alliances.  "Yes, we are clear-eyed about the shortfalls of our international system. But America has not succeeded by stepping outside the currents of international cooperation," he said. "We have succeeded by steering those currents in the direction of liberty and justice -- so nations thrive by meeting their responsibilities, and face consequences when they don't."  In his speech -- the ninth wartime commencement in a row -- the commander in chief, who is leading two foreign wars, expressed his faith in cooperation to confront economic, military and environmental crises.  "The international order we seek is one that can resolve the challenges of our times," he said in prepared remarks. "Countering violent extremism and insurgency; stopping the spread of nuclear weapons and securing nuclear materials; combating a changing climate and sustaining global growth; helping countries feed themselves and care for their sick; preventing conflict and healing its wounds."
A2: Nuclear Posture Changes Kill Cred

Nukes not key. Credibility matters.

Acton ‘9  (James, Associate in the Nuclear Policy Program – CEIP and former Lecturer – Center for Science and Security Studies in King’s College London, Strategic Insights, “Extended Deterrence and Communicating Resolve”, VIII:5, December, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=24653)

Extended deterrence has become the argument par excellence against President Obama’s stated goal of a world without nuclear weapons.[20] If the credibility of extended deterrence really did depend upon the size and diversity of American nuclear forces then alliance commitments could be a strong reason for caution in pursuing disarmament. However, if resolve is actually the key, then, at least in the medium term, disarmament can be reconciled with extended deterrence.  Because the concepts of resolve and capabilities have become conflated in allies’ minds, contemporary U.S. doctrine calls for more nuclear weapons than are necessary for deterring or responding to existential threats as well as the maintenance of moribund capabilities that "appear to have nothing to do with the possible demands of 'warfighting,' but are important for the psychological/political goal of allied assurance."[21] As argued in this paper, a more sensible approach to assurance is disentangling resolve from capabilities, and finding other, more effective ways to communicate resolve. If successful, this strategy would enable the United States to reduce its arsenal, withdraw weapons from Europe and scrap TLAM/N without sparking a crisis of confidence among its allies.  Of course, if the U.S. were to dismantle capabilities that are genuinely required for deterrence then allies would have reason to worry. Until underlying conflicts are resolved or durably stabilized and a robust collective security architecture capable of protecting states’ vital interests is created, nuclear deterrence will continue to play some role and this will impose a limit to reductions.[22] Quite where this limit is can be debated, but most would accept it is far below today’s force levels, if the U.S, no longer relied on the size of its arsenal for assurance or dissuasion.[23] What is clear is that this floor depends, in part, on the willingness of all other nuclear-armed states to join the reductions process (once the U.S. and Russia have reduced to a level where it makes sense to include them).

Nuclear quantity and posture is irrelevant. Other issues matter most for extended deterrence.

Perkovich ‘9  (George, VP for Studies and Dir. Nuclear Policy Program – Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “EXTENDED DETERRENCE ON THE WAY TO A NUCLEAR-FREE WORLD”, May, http://www.icnnd.org/research/Perkovich_Deterrence.pdf, p. 3-4)
Hand-wringing over extended deterrence in a nuclear-weapon-free world is a bit premature. Neither the U.S. nor the wider world is close to eliminating all nuclear weapons. We are not close to zero in terms of numbers of weapons or, more importantly, in terms of the political-security relations that would be required to get us close to zero. As long as anyone else has nuclear weapons, the U.S. will too. If the U.S. were to eliminate its nuclear arsenal, it would do so only if and when all others did the same. There is not a question of exposing allies to other actors’ nuclear weapons.1 Moreover, as long as the U.S. has nuclear weapons, and as long as it has alliance commitments, the deterrent that the U.S. provides will inherently have a nuclear component. Whatever the declaratory policy of the U.S. is, as long as the U.S. has any nuclear weapons, an adversary threatening an American ally would have to calculate that the U.S. could use these weapons in fulfilling its alliance commitments. Whether the U.S. has 5,000 nuclear weapons or 500, if a large share of these weapons can survive an adversary’s first strike and be used to retaliate, the adversary would be committing national suicide if it undertook aggression that would trigger a U.S. nuclear response. Therefore, the question is not whether the U.S. is abandoning or would abandon extended nuclear deterrence in a world when it and others have nuclear weapons. The questions are: what are the threats that the U.S. and its allies must deter, and how should they deter them? Can relations between Russia and its NATO neighbors, for example, be made more stable and cooperative? What sort of U.S. nuclear policy would make stability and cooperation more, or less, likely? In East Asia, what level of nuclear forces and declaratory doctrine best contributes to North Korea’s denuclearization and, in the meantime, non-aggression? What policies would be most likely to facilitate stability and cooperation between China and its neighbors?
*** SPECIFIC LINKS ***

1NC Iraq Link

Iraq is key to credibility. Our allies won’t trust us with a premature withdrawal.

Gates ‘7  (Robert M., Sec. Def., Defense Department Documents and Publications Senate Armed Service Committee; Statement as Prepared by Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates, 1-12, L/N)

* An undermining of the credibility of the United States.  The actors in this region - both friends and adversaries - are watching closely what we do in Iraq and will draw conclusions about our resolve and the reliability of our commitments. And should we withdraw prematurely, we could well leave chaos and the disintegration of Iraq behind us. Further, governments in the region probably are already asking themselves: If the Americans withdraw in defeat from Iraq, just how much farther, and from where else, might we withdraw?  I would not have taken this position if I did not believe that the outcome in Iraq will have a profound and long-lived impact on our national interest.  Significant mistakes have been made by the U.S. in Iraq, just like in virtually every war in human history. That is the nature of war. But, however we got to this moment, the stakes now are incalculable.
XT – Iraq Pullout Kills Alliance Cred

Iraq is a key test for US reliability. Premature withdrawal would jack our credibility as an ally.

Scowcroft ‘7  (Brent, National Security Advisor to Ford and Bush I, and Pres. Of Forum for Int’l. Policy, NYT, “Getting the Middle East Back on Our Side”, 1-4, http://www.nytimes.com/2007/01/04/opinion/04scowcroft.html)

An American withdrawal before Iraq can, in the words of the president, “govern itself, sustain itself, and defend itself” would be a strategic defeat for American interests, with potentially catastrophic consequences both in the region and beyond. Our opponents would be hugely emboldened, our friends deeply demoralized.  Iran, heady with the withdrawal of its principal adversary, would expand its influence through Hezbollah and Hamas more deeply into Syria, Lebanon, the Palestinian territories and Jordan. Our Arab friends would rightly feel we had abandoned them to face alone a radicalism that has been greatly inflamed by American actions in the region and which could pose a serious threat to their own governments.  The effects would not be confined to Iraq and the Middle East. Energy resources and transit choke points vital to the global economy would be subjected to greatly increased risk. Terrorists and extremists elsewhere would be emboldened. And the perception, worldwide, would be that the American colossus had stumbled, was losing its resolve and could no longer be considered a reliable ally or friend — or the guarantor of peace and stability in this critical region.  To avoid these dire consequences, we need to secure the support of the countries of the region themselves. It is greatly in their self-interest to give that support, just as they did in the 1991 Persian Gulf conflict. Unfortunately, in recent years they have come to see it as dangerous to identify with the United States, and so they have largely stood on the sidelines.  A vigorously renewed effort to resolve the Arab-Israeli conflict could fundamentally change both the dynamics in the region and the strategic calculus of key leaders. Real progress would push Iran into a more defensive posture. Hezbollah and Hamas would lose their rallying principle. American allies like Egypt, Saudi Arabia and the gulf states would be liberated to assist in stabilizing Iraq. And Iraq would finally be seen by all as a key country that had to be set right in the pursuit of regional security.  Arab leaders are now keen to resolve the 50-year-old dispute. Prime Minister Ehud Olmert of Israel may be as well. His nation’s long-term security can only be assured by resolving this issue once and for all. However, only the American president can bring them to the same table.  Resuming the Arab-Israeli peace process is not a matter of forcing concessions from Israel or dragooning the Palestinians into surrender. Most of the elements of a settlement are already agreed as a result of the negotiations of 2000 and the “road map” of 2002. What is required is to summon the will of Arab and Israeli leaders, led by a determined American president, to forge the various elements into a conclusion that all parties have already publicly accepted in principle.  As for Syria and Iran, we should not be afraid of opening channels of communication, but neither should we rush to engage them as negotiating “partners.” Moreover, these two countries have differing interests, expectations and points of leverage and should not be treated as though they are indistinguishable. Syria cannot be comfortable clutched solely in the embrace of Iran, and thus prying it away may be possible. Syria also has much to gain from a settlement with Israel and internal problems that such a deal might greatly ease. If we can make progress on the Palestinian front before adding Syria to the mix, it would both avoid overloading Israel’s negotiating capacity and increase the incentives for Damascus to negotiate seriously.  Iran is different. It may not be wise to make Iran integral to the regional strategy at the outset. And the nuclear issue should be dealt with on a separate track. In its present state of euphoria, Iran has little interest in making things easier for us. If, however, we make clear our determination, and if the other regional states become more engaged in stabilizing Iraq, the Iranians might grow more inclined to negotiate seriously.  WHILE negotiations on the Arab-Israel peace process are under way, we should establish some political parameters inside Iraq that encourage moves toward reconciliation and unified government in Iraq. Other suggested options, such as an “80 percent solution” that excludes the Sunnis, or the division of the country into three parts, are not only inconsistent with reconciliation but would almost certainly pave the way to broader regional conflict and must be avoided.  American combat troops should be gradually redeployed away from intervening in sectarian conflict. That necessarily is a task for Iraqi troops, however poorly prepared they may be. Our troops should be redirected toward training the Iraqi Army, providing support and backup, combating insurgents, attenuating outside intervention and assisting in major infrastructure protection.  That does not mean the American presence should be reduced. Indeed, in the immediate future, the opposite may be true, though any increase in troop strength should be directed at accomplishing specific, defined missions. A generalized increase would be unlikely to demonstrably change the situation and, consequently, could result in increased clamor for withdrawal. But the central point is that withdrawing combat forces should not be a policy objective, but rather, the result of changes in our strategy and success in our efforts.  As we work our way through this seemingly intractable problem in Iraq, we must constantly remember that this is not just a troublesome issue from which we can walk away if it seems too costly to continue. What is at stake is not only Iraq and the stability of the Middle East, but the global perception of the reliability of the United States as a partner in a deeply troubled world. We cannot afford to fail that test.

Speedy guaranteed withdrawal kills credibility. Our allies won’t trust our reputation.

Haass ‘6  (Richard, Pres. – CFR and former Dir. Policy Planning – State Department, “The Withdrawal Syndrome – Part I”, 10-31, http://www.cfr.org/publication/11870/withdrawal_syndrome_part_i.html?breadcrumb=%2Fpublication%2Fpublication_list%3Ftype%3Dop_ed%26page%3D64)

This option comes the closest to a classic exit strategy, one in which US  policy is determined by the calendar rather than by conditions on the ground. The advantage of such an approach is that it cuts the immediate costs (human, military, and financial) of maintaining a presence and allows US  forces to recover and be used elsewhere.  The obvious downside is that conditions in Iraq would almost certainly deteriorate further, producing a full-scale civil war that would kill and displace tens or even hundreds of thousands. Such a war could draw in one or more of Iraq’s neighbors and spread to other parts of the Middle East. What is more, the US reputation for dependability and steadfastness would suffer. This could only encourage terrorists and radical forces and states in the region and beyond-and discourage America’s friends and allies in the region and beyond.
XT – Iraq Pullout Kills Alliance Cred

Drawdown is optimal. Avoiding haste is key to credibility.

Haass and Indyk ‘9  (Richard, Pres. CFR and former Dir. Policy Planning – Dept. of State, and Martin, VP and Dir. Foreign Policy Studies – CFR, Foreign Affairs, “Beyond Iraq Subtitle: A New U.S. Strategy for the Middle East”, 88(1), January/February, L/N)

The dependence of the U.S. economy on oil is a key reason that the United States worries so much about the problems of the Middle East in the first place, and U.S. oil consumption also helps extremists in Iran and elsewhere. Had gasoline prices remained high, many Americans may well have changed their habits. But now that oil prices have declined dramatically, so will the perceived urgency of the problem; the Obama administration will therefore need to redouble efforts to increase energy efficiency, reduce consumption, and promote alternative energy sources. These policies would further diminish the demand for oil, slow the pace of climate change, and reduce the transfer of wealth to countries such as Iran, Russia, and Venezuela. It is no coincidence that when the price of oil was $10 a barrel, in the 1990s, Iran's leaders were far more circumspect in their activities abroad than they have been in this decade of high prices. Now that oil prices have dropped again, President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad will no longer be able to fund foreign adventures while avoiding the domestic political consequences of his mismanagement of the Iranian economy. The lesson is clear: reducing oil consumption can alter the strategic environment in the Middle East; energy policy is foreign policy. One of the most important steps the Obama administration can take is to extend Washington's vision beyond Iraq. The "surge" in U.S. troops, and arguably even more a change in U.S. tactics and the willingness of Sunni and Shiite leaders to establish and maintain order in their communities, has created an opening for the United States to devote attention to other regional issues. Sectarian violence in the country has been effectively suppressed, and al Qaeda in Iraq has been radically weakened. But the situation remains fragile, and the need to pursue a host of second-order tasks should preclude more than modest reductions in U.S. combat and support forces in Iraq through 2009. By mid-2010, however, the Obama administration should be able to reduce U.S. forces significantly, perhaps to half their pre-surge levels. This would be consistent with the accord governing the U.S. troop presence that is currently being negotiated by U.S. and Iraqi officials. In the meantime, the highest political priorities will be ensuring communal reconciliation and an equitable sharing of oil revenues. Diplomatically, as reconciliation gains traction, Iraq's Sunni Arab neighbors will have to be persuaded to work with Baghdad's Shiite-led government. The timing and pace of the drawdown will be critical: too rapid a reduction could regenerate instability and create opportunities for Iran and al Qaeda, whereas too slow a reduction would leave U.S. forces tied down in Iraq and unavailable for other tasks. Still, a well-executed drawdown of U.S. troops should enable Obama to make clear to Iraq's leaders and neighbors that he is shifting responsibility to their shoulders while demonstrating to the American people that their country's involvement in the Iraq war is coming to an end. Implemented gradually, a drawdown of U.S. troops should not raise questions about Washington's reliability given all that the United States has done over the past two years to bolster Iraq's stability and normalize life for its citizens. TACKLING TEHRAN At the same time, the Obama administration needs to turn its attention toward Iran.
Premature pullout from Iraq guts US cred.

Roanoke Times ‘8  (Donald Nuechterlein, “WHO ELSE FOR THE TEAM?” 8-7, L/N)

McCain, reflecting his haunting experiences during the Vietnam War, considers a premature withdrawal from Iraq to be a disaster for U.S. credibility  as a major power. In a CNN interview, he said, "I'm not prepared to see the sacrifices of so many brave young Americans lost because Senator Obama just views this war as another political issue."  This country needs a serious debate on national priorities, not just on Iraq. We need to ask: Does the United States have the financial means to pursue the international policeman's burden essentially alone? That question should be debated this fall.
XT – Iraq Linked To Other Issues

Foreign pronouncements show Iraq is linked to our credibility. Drawdown would damage the US security reputation.

Tunç ‘8  (Hakan, Teaches Pol. Sci. – Carleton U. (Canada), Orbis, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq”, 52(4), Science Direct)

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.

While some drawdown is OK rapid withdrawal damages our reputation. Statements from top Al Qaeda leaders prove.

Tunç ‘8  (Hakan, Teaches Pol. Sci. – Carleton U. (Canada), Orbis, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq”, 52(4), Science Direct)
Based on statements of Al Qaeda leaders and other jihadists, the opponents of a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq today can forcefully argue that there is a need to maintain a substantial level of troops in Iraq to deny radical Islam militants confirmatory evidence about American irresolution. This does not mean that the reputational argument is necessarily correct. Ultimately, the extent to which perceptions about U.S. irresolution motivate jihadists cannot be verified. Then again, the jihadist rhetoric about the “paperness” of U.S. power and Iraq's centrality makes it extremely difficult to discredit the argument.  Given the unprecedented nature of evidential support for the argument as well as American policy makers’ preoccupation with reputation, any future administration will find it difficult to extricate the United States from Iraq without some semblance of victory that would minimize reputational costs. Two policy implications follow from this conclusion: First, the United States is likely to maintain significant troop levels in Iraq until the jihadists are clearly defeated and their organization is fully dismantled. The surge has succeeded in putting Al Qaeda in Iraq in disarray and resulted in the organization's “near strategic defeat,” according to The Washington Post. That being said, AQI is still capable of conducting attacks against Iraqi and American forces. As a result, while the number of U.S. combat troops will inevitably decline either due to pressure from the Iraqi government and/or to the inclination of the next U.S. administration, the role of the U.S. military fighting Al Qaeda will not cease in the coming years.  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.
XT – Iraq Linked To Other Issues

Pullout signals that the US is a paper tiger. It would severely damage our reputation for resolve.

Tunç ‘8  (Hakan, Teaches Pol. Sci. – Carleton U. (Canada), Orbis, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq”, 52(4), Science Direct)
As is well known, Osama bin Laden and his deputy Ayman Zawahiri have repeatedly questioned American military resolve and have depicted America as a “paper tiger” and a “weak horse” that cannot endure a protracted military conflict. Al Qaeda's leadership, as well as most militants of radical Islam, believe that America lacks resolve due to its decadence, materialism, and life-loving character, all of which weaken the fighting spirit of American troops and enhance the casualty aversion of American society. America's military technology cannot defeat Muslim fighters who are motivated by religious faith and willing (not to mention, eager) to die in battle. The U.S. withdrawals from Beirut in 1983, Somalia in 1993 and Yemen following the bombing of USS Cole in 2001 are held up as evidence of America's lack of military resolve. In each of these cases, after sustaining only a few casualties, the United States withdrew from the theater of war.22 The perception that the United States lacks resolve is not restricted to bin Laden and Zawahiri, but is a common theme among jihadists.23  What is unprecedented about these proclamations is that for the first time in history, a main foe of the United States has made a judgment about America's character and drawn conclusions about American resolve based on dispositional attributes. No other enemy of the United States has so blatantly, persistently, and publicly emphasized U.S. irresoluteness in fighting wars. During the Cold War, even though many American policymakers made assumptions about their country's reputation and credibility, the Soviet Union never seriously questioned U.S. resolve in dispositional terms. As one historian observed, “In retrospect, it is apparent that American concern for resolve, in theory and practice, bordered on the neurotic.”24  It is not surprising, then, that depicting the United States as weak and irresolute has become crucial evidence for those opposing Iraq withdrawal on reputational grounds. The argument's proponents repeatedly point out that a quick withdrawal from Iraq would confirm bin Laden's claim about U.S. irresolution. For President Bush, if the United States abandons Iraq, “the terrorists would be emboldened, and use their victory to gain new recruits.”25 Vice President Cheney asserted that “absolutely the worst possible thing we could do at this point would be to validate and encourage the terrorists by doing exactly what they want us to do, which is to leave [Iraq].”26 According to a former aide in the Bush White House, the claim that America is a “‘weak horse’ that runs when bloodied ‘will be right’ if the United States does not bring a decent outcome in Iraq.”27 A widely-read conservative observer notes that “To drive the United States out of Iraq would be a huge victory for the terrorists, attracting both recruits and support from around the world.”28  The forcefulness of the reputational argument also depends on how important a particular battlefield or theater of war is in the eyes of America's adversaries. If adversaries believe a particular battlefield constitutes the major front in a larger conflict, then the reputational argument is strengthened. Conversely, if a military conflict is understood to be peripheral to a larger strategic conflict, then the reputation stakes are relatively low.  In this regard, the contrast between the Vietnam War and Iraq is again striking. Neither the United States, the Soviet Union nor China saw Vietnam, or Indochina for that matter, as the central front in the Cold War. For all three powers, Vietnam was considered peripheral to the larger conflict whose main front was in Europe. Neither the Soviet nor Chinese leadership suggested that Vietnam was pivotal in the Cold War. In fact, Moscow and Beijing from the late 1960s onward did not perceive any great advantage to themselves as a result of a humiliating U.S. defeat in Vietnam. Moreover, Washington wished to see a quick end to the conflict through a negotiated settlement.29 Even though Nixon and Kissinger believed that an honorable exit from Vietnam was important, they “shared the conviction that Vietnam was an irritant that needed to be removed by any means necessary.”30At present, proponents of the reputational argument, in particular, Bush administration officials, argue that Iraq is the central front for the United States in the larger conflict with radical Islamists. This greatly raises the stakes for U.S. reputation.31 Given the centrality of Iraq, advocates of the reputational argument contend an American withdrawal would embolden jihadists to an extent even greater than previous U.S. departures, such as Beirut and Somalia. Jihadists will certainly liken an American withdrawal from Iraq under fire to the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan in 1988. Consequently, their determination to defeat the United States will harden.  Once again, the jihadists’ rhetoric and actions provide sufficient evidence for the reputational argument proponents to claim that “Al Qaeda does not think Iraq is a distraction from their war against us. Al Qaeda believes Iraq is the central front – and it is.”32 Indeed, both bin Laden and Zawahiri regard Iraq now as being the front line of the Islamic militant battle against the West. For instance, Osama bin Laden noted in 2006: “the war [in Iraq] is for you or for us to win. If we win it, it means your defeat and disgrace forever as the wind blows in this direction with God's help.”33 In another statement, bin Laden announced: “The whole world is watching this war and the two adversaries. It's either victory and glory, or misery and humiliation.”34 In his letter to Abu Musab al-Zarqawi in late 2005, bin Laden's deputy Zawahiri also emphasized that Iraq had become “the place for the greatest battle of Islam in this era.”35 The fact that Iraq had attracted thousands of jihadists from other Muslim countries attests to the importance of Iraq as the central front in the global war on terror.36
1NC Afghanistan Link

Afghanistan pullout collapse US alliance credibility.

WSJ ‘9  (Wall Street Journal, “U.S. Credibility and Pakistan; What Islamabad thinks of a U.S. Withdrawal from Afghanistan”, 10-1, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704471504574443352072071822.html)

Critics of the war in Afghanistan—inside and out of the Obama Administration—argue that we would be better off ensuring that nuclear-armed Pakistan will help us fight al Qaeda. As President Obama rethinks his Afghan strategy with his advisers in the coming days, he ought to listen to what the Pakistanis themselves think about that argument.  In an interview at the Journal's offices this week in New York, Pakistan Foreign Minister Makhdoom Shah Mahmood Qureshi minced no words about the impact of a U.S. withdrawal before the Taliban is defeated. "This will be disastrous," he said. "You will lose credibility. . . . Who is going to trust you again?" As for Washington's latest public bout of ambivalence about the war, he added that "the fact that this is being debated—whether to stay or not stay—what sort of signal is that sending?"  Mr. Qureshi also sounded incredulous that the U.S. might walk away from a struggle in which it has already invested so much: "If you go in, why are you going out without getting the job done? Why did you send so many billion of dollars and lose so many lives? And why did we ally with you?" All fair questions, and all so far unanswered by the Obama Administration.  As for the consequences to Pakistan of an American withdrawal, the foreign minister noted that "we will be the immediate effectees of your policy." Among the effects he predicts are "more misery," "more suicide bombings," and a dramatic loss of confidence in the economy, presumably as investors fear that an emboldened Taliban, no longer pressed by coalition forces in Afghanistan, would soon turn its sights again on Islamabad.

XT – Afghanistan KT Alliance Cred

Afghanistan is key to the credibility of US security commitments.

Nuechterlein ‘9  (Donald Political Scientist and author of numerous books on U.S. foreign policy, Richmond Times Dispatch, “2009; Better than Expected”, 12-30, L/N)

Two unfavorable foreign policy developments were the deteriorating military and political situation in Afghanistan, and the inability of the United States and other countries to prevent Iran from pursuing nuclear weapons development.  Obama realized early in 2009 that potential U.S. defeat in Afghanistan would not only hurt America's security and credibility abroad, but it would diminish his ability to prevail on domestic issues like health care reform.  The president agreed last spring to send 21,000 troops to Afghanistan, but by summer he learned that in order to prevent a Taliban victory he needed to send an additional 30,000-40,000. He approved the increase but also decided to withdraw the combat forces in 2011, and turn over security responsibility to the Afghan government. As a result, it is unlikely that Afghanistan will become a stable, democratic country in Asia.

Afghanistan is the lynchpin of credibility of US ally commitments.

Crawford ‘9  (Beverly, Associate Dir. – Institute of European Studies, “Isolated again…….America’s War”, 12-2, http://blogs.berkeley.edu/2009/12/02/isolated-again%E2%80%A6%E2%80%A6-america%E2%80%99s-war/)

Obama threw down a clear and unequivocal challenge to Europe last night, and in the coming weeks he will try to obtain a pledge for yet more NATO troops.  “What’s at stake,” he said, “is… a test of NATO’s credibility.”  What he meant was that if the alliance is not up to the challenge of Afghanistan  then its very raison d’etre is in question.  In fact, however, it’s Obama’s–and America’s– credibility among the allies that’s at stake. And last night’s address did not instill confidence.  They see as disgraceful and delusional Obama’s statement that:  ”although it was marred by fraud, [the recent] election produced a government that is consistent with Afghanistan’s laws and constitution.”  Huh?  Did the 2000 presidential election in the U.S. lower the bar for what constitutes “democracy” and pave the way for a statement like this?  Perhaps European leaders will cough up a few more troops and spill the blood of more young men and women just to  keep peace with their long-time ally and Cold War protector, the United States.  But the resources the allies are willing to devote do not match the stakes that Obama has raised.  Europeans spend $520 a year per capita on the military, a third less than Americans. And a NATO graph that tracks European military spending shows that in every country but Greece, 2010 budget projections suggest a sharp drop. Britain’s military budget, the biggest along with France’s, could drop 10 percent in five years.  And with regard to Afghanistan, it is clear that these cutbacks coincide with a quickly dissipating political will.  If Afghanistan is truly the “graveyard of Empires,” as it seems to be, Europeans are saying, “been there, done that.”  This war will continue to drain America’s strength and distort America’s thinking about its global role.  The United States will again be a lone warrior.

XT – Afghanistan KT Alliance Cred

Premature withdrawal annihilates American international credibility. Emboldens adversaries and sends a global signal that the US is thoroughly undependable.

Twining ‘9  (Dan, Senior Fellow for Asia – German Marshall Fund of the US, former Member of Sec. State. Condi Rice’s Policy Planning Staff, former Transatlantic Fellow and Dir. Of Foreign Policy Program – German Marshall Fund of the US, “The stakes in Afghanistan go well beyond Afghanistan”, 9-30, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/09/30/the_stakes_of_afghanistan_go_well_beyond_afghanistan)

The surreal belief in some quarters that abandoning Afghanistan -- described as a "graveyard of empires" with its complicated tribes, forbidding terrain, and peripheral strategic importance -- would not have direct and bloody consequences for the United States, never mind the Afghan people, can be answered with three numbers: 9-11. It is troubling that our political and foreign policy elites even need to engage this debate (including its more sophisticated but equally illusory variants like moving to an "over-the-horizon" strike-and-retreat strategy). At the same time, the experts (correctly) advocating a counterinsurgency strategy make the same mistake of framing their arguments purely with reference to Afghanistan's internal dynamics. As important as they are, they constitute only part of a wider strategic landscape that would be upended by a U.S. decision to reduce its political and military commitment to Afghanistan.  A recent trip to Islamabad and Lahore revealed to me that most Pakistani elites -- including the small minority that could credibly be described as sympathetic to Western goals in Afghanistan -- already believe that the game is up: the will of the transatlantic allies is broken, Obama doesn't have the courage or vision to see America's mission in Afghanistan through to victory, and the U.S. is well along the road to walking away from Afghanistan as it did after 1989. This widespread Pakistani belief has encouraged behavior deeply inimical to Washington's regional aims, with the effect that the American debate over whether Afghanistan is worth it is inspiring Pakistani actions that will make success all the harder to achieve.  After all, why shouldn't the Pakistani security services continue to invest in their friendly relations with the Taliban if Mullah Omar and company soon will take power in Afghanistan's Pashtun heartland? Why should the Pakistani military take on the militant groups that regularly launch cross-border attacks into Afghanistan when the NATO targets of those attacks will soon slink away in defeat? Why should the Pakistani government get serious about wrapping up the Quetta Shura when the Afghan Taliban appears to be ascendant in the face of Western weakness? Why should Pakistan's intelligence service break its ties to Lashkar-e-Taiba, one of the world's most potent terrorist groups, when it forms such a useful instrument with which to bleed U.S. ally India? And why should Pakistani civilian and military leaders overtly cooperate with the United States when it appears such a weak and unreliable ally of the Afghan people -- incapable, despite its singular wealth and resources, of defeating a 25,000-man insurgency in one of the poorest countries on Earth?  As Chris Brose and I recently argued, it is vital for the West to prevail in Afghanistan because of its effect in shaping Pakistan's strategic future. Proponents of drawing down in Afghanistan on the grounds that Pakistan is the more important strategic prize have it only half right: if Pakistan is the strategic prize, it should be unthinkable not to press for victory in Afghanistan given the spillover effects of a Western defeat there. All of Pakistan's pathologies -- from terrorist sanctuary in ungoverned spaces, to radicalized public opinion that creates an enabling environment for violent extremism, to lack of economic opportunity that incentivizes militancy, to the (in)security of Pakistan's nuclear arsenal, to the military's oversized role in political life in ways that stunt the development of civilian institutions -- all of this will intensify should Afghanistan succumb to the Taliban as the West withdraws.  These dynamics, in turn, will destabilize India in ways that could torpedo the country's rise to world power -- and the strategic dividends America would reap from India's success. New Delhi is now a truer proponent of Washington's original objectives in Afghanistan -- the Taliban's decisive defeat by military force rather than reconciliation and the construction of a capable Afghan democracy -- than some American leaders are now. Afghanistan is in India's backyard -- they shared a border until 1947 -- and the collapse of its government would destabilize Pakistan in ways that would quickly cost Indian dearly. Indian strategists fear that the spillover from a Taliban victory in Afghanistan would induce Pakistan's "Lebanonization," with the Pakistani Taliban becoming a kind of South Asian Hezbollah that would launch waves of crippling attacks against India. India cannot rise to be an Asian balancer, global security provider, and engine of the world economy if it is mired in interminable proxy conflict with terrorists emanating from a weak or collapsing state armed with nuclear weapons on its border.  The strategic implications of a Western defeat in Afghanistan for American relations with other major powers are similarly troubling. The biggest game-changer in the nuclear standoff with Iran is not new sanctions or military action but a popular uprising by the Iranian people that changes the character of the radical regime in Tehran -- a prospect one would expect to be meaningfully diminished by the usurpation through violence of the Afghan government, against the will of a majority of Afghans, by the religious extremists of the Taliban. And despite welcome new unity in the West on a tougher approach to Iran's development of nuclear weapons following revelations of a new nuclear complex in Qum, how can Washington, London, Paris, and Berlin stare down the leaders of Iran -- a potentially hegemonic Middle Eastern state with an advanced conventional and near-nuclear arsenal and a vast national resource base -- if they can't even hold their own against the cave-dwelling, Kalashnikov-wielding despots of the Taliban?  Russia appears to be quietly reveling in the prospect that NATO, which appeared so threatening to Russian eyes during its multiple rounds of enlargement during the 1990s, could be defeated in its first real out-of-area operation. A NATO defeat in Afghanistan would call into question the future of the alliance and the credibility of American leadership with it, possibly creating a new and lasting transatlantic breach and intensifying concerns about the alliance's ability to protect weak European states against a resurgent Russia. China has no interest in Afghanistan's collapse into a sanctuary for Islamist extremists, including Uighers who militate against China's rule in Xinjiang. But a Western defeat in Afghanistan, which if historical precedent holds would be followed by a bout of U.S. isolationism, would only create more space for China to pursue its (for now) peaceful rise.  And that is the point: the debate over whether to prevail in Afghanistan is about so much more. An American recommitment to a sustained counterinsurgency strategy that turned around the conflict would demonstrate that the United States and its democratic allies remain the principal providers of public goods -- in this case, the security and stability of a strategically vital region that threatens the global export of violent extremism -- in the international system. A new and sustained victory strategy for Afghanistan would show that Washington is singularly positioned to convene effective coalitions and deliver solutions to intractable international problems in ways that shore up the stability of an international economic and political order that has provided greater degrees of human freedom and prosperity than any other.  By contrast, a U.S. decision to wash its hands of Afghanistan would send a different message to friends and competitors alike. It would hasten the emergence of a different kind of international order, one in which history no longer appeared to be on the side of the United States and its friends. Islamic extremism, rather than continuing to lose ground to the universal promise of democratic modernity, would gain new legs -- after all, Afghan Islamists would have defeated their second superpower in a generation. Rival states that contest Western leadership of the international order and reject the principles of open society would increase their influence at America's expense. Just as most Afghans are not prepared to live under a new Taliban regime, so most Americans are surely not prepared to live in a world in which the United States voluntarily cedes its influence, power, and moral example to others who share neither our interests nor our values.

Afghanistan is key to US credibility. Iraq put us on the brink.

RIA Novosti ‘9  (“Afghan Choice”, 8-19, L/N)

In Afghanistan, the United States has fallen into a Catch 22. It has to pay through the nose for its stay in this country, and watch as it loses soldiers, but withdrawing  is tantamount to acknowledging defeat. After the disgrace in Iraq, the United States may lose its reputation as the world's leading power once and for all. Hamid Karzai's rule in Afghanistan is doomed without U.S. support. The Taliban will come to power again because it is made up of the people of Afghanistan, who have become exhausted by Karzai's rule. In the last few years, his pro-Western government has proved to be absolutely worthless. Corruption and extremism are thriving in this poor and ruined country...

1NC South Korea Link

Withdrawing from South Korea would cause them to nuclearize.

Eberstadt et al ’07 – Henry Wendt Scholar in Political Economy at AEI (Nicholas, Aaron L. Friedberg is

a professor at Princeton University, Christopher Griffin is a research fellow at AEI, 10/06/07, “Toward an

America-Free Korea ,” http://www.aei.org/article/26924)

A Nuclear Crisis--in South Korea. If forced to pursue a wholly independent self-defense in a hostile security environment, Seoul would face overwhelming pressures to develop its own nuclear arsenal. Indeed, the rapidity with which participants at the conference, American and Korean, progressive and conservative, arrived at this conclusion was chilling--especially given the likely implications for regional stability, further nuclear proliferation and South Korea's international standing.

XT – South Korea Links

Quantity and quality of current ROK deployments is key. Creates a signal and trip-wire function for credible extended deterrence.

Payne et al ’10  (Keith, Pres. – National Institute for Public Policy, Prof. and Dept. Head of Graduate Defense and Strategic Studies – Mo. St. U., Chair – Policy Panel of theh US Strategic Command’s Senior Advisory Group, Thomas Scheber, VP – National Institute for Public Policy and former Dir. Strike Policy and Integration – Office of the Sec. Def., and Kurt Guthe, Dir. Strategic Studies – NIPP and former Deputy assistant Sec. Def. for Forces Policy, “U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia”, http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/US%20Extend-Deter-for%20print.pdf, p. 11-13)

The forward presence of U.S. military forces has value for deterrence and assurance that is well recognized. Forces routinely deployed on or near the territory of an ally not only, or even primarily, augment the armed strength of that country, but also serve as a concrete and continuing reminder that the United States has a strong interest in its security and will fight in its defense. Permanently stationed ground forces, in particular, seem to have an assurance effect not duplicated by temporary deployments (port calls to show the flag, for example), probably because they are unlikely to be withdrawn overnight and often are positioned where they will be directly engaged by an enemy attack, thus ensuring U.S. involvement in a conflict. The likelihood, if not certainty, that U.S. forces would be engaged in a conflict can lend credibility to an associated nuclear guarantee. If forward deployments include U.S. nuclear weapons, those arms themselves offer a tangible assurance that the ally is covered by the nuclear umbrella. The United States has deployed general purpose forces in South Korea for more than a half century. From the mid-1950s to the late 1960s, the U.S. troop level in the ROK was 60,000-70,000. During the Vietnam War, in line with his “Guam Doctrine” to make U.S. allies in Asia shoulder more of the defense burden, President Nixon ordered the withdrawal of some 18,000 troops from South Korea, reducing the total there to 43,000. In the 1976 presidential campaign, Jimmy Carter pledged to pull out all U.S. ground forces from South Korea, but as president removed only a token number (roughly 3,000 troops). The Carter cut subsequently was reversed by President Reagan to bolster the U.S. commitment to the ROK. As part of the post-Cold War retraction of American forces from overseas deployments, President George H.W. Bush ordered the troop level in South Korea reduced to 36,000 and then suspended further withdrawals in light of concern about the North Korean nuclear weapons program. The U.S. force on the peninsula increased slightly and stabilized at somewhat more than 37,000 during the Clinton administration. Between 2004 and 2006, as a result of the Global Posture Review conducted by the George W. Bush administration, the number of troops dropped to 28,500, where it remains today.54 At this level, South Korea is the country with the third largest peacetime deployment of American troops, behind only Germany (54,000) and Japan (33,000).55 One South Korean observer cites this ranking as an indication of the high priority the United States assigns to the defense of the ROK.56 According to an opinion survey conducted in early 2008, most South Koreans (70 percent) see the overall U.S. military presence in East Asia as contributing to regional stability.57 The disposition of U.S. troops in South Korea has been as important as their number. Since the end of the Korean War, U.S. ground forces have been deployed astride the invasion corridors between the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ) and Seoul. Stationed in this manner, they have functioned as a trip wire that, by making U.S. involvement in a war “automatic,” presumably has helped deter the North from launching an attack and certainly has helped allay fear in the South of abandonment by the United States. This situation is changing, however. In a process initiated by the Global Posture Review, the United States is repositioning its forces away from the DMZ to locations farther south on the peninsula. The objectives of the relocation are several: to move U.S. forces beyond the range of North Korean artillery; strengthen their ability to counterattack an invasion; increase their availability for contingencies outside Korea (by consolidating forces around two basing “hubs” with ready access to air- and sealift); achieve a better balance between U.S. and South Korean military responsibilities (by improving ROK capabilities and making U.S. capabilities more “air and naval-centric”); and lessen tensions with the South Korean population (by reducing the number of bases and returning land for civilian use).58 This changed disposition of U.S. forces has raised two concerns in South Korea. First, without the trip wire of American troops near the DMZ, the deterrent to North Korean attack might be weaker.59 Second, the availability of U.S. forces on the peninsula for other contingencies could result in “the denuding and decoupling of the U.S. security presence.”60 In response to these concerns, American officials argue that the United States remains firmly committed to the defense of South Korea and that the “trip wire” for that commitment is not “how many U.S. troops are arranged in any particular location on the peninsula,” but “the letter and spirit of our mutual defense treaty, backed up by the substance of our alliance and our strong military forces.”61   They also point to plans for three-year, family-accompanied tours of duty by U.S. military personnel in South Korea as a clear sign that the United States intends to maintain its commitment to the ROK for the long haul. By 2020, up to 14,000 families of American service members could be on the peninsula.62 While longer, accompanied tours offer a number of advantages over the current one-year stints (reduced training demands, for example), their assurance value has been emphasized by Secretary of Defense Gates, Adm. Michael Mullen, the Joint Chiefs chairman, and Gen. Walter Sharp, the commander of U.S. forces in Korea: Secretary Gates: “[T]he United States will maintain an enduring and capable military presence on the Korean Peninsula. Our long-term commitment is signified by our plans to make three year accompanied tours the norm for most U.S. troops in Korea—similar to arrangements we have in Europe.”63 Adm. Mullen: “The whole issue of extending the tours, bringing the families, investing the money is a significant increase in the commitment to the Republic of Korea and to the alliance….”64 Gen. Sharp: “[Family-accompanied tours] hugely shows our commitment to Northeast Asia. One of the fears you hear on OpCon Transition in Korea is what is the US going to do on the 18th of April 2012, after OpCon Transition? Are you all out of here? We remind the Koreans we would be really stupid to do that. They remind us occasionally we have done stupid things in the past. But then when we point to the fact that hey, we’re bringing all of these families over. And it’s not just about North and South Korea, it is about the importance of the region to the United States, the vital national interest. …the more presence we have in Korea of families shows the commitment of the United States and I think that in and of itself reduces the likelihood of [North Korean leader] Kim Jong Il making a mistake in doing an attack. Many of us lived in Germany in the mid ‘80s across the Fulda Gap where there were lots of nuclear weapons. …it’s not exactly the same [in Korea], but there is a parallel there of being shown that you’re dedicated and that you’re not leaving is a great deterrent value that’s there.”65 In short, U.S. troops in South Korea no longer may be a trip wire, but they—and now their dependents as well—still provide an immediate presence that symbolizes the U.S. commitment to the defense of the ROK.

XT – South Korea Links

Forward deployed forces are a key direct signal of US commitment to South Korea.

Payne et al ’10  (Keith, Pres. – National Institute for Public Policy, Prof. and Dept. Head of Graduate Defense and Strategic Studies – Mo. St. U., Chair – Policy Panel of theh US Strategic Command’s Senior Advisory Group, Thomas Scheber, VP – National Institute for Public Policy and former Dir. Strike Policy and Integration – Office of the Sec. Def., and Kurt Guthe, Dir. Strategic Studies – NIPP and former Deputy assistant Sec. Def. for Forces Policy, “U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia”, http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/US%20Extend-Deter-for%20print.pdf, p. 11-13)

Forward deployment of forces, then, is one of the principal ways in which the United States assures the South Koreans of its commitment to their defense. Forwarddeployed forces are the embodiment of that commitment and the mechanism by which the United States would become engaged in any new Korean war. In certain circumstances, the direct engagement of American conventional forces in such a conflict could increase the prospect of U.S. nuclear use. This connection reinforces the nuclear guarantee to Seoul. For these purposes, the presence of some not-insignificant U.S. ground force in South Korea is more important than the specific number of troops or their disposition. While U.S. nuclear weapons in the past were forward deployed in South Korea, a nuclear presence on the peninsula has not been essential to the nuclear guarantee.

Withdrawal of US troops kills credibility, spurring Japan and South Korea to nuclearize.

Hendricks ‘5  (Todd, Lieutenant Commander, Civil Engineer Corps, US Navy, “Adverse Effects of Prospective U.S. Forces Korea Troop Realignments”, Department of Joint Military Operations requirement paper, 2-14, Naval War College)

The ROK will consider the United States as having broken defense commitments. A significant factor to remember is that the Korean War has not officially ended. Even though there has been an “armed truce” which has been in place for over 50 years, withdrawing U.S. troops would be tantamount to leaving an ally on the battlefield to be run over by the enemy. “By deploying USFK in a forward area as a ‘tripwire’12 in order to defend and retaliate against the North Korean attack, the United States has successfully deterred North Korea’s attack.”13 Although this is an extreme picture of the U.S.-ROK alliance situation, it still deserves some consideration. “Abrogation of the U.S. security treaty with South Korea and abandonment of that long-standing ally…could seriously degrade the importance of military power as a U.S. foreign policy implement, undercut U.S. interests in national credibility, and perhaps encourage aggression against other U.S. friends around the world. Civil war on the Korean Peninsula probably would erupt. The Republic of Korea and Japan might feel needs to develop their own nuclear weapons.”14 The deterrence of North Korea and the defense of South Korea is firmly grounded in the presence of USFK military forces, for “…it is impossible to talk about the [U.S.-ROK] alliance without focusing on USFK.”1
XT – South Korea Links

U.S. troops are a tripwire—serve as a key deterrent signal
Kirk 03 (Don—International Herald Tribune's special correspondent in Seoul, writer for The New York Times, “‘Trip Wire Should Remain’ Against North: Seoul Makes Case for U.S. Presence,” 3/7/03, http://www.nytimes.com/2003/03/07/news/07iht-norkor_1.html)

SEOUL:— South Korea's prime minister defended the presence of U.S. forces in the country Thursday and said that they were needed to help deter the potential military threat from the North.  The remarks by Prime Minister Goh to the American ambassador in Seoul, Thomas Hubbard, appeared to counter comments by other South Korean officials in recent days.  "We should never weaken the deterrence capabilities of the U.S. military," the prime minister told Hubbard, according to his spokesman.  The 37,000 U.S. troops in Korea, he was quoted as saying, were "playing an important role in deterring war on the peninsula" and should not be reduced.  "The trip wire should remain," Goh said, according to his spokesman.  U.S. and South Korean officials have long used the "trip wire" analogy in referring to U.S. troops between Seoul and the North Korean border.  Goh spoke to Hubbard as two dozen U.S. heavy bombers flew into Guam, and analysts in Seoul focused on what the North was likely to do next in the escalating crisis over its nuclear program.  U.S. military and defense officials have been upset by the failure of South Korea to offer firm support for U.S. surveillance flights near North Korea or to condemn the interception of a U.S. spy plane by four North Korean fighters last weekend.  Instead, South Korea's Defense Ministry said nothing, while President Roh Moo Hyun exacerbated U.S. sensitivities in an interview with The Times of London this week, saying that the spy plane episode was part of "a very predictable chain of events."  Roh, an advocate of reconciliation and dialogue with North Korea even if the North initially makes no concessions, said that he was "urging the U.S. not to go too far" in pressuring North Korea.  Roh's appeal for a peaceful approach had the full support of China, whose foreign minister, Tang Jiaxuan, said Thursday in Beijing that "the most effective way" to achieve a nuclear-free Korean Peninsula was for North Korea and the United States to talk directly to each other.  Tang said China opposed "pressure such as sanctions," a reference to the decision of the International Atomic Energy Agency to refer the North Korean issue to the United Nations Security Council.  His remark left no doubt that China, a permanent member of the Security Council, would oppose any effort by the council to impose sanctions on North Korea as punishment for its withdrawal from the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty and expulsion of inspectors from the nuclear complex at Yongbyon. The North has reactivated a nuclear reactor there that was shut under terms of the Geneva framework agreement in 1994.  "South Korea wants the United States to back down a little and not provoke North Korea," said Park Jung Song, a North Korean specialist at Seoul's Institute of Foreign Affairs and National Security.  Park predicted that North Korea's next move would be to test a missile "as soon as war in Iraq begins" and the attention of the United States is diverted to a front thousands of kilometers away.  That estimate agreed with a report by Kyodo, the Japanese news agency, that quoted a senior U.S. official as surmising that North Korea was preparing to test a medium-range ballistic missile, possibly a Rodong, with enough range to strike targets in Japan.  Goh's reference to U.S. troops as a "trip wire" indicated that the government opposed any move to pull them back from positions on the invasion route to Seoul. U.S. officials reportedly have been in talks with South Koreans on the possibility of withdrawing most of the troops to bases south of Seoul as back-up forces, capable of supporting front-line South Korean units rather than bearing the brunt of attack.  The U.S. forces are astride the same route that the North Korean Army covered in less than a week after invading South Korea in June 1950, opening the Korean War.  The debate over the presence of U.S. troops in South Korea has assumed highly emotional significance since two 13-year-old schoolgirls were crushed to death by a U.S. armored vehicle in June during a routine military exercise north of Seoul.  The deaths touched off a wave of anti-American resentment that won votes for Roh in the presidential election in December, in which he narrowly defeated the conservative candidate, Lee Hoi Chang.  While Goh received Hubbard, Roh called a meeting of his top security advisers to try to work out a formula for moving toward reconciliation with the North while recognizing the need for the United States to defend the South.  A spokesman said the security team had agreed on the need for a peaceful resolution of the North Korean problem "but also recognized that U.S. surveillance flights were normal given the situation."  The Pentagon said that the U.S. RC-135S surveillance plane returned to a base in Japan after having been shadowed for 22 minutes Sunday by North Korean fighters, one of which flew within 15 meters (50 feet) of it. 

XT – South Korea Links

Troops are key to ROK confidence and stability in the alliance—defense minster agrees.

Hwang 08 (Doo-hyong—, “South Korea Calls for Continued Deployment of US Troops in Korea,” 10/15/08, LexisNexis)

South Korean Defence Minister Lee Sang-hee [Ri Sang-hu'i] Wednesday called for continued deployment of US troops in the Korean Peninsula after Korean reunification. "Certain elements of the ROK-US alliance must be upheld even after the unification of the peninsula," Lee told a forum here. "I repeat, even after the reunification of the two Koreas, the alliance will continue to contribute to the security of the region." Lee's remarks come on the heels of the decades-old bilateral alliance between South Korea and the United States reshaping as South Korea seeks greater independence from the US, which still maintains 28,500 forces in the Korean Peninsula as a legacy of the 1950-53 Korean War. South Korea will take back wartime operational control (OPCON) of its more than 600,000 troops from the US in 2012 despite concerns that the OPCON transfer will create a loophole in the defence of South Korea from a possible invasion by nuclear-armed North Korea. Pyongyang detonated its first nuclear device in 2006, and multilateral talks are underway to persuade the North to abandon its nuclear ambitions in return for hefty economic benefits and diplomatic recognition. Peacetime operational control was returned to Seoul in 1994. Gen. Walter Sharp, commander of US forces in Korea, told a news conference here last week that "The United States is not leaving after the OPCON transfer," adding that the bilateral alliance will "continue to stay strong." Lee and Sharp are here for an annual meeting of defence ministers and senior military officers of the two sides. South Korean President Lee Myung-bak [Ri Myo'ng-pak] and US President George W. Bush agreed in April to maintain the current US troop level, although Lee's liberal predecessor, Ro Mu-hyo'n [Roh Moo-hyun], pushed ahead with the gradual reduction of US troops to 25,000 in coming years. Lee and Bush also agreed to proceed with the OPCON transfer as scheduled. Minister Lee dismissed concerns over the OPCON transfer, saying, "If we do not allay the concerns of Koreans who worry that OPCON transfer will lead to weaker deterrence, then those concerns in and of themselves could lead to lower confidence in the alliance." The minister asserted that a joint defence system to be established after the OPCON transfer should be "as robust and efficient as our current combined defence system." "The overwhelming military power to be delivered by the US during crisis will have definitive implications," he said. Minister Lee also said a "unified Korea will serve as a more mature partner that can share the security burdens of the US at the regional and global levels." "The alliance is evolving into a module wherein the ROK is assisting the US in its effort to contribute to world peace," he said, noting that South Korea currently deploys 1,079 troops in 13 countries to contribute to global peace and stability in close cooperation with the United States' war on terror. "As strategic partners sharing the fundamental values of democracy, the two states have stood shoulder-to-shoulder weathering the vicissitudes on various global stages, including Vietnam, Iraq, and Afghanistan," he said. "Now, the Korean military is taking a step forward in making amends for all that it had received from the international society during the Korean War, in ways of peacekeeping and disaster relief efforts."  

1NC Japan Link

Credibility. Troops are the best guarantee that nuclear threats mean something.

Nye ‘9  (Joseph, Prof. IR – Harvard U., Korea Times, “Will US-Japan Alliance Survive”, 7-14, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2009/07/137_48423.html)

Japan officially endorses the objective of a non-nuclear world, but it relies on America's extended nuclear deterrent, and wants to avoid being subject to nuclear blackmail from North Korea (or China). The Japanese fear that the credibility of American extended deterrence will be weakened if the U.S. decreases its nuclear forces to parity with China.  It is a mistake, however, to believe that extended deterrence depends on parity in numbers of nuclear weapons. Rather, it depends on a combination of capability and credibility.  During the Cold War, the U.S. was able to defend Berlin because our promise to do so was made credible by the NATO alliance and the presence of American troops, whose lives would be on the line in the event of a Soviet attack.  Indeed, the best guarantee of American extended deterrence over Japan remains the presence of nearly 50,000 American troops (which Japan helps to maintain with generous host-nation support). Credibility is also enhanced by joint projects such as the development of regional ballistic missile defense.

XT – Japan Links

Coming nuclear cuts magnify the link.

Nye ‘9  (Joseph, Prof. IR – Harvard U., CQ Transcriptions, DEL. ENI H. FALEOMAVAEGA HOLDS A HEARING ON JAPAN'S CHANGING ROLE, 6-25, L/N)

And, this raises the following paradox, which is that part of the reason that there hasn't been more proliferation is because we have been able to extend guarantees of our nuclear umbrella over others.  Japan, obviously, has the capacity to go nuclear, if it so wished. It hasn't felt the need, because we've extended deterrents. So, the dilemma is that if we were to go too fast, too hard, too close to zero, we would bring nuclear deterrents, extended deterrents, into question.  And, I think that's why I said in my testimony, it's important to focus on the fact that extended deterrents rest very heavily on credibility, not just capability.  Now, the fact that there is 50,000 American troops forward-based in Japan, is tremendously important. Just like the presence of American troops in Berlin, allowed us to defend Berlin in the cold war, in situations when the soviets had local superiority.  So, I think as we try to implement a policy to which we are committed, under Article VI of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, of reducing our arsenals and getting to lower numbers, we have to make sure that we do it in such a way that it doesn't call into question, the credibility of our extended deterrents, because, that paradoxically, would actually increase rather than decrease proliferation.

New government agrees.

Nye and Ogawa ‘9  (Joseph, Prof. IR – Harvard U., interviewed by Satoshi, Correspondent, Yomiuri Shimbun, “TRANSFER OF POWER; DPJ win ‘to boost soft power’”, 9-2, L/N)
Q: Some experts are concerned about the DPJ's view of extended deterrence [deterrence provided through the threat of a nuclear response to an attack on an ally]. It's unclear. How do you see it?  A: Well, I think as the DPJ ministers take over their portfolios and start looking carefully at the situation, first there'll be talks between Americans and the new Japanese government about details of extended deterrence, but I think the new ministers will find that extended deterrence is very important for Japan and that the credibility of extended deterrence depends very much upon the forward presence of American troops.

XT – Japan Links

Symbolic action key to deterrence. Specifically with Japan.

Schoff ‘9  (James, Associate Dir. Asia-Pacific Studies – Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, “Realigning Priorities: The U.S.-Japan Alliance & the Future of Extended Deterrence”, March, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/RealignPriorities.pdf, p. xi-xii)

Symbols have always been important to the U.S.-Japan alliance and to the concept of deterrence, whether the symbol is the nuclear umbrella, basing a U.S. aircraft carrier in Japan, or forward deploying a hundred thousand U.S. military personnel in East Asia (including a sizable contingent of Marines in Okinawa). Some of these symbols remain intact, but others are changing and seem less visible. High-ranking U.S. officials have disparaged the future viability of technology supporting the nuclear umbrella during the RRW debate, and the number of forward-deployed U.S. troops in South Korea and Japan is declining. The Pentagon talks more about stability operations and counterinsurgency as core missions for the military, while it lists “deterring conflict” as only the fourth of five objectives in the 2008 National Defense Strategy. Some Japanese defense planners fear that Washington is distracted by conflict in the Middle East and Central Asia, viewing everything through a prism of hunkered-down homeland defense. The reality is quite different, and an interesting dichotomy has developed whereby an American visitor to Tokyo can hear worry about a U.S. pullback, and the same week in Beijing listen to concern about America’s build-up in the region! Objectively speaking, overall the United States is increasing its military capabilities in the Asia-Pacific region, not pulling back. This mild build-up is actually one of the many objectives of its global repositioning of forces in response to a perceived shifting of “the global community’s ‘center of gravity’ [toward] the Asia-Pacific region.” The build-up is hard to quantify, however, as it relies mostly on less visible measures such as upgrading equipment, more frequent and longer rotational deployments (of F-22s, B-2s, SSGNs, among other assets), access agreements with partners in the region to broaden deployment flexibility in times of crisis, and similar incremental moves. Taken together, all of these improvements suggest that external balancing vis-à-vis North Korea and China has actually been achieved to some degree, even if those in Japan who worry about America’s security commitments do not realize it. Part of the reason for this is that as old symbols of deterrence are phased out, they are being replaced with a diffuse range of more capable (but only vaguely understood) assets, oftentimes deployed from farther away. The assurance effect is less concrete and immediate, though the deterrence effect might actually be stronger, given the flexibility of use. The problem is that the relationship of these new assets to specific deterrence scenarios involving the alliance has not been explored adequately.

XT – Japan Links

U.S. ground forces in Japan are key to Asian-Pacific stability. They’re key to the alliance.

Murao and Ogawa 1/30 (Shinichi—writer for the Daily Yomiuri, and Satoshi—writer for The Daily Yomiuri and Washington bureau correspondent, “Can Japan, U.S. Build New Relationship of Trust?” 1/30/10, LexisNexis)
Jan. 19 was the 50th anniversary of the signing of the current Japan-U.S. Security Treaty, but ironically the alliance between the two countries has been shaken by an issue over U.S. bases in Japan.  Whether Tokyo and Washington can work out an agreement on the issue of relocating the U.S. Marine Corps' Futenma Air Station in Okinawa Prefecture could shape the future evolution of the alliance.  On Jan. 19, prior to the announcement of a joint statement by Japan's foreign and defense ministers and their U.S. counterparts marking the anniversary, Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama Enhanced Coverage Linking Yukio Hatoyama issued a statement of his own. He pledged to work with Washington "to further deepen" the bilateral alliance "with the security arrangements at its core."  Despite the delay until May in the Japanese government's decision on the Futenma relocation site, the U.S. administration agreed to hold consultative talks aimed at deepening the alliance, giving the Hatoyama administration a feeling of relief.  The consultative talks are expected to focus on security arrangements to deal with North Korea's nuclear and missile development programs, military expansion by China and extended deterrence, including the U.S. "nuclear umbrella." Japan, for its part, wants to review the Japan-U.S. Status of Forces Agreement and the so-called sympathy budget by which the government helps finance the stationing of U.S. forces in Japan.  Hatoyama expressed a desire to extend the scope of discussions to cover such soft issues as "disaster prevention, medical treatment, education and the environment."  But such issues do not form the core of the Japan-U.S. alliance.  The alliance stands firmly on the premise that the U.S. military provides deterrence for protection of Japan in return for stable provision of bases by Japan for U.S. forces, based on the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty.  The alliance can never be deepened without implementing the agreement on realignment of U.S. forces in Japan that was reached after years of negotiations. The Futenma relocation is a "symbolic issue" in this regard, a former senior Defense Ministry official said.  Japan and the United States agreed in 2006 to transfer the heliport functions of the Futenma base in Ginowan, Okinawa Prefecture, to the Henoko district of Nago in the northern part of the prefecture. The accord was hammered out as the two sides made mutual concessions to realize two goals--maintaining the deterrent and lessening burdens on local residents.  These two subjects represent the major issues surrounding U.S. bases in Japan and are related to the bottom line of deepening the alliance.  Various issues revolving around the alliance are likely to be on the agenda in the consultative talks. On the central issue of "how to define deterrence," there is still much room for discussions by the two countries. What threats should be subject to deterrence? Which means of deterrence best fit today's conditions? These issues were not discussed thoroughly even during the series of administrations led by the Liberal Democratic Party up to last year.  Concrete discussions on these issues should be promoted by the two countries together with the theme of extended deterrence such as that provided by the U.S. nuclear umbrella over Japan.  2 U.S. concerns  Washington harbors two big concerns about the Hatoyama administration at this juncture.  The first U.S. concern is whether the administration's posture on the Futenma issue is confined to that single issue or represents a broader skepticism toward relations with the United States that could shake the foundations of the Japan-U.S. security arrangement.  Washington wants to dispel these concerns through bilateral consultative talks aimed at deepening the alliance. It also seeks to obtain assurances from Japan that the United States can continue stationing its forces in Japan for the time being to contribute to stability in the Asia-Pacific region.  Referring to this point, the Jan. 19 joint statement says Japan-U.S. security arrangements "will continue to play an essential role in maintaining both the security of Japan and the peace and stability of the Asia-Pacific region...They [the two nations' ministers] endorse ongoing efforts to maintain our deterrent capabilities in a changing strategic landscape, including appropriate stationing of U.S. forces."  The second major U.S. concern is the question of who in the Hatoyama administration can be trusted as a negotiating partner from the viewpoint of handling the Japan-U.S. alliance.  A Democratic Party of Japan leader shrugged off such U.S. worries, saying: "The time has come for lawmakers [of the ruling parties] to promote the Japan-U.S. relationship. The matter had been handled by Foreign Ministry bureaucrats, but it is supposed to be done by politicians."  But to the U.S. side, the Hatoyama administration looks as if it is neglecting to weigh heavily the knowledge and experience of career diplomats. Lawmakers, who are "laymen" in diplomacy, have repeatedly made inconsistent statements on the security issue, said Hitoshi Tanaka, a former vice minister of the Foreign Ministry.  Sheila Smith, a senior fellow at the U.S. Council on Foreign Relations, says arranging talks to promote the alliance is difficult because Washington cannot figure out which leaders to talk to about resolving relevant issues.  Can the two countries build a new relationship of trust in the future? The consultative talks for deepening the alliance seem to start with that point.  Pact reflects new conditions  Over the years, the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty's meaning and characteristics have changed, according to the international situation and other circumstances surrounding Japan.  In 1951, the initial version of the bilateral security treaty was signed along with the San Francisco Peace Treaty, which allowed World War II loser Japan to rejoin the international community.  The treaty had many unfair elements--the rights of the Allied occupation forces were kept unchanged, the United States was not obliged to defend Japan, and U.S. forces were given authority to crack down on internal conflicts within Japan, for instance.  As the Japanese side had strongly demanded changes to the pact, the revised security treaty eliminating the unfavorable points was signed on Jan. 19, 1960. The new treaty went into effect amid fierce protest rallies in June that year.  The new treaty stipulated that the purpose of the Japan-U.S. alliance was to maintain Japan's safety as well as peace and security in the East Asian region.  
1NC Okinawa/Futenma Link

The credibility of the alliance is at risk. Okinawa is a strategically vital base.

CSM ’10  (Peter Ford, “Japan stymied on US base in Okinawa as deadline nears”, 3-2, L/N)

For 14 years, Japanese governments have wrestled with the issue of where to base the Marine Corps' helicopters. They have tried, and failed, to reconcile the US insistence that the aircraft be stationed near the troops they would transport with local opposition to any new or expanded US bases. Mr. Hatoyama's Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) won office last August - unseating the Liberal Democratic Party in an election for the first time in more than half a century - partly on a campaign pledge to move Futenma operations off the southern island of Okinawa, and preferably out of Japan. But as a May deadline for a decision approaches, the government is backing away from that promise and deciding that the small fishing village of Henoko, next to an existing US Marine base some 50 miles north of here, offers the best solution. That was the deal Washington and Tokyo reached in 1996, but it has been repeatedly blocked by antibase activists in Henoko. "We don't have many choices," says one senior government official, who asked not to be identified because of the sensitivity of the issue. "It's between the current plan [for a long runway in landfill in the bay] and a slightly revised plan," he adds. For US, a strategic choice US military planners insist that alternative ideas, such as moving the helicopters to Guam, or anywhere far from Okinawa, are unrealistic. "We cannot separate the helicopters from the forces they are supporting," says Lt. Gen. Keith Stalder, the top Marine Corps commander in the Pacific. "The helicopters have got to train with the marines they are supporting or they become unproficient." Okinawa's location, Stalder adds, "is strategically very good." A subtropical island closer to Taiwan than to Tokyo, its military bases mean "we can be a very credible presence and quickly get where we need to get." The US-Japan security alliance rests on two pillars: Washington agrees to defend Japan against aggression and help maintain stability in its neighborhood, while Japan agrees to provide bases for US forces doing that job. The alliance would crumble.If the helicopters now operating out of Futenma were not to find a new base in Japan, and if the troops they must train with were to follow them elsewhere, one pillar of "This is not about local political issues, it's a strategic issue - regional security and the health and future of the alliance," says Stalder. In Japan, a political issueSusumu Inamine would beg to differ. In January he won election as mayor of Nago - which has jurisdiction over Henoko - after campaigning against any new US helicopter base. "The negatives, the environmental destruction, the noise, the danger, outweigh any economic benefits" that a new base might bring, says Mr. Inamine. "Our position is not going to change; we oppose the idea." So does the Okinawa Prefecture Assembly, which unanimously passed a motion last week opposing the Henoko plan. Peace activists who successfully blocked the construction of a planned offshore landing strip five years ago, by physically challenging construction workers, say they are equally determined to stymie any new project, which they say is too expensive and too damaging to the wildlife in the bay off Henoko. "The democratic voice of the people should be respected," says Hiroshi Ashitomi, cochairman of the Conference Opposing Heliport Construction," which has organized a beachside sit-in that has lasted six years. "If they ignore Okinawan voices, they will get payback," Mr. Ashitomi adds. "We will fight any construction." The DPJ's junior coalition partner, the Social Democratic Party, has threatened to withdraw from the government if Hatoyama presses ahead with the Henoko plan. The prime minister, however, does not rely on the SDP for a parliamentary majority and is expected to risk a desertion. The government appears to have discarded the current plan to relocate Futenma, which foresees twin runways extending into the sea from a promontory just outside Henoko. Instead, officials say, they are proposing a shorter airstrip on land. "The bottom line is to ensure that the marine environment is not destroyed," explains the senior government official. It is doubtful, however, that such an alternative will be acceptable to the US side. At an earlier stage of the protracted negotiations over a replacement facility for Futenma, the Marines rejected a short onshore runway for operational and safety reasons. That would appear to leave the situation as intractable as ever, and the American side increasingly impatient. "The current plan is the best plan, and it was reached after years of consultation," says Stalder. "We've got to get after it."

XT – Futenma/Okinawa Link

U.S. troops in Okinawa key to credible security guarantee—without them, Japan would develop nuclear weapons

Okamoto and Nye ‘10 (Michiro—The Daily Yomiuri General Bureau Chief of the Americas, Joseph—political scientist, expert on international relations, university distinguished service professor at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, served as assistant defense secretary for international security affairs under the administration of former U.S. President Bill Clinton, “Charting Japan’s Course; Japan, U.S. Must Reaffirm Alliance’s Importance,” 1-9, L/N)

This is the second installment of a series of interviews with overseas intellectuals on the future course of Japan. Joseph Nye, a prominent U.S. political scientist who is an expert on international relations, calls on Japan and the United States to issue a declaration defining their alliance as the basis for stability on the occasion this year of the 50th anniversary of the revised bilateral security treaty. "[T]hat's going to require us not only to coordinate security policy, which we now do, but also coordinate policies in areas like climate change, energy efficiency and so forth," Nye said during an interview. Nye dismissed the notion that U.S.-Japan relations will deteriorate, despite a spate of diplomatic contretemps between Tokyo and Washington after the inauguration of the administration of Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama  last year. Nye, 72, a university distinguished service professor at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, served as assistant defense secretary for international security affairs under the administration of former U.S. President Bill Clinton. The following are excerpts of the interview. The Yomiuri Shimbun: There have been various reports of the U.S. administration expressing undisguised frustration toward Prime Minister [Yukio] Hatoyama 's seeming inability to reach a decision on where to relocate the Futenma Air Station in Okinawa Prefecture. Given this circumstance, how do you view the three-month-old government's approach toward U.S.-Japan relations? Joseph Nye: Well, I think the government is still getting its feet on the ground. After all, it's not a long time since the [the House of Representatives] election, and it had a number of campaign promises that it made which are now causing it a certain amount of difficulty. This is natural in a democracy, and I think one of the things I've urged is a certain degree of patience. The U.S.-Japan alliance is so important that we shouldn't let ourselves get too impatient on these problems, so I think yes, I think there is some frustration with the Hatoyama government, but I don't think it's going to threaten the alliance. Q: On the other hand, U.S. President Barack Obama  stayed one night in Tokyo and three nights in China, so it seems that the administration is shifting emphasis on its relations with China. A: I think that the fact that Obama  went to Japan first and gave his major speech in Tokyo is more important than the number of nights. You could say the number of nights reflects the number of problems, and that in many ways we have more problems with China than we do with Japan, which is a close ally. I think Japan remains the most important ally, and I think it's a mistake to compare China and Japan because Japan is an ally and China is not. The reason I'm optimistic about the future of the U.S.-Japan alliance is because both of us have to deal with the rise of China. Q: This year marks the 50th anniversary of the revised Japan-U.S. Security Treaty. What does the United States expect Japan to do? A: Well, I would like to see a declaration this year similar to the declaration of 1996 [issued by then Prime Minister Ryutaro Hashimoto and then U.S. President Bill Clinton], which said that the U.S.-Japan security relationship was the basis for stability in East Asia in the post-Cold War period. I think with the 50th anniversary [this year] we should have a declaration which says that the U.S.-Japan alliance is the basis for stability in the 21st century, and that's going to require us not only to coordinate security policies, which we now do, but also coordinate policies in areas like climate change, energy efficiency, and so forth. So I'd like to see a pretty broad-ranging declaration which reaffirms the fact that this treaty is 50 years old, but that it's only the first 50 years. That there is at least another 50 years more to come. Q: The Hatoyama government is using a delaying tactic to resolve the Futenma problem. A: My impression is that it has to do with the upper house elections. If I felt that he himself were opposed to the U.S.-Japan alliance, then I would worry. My impression is that this is a political situation where you have domestic politics determining the agenda, and that's often the case in democracies. We'll see. I hope my view is correct. But I don't think it's going to determine the long-term future because we have such strong national interests in common. Q: At this critical juncture, do you think the U.S.-Japan alliance will proceed onto the path of deterioration or even crisis? If so, how can we avoid this dire scenario? A: Well, I know there's some people, the press, talking about a crisis or deterioration. I personally do not agree with that. I think when you step back from the immediate problem, the timing of Futenma...and ask not that short-run question, but a long-run question--is it in the interest of Japan and the U.S. to keep this alliance for the next 20, 30 years--the answer is so clearly yes that I think we'll manage the problems that we're now seeing. Q: Hatoyama once advocated a concept he dubbed a "security treaty without a military presence in Japan." The concept calls for an alliance with the United States without American military bases in Japan. How does the United States view this concept? A: If Japan wants no American troops, we will withdraw the troops. I think that would be a big mistake for Japan. What the troops provide you is a security guarantee which is credible. Japan is faced with both China and North Korea as nuclear powers and of course Russia. Japan needs an American guarantee if it doesn't wish to develop its own nuclear weapons. How do you make that guarantee credible? You make that credible by having American troops in Japan. Anyone who attacks Japan--North Korea for example--is going to kill Americans as well as Japanese. But if Japan asks for the removal of troops, Americans of course would remove them. Q: Realistically, Hatoyama, I suppose, will be aiming for a reduced U.S. troop presence. Should this be implemented, how will it affect the U.S. ability to protect Japan and Japan's deterrence? A: If you ask, for example, if you took all the marines off of Okinawa [Prefecture] and put them in Guam, they're going to be less efficient if there's a problem in North Korea, for example. It's that much farther away. So from a military efficiency point of view, there would be some loss. Q: If the U.S.-Japan relationship does take a turn for the worse due to the tensions raised due to the Futenma issue, what kind of situation will it lead to? A: It might lead to reductions in the number of troops in Japan, and it might lead to a failure to use the 50th anniversary to reaffirm, or to have a very strong statement reaffirming, the importance of the alliance, but these are worst-case outcomes. I don't expect that to happen.

XT – Futenma/Okinawa Link

Futenma is key deterrent credibility. Impacts the overall alliance.

Auslin ’10  (Michael, Res. Scholar. – AEI, Senate committee on Foreign Relations Subcommittee on East Asia and the Pacific, “U.S.-Japan Relations”, 4-15, http://www.aei.org/speech/100137)
Unfortunately, however, the Futenma issue has been folded into larger questions about Mr. Hatoyama's foreign policy, thus raising doubts about the DPJ's commitment to maintaining the U.S.-Japan relationship as the most important one for both countries in the Pacific region.  Hence the attempts here to understand whether Prime Minister Hatoyama's repeated calls for a more "equal" alliance with Washington mean more "independent," and what such policies might lead to.  Much of the worry in the U.S. government comes from the newness of the DPJ and the inherent uncertainties in dealing with any government that does not have a track record we can interpret and use for predictions.  Such, I may add, is a constant source of concern among Japanese at our presidential transitions, so we are, perhaps, now finding ourselves in Japan's shoes for the first time in over half a century.  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.

Significant drawdown collapses the credibility of US guarantees.

Sheridan ‘9 (Greg—foreign editor for the Weekend Australian, “Hatoyama Poised for Global Power Struggle,” 9/5/09, LexisNexis)

Japan's newly elected leader is ready to take his place in one of the world's most important economic and security partnerships  YUKIO Hatoyama, Japan's new Prime Minister, may yet transform northeast Asian security. And he may become Kevin Rudd's new best friend.  He has had his first phone call from US President Barack Obama,  and another from the Prime Minister, who both congratulated him warmly.  The three men may recreate the strange but powerful partnership that grew up under their predecessors -- George W.Bush, Junichiro Koizumi and John Howard.  They were all three radical conservatives, ideological soulmates with a muscular approach to foreign policy, an identical view of the global war on terror, a commitment to troops in Iraq, and a penchant for low-tax, market-friendly economics.  One official who observed the three leaders together recalls: ``They were an oddly mixed group -- Bush with his Texan shtick, Howard a little boring, Koizumi kinda goofy. It was fascinating to see Howard's estimation of Koizumi grow over time.''  Hatoyama, Obama and Rudd are very different, but they do share a world view. All have criticised what they label free market excesses. And they all have a support base in the union movement.  Each is committed to ambitious targets on climate change -- Hatoyama's Democratic Party of Japan wants to cut national carbon emissions by a whopping 25 per cent from their 1990 levels by 2025.  There is not the slightest chance this target will be met, but it shows Hatoyama's political direction is the same as Obama's and Rudd's. All three share commitments to the UN, and to multilateralism.  But it's going to be much more brutal, hard old-fashioned issues that confront the three leaders. And security in the Asia-Pacific depends on their successful partnership.  The most important task facing Hatoyama is to find a new source of energy and growth for the Japanese economy and society more generally. Next year, China could overtake Japan as the world's second-largest economy. The stakes are huge.  Kurt Campbell, now the US Assistant Secretary of State for East Asia and the Pacific, co-authored a study on the US's Asia policy last year. He wrote: ``Asia is not a theatre at peace. It is a cauldron of religious and ethnic tension; a source of terror and extremism; an accelerating driver of the insatiable global appetite for energy; the place where the most people will suffer the adverse effects of global climate change; the primary source of nuclear proliferation and the most likely theatre on earth for a major conventional confrontation and even a nuclear conflict.''  This is not just rhetoric. For the first time, there are more warships in the US Pacific fleet than in its Atlantic fleet. And a rarely acknowledged truth is that Japan is Washington's most important ally anywhere on the globe.  Who else would be a candidate? Britain sends more troops to Iraq and Afghanistan, but they are not decisive and the US has a full suite of European allies. Australia is important, but we are a nation of only 22 million people.  Japan and the US military bases it hosts are central to the US position in Asia. Japan, a nation of 125 million people, is still the world's second-largest economy, far bigger than any of the Europeans. The Obama  administration seems to get this.  But there is no way of telling how Hatoyama will govern Japan. His reform path is unclear. Some of his proposed policies, such as taming the bureaucracy, favouring the consumer over the producer and encouraging the Japanese to have children, are necessary. Others, such as re-regulating the labour market, are retrograde and could exacerbate Japan's economic woes.  On the US alliance, Hatoyama and the DPJ made some generally negative statements about no longer using Japanese vessels to refuel US warships involved in the war in Afghanistan, and further reducing the footprint of the US bases in Japan.  But Washington has made it clear it considers the issue of the bases closed after the negotiations it concluded with the Aso government earlier this year, and which were the culmination of a substantial reduction of the US military presence in Japan, especially in Okinawa.  Make no mistake. This is a critical issue for the Asia Pacific. The US has nearly 50,000 troops in Japan. They are the heart of the US rapid reaction capability. If the US bases in Japan fall below a certain indefinable but critical level, it will badly erode the US's operational capabilities in Asia, and more importantly the credibility of its security guarantees.  Since Hatoyama's election win, he has said he wants to keep the US-Japan alliance at the centre of Japanese foreign policy. He has deliberately hosed down expectations of a serious foreign policy change.  Meanwhile, the traditional geo-strategic challenges are mounting in northeast Asia.  

XT – Futenma/Okinawa Link

Futenma base in Okinawa is vital to maintaining U.S. presence and preventing deterrence.

Schleesinger and Spiegel 5/23 –writers for the Wall Street Journal (Jacob and Peter, “Future of U.S. Bases Bolstered in Japan,” 5/23/10, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704546304575261332428348428.html?mod=WSJASIA_ hpp_LEFTTopStories)

Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama gave up on a bedrock campaign pledge and accepted a longstanding U.S. proposal for positioning American troops in Japan, backing down from a battle with Washington as the two nations grapple with North Korea's aggression and China's rising power in the region. The move hands the Obama administration an important foreign-policy victory, allowing Washington to avoid what, for a time, appeared to be an unwelcome need to rearrange its regional defense strategy in North Asia while fighting two wars and navigating other tense diplomatic and economic tussles around the world. Mr. Hatoyama cited "political uncertainties remaining in East Asia," for his change of heart, saying, "we cannot afford to reduce the U.S. military deterrence." His decision comes after a rise in tensions in the region, including North Korea's alleged sinking of a South Korean naval vessel and heightened Chinese military activity in Japanese waters. Beyond the specifics of the Marine bases in Japan, Mr. Hatoyama's reversal is significant as a reaffirmation of Tokyo's support for the U.S.-Japan security alliance, the pillar of American military policy in the Pacific. Mr. Hatoyama's Democratic Party of Japan won a landslide election victory last August after promising to reverse a number of policies of the long-ruling Liberal Democratic Party. One target: the LDP's handling of the half-century-old security alliance, which was negotiated and nurtured by the LDP and had lasted as long as the party's nearly unbroken rule. Mr. Hatoyama had unnerved Washington with talk of a more "equal" relationship, closer ties with China and creation of an East Asia community that would exclude the U.S.  Americans nervously watched Mr. Hatoyama's attempts over the past eight months to rewrite a pact between the U.S. and Japan to relocate the base—part of a broader U.S. strategy to rearrange troops in Asia—and to shrink the U.S. military footprint on the southern Japanese island of Okinawa.  U.S. foreign-policy analysts argued that the dispute with such a close ally only served to highlight a series of differences with traditional U.S. partners, including Israel, over settlement policies; India, over closer ties to Pakistan; and Eastern Europe, over Washington's "reset" policy toward the Kremlin. Privately, allies have complained the White House risked taking its friends for granted even as it reached out to China, Russia and the Muslim world.  In the end, Mr. Hatoyama agreed to keep a large Marine presence in Okinawa, which hosts three-quarters of the American military stationed in Japan, and where the U.S. presence has stirred deep opposition. Obama administration officials were cautious in response, in part because Mr. Hatoyama's handling of the matter has been inconsistent, and because a formal deal between the two countries won't be sealed until a bilateral statement set for later this week.  "We are working closely with our ally Japan on a way forward that maintains regional security and stability in a manner that minimizes the impact on base-hosting communities," Ben Chang, a deputy spokesman for the National Security Council, said in a statement. "U.S. bases are the front lines of our alliance, and an anchor of stability in the region," he added. Mr. Hatoyama's Sunday announcement will smooth ties with the Obama administration, but raises the prospect of new domestic political trouble for his fragile ruling coalition—possibly including his resignation. Mr. Hatoyama's poll ratings now stand about 20%, driven down sharply from the 70% range he once enjoyed. Zig-zagging on the Okinawa issue has been one factor undermining his popularity. Mr. Hatoyama's next challenge will be winning approval from certain Okinawan officials. U.S. officials conveyed confidence they could win that backing, in part by making small concessions to Mr. Hatoyama about the precise design of the base. Mr. Hatoyama said he would try to make the base more palatable by moving some training exercises to other parts of Japan. But the decision was sharply criticized by local leaders. Susumu Inamine, the mayor of Nago, where the new base is to be built, told reporters the chances of the base moving to his town were "close to zero." A contrite Mr. Hatoyama chose to travel to Okinawa on Sunday to make his announcement, where he called it a "heartbreaking decision. "I had said I would try to relocate the base outside of Okinawa, but I was not able to keep my word," he told the island's disgruntled governor during a nationally televised meeting. "And for the difficulties that local people have had to experience, I would like to apologize to the Okinawan people."  The base controversy has revolved around where to move a Marine Corps Air Station currently located in a crowded urban area known as Futenma.  In 2006, Washington and Tokyo agreed to move the station outside the area to a less populated part of island, to diminish friction with the local population following a rape case and a helicopter crash. But leaders of that community opposed hosting the base, and Mr. Hatoyama's government sought to move the Marines off Okinawa entirely. Mr. Hatoyama's ruling DPJ governs in a coalition with left-leaning smaller parties. The Social Democratic Party of Japan has made opposition to the Okinawa base a central condition for its support, and could walk out of the government. "I really don't understand why a Japan-U.S. agreement can come before there are any agreements either with Okinawan residents or within the ruling coalition," Mizuho Fukushima, the head of the SDPJ and a member of the cabinet, told reporters. Losing the SDPJ wouldn't bring down Mr. Hatoyama's government, but it could complicate his ability to push legislation through parliament, including a coming budget. And Mr. Hatoyama's grip on power could become shakier if another coalition partner also threatens to leave over the matter—or if members of his own party demand he take responsibility for breaking a campaign pledge.  

XT – Futenma/Okinawa Link

Futenma base in Okinawa critical for deterrence, training, and security in Asia.

Hongo 09 (Jun—writer for The Japan Times, “Futenma’s Defenders Stress it’s Regional Security Role,” 11/12/09, LexisNexis)
Second of two parts With U.S. President Barack Obama coming to Tokyo on Friday, debate is heating up in Japan on what do about the U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma in Ginowan, Okinawa. Right from its launch in September, the new government led by the Democratic Party of Japan has been upping the diplomatic tension with the United States by floating various proposals to alleviate the "burdens of Okinawans," who complain of noise pollution from Futenma and the danger of accidents involving military aircraft in the densely populated area. The government's flip-flops on where to move Futenma's operations have reignited a long-running diplomatic headache with the U.S. and drawn strong criticism from experts and lawmakers deeply worried about the military alliance so vital to Japan's security. "We are talking about the deterrent aspect of the Marine Corps - not the navy or the army or the air force," Liberal Democratic Party Lower House member Shigeru Ishiba pressed Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama during a Diet session last week.   Ishiba, a former defense minister known for his expertise on military matters, stressed that the U.S. Marines specialize in quick deployments and would provide the first response if a crisis erupts in the region. Ishiba urged Hashimoto to consider the consequences if Futenma is shifted to a location where it can't play this role. "There is significance to the Marine Corps' presence" in Okinawa, he said, adding that its deterrence factor protects not only Japan but the entire Far East. According to the U.S. Forces Japan Web site, U.S. military strength in Japan is about 37,000 service members ashore and 13,000 afloat. The forces are dispersed among 88 facilities around Japan varying in size from major bases to small antenna sites. U.S. Marine Corps Bases Japan consists of approximately 9,000 marines and civilians, working at two air stations and camps in Okinawa and mainland Japan. Futenma served as a major base when the U.S. was fighting in Korea, Vietnam and Iraq, expanding and developing to accommodate each occasion. Experts confirm Ishiba's assertion that the Marine Corps provides the leadoff units that land in and secure enemy territory, and Futenma is a linchpin against regional tension. In 2006, LDP member Fumio Kyuma argued that U.S. Marine Corps in Japan plays a key role in keeping China from making incursions on Taiwan. He warned that relocating the marines outside of Okinawa would be detrimental to the the prefecture's security, arguing that Chinese military power would have a greater influence in the region. "If Taiwan is taken by China, Okinawa won't have the luxury of making carefree comments," said Kyuma, who served twice as defense minister. Indeed, the main island of Okinawa is only 630 km from Taiwan, reachable within an hour by commercial jet. The U.S. military considers Okinawa Island the "keystone of the Pacific," given its strategic importance. While precise details about Futenma are not disclosed and often change, about 70 aircraft consisting mainly of helicopters are believed to be stationed there. The base also has an airstrip that measures 2,800 meters long and 46 meters wide, according to the city of Ginowan. One aircraft often seen on the runway is a gigantic C-5 Galaxy cargo plane, which according to the U.S Air Force "can carry fully equipped combat-ready military units to any point in the world on short notice and then provide field support required to help sustain the fighting force." The aircraft can transport 36 standard pallets of supplies and up to 81 troops simultaneously and has been observed carrying marines between Futenma and Iraq. Ginowan says on its Web site that training at Futenma is highly practical and includes helicopters hovering at low altitude to practice "touch and go" landings. Transport aircraft and patrol planes from the nearby Kadena air force base, as well as navy F/A-18 Hornet fighters, also conduct flight training in the area. Futenma helicopters frequently travel between Camp Schwab, Camp Hansen and other training facilities, making the Ginowan facility the marines' operational center. If an emergency breaks out in the region, the marines at Futenma are conveniently close to Sasebo, Nagasaki Prefecture. Assault ships stationed there, including the USS Essex, would steam to Futenma to load troops and helicopters and take them to their destination. For this reason, Washington remains unyielding on the relocation issue, agreeing in 2006 only to close Futenma and relocate its aircraft operations to Henoko, farther north on Okinawa Island, adjacent to Camp Schwab. There are no alternatives to that road map, Defense Secretary Robert Gates said last month in Tokyo, pressuring the Hatoyama administration to abandon any hope of moving Futenma outside Okinawa or the country. Experts say this is because bases in Japan play a vital role in sustaining the American presence in the Pacific, with past operations demonstrating its influence can reach as far as Iraq. In addition to the advantage of keeping Futenma's operations in Okinawa, keeping them ear Camp Schwab - where units conduct live-fire training - is also a key component of how the U.S. plans to operate in the future. Although Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada brought up the old notion of moving Futenma's operations to Kadena, the U.S. Defense Department has been unwavering in rejecting that proposal. The U.S. says operating the fixed-wing aircraft already at Kadena and Futenma's helicopter units at the same place would be technically very difficult and dangerous. Experts add that Futenma also serves as a key backup to Kadena - the hub of the U.S. Air Force in the Asia-Pacific region - and that integration would hamper U.S. capability if a crisis erupts in the region. "Operationally, it is unworkable," Pentagon Press Secretary Geoff Morrell said last month on merging Kadena with Futenma. "You cannot consolidate the air force operations, the Marine Corps operations at that facility and do all the things that we need to do to provide for the defense of Japan," he said. Despite such statements, the DPJ's resistance against Futenma's operations has been vocal for more than a decade. The party said in a 2004 statement that the base's operations can be dispersed to other stations, considering that not very many marines were sent from Futenma to Iraq. "Measures to halt the operation of the base should be sought in preparation for a return" of the land to Japan, the statement said. The DPJ also claimed in the 2004 paper that once relocated to overseas locations such as Guam, the marines could be allowed to use Camp Schwab to handle any crises in Japan or the surrounding region. With the DPJ proposal setting off serious debate between Tokyo and Washington, the opposition LDP has quickly lashed out at Hatoyama and his rickety policies. "One mistake could leave a scar on bilateral ties between Japan and the U.S.," LDP President Sadakazu Tanigaki said during a Diet session last week, adding, "Japan's security policies will also be hampered." But some military analysts question whether regional security would really suffer if Futenma leaves Okinawa. "The Marine Corps is designed for initial strikes, such as to create beachheads and secure entry to land" for larger units, said military analyst Tetsuo Maeda, a visiting professor at Okinawa University. Maeda is known as an ardent supporter of the pacifist Constitution. Maeda said that while such tactics were imperative during the Vietnam and Korean wars, the roles of the U.S. military have changed and battles are being fought differently today. Given the U.S. capability to quickly deploy forces, Maeda sees no reason marines can't be dispatched from the U.S. mainland. "I have high hopes (in general) for the Hatoyama-Obama summit, especially with new administrations taking power in both Japan and the U.S.," Maeda said. However, with opinions on Futenma still not fixed even within the Japanese government, concluding an agreement on the issue will be unlikely, he said. "I feel that some of the issues haven't been adjusted yet for proper negotiations to take place between the two countries," he said.  

Kuwait Links

Kuwait is key real estate. It sends a regional signal of US capability.

Hajjar 2002 (Sami G., Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College former U.S. Army War College as Professor and Director of Middle East Studies in the Department of National Security and Strategy. U.S. MILITARY PRESENCE IN THE GULF: CHALLENGES AND PROSPECTS. Strategic Studies Institute March 2002)

I conclude this study with a final comment speculating on the long-term role of the Army in the Gulf. For as long as Gulf oil remains vital to the interests of the United States and its allies, the presence of an Army heavy combat capability based in the region is to be expected. This capability is to prevent a cross-border invasion into Kuwait and Saudi Arabia by Iraq. The possibility of an Iraqi incursion will remain for some time, even after the regime of Saddam has been replaced. As already noted, this is because of the Iraqi argument that historically Kuwait belongs to Iraq, and because future Iraqi governments are likely to blame Kuwait for the impact the sanctions have had on Iraqi society. Hence, even if Baghdad is ruled by a moderate regime that is friendly to the West, this should not mean that Iraqi national aspirations would necessarily be abandoned.

In addition to Iraq, the Gulf region is likely to remain fundamentally unstable for several decades to come. Iran can be a source of instability insofar as it regards itself as the dominant Gulf power that is entitled to a commensurate role in the region. Sharing major maritime oil and gas fields with the littoral Gulf states means that Iran and the Arab sheikdoms have potential friction points. U.S. military presence, especially naval and air force capabilities, in several of the Gulf countries is a critical check to Iranian ambitions and possible adventurism.161  The uncertain prospect for the long-term stability of the traditional Gulf regimes is another issue of concern. These regimes, as this study has demonstrated, welcome American military presence. Several scenarios could be discussed as to what would happen if these regimes were to fall. I believe that, in the unlikely event this is to occur, it would not simultaneously happen in all of the Gulf states. If there were a regime change in Saudi Arabia, for example, the pressure would be more and not less on the United States to enhance its military presence, and specifically the presence of heavy combat capabilities in the other Gulf states. In other words, there is no realistic end in the foreseeable future to U.S. military engagement in the Gulf. The vital interests the United States has in the region, the desire of local governments to retain U.S. military presence, and the inability of Japan and European powers that depend on Middle East oil to project power for a long period of time, mean that U.S. engagement is there for the long haul. The Army should plan accordingly, for an over-the-horizon presence strategy is no longer valid. Air and naval power are highly effective in defeating aggression by hostile forces; land power is, in the final analysis, what will secure the world’s most precious and coveted real estate.

Presence in Kuwait is key to US middle east deterrence strategy and keeping Iran at bay.

Hajjar 2002 (Sami G., Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College former U.S. Army War College as Professor and Director of Middle East Studies in the Department of National Security and Strategy. U.S. MILITARY PRESENCE IN THE GULF: CHALLENGES AND PROSPECTS. Strategic Studies Institute March 2002)

U.S.-Kuwait bilateral relations, including a moderately visible U.S. military presence in Kuwait, are based on mutual vital interests. The United States provides Kuwait with critical security guarantees against an Iraqi regime that continues to regard it as a province of Iraq,118 and a potentially bellicose Iran. The United States is also a primary source of advanced military equipment and training for Kuwait’s armed forces whose performance on the eve of Iraq’s invasion in 1990 was less than exemplary—in fact, embarrassing. For the United States, Kuwait is critical for the successful implementation of U.S. policy objectives in the Northern Gulf, foremost among which is the containment of Iraq and secondarily Iran. Kuwait’s stability insures that its vast oil reserves continue to reach the world market at reasonable prices. And yes, Kuwait’s security needs, as well as those of other Gulf states, offers the United States a lucrative market for arms sales.119

In a nutshell, the U.S. position in Kuwait stands on firm bases and is not likely to change drastically, not even in a post-Saddam Iraq. This is because as many Kuwaitis suspect, the Iraqi claim of Kuwait is national rather than regime-specific. Future Iraqi generations are also likely to blame Kuwait for the negative impact of the sanctions. It is a case where national (Iraqi, Kuwaiti) blood is thicker than Arab blood, so that Iraqis will hold a grudge against Kuwait for years to come.

Kuwait U – Coop Now

Kuwait is not proliferating due to cooperation with the US. 

NNSA Press Release 6 – 23 (National Nuclear Security Administration, agency within the U.S. Department of Energy responsible for enhancing national security through the military application of nuclear science, 6/23/10, “NNSA Signs Memorandum with Kuwait to Increase Cooperation on Nuclear Safeguards and Nonproliferation“, http://nnsa.energy.gov/mediaroom/pressreleases/kuwait062310) 

WASHINGTON, D.C. –The National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) today announced that it has signed a Memorandum of Cooperation on nuclear safeguards and other nonproliferation topics with the Kuwait National Nuclear Energy Committee (KNNEC). NNSA Administrator Thomas D’Agostino and KNNEC’s Secretary General, Dr. Ahmad Bishara, signed the memorandum at a ceremony at U.S. Department of Energy headquarters in Washington. “This agreement is an important step toward advancing strong bilateral cooperation between the United States and Kuwait on nuclear nonproliferation, safeguards and security,” said Administrator D'Agostino. “As more countries seek to include nuclear power in their energy plans, the need to understand, develop and implement proper nuclear safeguards will become an even more important part of strengthening nuclear nonproliferation efforts around the world. We thank Secretary General Bishara and his colleagues at KNNEC for the hard work and productive dialogue that brought us to this point, and we look forward to collaborating with Kuwait on these topics soon.”

Kuwait and US have agreed to not proliferate. 

Sadeqi 6 – 24   (Sherouq Sadeqi, reporter for Kuwait News Agency (KUNA), Bureau Chief, 6/24/10, “Kuwait, US sign MOC on peaceful uses of nuclear energy”)

WASHINGTON, June 23 (KUNA) -- Kuwait signed here Wednesday a Memorandum of Cooperation (MOC) with the US Government on nuclear safeguards and other nonproliferation topics. The MOC was signed by Secretary General of the Kuwait National Nuclear Energy Committee (KNNEC) Dr. Ahmad Bishara and the Administrator of the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) Thomas D'Agostino during a ceremony held at the Department of Energy. The MOC proposes cooperation in nuclear legislation and regulations; human resource planning and modeling; nuclear safeguards and security; radiation protection; environmental, safety and health issues; low- and intermediate-level radioactive waste management; reactor operations, safety and best practices. During the ceremony, D'Agostino said "it is clear that both of our countries recognize the importance of preventing nuclear proliferation, and keeping dangerous nuclear materials out of the hands of terrorists and proliferators. "This agreement is an important milestone further underscoring the commitment of the United States and Kuwait to address the global challenges of nuclear nonproliferation, safeguards and security," he added. "Understanding, developing and implementing proper nuclear safeguards is an important part of any successful nuclear energy program, and this agreement helps strengthen nonproliferation efforts around the world," D'Agostino noted.
1NC TNW Link

Removing TNWs from Turkey causes regional prolif. Kills NATO.

Ottolenghi ‘8  (Emanuele, Degree in Pol. Sci. – U. Bologna, PhD Pol. Theory – Hebrew U., Ex. Dir. – Transatlantic Institute in Brussels, Standpoint Magazine, “Points East and West – a Nuclear Iran is not just Israel’s Problem” ,July, http://www.transatlanticinstitute.org/html/pu_articles.html?id=470.

Meanwhile, proliferation would spill into Europe — Turkey is a likely candidate to join the nuclear club in response to Iran’s ambitions. And a nuclear Turkey would bode ill both for the future of the Nato alliance and for Europe’s ability to remain nuclear-free. This, then, is what the world would look like were Iran to go nuclear: our capitals would be threatened by nuclear ballistic missiles from Iran; there would be many unstable and unpredictable nuclear powers on our doorstep; our collective security mechanisms would be put under severe strain, or break down altogether; and the strategically vital region of the Middle East would fall under the spell of a revolutionary Islamic power determined to export its world-view far and wide.

XT – TNW Removal ( Prolif

Removing TNWs causes GLOBAL allied prolif by undermining credibility of ALL US deterrent commitments.

Yost ‘9  (David, Prof. – Naval Postgraduate School, PhD in IR – USC, International Affairs, “Assurance and US Extended Deterrence in NATO”, 85(4), July, Ebsco)

Given the views of policy-makers and experts in NATO countries, notably in Turkey and in some of the new allies in East and Central Europe, some observers are concerned that it could be deeply damaging to US credibility, disruptive of alliance cohesion and potentially destabilizing to European security to withdraw the remaining US nuclear weapons in Europe. Withdrawing the weapons could be perceived as a signal of US disengagement and as evidence of a diminished US commitment to the security of NATO Europe. Such a withdrawal would be inconsistent with the objective of assuring US allies, and not only in Europe. There are connections between the US deterrence posture in Europe and US security partners and interests elsewhere. Australian and Japanese officials and experts are, for example, monitoring US decisions about extended deterrence globally; and they see US decisions about NATO’s nuclear posture and policy as emblematic of the US extended deterrence commitment to their own security. A loss of confidence in the reliability of the protection provided by US extended deterrence could lead some US allies and security partners to consider seeking their own national nuclear forces or to invest more in potential hedging measures such as air and missile defences and/or enrichment and reproc- essing capabilities. 

Removing TNWs undermines global extended deterrence commitments.

Pfaltzgraff and Schoff et al ‘9  (Robert, Prof. Int’l. Sec. Studies. – Fletcher School of Tufts, and James, Associate Dir. Asia-Pacific Studies – Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, IFPA White Paper, “Updating U.S. Deterrence Concepts and Operational Planning,” http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Updating_US_Deterrence_Concepts.pdf)

Likewise, we need to consider that our actions in relation to one element of our global deter-  rence posture have implications for other aspects of U.S. deterrence planning. Thus, for example,  a unilateral U.S. decision to draw-down DCA assets in Europe, outside of the context of a new  NATO Strategic Concept, could be viewed in Japan as another example of the American retreat  from its global commitments. The Japanese, who are engaged in a dialogue with the United States  on contingency planning and deterrence futures in and for Northeast Asia, have been closely  following the NATO DCA discussion. As referenced earlier, the Japanese have signaled a desire  to develop a consultative process similar to that of NATO’s High-Level Group when it comes  to a missile defense architecture for the region and in the context of North Korean and Taiwan  contingency planning. 
(*DCA = Dual-Capable Aircraft. “The U.S. extended deterrence commitment to NATO-Europe was also given  substance by the peacetime basing of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons in Europe and the sharing of  the nuclear mission with several NATO-European allies. NATO’s nuclear-capable or dual-capable  aircraft—DCA, as they came to be called-- remain an integral aspect of the Alliance’s concepts of  “shared risks” and “burden-sharing.””)
Turkey is heavily dependent on TNWs for security – no way they don’t prolif after the plan.

Thranert ‘8  (Dr. Oliver, Senior Fellow – German Institute for International and Security Affairs, CEIP, “Nuclear Forces in Europe to Zero? Yes, but Not Yet”, 12-10, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22533&prog=zgp&proj=znpp)

Second: Nonproliferation within NATO. The U.S. nuclear presence in Europe was always intended to prevent nuclear proliferation within the Alliance. Without a clearly demonstrated nuclear deterrent provided by U.S. nuclear weapons based at Incirlik, Turkey could have further doubts about the reliability of NATO's commitment to its security. Turkey already feels let down by NATO's ambivalent response to its calls for support in the Iraq wars of 1991 and 2003. Sitting on the outer edge of the alliance, facing a nuclear-weapon-capable Iran, and possibly feeling that NATO’s nuclear security guarantee would not actually be extended to it in a crisis, Turkey could seek to develop countervailing nuclear capabilities of its own.

XT – TNW Removal ( Prolif

Removing TNWs destroys extended deterrence and doesn’t help the NPT.

Pilat ‘9  (Joseph, PhD and Senior Advisor – Los Alamos National Lab and Senior Scholar – Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars where he Co-Directs the Nonproliferation Forum, Strategic Insights, 8(4), “Nonproliferation, Arms Control and Disarmament, and Extended Deterrence in the New Security Environment,” http://www.nps.edu/Academics/centers/ccc/publications/OnlineJournal/2009/Sep/pilatSep09.html)

U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe have been central to the credibility of extended deterrence and burden sharing. In the last decade, however, nuclear-sharing arrangements have come under criticism in the NPT review process, and some abolitionists have called for the removal of U.S. nuclear weapons from Europe as a symbol of decreased dependence on nuclear weapons. The president did not raise the issue of U.S. forces in Europe, but Secretary Gates has expressed his support for continuing the current arrangements.  The alliance has undertaken significant unilateral nuclear reductions in the past. In the early 1990s, the United States and its NATO allies in the context of the Presidential Nuclear Initiatives (PNIs) unilaterally withdrew all nuclear artillery shells, all nuclear warheads for short-range ballistic missiles, and all naval nuclear anti-submarine warfare weapons. These unilateral actions reduced non-strategic nuclear forces in NATO by nearly 90 percent, reduced the types of U.S. nuclear weapons based in Europe from five to one, and reduced nuclear weapon storage sites in Europe by 80 percent.  Since then, there have been calls for codification of the U.S. and Soviet/Russian PNIs of 1991-1992 or the further reduction or elimination of nonstrategic nuclear forces in the context of strategic reductions or independently. This would involve difficult and complex negotiating issues, including scope and verification, especially if warheads are a unit of account. Any negotiations on non-strategic forces could have potentially significant effects in that they could make the remaining U.S. nuclear arms in Europe central to a contentious bargaining process. Many argue that these U.S. weapons should be removed from Europe and eliminated in exchange for limitations on Russian nonstrategic nuclear weapons. However, the Russians attribute utility to their non-strategic nuclear weapons for reasons other than the U.S. nuclear presence in Europe and would not likely consider such a deal, unless it would eliminate the U.S. nuclear weapons presence from Europe and leave Moscow with a considerable number of NSNF. Consequently, separate negotiations on NSNF do not seem likely.  U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton has made clear that the U.S. commitment to further nuclear-weapon reductions includes non-strategic systems. This will not occur in the new START treaty to which the United States and Russia have committed themselves to negotiate. NSNF will possibly not be included in any immediate follow-on negotiations that may be pursued in its aftermath. However, it will be critical to address these weapons at some stage if significant additional reductions are to be possible. Doing so in bilateral strategic negotiations seems more likely than in separate non-strategic talks.  If this is correct, it is possible that U.S. forces would not need to be removed from Europe via a negotiated agreement. But should this action be undertaken unilaterally? The risks to burden sharing and consultations among the allies, and to the transatlantic link in extended deterrence, have been raised. In contrast, some have argued that this move would provide significant benefits, including demonstrating NATO’s commitment to disarmament, contributing to NPT diplomacy and to a successful Review Conference in 2010 or thereafter, strengthening the commitment of nonnuclear weapon-states to nonproliferation and influencing Russian NSNF deployments. These benefits appear overstated or unrealistic.

Turkey will not pursue nuclear weapons as long as US TNW’s remain.


NTI ‘9 (Nuclear Threat Initiative, “Turkey Profile,” http://www.nti.org/e_research/profiles/turkey/index.html, Updated June 09) 

Turkey is not known to possess nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons or weapons programs, and is a member in good standing of all of the major treaties governing their acquisition and use. Turkey is also active in proliferation prevention efforts such as the U.S.-led Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI).[1] While Turkey is situated in a notoriously "dangerous neighborhood"[2] and is often mentioned as a possible proliferation domino should Iran acquire nuclear weapons, it has relied for its security on the nuclear and conventional deterrence provided by U.S./NATO security guarantees for more than half a century. Turkey's dedication to the nonproliferation regime is further solidified by its commitment to the European Union accession process, as prospects for Turkish EU membership would be gravely diminished should Turkey choose to develop nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons.[3] Thanks in part to decades of U.S. military aid and cooperation, Turkey has robust conventional defense capabilities, including short-range ballistic missiles. Ankara is also working to procure advanced ballistic missile defense capabilities  Nuclear  Turkey signed the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) as a non-nuclear weapon state in 1969, ratifying it in 1980, and is subject to extensive IAEA compliance monitoring through both its Comprehensive Safeguards Agreement and its voluntary membership in the Additional Protocol. Ankara has also ratified the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, and participates in nuclear export control efforts such as the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) and the Zangger Committee.  As part of NATO's nuclear umbrella, Turkey continues to host approximately 90 U.S. tactical nuclear weapons on its territory at Incirlik Air Base.[4] There is some speculation in the Turkish press regarding possible conflict between Turkey's leaders and the United States should President Obama's commitment to "seek the peace and security of a world without nuclear weapons" lead to the near-term withdrawal of U.S. nuclear weapons from Turkey.[5] While the weapons serve little strategic purpose, they provide tangible evidence of a continued American commitment to Turkish security.  Although Turkey's interest in nuclear technology dates to at least 1956, when the government founded the Turkish Atomic Energy Authority (TAEK), Ankara's nuclear capabilities never moved beyond the research and development stages. Thus while Turkey conducts sophisticated nuclear fuel cycle research—primarily at the Cekmece Nuclear Research and Training Centre (CNRTC) and the Istanbul Technical University—it does not possess nuclear power reactors or industrial-scale enrichment or reprocessing capabilities.[6] Ankara possesses only two small research reactors, the TRIGA Mark II 250-KWt reactor and the TR-2 5MWt reactor—the former operates on 20% U-235 fuel, while the latter possesses a mixed HEU/LEU core that will soon be fully converted to run on LEU.[7] While past decades have witnessed numerous attempts by the government to acquire power reactors, all failed for a variety of political, diplomatic, and economic reasons.[8] However, Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan's AKP-led government is aggressively pursuing nuclear energy. While the government's announcement in 2006 that it would install 5,000MW nuclear energy by 2015 (3 reactors) has encountered numerous feasibility problems—and may not yield even one reactor by that date—the AKP remains unwaveringly politically committed to the endeavor.[9] After a troubled tender process in 2008, the government began assessing the sole bid for construction of the first nuclear plant. The offer from Russian-led consortium Atomstroyexport-Inter Rao-Park Teknik is still under consideration.[10]
 A2: Turkey Withdrawing TNW Now

Turky want to maintain TNWs. Political and military opinions, growing Iranian nuclear presence and empirical reluctance.

Lale ‘9  (Sariibrahimolu, Political Writer – Today’s Zaman (a Turkish daily newspaper, “Turkey to face pressure over US nukes on its soil”, 5-4, http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/detaylar.do?load=detay&link=174286&bolum=100))
But Mustafa Kibarolu, an associate professor at Ankara's Bilkent University and an expert on arms control issues, told Today's Zaman that Turkish decision makers, i.e., both the political and the military leadership, are for maintaining those weapons on Turkish soil to continue their deterrence capabilities in the region, which includes the Balkans, the Middle East and the Mediterranean. Second, Turkey sees the US as the backbone of deterrence in the region and does not favor the idea of scrapping the nukes from its soil.  Kibaroğlu, in an article he had published by the Routledge publishing house in December 2005 under the headline "Isn't it Time to Say Farewell to Nukes in Turkey?," gives an in-depth analysis of the rationale behind the Turkish reluctance over the idea to scrap US nukes on its territory.  Kibaroğlu states in his article that the attitude of Turkish officials toward US nuclear weapons deployed in Turkey for over four decades has been static. Officials have understandable arguments, based on their threat analysis, as to why these weapons should be retained in Turkey.  "However, since the Sept. 11 terrorist attacks, the international security environment has undergone radical changes. The classical deterrent value of nuclear weapons no longer applies with these emerging threats. At the same time, there is an increased probability of unauthorized use of crude radiological devices or nuclear weapons by terrorist organizations. In addition to increased security at storage sites, bolder steps must be taken by concerned countries to get rid of nuclear weapons. Such steps should begin with reducing the number of US nuclear weapons deployed in allied countries, including Turkey," he asserts.  Turkey's possible reluctance to agree on the withdrawal of nukes from its soil sets another example of the Turkish state's inability to adjust itself to the new realities of the world following the demise of the Soviet Union in the early 1990s, recalled a Turkish security analyst. Neighboring Iran's possible attempts to acquire nuclear weapons may also harden the Turkish policy of agreeing to the withdrawal of US nuclear weapons from its soil, asserted the same analyst. In a major speech delivered in Prague on April 5, US President Barack Obama outlined his vision for strengthening the global effort to curb the spread of nuclear weapons, moving forward on long-overdue disarmament measures and preventing nuclear terrorism. He stated "clearly and with conviction America's commitment to seek the peace and security of a world without nuclear weapons." Obama's major call on curbing nuclear weapons in the world also hints at a divergence of opinion emerging between the two close NATO allies -- Turkey and the US -- since the latter has reportedly not opposed the withdrawal of its nuclear weapons from five NATO states, including Turkey.

A2: Turkey Can’t Make Nukes

Turkey has all the technical components needed to build nuclear weapons.

Clawson ‘3  (Patrick, Deputy Dir. Washington Institute for Near East Policy, “Nuclear Proliferation in the Middle East”, April, http://216.239.39.104/search?q=cache:7Y15s50jOvsJ:www.npec-web.org/projects/clawson.pdf+turkey+nuclearize&hl=en&ie=UTF-8)

Were Turkey to decide that it had to proliferate in order to defend itself, it has good industrial and scientific infrastructures which it could draw upon to build nuclear weapons on its own. It would be difficult to prevent a determined Turkey from building nuclear weapons in well under a decade. 

Multiple states could assist Turkey in the transition to becoming a nuclear power.

Turkish Daily News ’97  (Ugur Akinci, 5-15, http://www.turkishdailynews.com/old_editions/05_15_97/for.htm)

"If Turkey's relationship with NATO and/or the U.S. deteriorates, this, too, will accelerate Turkey's decision to acquire these weapons. Closer cooperation with Israel could result in the transfer of destructive weapon technologies; China and Pakistan are also candidates to assist Turkey in this regard. Although it starts from a very low base of expertise in this area, Turkey could be a nuclear power within 20 years," the report continued.
A2: NPT Prevents Turkey Prolif.

NPT isn’t a guarantee against Turkish nuclear development.

Martin ’00  (Dave, Research Dir. – Nuclear Awareness Project, Campaign for Nuclear Phaseout, “Nuclear Threat in the Eastern Mediterranean: The Case Against Turkey’s Akkuyu Nuclear Plant,” June, p. 64, http://www.cnp.ca/issues/nuc-threat-mediterranean.pdf)

While Turkey has acceded to the NPT, this is not an ironclad guarantee that it will abstain from nuclear weapons development. At least three other signatories of the NPT are infamous for their clandestine nuclear weapons programs, namely the Democratic Peoples Republic of Korea (DPRK, or North Korea), Iran, and Iraq. It is disturbing that two of those countries share a border with Turkey, and a third Middle East country with confirmed nuclear weapons capability, Israel, is a military ally of Turkey. While outright fraudulent evasion of NPT treaty obligations is a real concern (as with North Korea, Iran and Iraq), the exit provision from the NPT is straightforward and has no prescribed penalties. Article X of the NPT allows any party to withdraw with only three months notice if "extraordinary events... have jeopardized the supreme interests of its country". 

NPT won’t inhibit prolif. Turkey can withdraw.

Martin ’97  (Dave, Research Dir. – Nuclear Awareness Project, Campaign for Nuclear Phaseout, “The CANDU Syndrome: Canada’s Bid to Export Nuclear Reactors to Turkey,” September, http://www.ccnr.org/turkey_syndrome_2.html)

Despite Turkey's observation of the non-proliferation proprieties, there have been past concerns about alleged nuclear proliferation connections with Pakistan. Signing the NPT does not necessarily mean much. Article X of the NPT allows any party to withdraw with only three months notice if "extraordinary events... have jeopardized the supreme interests of its country". Alternately, states such as Iraq and the Peoples Republic of China have simply ignored the strictures of the Treaty, despite their continued adherence. Pakistan has actively pursued nuclear weapons capability for many years, and has refused to sign the NPT. Pakistan is in an unofficial sub-continental nuclear arms race with India -- and both countries are considered undeclared nuclear weapons states. Connections with such states may have serious implications -- Chinese nuclear dealings with Pakistan have been the main cause of an American nuclear trade boycott of China.

TNW Removal ( Turkish Prolif

Eliminating European TNWs causes Turkish prolif.

Thränert ‘8  (Oliver, Senior Fellow – German Institute for International Security Affairs, Proliferation Analysis, “U.S. Nuclear Forces in Europe to Zero? Yes, but not Yet”, 12-10, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22533&prog=zgp&proj=znpp) 

Second: Nonproliferation within NATO. The U.S. nuclear presence in Europe was always intended to prevent nuclear proliferation within the Alliance. Without a clearly demonstrated nuclear deterrent provided by U.S. nuclear weapons based at Incirlik, Turkey could have further doubts about the reliability of NATO's commitment to its security. Turkey already feels let down by NATO's ambivalent response to its calls for support in the Iraq wars of 1991 and 2003. Sitting on the outer edge of the alliance, facing a nuclear-weapon-capable Iran, and possibly feeling that NATO’s nuclear security guarantee would not actually be extended to it in a crisis, Turkey could seek to develop countervailing nuclear capabilities of its own.

Removal of TNWs causes Turkish proliferation.

Abram and Wigg ‘2  (Gunnar, Dir. Research in NBC-Defence Division – National Research Resaerch Establishment, and Lars, Pugwash Group – Conference on Science and World Affairs, “Workshop on Tactical Nuclear Weapons”, http://www.pugwash.org/reports/nw/situgna.htm.

The discussion then turned to American TNWs deployed in some NATO states. Arguments for and against this deployment were presented, and it was regretfully concluded by the participants that there seems to be no unanimous European wish to have them removed at present, even if they mostly have a symbolic, political value. One view was that Turkey might decide to develop an indigenous nuclear arsenal if NATO TNWs were withdrawn from its territory. Moreover it was argued that there is a general American belief, perhaps erroneous, that its European allies want TNWs to remain deployed in some NATO countries.

TNW Removal ( Europe Prolif

TNW removal is dangerous – it would freak out Eastern Europe and lead to prolif .

VOA News ’10  (“Europe’s Nuclear Deterrent Debated”, 2-10, http://english.chosun.com/site/data/html_dir/2010/02/10/2010021000303.html)
The U.S. administration will make its nuclear policy clear with a paper known as the Nuclear Posture Review expected to be reported to the U.S. Congress this month. In the meantime, the German government has called for the removal of U.S. tactical weapons on its soil and from Europe altogether.  Former NATO Secretary General George Robertson says that is a bad idea. "I think that they have not yet fully realized how symbolically important the American nuclear umbrella is, and how dangerous it might be and how risky it might be if one component of America's nuclear guarantee was to be removed without considering all of the consequences," Robertson said.  He says one of the consequences could be nuclear escalation, if nations do not feel safe. "Far from making Europe safer, and far from producing a less nuclear dependent Europe, [the policy] may well end up bringing more nuclear weapons into the European continent, and frustrating some of the attempts that are being made to get multi-lateral nuclear disarmament," Robertson said.  Europe's main security structure is the NATO alliance, comprising 28 countries -- including most of Europe, the United States and Turkey, among others. Article Five of its charter guarantees collective security. Former Pentagon official Franklin Miller says that is why its newest members joined.  "I think the Eastern European nations joined the Alliance in large part because they received a guarantee from NATO of their territorial integrity, and what that means is there will be no war in Europe. Not just no nuclear war in Europe, but no conventional war, no conventional aggression. NATO has been the most successful defense alliance in history, largely in part because it has had a nuclear element to its Article Five guarantee," Miller said.

Removing TNWs would cause Europe to proliferate.

McNamara and Spring ’10  (Sally, Senior Policy Analyst in European Affairs for the Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom, and Baker, F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies – Heritage, “President Obama Must Not Remove Nuclear Weapons from Europe”, 3-4, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/03/President-Obama-Must-Not-Remove-Nuclear-Weapons-from-Europe)

The vast majority of America’s allies in Europe have not sought to join the club of nuclear weapons powers, largely because they enjoy the comfort of the U.S.’s nuclear umbrella. However, America’s unilateral nuclear disarmament may prompt some nations—particularly Poland in light of Moscow’s war gaming and Warsaw’s general sense of a transatlantic distancing—to seek alternate security insurance. Indeed, Turkey and countless other non-nuclear powers under the NATO umbrella could further be tempted to fill the security vacuum created by America’s unilateral disarmament by seeking their own weapons or forming alliances with other nuclear powers.

Removing TNWs causes NATO to Prolif.

Wroe ’10  (David, Columnist, The Local (German News in English), “Rash withdrawal of US nukes poses dangers”, 3-4, http://www.thelocal.de/national/20100304-25643.html)

Many NATO allies, notably those in the east, were still “very concerned” about a revival of Russian power, according to Hamilton. “In recent years, there have been many doubts about Germany’s credibility, with some of these Eastern neighbours doubting its commitment,” he said.  The SWP's Oliver Thränert said that the weapons still played an important symbolic role in transatlantic security cohesion. “Newer NATO members still value them because the bind the US to the old continent,” he said.  If the weapons were removed from Germany and from the other countries where the US is believed to have nuclear stockpiles – Italy, Belgium, Turkey and the Netherlands – then countries currently enjoying the security of the nuclear umbrella could be encouraged to go nuclear to protect themselves, Thränert said.  This was particularly the case with Turkey. If Iran continued to develop its nuclear programme and Turkey no longer felt protected by the US arsenal, it could build its own weapons, fuelling a Middle East arms race. Europe could then be drawn into the military escalation.

TNW Removal ( European Prolif

Withdrawing TNWs causes European proliferation.

Spring ‘6  (Baker, F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy – Heritage, MA in Security Studies – Georgetown, Heritage Lecture #968, “Weapons of Mass Destruction: Current Nuclear Proliferation Challenges”, 10-4, http://www.heritage.org/Research/NationalSecurity/hl968.cfm)
4. Do not withdraw U.S. nuclear weapons from foreign locations where they are currently present. It is assumed that the U.S. has a small number of tactical nuclear weapons, in the form of gravity bombs, in Europe to support its NATO commitments. The Commission recommends that the U.S. withdraw these weapons from Europe and make a commitment not to deploy any type of nuclear weapon on foreign soil. This recommendation is counterproductive. A major factor in limiting the proliferation of nuclear weapons has been the alliance commitments the U.S. has made to other states around the world. It is axiomatic that the pressure on Europeans, for example, to obtain nuclear weapons will grow if the U.S. moves to withdraw the weapons that are the means to counter nuclear blackmail or aggression. It is curious that the Commission would focus such attention on the value of negative security assur­ances by the U.S. to non-nuclear states, described above, while all but dismissing the value of the pos­itive security assurances the U.S. provides to its allies. The U.S. should not take steps in either non­proliferation or arms control that are inconsistent with or call into question the security commit­ments it has extended to its allies.

NATO allies can quickly go nuclear --- US nuclear umbrella key to prevent prolif.

Bailey, Payne and Pfaltzgraff ‘7  (Kathleen, PhD and Senior Associate – National Institute for Public Policy, Keith, PhD and Pres. – NIPP and Co-Chair of the Nuclear Strategy Forum, Chairman of STRATCOM’s Senior Advisory Group, and Robert, Prof. Int’l Sec. Studies – Tufts and Pres. Of the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, “The Necessity of the U.S. Nuclear Deterrent”, 8-15, http://nipp.org/Publication/Downloads/downloads.html)
The United States has extended security  assurances to 31 countries—the 26 nations of  NATO, Australia, Japan, South Korea,  Taiwan, and Israel.  Obviously, these  assurances would include all our military  capabilities.  However, in all of the cases, our  nuclear deterrent plays a central role.  NATO Many countries in the North Atlantic Treaty  Organization (NATO) have the capability to  develop nuclear weapons and delivery  systems rapidly.  They have not done so primarily because they rely on the U.S.  nuclear deterrent to protect them from nuclear  and other WMD threats. The NATO Treaty of 1949 states that an attack on one member is an attack on all and commits to  preserve the security of member states.  In the Declaration of the Heads of State and Government  of June 1982, parties to the Treaty agreed that security would be preserved by means of  conventional and nuclear forces adequate to deter aggression and intimidation. The Alliance’s  Strategic Concept of November 1991 specifically states that a mix of nuclear and conventional  forces will be kept up to date and that both types are essential; one cannot substitute for the  other. The Alliance’s Strategic Concept of April 1999 states, “The supreme guarantee of the  security of the Allies is provided by the strategic nuclear forces of the Alliance, particularly those  of the United States.” 
TNW Removal ( European Prolif

Virtual extended deterrence insufficient --- maintaining TNWs in Europe key to maintain US defense commitments to European allies.

Rühle ‘9  (Michael, Head of Speechwriting and Senior Policy Advisor – Policy Planning Unit of the NATO Sec. Gen., Comparative Strategy, “NATO and Extended Deterrence in a Multinuclear world”, 28(1), Ebsco)

The Japanese example is a clear reminder of the limits of a mere "virtual" security guarantee by the United States. Whenever there is another crisis around North Korea, the US commitment is questioned, and Washington hastens to reassure Tokyo of its unflinching support. Japanese nervousness has mean- while led to the break with an erstwhile taboo: a debate about a Japanese nuclear option is no longer considered illegitimate. For a host of political and historical reasons, the scenario of a nuclear Japan remains unlikely. Other US allies in Asia, however, have demonstrated that doubts in the US commitment could lead to the search for national alternatives, including nuclear ones. In the past, both Taiwan and South Korea tried their hand at civilian nuclear programmes with clear military applications. These programmes were only stopped after Washington exerted significant political pres- sure. Turkish analysts, too. have been warning that a nuclear Iran might change their country's security calculus. However, nowhere does the new nuclear reality become more obvious than in the Middle East and the Gulf. As a response to Iran's nuclear ambitions, twelve countries in that region have declared their intention to launch or re-launch civilian nuclear programmes. While not all of these programmes may be intended as a hedge against Iran, it is widely assumed that Sunni Saudi Arabia will not remain passive if a nuclear-armed Shiite Iran were to strive for regional hegemony. Saudi Arabia's longstand- ing ties with Pakistan would suggest that Riyadh could respond to a nuclear Iran rather quickly, namely by purchasing rather than de- veloping weapons of its own. In any case, if the nuclearization of the Middle East were to hap- pen, Europe would be faced with a neighbour- ing region in which each conventional conflict would canry nuclear escalation risks. This explains why the principle of nuciear sharing has not lost its relevance with the end of the Oold War. It is supposed to spare Europe the nervousness that is so palpable in the Middle East and Asia, Of course, with Europe's security situation constantly improving, such reflections may appear far-fetched. However, it is only a matter of time until Europe will find itself in a much less comfortable position. Russia's heavy-handed approach to the crisis in the Caucasus in the summer of 2008 offered a first example of how outside events can change European threat perceptions. Although Russia's disproportional use of military force against Georgia arguably did not have a direct bearing on the military situation in Europe, it nevertheless led some of NATO's easternmost members to publicly ask for changes in NATO's military planning and deployments. The palpa- ble desire of these countries to host NATO and/or US installations on their national soil should serve as a healthy reminder of the limits of a "virtual" security presence. At the very least, it suggests that advocating a withdrawal of US nuclear weapons from Europe would be seen by some allies as a security "minus" and risk to further undermine their confidence in existing security arrangements. A nuclear test by Iran, followed by a nuclear "coming out" of Israel, is another scenario that could significantly change European threat perceptions. Once again, the demand for US "reassurance" would grow. And the central function of nuclear sharing, namely to define North America and Europe as a common security space, would not appear as a Cold War relic, but as a modern and non-provocative means of deterrence and coliective defence.
Withdrawing tnw cause europrolif

Spring ‘6  (Baker, F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy – Heritage, MA in Security Studies – Georgetown, Heritage Lecture #968, “Weapons of Mass Destruction: Current Nuclear Proliferation Challenges”, 10-4, http://www.heritage.org/Research/NationalSecurity/hl968.cfm)
4. Do not withdraw U.S. nuclear weapons from foreign locations where they are currently present. It is assumed that the U.S. has a small number of tactical nuclear weapons, in the form of gravity bombs, in Europe to support its NATO commitments. The Commission recommends that the U.S. withdraw these weapons from Europe and make a commitment not to deploy any type of nuclear weapon on foreign soil. This recommendation is counterproductive. A major factor in limiting the proliferation of nuclear weapons has been the alliance commitments the U.S. has made to other states around the world. It is axiomatic that the pressure on Europeans, for example, to obtain nuclear weapons will grow if the U.S. moves to withdraw the weapons that are the means to counter nuclear blackmail or aggression. It is curious that the Commission would focus such attention on the value of negative security assur­ances by the U.S. to non-nuclear states, described above, while all but dismissing the value of the pos­itive security assurances the U.S. provides to its allies. The U.S. should not take steps in either non­proliferation or arms control that are inconsistent with or call into question the security commit­ments it has extended to its allies.
A2: Europeans Don’t Want Them

They want Russia to cut them also – not unilateral withdrawl.

Blank ’10  (Stephen, Prof. Strategic Studies Institute of the US Army War College, Eurasia Daily Monitor, “European Proposal on Tactical Nuclear Weapons Highlights Russian Nuclear Dilemmas”, 7(33), 2-18, http://www.jamestown.org/single/?no_cache=1&tx_ttnews[tt_news]=36056&tx_ttnews[backPid]=7&cHash=e679e40f47)
As the negotiations on a bilateral arms control treaty lumber towards conclusion, the issue of tactical nuclear weapons (TNW) in Europe has regained prominence. Recently Germany, Norway, Poland, and Sweden have individually proposed that both Russia and the US eliminate their TNW from Europe or pull them out of areas bordering on the European Union, particularly Kaliningrad and Kola Peninsula (ITAR-TASS February 2; Interfax, February 3; www.gazeta.ru, February 4). While there is no doubt that Russia has numerically reduced those weapons and it is unclear what their mission would be, it is also clear that this proposal has triggered conflicting reactions from Russian leaders, reflecting an unresolved ambivalence and struggle over the role of nuclear weapons in Russian defense policy. The US has already stated its intention to place this issue on the next round of arms control talks with Russia after the conclusion and ratification of the treaty now being negotiated (www.gazeta.ru, February 4). However, Moscow’s reaction is more complicated.

A2: TNW Have No Military Value

TNW presence is necessary. Sends a signal. 

Miller et al ’10  (Franklin, Former Senior Career Policy Official in the Pentagon and White House, George Robertson, Former NATO Sec-Gen and UK Sec. Def., Kori Shake, Senior Fellow – Hoover, Center for European Reform Briefing, “Germany Opens Pandora’s Box”, http://www.cer.org.uk/pdf/bn_pandora_final_8feb10.pdf )

Their presence in Europe, however, affirms the coupling of US nuclear forces – including US strategic forces – to the defence of NATO’s territory. Bluntly put, the nuclear arsenal in Europe serves to put the US homeland at risk to nuclear attack if NATO is forced to resort to using Europe-based nuclear bombs to defend its borders. This in turn signals to any potential aggressor that the risks of an attack against NATO far outweigh any possible gains.
TNWs are key threat insurance.

Kulsea ‘9  (Lukasz, Head of the Research Office – Polish Institute of International Affairs, PISM Strategic File, “ “Reduce US Nukes in Europe to Zero, and Keep NATO Strong (and Nuclear). A View from Poland”, March, http://www.pism/;l/zalaczniki/Strategic_File_7.pdf)

What could the nuclear weapons be good for, then? As the UK’s 2006 White Paper on the future of the British nuclear deterrent puts it, nuclear weapons can function as “insurance against the uncertainties and risks of the future”. As the international system undergoes a fundamental transformation (the relative decline of the power of the United States and Europe, the re-emergence of the elements of the great powers rivalry, possible challenges to the stability of the system posed by the revisionist states), the “insurance” concept should be adopted as the backbone of the nuclear strategy of NATO. The unique characteristic of nuclear weapons is the scale of the destruction they cause, and this should be kept in mind when discussing NATO’s strategy. The presence of nuclear weapons in the Alliance’s arsenal would keep the opponent ever vigilant of the possibility of the infliction of massive damage in response to an attack. To put it bluntly, in the future NATO might still need to emphasize the element of terror in keeping relations with its opponents in a delicate balance. It would be premature to move towards a non-nuclear NATO. Nuclear weapons will remain a valuable tool in any future contingency in which the Alliance is confronted with a hostile, nuclear- armed country. This includes the worst-case scenarios of Iran armed with nuclear weapons, an autocratic and aggressive Russia, or a possible emergence of the next nuclear players, especially in the Middle East. The nuclear potential of NATO would in any case not be meant for fighting a war, but rather to establish a framework for relations with other nuclear-armed countries by removing both the direct possibility of strategic blackmail of the Allies and the threat of Europe emerging as the “second best” target for those engaged in a confrontation with the United States. Do we still need US nuclear weapons in Europe?
TNWS are key to NATO security.

Schlesinger et al‘8  (James, Former Sec. Def., Dir. CIA and Sec. Energy, “Report of the Defense Task Force on DOD Nuclear Weapons Management Phase II: Review of the DoD Nuclear Mission”, December, http://www.defenselink.mil/pubs/pdfs/PhaseIIReportFinal.pdf)

Even though their number is modest, U.S. nuclear capabilities in Europe remain a pillar of NATO unity. The manner in which they are geographically deployed and politically employed provides several benefits: (1) the weapons couple U.S. and NATO security, tangibly assuring our allies of the United States’ commitment to their security; (2) by extension they serve as an antiproliferation tool by obviating allies’ need to develop and field their own nuclear arsenals; (3) each member of the Alliance receives the benefits of increased protection and deterrence, while the burden of surety and security responsibilities and military risks associated with nuclear weapons are shared by many; (4) spread out across a wide area, nuclear weapons in Europe are less vulnerable than if they were concentrated at a single location; and (5) NATO Dual-Capable Aircraft (DCA) contribute directly to the nuclear deterrent mission and increase the deterrent value of the weapons. They convey the will of multiple allied countries, creating real uncertainty for any country that might contemplate seeking political or military advantage through the threat or use of weapons of mass destruction against the Alliance. NATO Secretary General Jaap de Hoop Sheffer has called for a strategy review in 2009 and a revised Alliance strategic concept in 2010. Most senior U.S. officials understand the Allies continue to rely on the U.S. deterrent as a pillar of the Alliance; indeed, some Allies have asked for reassurance of late. In fact, the stabilizing effects of NATO’s nuclear capabilities extend beyond NATO’s borders. As long as NATO members rely on U.S. nuclear weapons for deterrence, no action should be taken to remove them without a thorough and deliberate process of consultation. The deployment of nuclear weapons in Europe is not a Service or regional command issue—it is an Alliance issue. Moreover, actions concerning nuclear posture in NATO have an impact on the perceptions of our allies elsewhere.

A2: Perry-Schlesinger Says They’re Useless

Wrong.

NTI ‘9  (Nuclear Threat Initiative, Global Security Newswire, “Keep U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe, Task Force Says”, January, http://gsn.nti.org/gsn/nw_20090109_6884.php)

An advisory panel to the Defense Department yesterday cautioned against removing U.S. tactical nuclear weapons from Europe, the Washington Post reported (see GSN, Jan. 8).  "The presence of U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe remains a pillar of NATO unity," according to the report, which largely focused on failures in the Defense Department's oversight of its nuclear mission. "Some allies have been troubled to learn that during the last decade some senior U.S. military leaders have advocated for the unilateral removal of U.S. nuclear weapons from Europe."  The report adds: "As long as NATO members rely on U.S. nuclear weapons for deterrence -- and as long as they maintain their own dual-capable aircraft as part of that deterrence -- no action should be taken to remove them without a thorough and deliberate process of consultation."
*** INTERNAL LINKS ***
1NC Prolif Module

Decline in extended deterrence causes global proliferation.

Record ‘4  (Jeffrey, Prof. Strategy and Int’l. Security – U.S. Air Force’s Air War College and Former Professional Staff – Senate Armed Services Committee, Cato Policy Analysis #519, 7-8, “Nuclear Deterrence, Preventive War, and Counterproliferation”, 7-8, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa519.pdf)

The success of the NPT has been reinforced by U.S. defense commitments that reassure allies that they can foreswear nuclear weapons without endangering their security. To the extent that insecurity is a motive for acquiring nuclear weapons, a U.S. defense guarantee reduces that insecurity to tolerable levels as long as the guarantee remains credible. This reassurance has been especially critical for South Korea, Japan, Taiwan, and Germany, all of which have had the capacity to “go nuclear” and would have had the incentive to do so absent the extension of credible nuclear deterrence by the United States. As Michael Tkacik at Stephen F. Austin State University observes: “There are many reasons to believe nuclear proliferation would have been far greater without U.S. possession of large, usable forces. Allies and enemies alike would have been driven to acquire such weapons: enemies, because such weapons would then matter; allies, to protect themselves.”21 

The impact is global nuclear war.

Taylor ‘1  (Theodore, Chairman of NOVA, Former Nuclear Weapons Designer, Recipient of the US Atomic Energy Commission’s 1965 Lawrence Memorial Award and former Deputy Dir. of Defense Nuclear Agency, “Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons”, in “Breakthrough: Emerging New Thinking”, http://www-ee.stanford.edu/~hellman/Breakthrough/book/chapters/taylor.html)

Nuclear proliferation - be it among nations or terrorists - greatly increases the chance of nuclear violence on a scale that would be intolerable. Proliferation increases the chance that nuclear weapons will fall into the hands of irrational people, either suicidal or with no concern for the fate of the world. Irrational or outright psychotic leaders of military factions or terrorist groups might decide to use a few nuclear weapons under their control to stimulate a global nuclear war, as an act of vengeance against humanity as a whole. Countless scenarios of this type can be constructed.  Limited nuclear wars between countries with small numbers of nuclear weapons could escalate into major nuclear wars between superpowers. For example, a nation in an advanced stage of "latent proliferation," finding itself losing a nonnuclear war, might complete the transition to deliverable nuclear weapons and, in desperation, use them. If that should happen in a region, such as the Middle East, where major superpower interests are at stake, the small nuclear war could easily escalate into a global nuclear war.

XT – Weakened Security Guarantees ( Prolif

Credibility of guarantees is key to prevent alliance prolif.

Japan Times ’10  (“Understanding U.S. Nuclear Policy”, 4-16, L/N)

Some critics complain that the new U.S. policy does not go far enough; that rather than merely reducing its reliance on nuclear weapons, the U.S. should adopt a "no first use" policy that would prohibit the use of nuclear weapons unless the U.S. had been attacked with them first. The NPR says the administration aims to make deterrence "the sole purpose of U.S. nuclear weapons." The U.S. pledges not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against states that are signatories to the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) and are in compliance with all obligations under that treaty. That pledge, however, still allows the U.S. to maintain pressure against states, such as North Korea and Iran, that have a cavalier impression of NPT commitments. Hopefully, they will realize that such an attitude can bring dangerous consequences.  But this policy raises questions for U.S. allies, for they too rely on U.S. arsenals for safety and security. Thus, the fourth objective of the new NPR is to "strengthen regional deterrence and reassurance of U.S. allies and partners." The credibility of the U.S. commitment to its allies' defense is essential if those nations' nuclear ambitions are to be capped. It would be tragic if U.S. attempts to reduce its nuclear arsenal spurred other nations to develop or acquire their own. This is a particular concern for Japan, and the U.S. has commenced official and unofficial dialogues to address Japanese concerns and provide reassurance.
Credible guarantees deter prolif by allies.

Korea Times ‘9  (“Obama’s Nuclear Agenda”, 10-18, L/N)

At some point, he must open discussions with countries like China, France, and Britain to understand better the conditions for transparency and verification that would be necessary for a clearer path toward eventual elimination of nuclear weapons in accordance with Article VI of the NPT.  At the same time, Obama cannot allow these long-term issues to divert his attention from crucial short-term issues. So long as the world remains a dangerous place with several nuclear weapons states, Obama must reassure its allies about the credibility of American guarantees of extended deterrence.  Otherwise, reductions that create anxieties in other countries could lead them to develop their own weapons and thus increase the number of nuclear weapons states.
Weak US alliances lead to proliferation. Gulf states and Turkey prove.

Lavoy and Walker 7/28/06 (Dr. Peter R, Mr. Robin, Director of the Center for Contemporary Conflict and Senior Lecturer in the Department of National Security Affairs at the Naval Postgraduate School, Nuclear Weapons Proliferation: 2016

http://www.nps.edu/ccc/conferences/recent/NuclearWeaponsProliferation2016Jul06_rpt.html)

Lewis Dunn, a former U.S. nonproliferation official, argued that alarmist predictions of nuclear proliferation have been wrong over the last 40 years mainly because the United States allowed nuclear capable states, including Japan and most of Europe, to become security free riders during the Cold War, eliminating their need for nuclear weapons. Now the question is how strong and lasting the U.S. alliances will prove to be. If they are strong enough, they can keep Turkey out of the “nuclear club.” If they prove too weak to prevent Iran from arming itself, the rest of the Gulf states could very well follow.
US security guarantee is the most important factor to stop proliferation of allies.

Lavoy and Walker 7/28/06 (Dr. Peter R, Mr. Robin, Director of the Center for Contemporary Conflict and Senior Lecturer in the Department of National Security Affairs at the Naval Postgraduate School, Nuclear Weapons Proliferation: 2016

http://www.nps.edu/ccc/conferences/recent/NuclearWeaponsProliferation2016Jul06_rpt.html)
Rebecca Hersman, a scholar at the National Defense University, discussed the nuclear reversal decisions of Taiwan and South Korea, the research for which came out of a much larger study on nuclear reversal. She developed a methodology involving a unique intent and capability score for each potential nuclear power, which can be scored on a grid and even tracked over time. Hersman focused her brief on two of the eighteen cases of nuclear rollback, Taiwan and South Korea, and said that both have retained the ability to rapidly accelerate their programs, if they so chose. As to the forces that encouraged Taiwan and South Korea to roll back their programs, Hersman argued that foreign pressure to disarm and security guarantees by the United States were by far the biggest factors. Hersman’s list of top potential nuclear states included countries with explicit security agreements with the United States . Any weakening of these agreements could trigger a state to reconsider its nuclear options, as was the history of Taiwan and South Korea’s nuclear programs during the 1970s and 1980s. She also noted that Brazil’s nuclear rollback has been smaller than expected, and, as other panelists mentioned, Brazil is in many ways a disaffected disarmer. Kazakhstan is also, in Hersman’s eyes, a potential nuclear power sitting on a large amount of fissile material and could simply be waiting for a national leader with nuclear ambitions.
XT – Weakened Security Guarantees ( Prolif

Credibility of the guarantee is a key internal link. Weakening the umbrella causes prolif.

Payne ‘7  (Keith, Prof. and Chair Defense and Strategic Studies – Missouri State U., CQ Congressional Testimony, “U.S. Nuclear Weapons Policy”, 7-18, L/N)

Some see an incongruity in the U.S. maintaining a nuclear arsenal for deterrence while simultaneously advocating nuclear non- proliferation. I have heard this seeming incongruity likened to a drunkard advocating abstinence. In reality, this seeming incongruity is not hard to see through; indeed, the U.S. deployment of nuclear  capabilities makes an essential contribution to nuclear  non-proliferation. This positive linkage may be counterintuitive, but it is unquestionable.  How so? It is on the basis of the U.S. nuclear "umbrella" that allied countries such as Japan have chosen to remain non-nuclear: the continued credibility of our nuclear umbrella is critical to their decisions to remain non-nuclear, and their decisions to remain non-nuclear have been and continue to be critical to non- proliferation. It is hard to imagine a greater stimulus to nuclear proliferation than decisions by U.S. allies and friends to "go nuclear" themselves as a result of their loss of confidence in the U.S. nuclear umbrella. A detailed review of specific countries by noted regional experts reaches a similar conclusion: "The case studies suggest that the perceived reliability of U.S. security assurances will be a critical factor, if not the critical factor, in whether such countries as Japan, Saudi Arabia, South Korea, Taiwan, and Turkey reconsider their nuclear options."
Credible guarantees are the key block on proliferation. Declining credibility spurs nuclearization.

US Air Force ‘9  (States News Service, “NUCLEAR WEAPONS MANAGEMENT PANEL RECOMMENDS CHANGES”, 1-9, L/N)

"Nuclear forces, we hope, would not have to be used," Mr. Schlesinger said. However, he said, many of America's allies depend on U.S. nuclear deterrence capabilities for protection.  Therefore, America's allies "must retain confidence in the U.S. nuclear 'umbrella,'" Mr. Schlesinger said. If that confidence evaporates, he said, some U.S. allies are quite capable of building their own nuclear weapons, which could ignite a nuclear arms race.  The strength and credibility of America's nuclear umbrella "is a principal barrier to proliferation," Mr. Schlesinger said.

Strong US guarantees check prolif. Weakness causes prolif .

Davis ‘9 (Paul, MA candidate, Norman Paterson School of International Affairs, Carleton University, Ottawa, Canada, “Giving up the bomb: Motivations and incentives” The sources of insecurity, May, www.icnnd.org/research/Davis_Giving_Up_NW.doc)
Since the dawn of the nuclear era, the United States has maintained a position of unmatched influence in international efforts to limit the spread of nuclear weapons. It was instrumental in the establishment of the nonproliferation regime and has often been the most active―sometimes alone—in seeking to address individual proliferation problem states.   Just as importantly, states have often approached the nuclear weapons option through their perceived relationship with the US, whether good or bad. While states that enjoy friendly relations can benefit from US dominance, notable by sheltering under the US nuclear umbrella, states with unfriendly relations, such as Iran and North Korea, are much more likely to perceive the nuclear weapons option as a hedge against American power. On the other hand, many states have been motivated, in part at least, to disavow nuclear weapons by the possibility of closer and financially lucrative relations with the US. Nuclear relinquishment by Belarus, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, Argentina and Brazil, and Libya demonstrate that a desire for rapprochement with the US—for political, symbolic, economic and strategic reasons—was a significant motivation. It is essential that the US remains actively involved in efforts to reverse and limit the spread of nuclear weapons. While the US is not a sufficient influence on its own to stop nuclear proliferation, in most cases its involvement will be necessary. States like Iran and North Korea have made it clear that dealing with others will not necessarily produce the desired outcome and that only bilateral negotiations with the US will do the trick.   
XT – Weakened Security Guarantees ( Prolif

A strong military presence is key to restraining nuclear proliferation among allies.

Ruseell and Moran ‘9  (James, Senior Lecturer – National Security Affairs Dept. Naval Postgraduate School, and Daniel, Prof. Nat’l Sec. Affairs – Naval Postgraduate School, “EXTENDED DETERRENCE, SECURITY GUARANTEES, AND NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION:  STRATEGIC STABILITY IN THE GULF REGION:, 10/4-10/5, http://www.nps.edu/ccc/conferences/recent/extendeddeterrenceOct09.pdf)
The concept paper that provided the starting point for the conference discussed the emergence of extended deterrence as a key strategic concept during the Cold War, its contribution to the stability of deterrence overall, and its role in restraining nuclear proliferation among the allies and client states of the major nuclear powers. Discussion at the conference focused on how far the practices and inferences of extended nuclear deterrence during the Cold War could be extended to the Middle East, where regional politics are markedly different from those of Cold War Europe, and to an environment in which conventional deterrence is also important and not entirely subsumed within a framework of nuclear confrontation.  One contributor proposed that successful extended deterrence required at least three components: adequate military capability, resolve to act in specified circumstances, and communication of that resolve to allies and potential adversaries. Others noted that the history of extended deterrence in practice revealed the importance of  Continuous, active engagement among security partners, including effective consultative mechanisms;  Persistent military contact, cooperative planning, and engagement;  A sustained U.S. military presence, which, as several participants noted, has been declining in recent years outside of Iraq; and  Diverse political, cultural, and economic linkages that have characterized the Atlantic alliance since the 1950s.   Although effective extended deterrence must rest upon firm declaratory policies, the truly credible signaling of its reality could only be accomplished by these kind of continuous and diverse interactions. 
A strong security guarantee is key to prevention of nuclear proliferation.
Tetrais ‘5  (Bruno, Senior Research Fellow – Foundation pour la Recherche, “SAVING THE NPT:  PAST AND FUTURE NON-PROLIFERATION BARGAINS” pg. 13,   1-25, http://www.npolicy.org/files/Essay050129%20NPTTertraisSaving%20the%20NPT.pdf) 

More generally, the call for a reduction of the role of nuclear weapons in defense policies misses an important point. The role of nuclear guarantees (which are positive security assurances in a broad sense) in preventing proliferation should be acknowledged. The generic assurances of assistance in case of a nuclear attack given in 1968 and 1995 are political commitments which are probably not enough to reassure a State that feels insecure.31 On the other hand, the role of the US security guarantee in preventing further nuclear proliferation in Europe and Asia during the Cold war has probably been essential.

The US security guarantee prevents the development of a nuclear weapons program – empirically proven.

Katz ‘8  (J.I., Dept. Physics and PhD – Cornell U., “Lessons Learned from Nonproliferation Successes and Failures”, 10-5, http://wuphys.wustl.edu/~katz/ctbt.pdf)
Three causes of non-proliferation success can be identified. The first is military or paramilitary action or intrusive inspection following and backed by the threat of military action, which was successful against Germany, Japan, Iraq, Libya, and Syria The second cause of success was democratic revolutions that led to reconciliation between former adversaries (Argentina and Brazil) or with neighbors and the world community (South Africa), and removed the strategic necessity for nuclear proliferation. In addition, democratic polities are less willing to pay the substantial economic and political costs of developing nuclear weapons, unless compelled by strategic necessity, as in the cases of the United States and Great Britain during the Second World War. The third cause of success was a combination of democratic revolution and a security guarantee from a dominant power that removed the strategic necessity for an independent nuclear force. This was the case for Taiwan and South Korea, which came under the American nuclear “umbrella.” The U.S. security guarantee, coupled with the constraints on former Axis powers in the World War II settlements (often in advance of a written peace treaty), has prevented the development of any post-World War II nuclear weapons program in many European, Asian, and Oceanic countries, including former adversaries and allies. The World War II neutrals Sweden and Switzerland, technically advanced democracies unconstrained by the World War II settlements, abandoned embryonic nuclear weapons programs long before the test moratorium. The costs were perceived to be forbidding and the strategic need lacking, in analogy to South Korea's and Taiwan's situation and decision. The American security guarantee may have been less explicit for these traditionally neutral European countries, but the threat was also less compelling. Additional contributing factors were a neutralist philosophy enabled by geographic positions removed from major cockpits or axes of conflict and histories of successful appeasement of a threat. Examination of the dates shows no correlation with the present great-power nuclear test moratorium that began in 1992, or with France and China's adherence to it in 1996. Many proliferation efforts ended before those dates, reflecting changes in the international situation and in the domestic politics of the countries involved, and a few afterward, all for reasons that appear to have had nothing to do with the test moratorium. 
XT – Weakened Security Guarantees ( Prolif

Strong security guarantees check prolif. Middle East and East Asia Prove. 

Bandow ‘7 (Doug, CATO Institute and Former Special Assistant to Reagan, “North Korea and Umbrella Proliferation: Umbrella Proliferation”, 2-10, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=13538)

Indeed, Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice responded to recent talk about possible development of a countervailing Japanese or South Korean nuclear weapon by flying to East Asia.  She declared:  “It’s extremely important to go out and to affirm, and affirm strongly, U.S. defense commitments to Japan and to South Korea.” Those promises were understood to be nuclear.  Tokyo, in particular, responded by disclaiming any interest in going nuclear. Although America’s nuclear umbrella for Japan dates back to the end of World War II, the United States has not limited nuclear guarantees to historic allies. In order to convince Ukraine to disgorge the nuclear weapons that remained on its territory after the break-up of the Soviet Union, Washington reportedly provided Kiev with some security guarantees. Whether they include a promise to use nuclear weapons against Russia on behalf of Ukraine has never been revealed. In any case, Kiev may have given up its ultimate deterrent in the belief that Washington was offering an implicit commitment. Moreover, Jim Hoagland of the Washington Post wants America to provide nuclear guarantees for the Middle East.  He writes: “Bush should announce that he wants consultations with Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Egypt, Jordan and other Arab states—as well as principal U.S. allies in Europe—on extending a U.S. or NATO nuclear umbrella over friendly states in the Gulf.”  This would, Hoagland contends, “enable Arab states to forgo developing their own nuclear programs, just as the U.S.-Japan bilateral security treaty is intended to keep Japan nuclear-free.” It’s one thing to promise to respond to a nuclear attack by a potential global hegemon, the Soviet Union, against a major ally, such as Germany or Japan, especially when Washington has deliberately disarmed them. Very different is to promise to protect Jordan or Kuwait, friendly countries, true, but neither historic nor important allies, against an attack by Iran, a regional power without global reach.  The latter is an extraordinary extension of a doctrine fraught with danger. 
States under a security guarantee granted by the United States avoid constructing their own nuclear weapons.

Bandow ‘7 (Doug, CATO Institute and Former Special Assistant to Reagan, “North Korea and Umbrella Proliferation: Umbrella Proliferation”, 2-10, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=13538)

The principle behind extending Washington’s nuclear umbrella is deterrence. That is, smaller nations, even if evil or aggressive, will not risk American retaliation by threatening friendly states.  Moreover, friendly states, sheltered behind a U.S. guarantee, will avoid taking steps opposed by Washington—most particularly, constructing their own nuclear weapons. Undoubtedly, security commitments help deter. The possibility of U.S. intervention raises the cost of war, and thereby discourages aggression. If aggression is less likely, then so is the likelihood that countries will adopt extreme defensive measures. Advocates of extended security commitments, and particularly nuclear guarantees, emphasize these effects. 
A strong security guarantee is critical to allied countries decision not to acquire nuclear weapons. 

Dunn ‘6 (Lewis, Senior Vice President of Science Applications International Corporation, Nonproliferation Review, “COUNTERING PROLIFERATION Insights from Past ‘‘Wins, Losses, and Draws’’”, 13(3), November, http://cns.miis.edu/npr/pdfs/133dunn.pdf)
U.S. security alliances with other countries arguably have been the most important nonproliferation actions taken over the past five decades. The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) alliance*with its nuclear guarantee*provided an alternative to national nuclear weapons programs that most of NATO’s members found fully sufficient. The security shadow provided by NATO contributed as well to Sweden’s ultimate decision not to acquire nuclear weapons. Similarly in Asia, the U.S. security guarantee was*and remains*critical to Japan’s decision not to acquire nuclear weapons, and also to Taiwanese and South Korean decisions to abandon their nuclear weapons programs in the 1970s. 

A2: Non-Security Factors Key

Low security is the key factor for proliferation.

OTAW ‘77 (OFFICE OF TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT WASHINGTON DC, Nuclear Proliferation and Safeguards, Jun, Pg. 94)

The primary incentive for many states to acquire nuclear weapons would be to deter external efforts to undermine or destroy the existing regime or governmental system. A state would have a particularly strong incentive to acquire a nuclear capability if it feared it could not succeed in sustaining its independence by conventional military or diplomatic means. Several countries on every list of potential new nuclear weapons states (e.g., South Korea, Israel, and South Africa) have had reason to fear direct attack or long-term deterioration of their security vis-a-vis nonnuclear neighbors or regional adversaries. On the same list are other countries (e.g., Taiwan and Pakistan) that are concerned about threats to their security from states that have demonstrated a nuclear weapons capability. For many Nth countries, the effectiveness of nuclear weapons as a deterrent to adversaries seem questionable. This is because of the likelihood that a small number of nuclear weapons would have limited effectiveness in regional conflicts between Third World states. This would seem particularly true where the bulk of the population is dispersed in rural villages and where the terrain lends itself to small unit guerrilla-type operations. Despite such considerations, the relatively less sophisticated political and military strategies of the majority of Nth countries do not preclude the acquisition of a capability for deterrent purposes, one that U.S. analysts would judge as ineffective by Western standards 

Empirical evidence proves security motives are key.

OTAW ‘77 (OFFICE OF TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT WASHINGTON DC, Nuclear Proliferation and Safeguards, Jun, Pg. 103)
A review of the cases presented above suggests that two incentives stand out: security deterrence considerations, and the desire for international influence and status. Only China among these six countries can be said to have initially developed nuclear weapons in direct response to a threat of attack, For the others the more credible danger was a deterioration in their security over time vis-a-vis possible adversaries. The result could have been a growing vulnerability to coercive diplomacy, and with it a loss of international influence and freedom of action. The culmination of this process, short of war and actual conquest, could be victimization by nuclear blackmail. Beyond these two basis concerns, the motivations for selecting the nuclear weapons option become more diverse befitting the particular circumstances of the nations concerned. It is noteworthy that none of these states were dissuaded by economic costs or by possible international censure associated with nuclear weapons. The emergence of China and India as nuclear weapons is of particular relevance to the future course of proliferation, since most Nth countries are to be found among the roster of Third World nations. The fact that two poor and modestly industrialized countries could embark on an explosives program indicates the accessibility of the new technology and the extent to which even a relatively undeveloped nation can command the resources for its application. A thorough assessment of proliferation should give some attention to those nations that clearly possess the capability to construct nuclear weapons but, for one reason or another, have not done so. Appendix I of volume II contains brief case studies of three major “refrainers”: The Federal Republic of Germany, Japan, and Sweden. 

The perception of an uncommitted security guarantee will push states to go nuclear. 

Davis ‘9 (Paul, MA candidate, Norman Paterson School of International Affairs, Carleton University, Ottawa, Canada, “Giving up the bomb: Motivations and incentives” The sources of insecurity, May, www.icnnd.org/research/Davis_Giving_Up_NW.doc)
Even more than the pursuit of enhanced status or prestige, it has been the perception of a lack of security or compromised security that has driven most states to consider the nuclear weapons option.  Unless a country’s insecurities, whether nuclear or conventional, are adequately allayed, political and economic inducements will not be sufficient to derail a committed nuclear weapons trajectory. International non-proliferation and disarmament efforts that do not address this basic motivation will not succeed.   Security fears may be attenuated through positive security guarantees, such as those extended to West Germany and Japan, or negative security guarantee, such as those extended, however inconsistently and confusingly, to all non-nuclear weapon states not in league with a nuclear weapon state. The existence of numerous nuclear weapon-free zones guaranteed by the nuclear weapon states, suggests that such approaches can be successful in preventing—and even preempting—the acquisition of nuclear weapons in a regional context. However, providing nuclear guarantees to prevent nuclear acquisition is not a long-term solution given the legal requirement for all NPT state parties to achieve nuclear disarmament. Nuclear guarantees cannot be sustained in perpetuity if getting to zero is a serious goal.  Moreover, such measures do not address the possibility that nuclear weapons will be sought to address a conventional military threat, as in the case of Pakistan and India, and Israel and its Arab neighbours. Here is where holistic measures to deal with national security dilemmas are essential. 

1NC E. Asia Prolif Module

Reducing troop deployments weakens extended deterrence in Asia. The impact is regional prolif.

Scales and Wortzel ’99  (Robert, Major Gen. and former Deputy Chief of Staff for Base Operations and former Deputy Chief of Staff for Doctrine at Headquarters Training and Doctrine Command – US Army and PhD in History – Duke, and Larry, Col. – US Army, Dir. Strategic Studies Institute – US Army War College, and PhD in Pol. Sci. – U. Hawaii, “THE FUTURE U.S. MILITARY PRESENCE IN ASIA: LANDPOWER AND THE GEOSTRATEGY OF AMERICAN COMMITMENT”, 4-6, https://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB75.pdf)

The presence of American military forces in the region was one of the reasons that U.S. nuclear deterrence was extended to our allies in Korea and Japan. As in Europe, the stationing of U.S. conventional forces provided a deterrent option that is reinforced by the nuclear dimension. American nuclear deterrence, therefore, is also welcome in Northeast Asia for its contribution to security and stability in the region. China’s military strategists may complain that the U.S. nuclear arsenal is a threat to China; but they acknowledge in private discussion that without extended deterrence, as provided for in the U.S.-Japan and U.S.-Republic of Korea defense treaties, Korea might develop nuclear weapons and Japan could follow suit.23 China’s leaders even realize that without the defensive conventional arms provided to Taiwan by the United States under the Taiwan Relations Act of 1979, Taiwan might develop nuclear weapons. Japanese military strategists express their own concerns about South Korea.24 Threatened by the probability that North Korea has developed a nuclear capability, without the protection of U.S. extended deterrence, the South would probably respond in kind by developing its own weapons. Certainly South Korea has the requisite technological level to develop nuclear weapons. In the event of the reunification of the Korean peninsula, because the North already has a nuclear capability, Japan would face a nuclear-armed peninsula. Tokyo might then reexamine its own commitment to defense relying on conventional weapons with the support of the Japanese populace. Strategic thinkers in China and Japan acknowledge that the continuation of extended deterrence might inhibit Japan from going nuclear in such a case.25 Barry Posen and Andrew Ross, two Americans, make this same argument: “. . . Japan’s leaders would be less likely to develop a nuclear arsenal as a hedge against Korean pressure.”26 Strong U.S. diplomacy combined with continued extended deterrence, argue some of Korea and Japan’s strategic thinkers, might convince the regime in charge of a reunified Korea to dismantle whatever devices the North has built instead of improving them.

East Asia prolif causes nuclear war.
Cerincione ’00  (Joseph, Director of the Non-Proliferation Project – Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Foreign Policy, “The Asian nuclear reaction chain”, Issue 118, Spring, Proquest) 
The blocks would fall quickest and hardest in Asia, where proliferation pressures are already building more quickly than anywhere else in the world. If a nuclear breakout takes place in Asia, then the international arms control agreements that have been painstakingly negotiated over the past 40 years will crumble. Moreover, the United States could find itself embroiled in its fourth war on the Asian continent in six decades--a costly rebuke to those who seek the safety of Fortress America by hiding behind national missile defenses.  Consider what is already happening: North Korea continues to play guessing games with its nuclear and missile programs; South Korea wants its own missiles to match Pyongyang's; India and Pakistan shoot across borders while running a slow-motion nuclear arms race; China modernizes its nuclear arsenal amid tensions with Taiwan and the United States; Japan's vice defense minister is forced to resign after extolling the benefits of nuclear weapons; and Russia-whose Far East nuclear deployments alone make it the largest Asian nuclear power-struggles to maintain territorial coherence.  Five of these states have nuclear weapons; the others are capable of constructing them. Like neutrons firing from a split atom, one nation's actions can trigger reactions throughout the region, which in turn, stimulate additional actions. These nations form an interlocking Asian nuclear reaction chain that vibrates dangerously with each new development.  If the frequency and intensity of this reaction cycle increase, critical decisions taken by any one of these governments could cascade into the second great wave of nuclear-weapon proliferation, bringing regional and global economic and political instability and, perhaps, the first combat use of a nuclear weapon since 1945.
Security Credibility Solves Prolif – Turkey

Declining security guarantee credibility triggers Turkish prolif. We’re on the brink now.

Tertrais ‘9  (Bruno, PhD Pol Sci. and MA Public Law, -- Institut d’etudes politiques de Paris, Senior Research Fellow – Fondation pour la Recherche Stratigique, Member of International Institute for Strategic Studies and Editorial Board – Washington Quarterly, Strategic Insights, 8(1), “The Middle East’s Next Nuclear State”, http://www.res.ethz.ch/kb/search/details.cfm?lng=en&id=95555)

Like most Arab countries, Turkey has announced its intention to restart its civilian nuclear  program. It already has a very significant nuclear infrastructure. Its main research center  (Cekmece Nuclear Research and Training Center) has two modern (1986) pilot installations for  conversion and fuel fabrication.[51] The involvement of several Turkish firms in the AQ Khan  network indicates that there is industrial know-how in the country which could be of use to a  uranium enrichment program. However, Ankara claims to be uninterested by enrichment.[52] The  country operates two research reactors: a light-water 5 MWth reactor;[53] and a small Triga Mark-  II unit, which is being converted to operated on LEU.[54] It also has a small waste treatment  facility (Radioactive Waste Processing and Storage Facility). Scientists have made computer  simulations of reprocessing with the Purex process.[55] Generally speaking, nuclear science and  technology is very active in the country. Also, Turkey is one of the only States in the region to  have started setting up the regulatory mechanisms needed for larger-scale nuclear programs,  under the aegis of the Turkish Atomic Energy Commission (TAEK). Turkey is moderately worried  about the Iranian nuclear program. It has generally good relations with its neighbor. It is covered  by a formal nuclear guarantee, backed by a multilateral alliance, and has nuclear weapons on its  territory (including for use by Turkish aircraft). However, Ankara may be losing its sense of  confidence about NATO. At two occasions—1991 and 2003—its allies were perceived as hesitant  to fulfill their security commitments. The new generation of Turkish officers do not trust NATO as  much as the previous one.[56] In addition, political relations with the West have become more  difficult because of Iraq, controversy about the 1915 events, and a European reluctance to give a  clear perspective for entry into the European Union. Turkish public opinion has an extremely  negative view of the United States.[57] (It is also opposed to the continued stationing of U.S.  nuclear weapons.)[58] Ankara’s perception of the Western security guarantee will be a key for its  future nuclear choices.[59] The military option would be an extreme one: a choice in that direction  would require a deepening of the crisis in confidence with both the United States and Europe.  Additionally, domestic power games may come into play: a nuclear program might be a way to  consolidate the place of the military in the political decision-making process. Defiance vis-à-vis  Iran is stronger in the so-called “kemalist” circles.[60]  

Reduced credibility of US guarantees cause Turkish prolif.

Larrabee and Lesser ‘3  (F. Stephen, PhD Pol. Sci. – Columbia U., Corporate chair in European Security – RAND, and Ian, Senior Analyst – RAND, and D. Phil. – Oxford U., “Turkish Foreign Policy in an Age of Uncertainty”, http://www.rand.org/publications/MR/MR1612)
Over the longer term, however, there are some countervailing considerations that could cloud Turkish-Iranian relations. Turks take Iran seriously as a regional actor, and despite points of common interest, Turkey and Iran are essentially geopolitical competitors in the Middle East and Central Asia, including Afghanistan. Iran's nuclear and ballistic missile ambitions-and the Turkish response-will be a central part of this equation. To date, Iranian WMD programs have been overshadowed in the Turkish calculus by more proximate risks from Iraq and, above all, Syria, where proliferation has been combined with multiple flashpoints for conflict. Nonetheless, Iran arguably poses the most serious long-term proliferation risk for Turkey. A nuclear Iran in possession of missiles capable of reaching all major Turkish cities, while holding the territory of Ankara's NATO allies at risk, would fundamentally alter the geopolitical landscape facing Turkey. The need to monitor and counter this threat is almost certainly an important part of the current Turkish-Israeli intelligence and defense relationship. It is a key motivator for Turkish participation in U.S., NATO, and Israeli missile defense initiatives. Indeed, Turkish strategists are already beginning to discuss the utility of a Turkish deterrent in the form of a national missile capability. Much more remote, but not beyond the bounds of credibility, would be the development of a Turkish nuclear capability-unthinkable under current circumstances, but not inconceivable over the coming decades if the NATO nuclear guarantee is uncertain.
Security Credibility Solves Prolif – Turkey

Credible guarantees are key to hold back Turkish prolif. We’re on the brink.

Tertrais ‘6  (Bruno, PhD Pol Sci. and MA Public Law, -- Institut d’etudes politiques de Paris, Senior Research Fellow – Fondation pour la Recherche Stratigique, Member of International Institute for Strategic Studies and Editorial Board – Washington Quarterly, Nonproliferation Review, “Nuclear Proliferation in Europe: Could It Still Happen”, 13(3), InformaWorld)

The only “European” country that could seriously consider a nuclear weapons program in the coming decades is Turkey. The country hosts 50 U.S. nuclear weapons for U.S. use and 40 for Turkish use at its Inccedilirlik Air Base.7 At various times in the past, Ankara contemplated the possibility of a national nuclear program. It signed the NPT in 1969 but ratified it only in 1980, possibly due to its reluctance to abandon the nuclear option.8 In 1998, after India and Pakistan's nuclear tests, Turkey reportedly discussed the possibility of nuclear cooperation with Pakistan.9 In 2000, a government minister openly advocated Turkish possession of nuclear weapons.10 A combination of two factors could make Ankara think seriously about going nuclear. One is the advancement of Iran's nuclear program. Relations between Turkey and Iran generally have been difficult since the Iranian Revolution, and the establishment of a strategic partnership between Turkey and Israel in the 1990s has further strained the association. If Iran were to go as far as to attain nuclear weapons (even covertly), then the nuclear question would be posed in Turkey. A researcher noted recently: “Voices are starting to be heard from within Turkish society promoting the idea of going nuclear, particularly if Iran manages to develop [a] nuclear weapons capability.”11 The second factor that would steer Ankara in this direction is a sense of alienation vis-a-vis the rest of the Western community. This is already happening to some extent. Since 2001, Turkey has been experiencing a change in its political culture and seems to be moving away from the West. Moderate Islamists won the 2002 elections. The invasion of Iraq was the occasion of one of the most severe U.S.-Turkish crises in decades, when the parliament refused in March 2003 to allow U.S. land forces to cross Turkish territory to enter Iraq from the north. Since then, U.S. popularity has plummeted to record lows. Only 12 percent of Turks now have a favorable opinion of the United States, and just 17 percent have a favorable opinion of Americans.12 Two of the most popular Turkish works in decades, the 2004 novel Metal Storm and the 2005 movie Valley of the Wolves, have depicted U.S.-Turkey wars. American and Turkish forces have even occasionally clashed in Iraqi Kurdistan; perhaps most notable was the July 4, 2003 incident in which U.S. troops detained Turkish soldiers, prompting some in Turkey to believe that “had we had nuclear weapons, Americans could not have treated our brave soldiers like that.”13 These developments have occurred in parallel with growing doubts about the relevance of the NATO security guarantee. In 1991, Turkey was shocked as some Atlantic Alliance members (including Germany) showed reluctance at the deployment of NATO defenses on Turkish territory, raising questions about the validity of the security guarantee from which Ankara was to benefit. Immediately before the March 2003 U.S.-led invasion of Iraq, a crisis of confidence developed within NATO as several alliance members refused to invoke Article IV of the Washington Treaty, which calls for consultations among members in case one of them believes its security is threatened, thus repeating, in Turkey's eyes, the experience of 1991. As Ian Lesser puts it, “In the absence of a predictable Western security guarantee, Ankara might also consider deterrent capabilities of its own, although the prospect for this is complicated and politically risky for Turkey.”14 Meanwhile, the prospect of Turkey's entry into the EU has become even more unlikely. Negotiations were formally opened in 2005, after several decades of hesitation from Europe, but the growing uncertainties about the direction of the European integration project, the failure of the constitutional referendum, and the open opposition to Turkish membership from several mainstream EU political parties have made Turkey's membership a distant prospect at best. The post-September 11, 2001 context and growing questions in Europe about the place of Islam in the West have fueled these uncertainties. The Turks clearly realize this: In the latest “Eurobarometer” opinion poll, only 43 percent of Turks now have a “positive” image of the EU, and barely more than a third, 35 percent, “trust” the EU.15 Given these circumstances, a Turkish nuclear capability is no longer in the realm of the farfetched. It would certainly take Ankara some time before it was able to have nuclear weapons. Since Ankara abandoned its Akkuyu nuclear plant project in July 2000, its nuclear-related infrastructure is very limited. Turkey has only a small, U.S.-origin research reactor in Istanbul, a pilot-fuel fabrication plant, and the Cekmece Nuclear Research and Training Center. However, Ankara recently has indicated that it might consider expanding its nuclear complex for the sake of electricity generation. It should also be noted that the participation of some Turkish firms in Pakistani nuclear imports and exports at various times since the early 1980s might give Turkey possible access to some components or equipment more quickly than if it started entirely from scratch.

US Extended deterrence key to prevent Turkish nuclear weaponization.

Yost ‘9 (David, Ph.D. in international relations, worked in the Department of Defense, Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School, “Assurance and US Extended Deterrence in NATO”, International Affairs, Blackwell Publishing Ltd/The Royal Institute of International Affairs, 85: 4, 2009, p.761)

Various potential WMD proliferation developments could strengthen the case for upholding US extended deterrence commitments in NATO and beyond. The acquisition of nuclear weapons by Iran might influence decisions in nearby countries, such as Egypt, Saudi Arabia and Turkey, regarding potential national nuclear weapons development or acquisition programmes. Maintaining the credibility of US extended deterrence protection might be critical to assuring the beneficiaries of US security guarantees that they may safely forego pursuing their own national nuclear capabilities. A related policy challenge of pivotal importance is determining how the United States and its NATO allies might deter Iranian efforts to employ nuclear weapons.
Security Credibility Solves Prolif – Turkey

Threatened by a nuclear Iran, Turkey and other countries are considering developing their own—US troops are needed more than ever to maintain stability

Lesser 04 - senior analyst at RAND in Washington, D.C., and a former member of the State Department's policy planning staff [Ian, “Turkey, Iran, and Nuclear Risks,” Turkish Policy Quarterly, 2004, pp. 89-90, http://74.125.155.132/scholar?q=cache:odJUKGfeqC0J:scholar.google.com/+TURKEY,+IRAN,+AND+NUCLEAR+RISKS&hl=en&as_sdt=80000, NJ]

Turkey is among the countries most exposed to proliferation developments in the Middle East. New disclosures regarding Iran’s nuclear ambitions, and Tehran’s apparent commitment to proceed with more extensive IAEA inspections and safeguards, comes at a time of general flux in Turkey’s strategic environment and in the country’s foreign and security policy outlook. For some 50 years, Turkey has lived with nuclear weapons on its borders and deployed on its territory. Although not a nuclear state, and unlikely to become one, nuclear forces and doctrines have been part of the security calculus of the modern Turkish republic for the majority of its existence. But only since the Gulf War of 1990-91, and with increasing attention over the past few years, have Turkish planners and policymakers begun to view the combination of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and the means for their delivery at longer ranges as a proximate threat to the security of the country. In the context of a foreign and security policy that is, at base, conservative and multilateral, the Middle East is one region where Ankara has been prepared to think and act more assertively. The prospect of one or more nuclear or near-nuclear states on Turkey’s Middle Eastern borders is now a significant factor in Turkish strategic thought. But in the nuclear realm, Turkey retains a strong preference for multilateral approaches, imbedded in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)—and to an increasing extent, European— policies. The NATO (really the United States) nuclear guarantee has been the cornerstone of an approach that still owes much to Cold War patterns. Only very recently have Turkish strategists begun to contemplate a capacity for deterrence and response that goes beyond Alliance arrangements. Turks worry about the reliability of both NATO and U.S. commitments to Turkish defense in Middle Eastern contingencies, and Turkey will be strongly affected by changes in Alliance strategy, missions, and cohesion, all of which are in flux. If the European Union (EU) does open formal accession talks with Ankara, as most Turks hope, the European part of this equation is set to grow in importance. While the defense dimension of Turkey’s relations with Europe has been less prominent (and sometimes strained), this too is set to grow in prominence as the EU focuses more heavily on extra-European challenges, including proliferation. Could Turkey act more radically, outside multilateral arrangements, to meet risks posed by a nuclear-ready Iran? The short answer is yes, but it is not very likely. Could Turkey “go nuclear”? Again, the answer is yes, but it is most unlikely. The key in both cases would be a sharp deterioration in the quality of Turkish defense cooperation with the West, and a sense that Turkey was being left to go it alone in a dangerous geo-strategic setting. Overall, the existence of a nuclear-ready Iran poses some direct risks to Turkish security— and many indirect but highly consequential ones. Implications for U.S. and Western policy abound. This chapter explores the contours of Turkey’s perceptions and potential responses to a nuclear-ready Iran. Section One discusses the Turkish strategic context, both regional and functional. Section Two assesses relations with Iran in the context of proliferation challenges, including the effect on wider regional dynamics. Section Three treats the range of possible Turkish responses to a nuclear or near-nuclear Iran, and external influences on Turkish choices. Section Four offers conclusions and policy implications.
Turkey feels insecure now – even a small dip in perceived reliability causes Turkish nuclear armament.

Committee on Foreign Relations ‘8 (JOSEPH R. BIDEN, JR., CHRISTOPHER J. DODD, JOHN F. KERRY,  RUSSELL D. FEINGOLD, BARBARA BOXER,  BILL NELSON,  BARACK OBAMA,  ROBERT MENENDEZ,  BENJAMIN L. CARDIN,  ROBERT P. CASEY, JR.,  JIM WEBB,  RICHARD G. LUGAR,  CHUCK HAGEL,  NORM COLEMAN,  BOB CORKER,  JOHN E. SUNUNU,  GEORGE V. VOINOVICH,  LISA MURKOWSKI,  JIM DEMINT,  JOHNNY ISAKSON,  DAVID VITTER, “Chain Reaction: Avoiding a Nuclear Arms Race In The Middle East”, Report to the Committee on Foreign Relations United States Senate One Hundred Tenth Congress, Second Session, February 2008, pp.xi, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA479213&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)
Staff believes U.S.-Turkey relations and Turkish perceptions regarding the reliability of NATO will serve as the decisive factors in Turkey’s decision regarding nuclear weapons. If the bilateral relationship with the United States is poor and Turkey’s trust in NATO low, Turkey would be more likely to respond to Iranian nuclear weapons by pursuing nuclear weapons as well. However, a fully restored bilateral relationship with the United States and a renewed Turkish trust in NATO provide the best means to discourage a Turkish pursuit of nuclear weapons. Unfortunately, staff found evidence of strain in the U.S.-Turkey relations and skepticism regarding the reliability of NATO security assurances for Turkey. Prior to President Bush’s meetings with Turkish Prime Minister Recep Erdogan on November 5, 2007, Turkish-United States relations were at one of the lowest points in memory. Since this visit, relations between the two countries have begun to rebound, but much work remains. Also, real and perceived delays and failures of NATO in fulfilling its commitments to Turkey in 1991 and 2003 have contributed to a widespread Turkish disenchantment with NATO. If these Turkish perceptions toward the United States and NATO do not significantly improve, an Iranian bomb could lead to a Turkish bomb. 

Security Credibility Solves Prolif – Turkey

Feelings of Western abandonment spurs Turkish nuclear weaponization.

Tertrais 06 (Bruno , Senior Research Fellow at the Fondation pour la Recherche Strategique; Ph.D. in Political Science; Former Director of Civilian Affairs Committee, NATO Assembly; Special Assistant to the Director of Strategic Affairs, Ministry of Defense,  Nonproliferation Review, “Nuclear Proliferation in Europe?”, 13(3), p. 575, Informaworld, NJ)
The only ‘‘European’’ country that could seriously consider a nuclear weapons program in the coming decades is Turkey. The country hosts 50 U.S. nuclear weapons for U.S. use and 40 for Turkish use at its Inc¸irlik Air Base.7 At various times in the past, Ankara contemplated the possibility of a national nuclear program. It signed the NPT in 1969 but ratified it only in 1980, possibly due to its reluctance to abandon the nuclear option.8 In 1998, after India and Pakistan’s nuclear tests, Turkey reportedly discussed the possibility of nuclear cooperation with Pakistan.9 In 2000, a government minister openly advocated Turkish possession of nuclear weapons.10 A combination of two factors could make Ankara think seriously about going nuclear. One is the advancement of Iran’s nuclear program. Relations between Turkey and Iran generally have been difficult since the Iranian Revolution, and the establishment of a strategic partnership between Turkey and Israel in the 1990s has further strained the association. If Iran were to go as far as to attain nuclear weapons (even covertly), then the nuclear question would be posed in Turkey. A researcher noted recently: ‘‘Voices are starting to be heard from within Turkish society promoting the idea of going nuclear, particularly if Iran manages to develop [a] nuclear weapons capability.’’11 The second factor that would steer Ankara in this direction is a sense of alienation vis-a`-vis the rest of the Western community. This is already happening to some extent. Since 2001, Turkey has been experiencing a change in its political culture and seems to be moving away from the West. Moderate Islamists won the 2002 elections. The invasion of Iraq was the occasion of one of the most severe U.S.-Turkish crises in decades, when the parliament refused in March 2003 to allow U.S. land forces to cross Turkish territory to enter Iraq from the north. Since then, U.S. popularity has plummeted to record lows. Only 12 percent of Turks now have a favorable opinion of the United States, and just 17 percent have a favorable opinion of Americans.12
Turkey will proliferate without US security guarantee.

Larrabee 10 (Stephen, Ph.D. in political science and international affairs, Senior Staff member and Corporate Chair in European Security at RAND. He served on the U.S. National Security Council staff in the White House as a specialist on Soviet-East European affairs and East-West political-military relations. “Turkey's New Geopolitics”, Survival, 52: 2, 3/25, p. 165, http://www.rand.org/about/people/l/larrabee_f_stephen.html, NJ)

If such efforts were to fail, however, and Iran did proceed to acquire nuclear weapons, this could spark a highly destabilising nuclear arms race in the Middle East. To date, Turkey has shown little interest in developing its own nuclear deterrent, and is not likely to do so as long as the US nuclear guarantee and NATO remain credible. If relations with Washington and NATO seriously deteriorate, however, Ankara might be prompted to consider acquiring a nuclear deterrent of its own. This underscores the importance of maintaining strong and credible security ties between Turkey and NATO.
Turkey Link Magnifier

Threat of Iran means Turkey will freak out about even peripheral capabilities.

Brooks ‘9  (Linton, Former Ambassador, Chief Negotiator of START-1 and former Under Sec. of Energy for Nuclear Security, Carnegie International Nonproliferation Conference, “The Nuclear Order – Build Or Break” 4-6, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/npc_build_or_break4.pdf)

If you are in charge of the defense of, oh, let us say Turkey, and you saw no evidence at all that the international community is going to do anything effective on Iran, then you would not want to give up any symbol of your being under a nuclear umbrella, no matter how peripheral. And so if you want to get nuclear weapons out of Europe, which it’s okay by me, you’re – we are going to have to solve Iran. Because I think that the governments – not necessarily the publics, but the governments of some of our allies – are going to be very reluctant to see removal happen for fear that it will be taken as a lessening of U.S. commitment to their defense.

Security Credibility Solves Prolif – Japan

Loss of US confidence causes ROK/Japan to nuclearize.

China Post ‘3 (“Taiwan No. 8 'Volcano' On Globe: Forbes”, 3-1, lexis)

Japan was sixth place on the list, followed by South Korea. Waning U.S. influence in the event of a prolonged war against Iraq could make Japan feel increasing pressure to develop its own nuclear arsenal to defend against possible attack from North Korea. Due to reduced confidence in the U.S., South Korea could also take the nuclear option to cope with threats from Pyongyang, according to the Forbes analysis.
US security guarantees outweigh other factors.

Chanlett-Avery and Nikitin ‘9  (Emma, Specialist in Asian Affairs, and Mary Beth, Nonproliferation Analyst, CRS, “Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests”, 2-19, http://opencrs.com/document/RL34487/)

Perhaps the single most important factor to date in dissuading Tokyo from developing a nuclear arsenal is the U.S. guarantee to protect Japan’s security. Since the threat of nuclear attack developed during the Cold War, Japan has been included under the U.S. “nuclear umbrella,” although some ambiguity exists about whether the United States is committed to respond with nuclear weapons in the event of a nuclear attack on Japan.25 U.S. officials have hinted that it would: following North Korea’s 2006 nuclear test, former Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice, in Tokyo, said, “ ... the United States has the will and the capability to meet the full range, and I underscore full range, of its deterrent and security commitments to Japan.”26 Most policymakers in Japan continue to emphasize that strengthening the alliance as well as shared conventional capabilities is more sound strategy than pursuing an independent nuclear capability.2

Japan won’t go nuclear now but weakening the US security guarantee triggers proliferation.

Hughes ‘7  (Llewelyn, Doc. Candidate in Pol. Sci. – MIT, International Security, “Why Japan Will Not Go Nuclear (Yet)”, 31(4), Spring, Project Muse)

Japan's most significant insurance policy against nuclear threats is its bilateral alliance with the United States. Under the rubric of the Yoshida doctrine, Japan has relied on this alliance to provide security in the post–World War II period, while retaining limited defensive capabilities.31 Official records do not show any apparent change in Japanese leaders' confidence in the U.S. commitment under this alliance to defend their country from conventional and nuclear threats. The Defense of Japan, for example, a report that is prepared annually by the Japan Defense Agency and represents the official record of Japan's defense posture and the agency's assessment of Japan's strategic environment, continues to note simply that Japan's alliance with the United States is crucial to the defense of Japan. Reviews of Japan's defense posture in 1995 and 2005 also state this, and note that Japan continues to rely on the United States to deter military threats.32 Since the end of the Cold War and the emergence of North Korea as a nuclear weapons state, Japanese policymakers have worked to ensure that the U.S. nuclear umbrella is not compromised. Although there was no significant difference between the governments of the United States and Japan during U.S. negotiations with North Korea over Pyongyang's nuclear program,33 evidence suggests that Japanese officials lobbied the United States not to offer any concessions they judged could "punch a whole in the American nuclear umbrella."34 Mitoji Yabunaka, director-general of the Asia-Pacific Bureau within MoFA, for example, urged U.S. Assistant Secretary of State James Kelly never to offer North Korea assurances that the United States would refrain from using nuclear weapons against it in return for concessions.35 Preliminary evidence also suggests that following the North Korean nuclear test of October 9, 2006, calls by senior Japanese leaders to debate the merits of nuclearization were partially designed to elicit confirmation of the ongoing commitment of the United States to deter threats against Japan. Foreign Minister Aso Taro, who called openly for public debate on the conditions under which Japan should reconsider its nonnuclear stance, stated in a December 2006 interview that the most crucial action for Japan to take following the nuclear test by North Korea was to confirm the willingness of the United States to defend Japan from conventional and nuclear threats, and that Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice's visit to Tokyo in October 2006, which followed his remarks, achieved this objective.36

Security Credibility Solves Prolif – Japan

Without security guarantees, South Korea and Japan will nuclearize causing instability in the region.

Belfast Telegraph 06 (“North Korea Triggers Fears Of Atomic Arms Race in Asia; Rice's Warning Follows Nuclear Test”, CTY Edition, News, p.8, 10/18, lexis)

The US is concerned that Japan and South Korea may want to develop their own nuclear weapons programmes to counter the threat from North Korea and part of Rice's assignment on this week's hastily arranged trip to Japan, South Korea, China and Russia is to lessen that temptation. "Obviously an event of this kind does carry with it the potential for instability in the relationships that now exist in the region," Ms Rice said. "That's why it's extremely important to go out and to affirm, and affirm strongly, US defence commitments to Japan and to South Korea."

Security Credibility Solves Prolif – South Korea

Loss of confidence in the US guarantee causes South Korean prolif.

Bakanic ‘8 (Elizabeth, Mark Christopher, Sandya Das, Laurie Freeman, George Hodgson, Mike Hunzeker, R. Scott Kemp, Sung Hwan Lee, Florentina Mulaj, Ryan Phillips, Students at Princeton University and Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs, “Preventing Nuclear Proliferation Chain Reactions: Japan, South Korea, and Egypt”, January, http://wws.princeton.edu/research/pwreports_f07/wws591f.pdf)
A number of factors could push South Korea toward developing nuclear weapons. As is the case for Japan, a major shift in Korea’s nuclear weapons policy would require a combination of factors, one of which would have to be a severe weakening of the country’s alliance with the United States. A loss of confidence in the United States as a security partner: A number of scenarios could weaken South Korea’s confidence in its partner. Possible examples include a unilateral U.S. attack or U.S. acquiescence in a Japanese attack against North Korea, breakdown of the Six Party Talks due to a rift between Seoul and Washington over North Korea policy, a U.S. failure to consult with South Korea over future changes in the posture or use of U.S. forces on the Peninsula, or the perception that the United States was siding with Japan in territorial or historical disputes with South Korea.22 Japan’s acquisition of nuclear weapons: A nuclear-armed Japan would likely trigger Seoul to consider a nuclear option. Short of Japanese nuclear armament, development by Japan of conventional weapons capable of striking targets on the Korean Peninsula could also exacerbate South Korean security concerns. 
1NC Spillover Internal Link

Alliance credibility spills over. The plan damages our reputation with other allies.

Gilber ‘8  (Douglas, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. – U. Alabama Tuscaloosa, Journal of Conflict Resolution, “The Costs of Reneging Reputation and Alliance Formation”, 52(3), June, Sage Journals)

I argue above that alliance formation provides an excellent alternative for testing the effects of state reputation. More isolated from the strategic selection of deter- rence situations, with a public signal that remains relatively constant across time, region, and even perhaps situation, state reputations formed by honoring or violat- ing alliance commitments offer many advantages for testing a seemingly intangible quality like reputation. Thus, using a relatively simple research design, this article was able to establish what international theorists have suspected, but empirical tests have thus far been unable to prove: reputations have important consequences for state behavior. Beginning first with alliance formation, the results above demonstrate that states that have honored their commitments in the past are more likely to find alliance partners in the future. Conversely, alliance violations decrease the likelihood of future alliance formation. Reputations for honoring commitments are courted over time because to do otherwise would risk the dismissal of an alliance commitment as ‘‘cheap talk’’ and, thus, ruin a useful tool for deterrence. Alliance reputations also matter in disputes. States with disreputable outside alliance partners are more likely to be targeted by rival states, and interestingly, states that honor their commitments in a costly way also increase the likelihood of deterrence failures. The pacifying results for outside alliances without a reputation may put this last finding in perspective because it would seem that, when searching for help in deterring possible rivals, the strongest partners are those that other rivals have never had the ability to even challenge. Put differently, honoring commit- ments may be valuable, but having to honor a commitment suggests a sign of weak- ness in the partner or in the alliance itself. The differences between the alliance formation models and the dispute initiation models underscore the difficulty in establishing the relative worth of reputations during times of intense hostility. Reputations in the alliance formation models elicit much clearer effects than the dispute targeting models. Aside from the strategic biases found in the variables that pull states into dispute initiations, the overwhelm- ing effects that situational variables like power and interest can have on rival deci- sion making may obscure the small marginal effects of reputations during crises. When hostilities are lower, reputations provide information about the intentions of actors. But when hostilities are highest, reputations matter less than the ability and willingness to fulfill threats against the state. Finally, the results presented here suggest that reputations provide information to potential partners, and this information becomes more valuable as the unit of analysis moves from the dyad (where information about a partner is greatest), to the region, and eventually to the system (where information is probably lowest). This is to be expected. With a relatively small number of interactions, leaders outside the region have few available ways of predicting behavior. Of course, this finding may also suggest an inverse correlation between the utility of positive repu- tations and variables such as power and interest. Reputations are most valuable when needed least.
XT – Yes Spillover

Guarantees spill over. Iraq to Afghanistan prove.

Friedman and Bhalla ‘9  (George, CEO – Stratfor, a global private intelligence firm, and Reva, Dir. Analysis – Stratfor, “The U.S. Challenge in Afghanistan”, 10-20, http://www.stratfor.com/weekly/20091020_us_challenge_afghanistan)

Making sense of the arguments over Afghanistan requires an understanding of how the Iraq war is read by the strategists fighting it, since a great deal of proposed Afghan strategy involves transferring lessons learned from Iraq. Those strategists see the Iraq war as having had three phases. The first was the short conventional war that saw the defeat of Saddam Hussein’s military. The second was the period from 2003-2006 during which the United States faced a Sunni insurgency and resistance from the Shiite population, as well as a civil war between those two communities. During this phase, the United States sought to destroy the insurgency primarily by military means while simultaneously working to scrape a national unity government together and hold elections. The third phase, which began in late 2006, was primarily a political phase. It consisted of enticing Iraqi Sunni leaders to desert the foreign jihadists in Iraq, splitting the Shiite community among its various factions, and reaching political — and financial — accommodations among the various factions. Military operations focused on supporting political processes, such as pressuring recalcitrant factions and protecting those who aligned with the United States. The troop increase — aka the surge — was designed to facilitate this strategy. Even more, it was meant to convince Iraqi factions (not to mention Iran) that the United States was not going to pull out of Iraq, and that therefore a continuing American presence would back up guarantees made to Iraqis.  It is important to understand this last bit and its effect on Afghanistan. As in Iraq, the idea that the United States will not abandon local allies by withdrawing until Afghan security forces could guarantee the allies’ security lies at the heart of U.S. strategy in Afghanistan. The premature withdrawal of U.S. troops from Iraq, e.g., before local allies’ security could be guaranteed, would undermine U.S. strategy in Afghanistan. To a great extent, the process of U.S. security guarantees in Afghanistan depends on the credibility of those guarantees: Withdrawal from Iraq followed by retribution against U.S. allies in Iraq would undermine the core of the Afghan strategy.

Alliance credibility spills over. South Korea proves.

Hwang ‘6  (Balbina, Senior Policy Analyst for Northeast Asia – Asian Studies Center of Heritage, “The U.S.-Korea Alliance on the Rocks: Shaken, Not Stirred”, 10-16, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Lecture/The-US-Korea-Alliance-on-the-Rocks-Shaken-Not-Stirred)

But perhaps most important, maintenance of a U.S.-ROK alliance will continue to serve as a bed­rock for America's commitment in the region. An end to the alliance would undoubtedly jeopardize our credibility with all our allies and partners in the region, from Mongolia to Australia. And it will send the wrong message to China, whose ambitions are to create a regional multilateral structure of nomi­nal equality but underlying Chinese dominance; the strength of America's alliances with the ROK and Japan is the single greatest factor thwarting Chinese regional hegemony. But sole U.S. reliance on Japan will be problematic given the level of mis­trust for that country in the region.
Allies will look to OTHER COUNTRIES to determine credibility. Reputation matters.

Crescenzi et al ‘9  (Mark, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. – U. North Carolina, Katja B. Kleinberg, Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – SUNY Binghamton, Jacob D. Kathman, Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – U. Mississippi, and Reed M. Wood, PhD Candidate Pol. Sci. – U. North Carolina, Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, “Reliability, Reputation, and Alliance Formation”, 8-11, SSRN)

Now that we have in place this first component, the direct dyadic alliance history, how then can we evaluate how a state i perceives the alliance reputation of state j? That is, after all, the concept we need to model in order to test our hypothesis. We accomplish this by assuming that i can observe j’s alliance behavior with all the other k states in the system, and thus it aggregates and processes this extra-dyadic information to observe an overall reputation for j’s alliance behavior. The basis for the model is the idea that states observe other states’ behavior over time beyond their direct dyadic experience. Our reputation model draws on previous research that considers the effect of extra–dyadic reputations on the likelihood of interstate conflict (Crescenzi, 2007; Crescenzi, Kathman and Long, 2007). Similar to this research, we argue that states learn of their dyadic partner’s reputation for alliance reliability by observing its historic behavior toward other states outside the dyad and determining the relevance of those actions to their own dyadic relationship.

XT – Yes Spillover

Reputation matters. It effects signal credibility.

Gilber ‘8  (Douglas, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. – U. Alabama Tuscaloosa, Journal of Conflict Resolution, “The Costs of Reneging Reputation and Alliance Formation”, 52(3), June, Sage Journals)

President Bush recently argued that the United States—fighting an insurgency in Iraq that was on the verge of civil war—could not now abandon its policy of state building. Responding to independent assessments that the war had the per- verse effect of increasing the number of terrorists in al Qaeda and other terrorist organizations abroad, President Bush argued, The greatest danger is not that America’s presence in the war in Iraq is drawing new recruits to the terrorist cause. The greatest danger is that an American withdrawal from Iraq would embolden the terrorists [italics added] and help them find new recruits to carry out even more destructive attacks.1 The linkage between current actions and future dilemmas is not new to this pre- sident; nor is it unique to American leaders. Decision makers often cite future repu- tations as rationales supporting the maintenance of resolve in the face of crisis, and most deterrence theorists seem to agree with these prescriptions. Reputations for resolve give added leverage to leaders who wish to send credible signals during times of intense hostility. Threats made by previously resolute leaders are not dis- missed as bluffs, making opponents more likely to back down. The problem with this theory is that quantitative tests of such an intangible con- cept like reputation, in an environment plagued by problems of strategic selection, have not consistently demonstrated that opponents take reputations of resolve seriously. Further complicating the issue is that most of the qualitative literature cannot even demonstrate mixed support for the concept; instead, reputations of resolve appear to be inconsequential when compared to variables like state inter- ests and power, which both vary drastically from crisis to crisis, even for the same rivals. I use this article to slightly alter the question of resolve during crisis and test the effects of reputation somewhat differently by focusing on the effects of reputations to honor or violate alliance commitments. As I argue in the text that follows, alli- ances hold several advantages over crises when testing the effects of reputation. Alliances are written public promises, and the meanings of alliance commitments vary little from one situation to the next. These two facts establish an interdepen- dence of cases that is often lacking for examinations of crises. Moreover, alliances are associated with conflict but are also better insulated from the intense strategic selection found in crisis behavior. Despite these differences, however, the expecta- tions for alliance reputations still follow the logic of reputations formed during crisis. Honored commitments should build credible reputations, increasing the like- lihood that other leaders expect future commitments will be honored, too.

Multiple empirically studies prove the spillover. Reputation effects future behavior.

Gilber ‘8  (Douglas, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. – U. Alabama Tuscaloosa, Journal of Conflict Resolution, “The Costs of Reneging Reputation and Alliance Formation”, 52(3), June, Sage Journals)
More sophisticated treatments of the reputation logic have been produced by for- mal theorists, both in economics and in political science. In economics, the ability of firm reputation to deter competition has been well analyzed (see Kreps and Wilson 1982; Wilson 1985; Weigelt and Camerer 1988), and political scientists have adop- ted these theories as tools for understanding the types of signals leaders can send (see for example, Alt, Calvert, and Humes 1988; Ordeshook 1986; Wagner 1992). Sartori (2002, 2005) and Guisinger and Smith (2002) argue that leaders and their envoys have incentives to develop certain types of reputations to overcome the uncertainty endemic to crisis diplomacy. Sartori outlines the value of honest repu- tations for providing deterrence against challengers. States that are caught bluffing, by threatening to resist a challenging state and then backing down, render their future diplomacy less credible. The ruined reputation damages the state because intentions of resolve can no longer be credibly conveyed to potential challengers. Indeed, Sartori (2005, 95-110) finds that states with reputations for honesty are slightly more likely to defend against challengers in disputes, while honest reputa- tions are much more likely to deter these challenges in the first place. Guisinger and Smith (2002) switch the unit of analysis from states to leaders and argue that domestic publics may impose penalties for leaders who are caught bluffing. The ability of domestic audiences to punish bluffing leaders who damage valuable reputations creates another incentive for honest diplomacy during interna- tional crisis. The electorate’s size and ability to regularly punish leaders at the polls makes the incentives for honest communication especially acute in democracies. In each of these models, a reputation for honesty allows the sender to credibly give information that would otherwise be ‘‘cheap talk,’’ and leaders may concede less important issues, without bluffing, to maintain a reputation for honesty when more important issues arise. The possibility of political gains in the future thus creates the value inherent in honest reputations. More generally, the assumption of reputational effects is important for most neoliberal theories of cooperation. Dating at least to Keohane (1984), repeated interactions between states within institutions aids the development of reputations that, in turn, fosters consistent expectations of cooperation even as leaders pursue relatively complex strategies. Indeed, reputations, even those built on the simple ‘‘tit-for-tat’’ strategies observed by Axelrod (1984), are one of the only tools out- side of hegemony that allow leaders to overcome the prisoner’s dilemma games inherent to international relations. The sum argument of these statements and theoretical treatments is clear. Deci- sion makers argue and act, at least in part, based on reputations. Traditional deter- rence theory suggests reputations should be pursued by leaders as important and manipulable tools, which are useful in future crises. Formal theorists agree; reputa- tions provide valuable information when the costs of signaling are low. Reputations may even provide one of the only tools capable of fostering interstate cooperation on the most difficult issues of peace and conflict.
XT – Yes Spillover

Alliance reputations spillover.. Britain, Germany and empirical studies prove.

Crescenzi et al ‘9  (Mark, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. – U. North Carolina, Katja B. Kleinberg, Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – SUNY Binghamton, Jacob D. Kathman, Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – U. Mississippi, and Reed M. Wood, PhD Candidate Pol. Sci. – U. North Carolina, Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, “Reliability, Reputation, and Alliance Formation”, 8-11, SSRN)

By the turn of the twentieth century, in the years leading to the First World War, Great Britain sought an alliance partner with whom to counter a growing threat. That threat was not yet Germany, and the rigid alliance system so often blamed as the cause of WWI was still considerably elastic. Britain in particular enjoyed a measure of flexibility in its “splendid isolation,” being geographically separate from the continent. But as dangers on the continent grew, Britain became increasingly concerned with formalizing alliances to counter those rising threats. Russian expansion to the East was the threat deemed particularly worrisome. British interests in China and the Pacific required the UK to shore up its continental defenses while committing greater resources to the Far East. Many have argued that Germany was the only alliance partner that could conceivably assist the UK (Langer, 1951; Monger, 1963). Yet even as the value of a prospective alliance grew with the rising threat from Russia, alliance negotiations between the UK and Germany broke down in large measure due to British perceptions of Germany’s increasingly evident reputation for unreliability. In the midst of Anglo–German alliance negotiations, Germany failed to comply with its treaty commitment terms with Japan and the UK over Russian incursions into China. Britain would come to fear that an alliance with Germany posed too great a risk. Should the UK commit to an alliance with Germany, British vulnerability on the continent may in fact increase if Germany were to shirk on its responsibilities to the UK in any subsequent crisis with Russia. Unsurprisingly, negotiations between the states broke down, as Britain believed that it was better served by avoiding alliances on the continent altogether rather than allying with a state whose reputation was suspect. As such, Britain never drew closer to Germany and the other members of the Triple Alliance, a decision that would critically affect the future of alliance and conflict relations in Europe.1 The motivation for the UK’s decision to avoid an alliance with Germany was undoubtedly complex. However, this example begs the broader question of how alliance behavior affects reputation, and how such reputational information might influence future international political phenomena. An interesting question is whether states generally value compliance reputations when making their alliance formation decisions. Indeed, from the example above, it appears that reputations for reliability may be an important dimension of the alliance formation calculus. We seek to address this issue both theoretically and empirically in this research. Our specific focus is on the question of whether a state’s historical reputation for alliance reliability influences its likelihood of being sought as an ally. We argue that a state’s reputation plays a significant role in the choice between potential allies. In other words, while states hope to satisfy a number of interests by carefully considering the characteristics of potential allies, the expected reliability of future partners is also an essential component of an alliance seeker’s decision calculus.  States form alliances for multiple reasons, including interests in increasing their security (Waltz, 1979; Walt, 1987) or autonomy of action (Morrow, 1991), signaling resolve to (and thus deterring aggression from) other states in the international system (Sorokin, 1994), reducing the resource commitments necessary for an effective defense (Altfeld, 1984; Conybeare, 1994b; Morrow, 1993), improving the prospects of peace between treaty signatories (Long, Nordstrom and Baek, 2007), among others. However, behind each of these justifications for alliance forma- tion is an assumption of reliability – that is, states only choose to ally with partners when they can be reasonably assured that the alliance will hold in the event of conflict; otherwise, the entire basis for the alliance is undermined. Any alliance in which a partner fails, or is expected to fail, to live up to its commitments is essentially devoid of its initial merit. Moreover, failure of an alliance likely renders the abandoned partner more vulnerable than it was prior to the for- mation of the alliance. Indeed, the level of security that a state hopes to achieve by forming an alliance is only relevant to the extent that the alliance seeker believes its potential partner will live up to its responsibilities when called. Consequently, states choose their partners carefully, preferring those likely to live up to their agreements to those whose credibility is suspect.  Based on this intuition, we investigate whether reliability reputation plays a role in alliance formation choices. In the following pages, we briefly outline the role of state reputation in international relations research. We then delineate our theory of alliance reputation which in turn generates the functional form of our reliability reputation model. This model is used to construct several measures of alliance reliability to test our arguments on the formation of alliances. Results are generated using a probit model on the global population of alliance agreements for the years 1816–2000. The findings indicate strong support for our theory.

Allies assess our credibility by looking to other partners.

Crescenzi et al ‘9  (Mark, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. – U. North Carolina, Katja B. Kleinberg, Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – SUNY Binghamton, Jacob D. Kathman, Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – U. Mississippi, and Reed M. Wood, PhD Candidate Pol. Sci. – U. North Carolina, Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, “Reliability, Reputation, and Alliance Formation”, 8-11, SSRN)
In this manuscript, we seek to build upon the promising advances of this recent research indicating a significant effect of reputation on alliance formation. In doing so, we introduce a more refined conceptualization of alliance reliability reputation, one that accounts for states’ historical experiences as well as the way in which this information is processed. We argue that alliance seekers measure one another’s reliability by observing how potential partners have performed in upholding their alliance commitments to other states in the system, assigning a reputation for (un)reliability to each of its potential partners and determining the relevance of that historical information based on the similarity between the alliance seeker and the potential ally’s previous partners. Below we elaborate on the nature of alliance agreements and our theoretical expectations on the importance of reputation in the alliance formation process.
XT – Yes Spillover

Cold War proves our spillover arguments.

Crescenzi et al ‘9  (Mark, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. – U. North Carolina, Katja B. Kleinberg, Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – SUNY Binghamton, Jacob D. Kathman, Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – U. Mississippi, and Reed M. Wood, PhD Candidate Pol. Sci. – U. North Carolina, Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, “Reliability, Reputation, and Alliance Formation”, 8-11, SSRN)
This is an interesting finding with regard to broader theories of international relations. For one, realist balance of power theories argue that the world is least stable during periods of multipolar competition. The model analyzing the 1914 to 1945 period addresses one such period. A multipolar system lacks a clear power hierarchy, is highly complex, and thus tends toward instability. One might think that state reputations for reliability would be most valuable during these periods given system complexity and the potential for costly conflict. However, Alliance Reputation produces an unexpected effect, as do many of the variables in this model. Thus it appears that our understanding of alliance dynamics during periods of highly unstable major power relations may be under–informed, even though classic explanations like those embodied in Joint Enemy still perform consistently. In more stable eras, however, states appear to rely heavily upon historical reputations when making decisions relevant to their national security. This is interesting in part because the Cold War and post–Cold War systems are quite dissimilar, at least in terms of major power competition. During the Cold War, East–West bloc politics tended to make alliance systems rather rigid as a result, in the realist explanation, of states’ shared threats. Yet, even in this period, state reputations were critically relevant to alliance decision making. Thus, even the ubiquitous and unifying threat posed by contending blocs does not reduce reputation to an immaterial issue. Rather, our results point to the weighty importance of reputation during such periods. Even though a bipolar system may be expected to tend toward stability, the value states place on the historical reliability of their partners may be particularly important to their balancing calculations. Similarly, in the post–Cold War period when superpower competition has receded, and when great powers are not posed with a unifying threat to their survival, state reputations appear to be most relevant. In this line of thinking, when no omnipresent shared enemy exists, reputations may serve as one of very few tools by which states can punish the shirking of shared security responsibilities. While rigid bloc politics may act to limit the ability and willingness of states to violate alliance terms, in the post–Cold War world such unified positions need not necessarily exist. As a result, reputation becomes increasingly important as an informational tool used by states in selecting reliable partners since the fear of subjugation by an opposing bloc is no longer present.

Preponderance of historical evidence proves the spillover.

Crescenzi et al ‘9  (Mark, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. – U. North Carolina, Katja B. Kleinberg, Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – SUNY Binghamton, Jacob D. Kathman, Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – U. Mississippi, and Reed M. Wood, PhD Candidate Pol. Sci. – U. North Carolina, Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, “Reliability, Reputation, and Alliance Formation”, 8-11, SSRN)
Excepting the 1914 to 1945 period, the remaining models are supportive of our reputation hypothesis. Models 5 and 6 seek to determine whether the effect of reputation holds for more narrowly defined alliance terms. Concerned that multilateral and bilateral alliance adherents may face various incentives to honor or violate their obligations, we consider reputations only for bilateral agreements in model 5. It may be that states consider it easier to uphold multilateral agreements since fulfillment of such terms may require a less costly commitment than would be the case for bilateral ties. Since multiple states share the responsibility for aiding their threatened alliance partner in its time of need, the cost of fulfilling multilateral terms would be lower relative to a state in a bilateral accord that is required to bear the full burden of aiding its ally. Similarly, violating multilateral agreements may be notably less visible, whereas violations of bilateral agreements should be more manifestly evident given that the violated partner is left without a safety net when its lone partner shirks on its responsibilities. We thus separately consider reputations formed in bilateral alliances. The result on Alliance Reputation is positive and significant, indicating that states which perform honorably in their prior commitments are more likely to be sought for future alliances. Reputations for reliability are thus also an important component of the bilateral alliance formation decisions made by states. Model 6 further specifies the alliance type subsample, and our reputation variable is adjusted to determine whether reputations are relevant to the nature of the terms. We find that a reputation for honoring defensive alliances increases a state’s likelihood of being sought for defensive agreements. Defensive alliances are a common type. Signing agreements in an effort to defend against outside threats is critical to a state’s security and survival calculus. Allying with reputable states is clearly preferred to the alternative of relying upon an alliance partner that has demonstrated an inability or an unwillingness to support its previous partners. Indeed defensive alliances with disreputable partners creates a dangerous situation, as a violated alliance may make the jilted partner less capable of defending itself in a crisis, given the specialization of forces and the reductions in manpower and military spending that often follow alliance formation.
XT – Yes Spillover

Cold war proves spillover. Reputation effects are especially strong for alliances.

Gilber ‘8  (Douglas, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. – U. Alabama Tuscaloosa, Journal of Conflict Resolution, “The Costs of Reneging Reputation and Alliance Formation”, 52(3), June, Sage Journals)

Leaders have strong incentives to protect their alliance reputations. While the traditional literature may overemphasize the role of security in the rationale explaining decisions to ally (Schroeder 1976), during crises, powerful allies can make an obvious difference in deterring or winning a conflict. Alliances also serve leaders outside of crises as powerful states gain greater influence over the foreign policy of smaller states by sacrificing some small level of security to defend a weaker prote ́ge ́. These security/autonomy trade-offs provide advantages for both the weak and the powerful (Morrow 1991). During the cold war, the security for autonomy logic prevailed as the United States and the Soviet Union divided the globe, seeking alliance partners that had important geostrategic locations or abundant resources. Even in the nineteenth cen- tury, the autonomy gains of controlled friends were often more important than the security advantages of united military fronts in the decision to seek an ally. Germany, for example, was able to settle dangerous questions in the Balkans and otherwise able to control both Russia and Austria-Hungary for an extended period through the creative use of alliance making (Schroeder 1976, 240-45). Given the valuable nature of alliances, for both security and autonomy, leaders should want to protect the factors that encourage the freedom that additional alli- ance choices bring. Since the basis for any alliance is the explicit guarantee of future action, it also follows that leaders will be attracted to alliance partners most likely to uphold their agreements. If past actions predict future behavior, few lea- ders would want to ally themselves with states that have reneged on their agree- ments in the past, and leaders with reputations for violating their agreements should be unable to find alliance partners (Miller 2003, 42).4

Multiple studies prove reputation matters. It affects alliance partnership and compliance.

Crescenzi et al ‘9  (Mark, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. – U. North Carolina, Katja B. Kleinberg, Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – SUNY Binghamton, Jacob D. Kathman, Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – U. Mississippi, and Reed M. Wood, PhD Candidate Pol. Sci. – U. North Carolina, Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, “Reliability, Reputation, and Alliance Formation”, 8-11, SSRN)
While a healthy literature exists in the business and economics literature on the importance of corporate reputation, relatively little, though growing, work in interstate conflict processes has approached the issue of reputation in affecting international phenomena. Within the reputa- tion literature, select quantitative studies report a significant effect of reputation on deterrence outcomes, especially in repeated interactions (Huth, 1988, 1997; Huth and Russett, 1984). While some research using case analyses have also cast doubt on the logic of reputations in rational deterrence and interstate bargaining (Mercer, 1996; Press, 2005), recent and promising work suggests that reputation plays a role in affecting alliance dynamics. In examining the First Morocco, Bosnia–Herzegovina, and Agadir Crises, Miller (2003) specifically addresses the effect of state reputation on alliance formation. He notes that reputations were an important factor in Britain’s choice of alliance partners in the early 20th century. Specifically, he finds that “the more reliable a state appears to be, the more autonomy it will have in its alliance choices (Miller, 2003: 77).” Most recently, Gibler (2008) has presented some support for his expectation that heads of state form reputations that affect their prospects of forming future alliances. These findings provide initial evidence of the role of reputation in alliance formation.

A2: Not A Big Reagion/Issue

Reputations matter, even in marginal regions.

Solingen ’97  (Etel, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. – UC Irvine and MacArthur Foundation grant recipient, in “Regional orders: building security in a new world”, Ed. David A. Lake and Patrick M. Morgan, p. 105-106, Google Print)

A second, equally compelling argument about the current world, rooted entirely in a view of the Cold War as an era of superpower competition fostering regional conflict (Slater 1990-91; Hurewitz 1973; Weiss and Blight 1992), argues that without superpower kindling, regional disputes die down. Whether through the active mischief making of the superpowers or because of wily, manipulative clients, the Cold War generated conflicts in all parts of the globe. From this perspective, superpower competition for influence exacerbated the prolonged regional disputes in an intensive and extensive bipolar rivalry. Eventually encompassing the entire planet, this rivalry even reached regions in which the superpowers had only marginal interests. Vying to increase their influence and gain any advantage at the expense of the other, both sought new clients. Where they did not actively create local clients to oppose their opponent’s clients, they nurtured and encouraged indigenous opposition. By setting brush fires and playing troublemaker, they tried to wear one another down. The bipolar structure of the Cold War also allowed local disputants to maneuver the superpowers to advance those disputants’ interests.8 Those seeking support from Washington took on the mantle of anti-Communism; those looking for Soviet support sold themselves as opponents of western imperialism. Local rivals could extort extensive political, economic, and military support from the superpowers for framing local issues in East-West terms and by threatening to abandon one superpower for the other. The end of the cold War also implies, therefore, the end of such easily obtained and generous support. Even when the superpowers did not actively encourage local conflict, their guarantees alone encouraged clients to pursue reckless foreign policies (Rubin 1988). Confident that a patron would come to their rescue, local states often took greater risks in relations with their neighbors. The patron’s commitment could be presumed by even marginal regional clients whose defeat might damage the superpower’s credibility in other regions or simply damage the reputation of its military hardware. Even implicit or presumed guarantees therefore tended to exacerbate local disputes.

Reputation matters. Allies watch our moves, even in useless corners of the world.

Tunç ‘8  (Hakan, Teaches Pol. Sci. – Carleton U. (Canada), Orbis, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq”, 52(4), Science Direct)

Reputation can be defined as a judgment about an actor's past behavior and character that is used to predict future behavior. In international politics, a major component of building or maintaining a country's reputation involves resolve.5 Policy makers may believe that a lack of resolve in one military confrontation will be seen as an indication of general weakness.6 According to Shiping Tang, this concern frequently amounts to “a cult of reputation” among foreign policy makers, which he defines as “a belief system holding as its central premise a conviction (or fear) that backing down in a crisis will lead one's adversaries or allies to underestimate one's resolve in the next crisis.”7 Of particular importance to the cult of reputation is concern about the consequences of withdrawal from a theater of war. The major dictate of the cult of reputation is that a country should stand firm and refuse to withdraw from a theater of war. The underlying belief is that a withdrawal would inflict a severe blow to a country's reputation and thus “embolden” the adversaries by boosting commitment and recruitment to their cause.8  Since the end of World War II, a cult of reputation has evolved among certain American policy makers who maintain that being a global power means being able to convey the image of strength and resolve.9 According to this perspective, a reputation for firmness and resoluteness deters adversaries and reassures allies about U.S. commitments. Conversely, being perceived as weak and irresolute encourages adversaries to be more aggressive and results in allies being less supportive.  This logic has had two general consequences for America's use of force abroad: First, exhibiting resolve has been deemed necessary even in small and distant countries. This is because the mere perception of power generates tangible power, thereby reducing the need to use actual physical force against every adversary.10 In the 1950s and 1960s, this logic translated into military interventions in several places, notably in Korea and Vietnam, countries whose strategic value to the United States appeared questionable to some.11  Second, reputational concerns made it difficult for the United States to withdraw from a theater of war. The Vietnam War is the most prominent case, although the logic was also evident during the Korean conflict in the early 1950s.12 As is well-documented by historians, both the Lyndon Johnson and Richard Nixon administrations took reputation seriously and argued that leaving Vietnam without an “honorable” exit would seriously hurt U.S. credibility in the eyes of allies and adversaries alike. For both Johnson and Nixon, an “honorable” exit meant creating an autonomous South Vietnam (much like independent, anti-communist South Korea after the Korean war) that was recognized by all parties involved in the conflict, particularly by the North Vietnamese government. Such an outcome would vindicate U.S. sacrifices.13

A2: Your Ev Is About Alliances, Not Actions

Our ev is about actions. Allies will only hold up their end of the bargain if the US appears reliable.

Crescenzi et al ‘9  (Mark, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. – U. North Carolina, Katja B. Kleinberg, Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – SUNY Binghamton, Jacob D. Kathman, Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – U. Mississippi, and Reed M. Wood, PhD Candidate Pol. Sci. – U. North Carolina, Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association, “Reliability, Reputation, and Alliance Formation”, 8-11, SSRN)

The primary obstacle to choosing reliable allies is that in the anarchic system, the intentions of states and the credibility of their commitments function as private information. Moreover, states likely to renege on their commitments have an incentive to mask this quality in order to persuade other states to join into an alliance with them, thereby accruing the benefits outlined above at little cost. Thus, signaling one’s true intention to honor international commitments relies on the credibility of such claims, as states lack the institutional framework necessary to enforce cooperation terms in an anarchic system. Consequently, states seeking alliance partners must, by some mechanism, assess the likely reliability of potential partners beyond the assurances by heads of state given that such “assurances” may rapidly evaporate with the onset of a crisis. One way that states achieve this objective is by observing one another’s historical reliability to judge the credibility of signals. Thus, in international relations, the shadow of the future can benefit actors who forego defection and immediate gains in favor of greater long– term gains generated through cooperation. Since maintaining a reputation for reliability can be costly, a positive reputation can serve as a credible signal.  Indeed, states do not typically commit to alliances unless they believe that they will honor their commitments. States are knowledgeable about their own capabilities and goals, they are also aware of their ability and willingness to abide by different alliance terms. Thus when forming alliances, states specify promises that they expect to uphold. Due to the risks and costs involved, states form alliances when they believe there is a reasonable probability of successful cooperation (Downs, Rocke and Barsoom, 1996; Leeds, 1999). By disaggregating the specific provisions of agreements, Leeds, Long and Mitchell (2000) show that depending on the type of alliance and the stipulations of the agreement, the majority of alliance commitments are actually upheld. This finding prompts questions regarding the nature of alliance formation: if abiding by alliance commitments entails costs, what drives states to so often fulfill their obligations despite the incentives to shirk? One answer is that by limiting their commitments to obligations that they are willing and able to fulfill, states help to ensure that they will not have to renege on their promises at a later date thus detrimentally affecting the reputation for reliability. Similar to firms in the free market, states that preserve their positive reputations put themselves in a position for obtaining future rents. In this sense, the maintenance of a strong reputation for reliability plays an integral role in the alliance formation process.

A2: We Only Eliminate Some Useless Capability

Even if the weapon is useless it is tied to resolve. 

Acton ‘9  (James, Associate in the Nuclear Policy Program – CEIP, former Lecturer – Center for Science and Security Studies in Dept. War Studies of King’s College, Strategic Insights, “Extended Deterrence and Communicating Resolve”, VIII(5), December, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=24653)
Against this background, the U.S. strategy of demonstrating resolve through capabilities, in practice, boils down to pointing to certain nuclear weapons as symbols of American resolve. The attractions of trying to demonstrate resolve in this way are obvious. Resolve is abstract and hard to demonstrate convincingly. Capabilities are concrete and easy to flaunt. If the U.S. promises to develop or maintain some particular capability for the sake of extended deterrence, allies have something tangible they can take back home. They also have no difficulty assessing whether the U.S. has actually followed through on a promise about capabilities. The truth of American statements about its resolve to defend allies cannot be tested so straightforwardly—at least not short of a severe crisis. Naturally, an ally does not want to enter such a crisis uncertain about whether the U.S. has its back.  It is, therefore, very tempting for the United States to try and demonstrate resolve through capabilities. Unfortunately, this strategy has proven nothing more than a temporary expedient. It causes allies to fixate on capabilities and risks them constantly asking for more. Worse still, if the U.S. tries to withdraw some moribund capability with which it has previously sought to demonstrate resolve, allies are likely to start questioning the United States’ commitment.

A2: No Nuclear/Conventional Spillover

Conventional issues directly effect nuclear credibility. Acceptable costs.

Cha ‘2  (Victor, D.S. Song Prof. and Dir. Asian Studies – Georgetown U., and former Dir. Asian Affairs – National Security Council, in “Future Trends in East Asian International Relations”, Ed. Quangsheng Zhao, p. 91-92, Google Print)

In this regard ironically, the success of US alliances in East Asia is another factor that might contribute to future proliferation. A stabilization of the security situation on the Korean peninsula for example would lead to some drawdown of the American forward presence. For the allies, US extended nuclear guarantees in the absence of this presence would not be very credible, prompting greater interest in autonomous capabilities.30 An even more radical interpretation would question the credibility of the US nuclear umbrella to Asian allies today. This argument is largely because the end of the Cold War structurally renders extended nuclear deterrence less credible to allies. During the Cold War bipolar conflict, what rendered credible the notion that the United States would respond to an attack on an ally and risk retaliation at home was the belief that this conflict would be decisive in terms of the wider geostrategic superpower competition. However, a similar nuclear exchange scenario (e.g. prompted by a DPRK chemical attack on Seoul in which the United States would respond and risk retaliation by the DPRK against Hawaii or San Francisco) would not carry the same stakes, and, logically speaking, should be less credible for an ally. 

1NC Alliances Internal Link

Declining deterrent credibility collapses US alliances and triggers a wave of proliferation.

Rasmussen ’00  (David, MA in National Security Affairs – Naval Postgraduate School, “Credible Nuclear Deterrence for Japan”, NPS Master’s Thesis, March, http://www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/research/theses/rasmussen00.asp.)

U.S. maintenance of a nuclear arsenal is one way the United States attracts and maintains allies. The fact that the United States is able and willing to extend its nuclear umbrella to other countries is an incentive for nations to both align with the United States and avoid alliances with U.S. adversaries. Preserving regional alliances is a key objective of U.S. strategy in East Asia. The credibility of U.S. commitments to protect its allies affects this objective. Chances that U.S. allies will follow an independent security path, claim neutrality, or defect to another alliances increase as the credibility of U.S. commitments decrease. Extending nuclear deterrence to allies is an important part of demonstrating U.S. commitment. If deterrence guarantees are credible, allied security and alliance bonds are enhanced. If the guarantees are incredible, U.S. alliance bonds loosen. Stephen M. Walt explains that, “[a]n alliance may dissolve if its members begin to question whether their partners are genuinely committed to providing assistance. Here the question is one of will rather than capability…” The credibility of U.S. commitment to use nuclear weapons in the defense of allies is an important part of U.S. alliance maintenance efforts. Preserving the credibility of U.S. resolve to protect allies with the nuclear forces reinforces U.S. nuclear nonproliferation goals. U.S. allies are less likely to pursue independent nuclear forces if they have a strong belief in U.S. resolve to employ nuclear weapons in their defense. In the words of Lawrence Freedman, “[n]uclear proliferation tends to be a consequence of the weakening of established alliance ties, in that it reflects an alternative to security guarantees from a major power.” Likewise, adversaries of U.S. allies will have fewer reasons for seeking nuclear weapons if they believe that U.S. allies are not likely to seek nuclear weapons themselves. Credible U.S. extended nuclear deterrence reduces the likelihood of nuclear conflict. An adversary will be less likely to resort to the threat of nuclear weapons use against a U.S. in a crisis or preemptively if its leaders believe that the United States is willing and able to respond with nuclear weapons. Nuclear weapons are still the best deterrent to nuclear attack. If adversary leaders believe that the United States might respond to a nuclear strike with conventional counterattacks, the perceived risks associated with nuclear use against U.S. forces or allies may begin to appear “contestable,” or worth taking.
*** HEGEMONY/ALLIANCE IMPACTS ***

1NC Hegemony Impact

Strong extended deterrence is key to heg.

Lind ‘7  (Michael, Senior Research Fellow and Policy Dir. – New America Foundation’s Economic Growth Program, The National Interest, “Beyond American Hegemony”, May/June, http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2007/beyond_american_hegemony_5381)

During the Cold War, the United States was the stronger of two superpowers in a bipolar world. The anti-Soviet alliance was not a traditional alliance of equals, but a hegemonic alliance centered on the United States. West Germany, Japan and South Korea were semi-sovereign U.S. protectorates. Britain and France were more independent, but even they received the benefits of "extended deterrence," according to which the United States agreed to treat an attack on them as the equivalent of an attack on the American homeland. America’s Cold War strategy was often described as dual containment -- the containment not only of America’s enemies like the Soviet Union and (until the 1970s) communist China, but also of America’s allies, in particular West Germany and Japan. Dual containment permitted the United States to mobilize German and Japanese industrial might as part of the anti-Soviet coalition, while forestalling the re-emergence of Germany and Japan as independent military powers.  The Cold War officially ended in Paris in 1990, but the United States has continued to pursue a dual containment strategy based on three principles: dissuasion, reassurance and coercive non-proliferation.  Dissuasion -- directed at actual or potential challengers to the United States -- commits the United States to outspend all other great military powers, whether friend or foe. This policy’s goal -- in the words of the 1992 Defense Planning Guidance draft leaked from then-Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney’s Pentagon -- is the dissuasion or "deterring [of] potential competitors from even aspiring to a larger regional or global role."  By the end of the 1990s, as Charles Krauthammer noted in these pages four years ago:  "The result is the dominance of a single power unlike anything ever seen. Even at its height Britain could always be seriously challenged by the next greatest powers. Britain had a smaller army than the land powers of Europe and its navy was equaled by the next two navies combined. Today, American military spending exceeds that of the next twenty countries combined. Its navy, air force and space power are unrivaled."  This approach flies in the face of the strategy usually adopted by traditional status quo great powers, which sought to ensure that they belonged to alliances with resources that exceeded those of potential challengers. It is no surprise that, despite the absence of any threat to the United States equivalent to that of the Soviet Union, our defense spending today, as a share of our total GDP, is nearly at the Cold War average.  High levels of defense expenditures are not merely to overawe potential challengers. (In outlining possible competitors, Krauthammer noted, "Only China grew in strength, but coming from so far behind it will be decades before it can challenge American primacy -- and that assumes that its current growth continues unabated.") To again quote from the 1992 Defense Planning Guidance, "we must account sufficiently for the interests of the advanced industrial nations to discourage them from challenging our leadership or seeking to overturn the established political and economic order." Reassurance, the second prong of the hegemonic strategy, entails convincing major powers not to build up their military capabilities, allowing the United States to assume the burdens of ensuring their security instead.  In other words, while outspending allies like Germany and Japan on defense, the United States should be prepared to fight wars on behalf of Germany and Japan, sparing them the necessity of re-arming -- for fear that these countries, having "renationalized" their defense policies and rearmed, might become hostile to the United States at some future date. For example, even though the threats emanating from the spillover of the Balkan conflicts affected Germany and its neighbors far more than a geographically far-removed United States, Washington took the lead in waging the 1999 Kosovo war -- in part to forestall the emergence of a Germany prepared to act independently. And the Persian Gulf War was, among other things, a reassurance war on behalf of Japan -- far more dependent on Persian Gulf oil than the United States -- confirmed by the fact that Japan paid a substantial portion of the United States’ costs in that conflict. Today, the great question is whether or not two other Asian giants -- India and China -- will eschew the development of true blue-water navies and continue to allow the United States to take responsibility for keeping the Gulf open.  Finally, the global hegemony strategy insists that America’s safety depends not on the absence of a hostile hegemon in Europe, Asia and the Middle East -- the traditional American approach -- but on the permanent presence of the United States itself as the military hegemon of Europe, the military hegemon of Asia and the military hegemon of the Middle East. In each of these areas, the regional powers would consent to perpetual U.S. domination either voluntarily, because the United States assumed their defense burdens (reassurance), or involuntarily, because the superior U.S. military intimidated them into acquiescence (dissuasion).  American military hegemony in Europe, Asia and the Middle East depends on the ability of the U.S. military to threaten and, if necessary, to use military force to defeat any regional challenge-but at a relatively low cost. This is because the American public is not prepared to pay the costs necessary if the United States is to be a "hyperpower." 

1NC Hegemony Impact

Heg solves multiple nuclear wars.

Lieber ‘5  (Robert, Prof. Gov. and Int’l. Affairs – Georgetown, “The American Era: Power and Strategy for the 21st Century”, p. 53-54)

Withdrawal from foreign commitments might seem to be a means of evading hostility toward the United States, but the consequences would almost certainly be harmful both to regional stability and to U.S. national interests. Although Europe would almost certainly not see the return to competitive balancing among regional powers (i.e., competition and even military rivalry between France and Germany) of the kind that some realist scholars of international relations have predicted," elsewhere the dangers could increase. In Asia, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan would have strong motivation to acquire nuclear weapons – which they have the technological capacity to do quite quickly. Instability and regional competition could also escalate, not only between India and Pakistan, but also in Southeast Asia involving Vietnam, Thailand, Indonesia, and possibly the Philippines. Risks in the Middle East would be likely to increase, with regional competition among the major countries of the Gulf region (Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Iraq) as well as Egypt, Syria, and Israel. Major regional wars, eventually involving the use of weapons of mass destruction plus human suffering on a vast scale, floods of refugees, economic disruption, and risks to oil supplies are all readily conceivable.  Based on past experience, the United States would almost certainly be drawn back into these areas, whether to defend friendly states, to cope with a humanitarian catastrophe, or to prevent a hostile power from dominating an entire region. Steven Peter Rosen has thus fit-tingly observed, "If the logic of American empire is unappealing, it is not at all clear that the alternatives are that much more attractive."2z Similarly, Niall Ferguson has added that those who dislike American predominance ought to bear in mind that the alternative may not be a world of competing great powers, but one with no hegemon at all. Ferguson's warning may be hyperbolic, but it hints at the perils that the absence of a dominant power, "apolarity," could bring "an anarchic new Dark Age of waning empires and religious fanaticism; of endemic plunder and pillage in the world's forgotten regions; of economic stagnation and civilization's retreat into a few fortified enclaves.
XT – Alliances KT Heg

Alliances key to hegemony and preventing global nuclear war.

Ross ’99  (Douglas, Prof. Pol. Sci. – Simon Fraser U., International Journal, “Canada's Functional Isolationism: And the Future of Weapons of Mass Destruction”, 54(1), January, L/N)
Future American governments will not 'police the world' alone. For almost fifty years the Soviet threat compelled disproportionate military expenditures and sacrifice by the United States. That world is gone. Only by enmeshing the capabilities of the United States and other leading powers in a co-operative security management regime where the burdens are widely shared does the world community have any plausible hope of avoiding warfare involving nuclear or other WMD. 

*** PROLIF IMPACTS ***

2NC Prolif Impact Comparison

Prolif risks human extinction. Optimists make an unacceptable gamble.

Krieger ‘9  (David, Pres. Nuclear Age Peace Foundation and Councilor – World Future Council, “Still Loving the Bomb After All These Years”, 9-4, https://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2009/09/04_krieger_newsweek_response.php?krieger)

Jonathan Tepperman’s article in the September 7, 2009 issue of Newsweek, “Why Obama Should Learn to Love the Bomb,” provides a novel but frivolous argument that nuclear weapons “may not, in fact, make the world more dangerous….”  Rather, in Tepperman’s world, “The bomb may actually make us safer.”  Tepperman shares this world with Kenneth Waltz, a University of California professor emeritus of political science, who Tepperman describes as “the leading ‘nuclear optimist.’”    Waltz expresses his optimism in this way: “We’ve now had 64 years of experience since Hiroshima.  It’s striking and against all historical precedent that for that substantial period, there has not been any war among nuclear states.”  Actually, there were a number of proxy wars between nuclear weapons states, such as those in Korea, Vietnam and Afghanistan, and some near disasters, the most notable being the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis.  Waltz’s logic is akin to observing a man falling from a high rise building, and noting that he had already fallen for 64 floors without anything bad happening to him, and concluding that so far it looked so good that others should try it.  Dangerous logic!   Tepperman builds upon Waltz’s logic, and concludes “that all states are rational,” even though their leaders may have a lot of bad qualities, including being “stupid, petty, venal, even evil….”  He asks us to trust that rationality will always prevail when there is a risk of nuclear retaliation, because these weapons make “the costs of war obvious, inevitable, and unacceptable.”  Actually, he is asking us to do more than trust in the rationality of leaders; he is asking us to gamble the future on this proposition.  “The iron logic of deterrence and mutually assured destruction is so compelling,” Tepperman argues, “it’s led to what’s known as the nuclear peace….”  But if this is a peace worthy of the name, which it isn’t, it certainly is not one on which to risk the future of civilization.  One irrational leader with control over a nuclear arsenal could start a nuclear conflagration, resulting in a global Hiroshima.  Tepperman celebrates “the iron logic of deterrence,” but deterrence is a theory that is far from rooted in “iron logic.”  It is a theory based upon threats that must be effectively communicated and believed.  Leaders of Country A with nuclear weapons must communicate to other countries (B, C, etc.) the conditions under which A will retaliate with nuclear weapons.  The leaders of the other countries must understand and believe the threat from Country A will, in fact, be carried out.  The longer that nuclear weapons are not used, the more other countries may come to believe that they can challenge Country A with impunity from nuclear retaliation.  The more that Country A bullies other countries, the greater the incentive for these countries to develop their own nuclear arsenals.  Deterrence is unstable and therefore precarious.  Most of the countries in the world reject the argument, made most prominently by Kenneth Waltz, that the spread of nuclear weapons makes the world safer.  These countries joined together in the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons, but they never agreed to maintain indefinitely a system of nuclear apartheid in which some states possess nuclear weapons and others are prohibited from doing so.  The principal bargain of the NPT requires the five NPT nuclear weapons states (US, Russia, UK, France and China) to engage in good faith negotiations for nuclear disarmament, and the International Court of Justice interpreted this to mean complete nuclear disarmament in all its aspects.   Tepperman seems to be arguing that seeking to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons is bad policy, and that nuclear weapons, because of their threat, make efforts at non-proliferation unnecessary and even unwise.  If some additional states, including Iran, developed nuclear arsenals, he concludes that wouldn’t be so bad “given the way that bombs tend to mellow behavior.”  Those who oppose Tepperman’s favorable disposition toward the bomb, he refers to as “nuclear pessimists.”  These would be the people, and I would certainly be one of them, who see nuclear weapons as presenting an urgent danger to our security, our species and our future.   Tepperman finds that when viewed from his “nuclear optimist” perspective, “nuclear weapons start to seem a lot less frightening.”  “Nuclear peace,” he tells us, “rests on a scary bargain: you accept a small chance that something extremely bad will happen in exchange for a much bigger chance that something very bad – conventional war – won’t happen.”  But the “extremely bad” thing he asks us to accept is the end of the human species.  Yes, that would be serious.  He also doesn’t make the case that in a world without nuclear weapons, the prospects of conventional war would increase dramatically.  After all, it is only an unproven supposition that nuclear weapons have prevented wars, or would do so in the future.  We have certainly come far too close to the precipice of catastrophic nuclear war.  As an ultimate celebration of the faulty logic of deterrence, Tepperman calls for providing any nuclear weapons state with a “survivable second strike option.”  Thus, he not only favors nuclear weapons, but finds the security of these weapons to trump human security.   Presumably he would have President Obama providing new and secure nuclear weapons to North Korea, Pakistan and any other nuclear weapons states that come along so that they will feel secure enough not to use their weapons in a first-strike attack.  Do we really want to bet the human future that Kim Jong-Il and his successors are more rational than Mr. Tepperman?

Even if the risk is relatively low the consequences are too high to risk.

Allison ‘7  (Graham, Douglas Dillon Prof. Gov. and Dir. Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs – Harvard U. JFK School of Government, National Interest, “Symposium: Apocalypse When?” November/December, L/N)

MUELLER IS entitled to his opinion that the threat of nuclear proliferation and nuclear terrorism is "exaggerated" and "overwrought." But analysts of various political persuasions, in and out of government, are virtually unanimous in their judgment to the contrary. As the national-security community learned during the Cold War, risk = likelihood x consequences. Thus, even when the likelihood of nuclear Armageddon was small, the consequences were so catastrophic that prudent policymakers felt a categorical imperative to do everything that feasibly could be done to prevent that war. Today, a single nuclear bomb exploding in just one city would change our world. Given such consequences, differences between a 1 percent and a 20 percent likelihood of such an attack are relatively insignificant when considering how we should respond to the threat.  Richard Garwin, a designer of the hydrogen bomb who Enrico Fermi once called "the only true genius I had ever met", told Congress in March that he estimated a "20 percent per year probability [of a nuclear explosion-not just a contaminated, dirty bomb-a nuclear explosion] with American cities and European cities included." My Harvard colleague Matthew Bunn has created a model in the Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science that estimates the probability of a nuclear terrorist attack over a ten-year period to be 29 percent-identical to the average estimate from a poll of security experts commissioned by Senator Richard Lugar in 2005. My book, Nuclear Terrorism, states my own best judgment that, on the current trend line, the chances of a nuclear terrorist attack in the next decade are greater than 50 percent. Former Secretary of Defense William Perry has expressed his own view that my work may even underestimate the risk. Warren Buffet, the world's most successful investor and legendary odds-maker in pricing insurance policies for unlikely but catastrophic events, concluded that nuclear terrorism is "inevitable." He stated, "I don't see any way that it won't happen."

XT – Prolif ( Nuclear War

Deterrence failure is likely. Incomplete intelligence and irrationality in a regional crisis.

Cimbala ‘7  (Stephen, Distinguished Prof. Pol. Sci. – Penn. State Brandywine, Journal of Slavic Military Studies, “NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION AND DETERRENCE IN ASIA: THE VIEW FROM VLADIVOSTOK”, 20, InformaWorld)

There is no “magic number” of nuclear-armed states that guarantees a first use of nuclear weapons in the twenty-first century. States will not become irrational on account of the possession of nuclear weapons: indeed, there is some experience during and after the Cold War to suggest that states might become more careful, rather than less. Many variables intrude here: including the intensity of regional rivalries; ethno-national and religious feelings; and, most immediately pertinent to our concerns, the pros and cons for deterrence and crisis stability of the forces themselves. Nevertheless, the propensity of heads of state for committing military follies should never be underestimated: especially by students of history and political science. The “rationalities” of states are not of the black box variety. States’ world views and decision making processes are the product of internal as much as external forces. A U.S. model of deterrence rationality may fail drastically in the imminent circumstances of a regional crisis. The strategic reach of Russian or American nuclear forces against lesser nuclear powers should not be overestimated. Iranians with scores to settle against Israel, Chinese intent upon annexation of Taiwan, or North Koreans seeking to intimidate Japan and South Korea, may not believe U.S. threats of preemption or retaliation. Russia’s policy of providing air defense missiles to Iran, increasing the difficulty of Israeli or American preemptive air strikes against Iran’s nuclear facilities, ironically invites the erosion of Russia’s own deterrence perimeter once the Iranians are nuclear capable. U.S. intelligence cannot be guaranteed to provide timely and accurate warning of nuclear attack by regional revisionist actors against neighbors: or others. U.S. intelligence has not infrequently been the victim of strategic or operational-tactical military surprise by non-Western opponents: from Pearl Harbor to 9–11. Timely and accurate intelligence is even less likely on the intentions or capabilities of non-state actors, compared to states. Intelligence on the best of days can give likelihoods and maybes for policy makers to mull over. One of the major risks of nuclear weapons spread in Asia is the possibility that states with first strike vulnerable nuclear forces will “use them or lose them” on the basis of faulty indications and warning.

New proliferators will make deterrence less stable: historical animosity, short-range and civil-military relationships.

Cimbala ‘7  (Stephen, Distinguished Prof. Pol. Sci. – Penn. State Brandywine, Journal of Slavic Military Studies, “NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION AND DETERRENCE IN ASIA: THE VIEW FROM VLADIVOSTOK”, 20, InformaWorld)

Nuclear proliferation in Asia, as opposed to Europe, does change the political background for proliferation. The Cold War Americans and Soviets deployed nuclear forces and engaged in other political-military competition on account of disagreements about ideology. In Asia, states have other, and potentially more volatile, things to disagree about, including: contiguous territory with disputed ownership; grievances left over from past wars; issues of identity and communal membership; and feelings of wounded national pride or emerging empowerment. In addition to the political differences between nuclear weapons in Cold War Europe and post-Cold War Asia, there are important military differences. Two stand out. First, actual and possible future nuclear states in Asia are within catastrophic reach of short or medium range as well as long range delivery systems for nuclear weapons. Geography matters. “Tactical” weapons can have “strategic” effects. Second, the variable character of regimes in Asia results in a complicated mosaic of civilmilitary relationships. Assured positive control of the armed forces by civilians and negative control against accidental-inadvertent war, as operative in the United States and in other democratic states, cannot be assumed. Or even if assumed as valid, controls are obscure in detail to foreign intelligence services or other outsiders.

XT – Prolif ( Nuclear War

Deterrence is unstable. Failure is likely even with minimal deterrence.

Arbatov ‘6  (Alexei, PhD History and Dir. Center for International Security, Institute of the World Economy and International Relations and Russian Academy of Sciences, Russian Politics and Law, “Nuclear Deterrence and Proliferation The Dialectics of “Doomsday Weapons””, 44:5, September-October, 35-60)

The enormous ambivalence of nuclear deterrence in the contemporary world can be explained by one factor: in contrast to prevailing views, deterrence has only rarely and for short periods of time been understood in the narrow sense, as a strategy for preventing nuclear war. Much more frequently, deterrence has been interpreted in the expanded strategic sense, usually implying that a country has to be the first to use nuclear weapons. That is another contradiction implicit in nuclear deterrence: it implies the readiness to unleash nuclear war. Fortunately, for the past half-century, this apocalyptic paradox has remained theoretical, but it threatens to become practical in the future because of nuclear proliferation and an increase in multilateral nuclear relations among countries. The idea of nuclear deterrence has become so much a part of international military and political relationships that it is perceived everywhere as quite rational, even inevitable. We agree that nuclear deterrence is, of course, less irrational than nuclear war, especially war between nuclear powers. If, however, we approach the problem not from a purely military and strategic standpoint but from a sociopolitical one, we cast serious doubt on the rationality of deterrence. Even “minimum deterrence,” the most defensive (because it rejects the idea of a first strike) and stabilizing version of this strategy, is rather paradoxical. After all, it proposes to kill tens of millions of another nation’s civilians in retaliation for an adversary’s nuclear strike. The act of retaliation is irrational, first, because the massacre of some other country’s population will not restore one’s own dead citizens to life or restore one’s own destroyed material values. Moreover, unlike the strategic bombing of Germany and Japan in World War II, a nuclear strike does not affect the enemy’s ability to continue the war, which depends entirely on what remains in the enemy’s nuclear arsenal and on the functioning of its command-and-control system. Second, in the pre-nuclear age a country could not begin and wage war without the support of at least part of its population. A nuclear war, however, can be unleashed without the consent of the people, merely by delivering the High Command’s order to those on duty in the control rooms for the missile launchers (the latest command-and-control systems can even bypass these individuals by sending the signal directly to the launchers). Although the main target of a retaliatory nuclear strike, the public has no direct responsibility for its supreme leaders’ decision to initiate hostilities. This is especially true of authoritarian and totalitarian regimes, where the public not only does not elect its leaders but may have no particular value in their eyes. The leadership of the People’s Republic of China, for instance, demonstrated such an attitude when, in the 1950s–60s, it preached total war as a path to “final victory” over imperialism. In the late 1970s, suspecting the Soviet leaders of similar attitudes, U.S. President Jimmy Carter approved what he referred to as a “countervailing strategy” in his Presidential Directive (PD) 59 [Nuclear Weapons Employment Policy—Ed.]. It ordered delivery of strikes against targets that presumably the Soviet leaders “valued” above all else—their own lives, meaning the destruction of protected underground bunkers and antinuclear shelters and other shelters for the party–state leadership.1 Understandably, this policy caused extreme pain in the USSR, where people dubbed it “the decapitating-strike strategy” and regarded it as a new, outrageously aggressive manifestation of U.S. strategy favoring a pre-emptive strike against the USSR. Other attempts to rationalize nuclear deterrence, as a rule, also had the opposite effect. For example, attempts to strengthen the capacity of strategic nuclear forces to deliver retaliatory strikes against an enemy’s reserve strategic forces—those that may not participate in a first strike—are invariably perceived as increasing the chances for a preemptive strike rather than for retaliation. This reaction is not entirely without foundation: missile launch silos, submarine and bomber bases, and regions of ground-based ICBM deployment are the same targets that a first strike must take out to avoid retaliation or to reduce its damage. The usual response to such strategic experiments, in addition to increasing the viability of one’s own strategic nuclear forces, was raising the priority of the concept and the technological systems that would be used in a retaliatory strike and plans for the more massive use of weapons. On the whole, if one side tried to give deterrence more credibility by making it more usable (through selective targeting and limitedimpact schemes, plans to restrict the number of warheads, various combinations of small-scale nuclear strikes, etc.), the other side usually saw it as greater aggressiveness in nuclear strategy—an orientation toward a pre-emptive strike and plans for victory in a nuclear war. The greatest paradox of nuclear deterrence is that the potential outcome that best represents the unthinkable nature of nuclear war (massive strikes, maximum destructive consequences, rapid and unconditional retaliation) would be the worst option if at some point deterrence did not work and nuclear weapons were used in real life. At the same time, attempts to incorporate more “rational” options into nuclear forces and operative planning lower the “nuclear threshold” and inevitably weaken the concept of deterrence. One more, perhaps the most important, indication of the paradoxical nature of deterrence is that no other type of weapon so greatly requires effective control by the political leadership—taking into account the catastrophic consequences of using such weapons, especially by mistake. At the same time, it is without a doubt more difficult, if not impossible, to ensure real political control over the use of nuclear arms than over any other type of weapon. The travel time of ballistic missiles is so short (from ten to thirty minutes) that political leaders, even if they reached the commandand- control center in advance, would not have enough time to make a thorough assessment of the situation and a deep and well-considered decision on whether to use nuclear weapons, on which human survival depends. The leadership must, in essence, either act on autopilot— following the algorithm of a solution developed by experts in peacetime, long before the crisis arose and without making allowances for all the diversity of political reality—or do nothing at all, taking the chance that no retaliatory strike will take place. This makes it extremely likely that someone will unleash nuclear war through miscalculation or a technical error.

XT – Prolif ( Nuclear War

Rationality is a uniquely poor assumption for nuclear war planning.

Mozley ’98  (Robert, Prof. Physics and Arms Control Export – Stanford U., “The Politics and Technology of Nuclear Proliferation”, p. 15)

Kenneth N. Waltz, who over a decade ago published The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: More May Be Better, has been very influentia1. 10 In that paper he concluded that general proliferation would create a more stable situation among nations. His only qualification of this argument is the suggestion that the proliferation be gradual. His paper is comprehensive in its discussion of the dangers of proliferation. However, through his best-case analysis of these dangers, he reached the conclusion that more proliferation was better. Waltz's paper ignores the limitations of a generalization based on the single example of the Cold War. He is not bothered by the knowledge that each situation of conflict is different. He assumes that all national decisions are made rationally and that nations actually carry out the wishes of their leaders. He does not allow for errors, incompetence, or insubordination. In the case of nuclear war, this omission is particularly significant. In a situation in which a national leader does not want to start a conventional war, and finds that some of his directives are being ignored by the national bureaucracy, he will generally have time, measured in weeks, to correct any national actions he did not intend. If he is trying to correct actions that lead to nuclear war, he may have only a few minutes.

Even if we lose all our organizational theory arguments –nuclear weapons encourage conflict simply through territorial preference

Kapur ‘7  (S. Paul, Associate Prof. Strategic Research Department – Naval War College, “Dangerous Deterrent: Nuclear Weapons Proliferation and Conflict in South Asia”, p. 176)

Second, this study shows that while the range of political, technological, and organizational problems typically emphasized by proliferation pessimists can make nuclear proliferation dangerous, proliferation can be destabilizing even without them. Some of these factors have undoubtedly contributed to conventional instability in South Asia. For example, in the Kargil case, the organizational biases of the Pakistan Army underlay key miscalculations that drove the decision to launch the incursions and could increase the likelihood of similar conflicts in the future. Other factors, such as small nuclear arsenals, technological shortcomings, and personnel problems, did not directly affect decision making during the crises discussed in this study but could make the ongoing Indo-Pakistani nuclear relationship particularly dangerous. As we have seen, however, the acquisition of nuclear weapons can also encourage conflict on the subcontinent due simply to the incentives that territorial preferences and relative military capabilities create for a new nuclear power; nuclear weapons give a weak, revisionist state like Pakistan strong military and diplomatic reasons to engage in conventional aggression. My findings thus highlight the dangers of nuclear proliferation quite apart from organizational biases, accidents, irrationality, terrorism, or windows of vulnerability.
Proliferation won’t be stable under opacity.

Roberts ’96  (Brad, Ed. Washington Quarterly and Research Fellow – CSIS, “Weapons Proliferation and World Order: After the Cold War”, p. 208-209)

In interstate relations in which nuclear weapons are an open and accepted fact, perceptions of the opponent are likely to be relatively clear, which will contribute to stability in times of crisis. But in relations dominated by opaque patterns of nuclearization, perceptions will be less clear, which may well aggravate instability in times of crisis. The very opacity of the proliferation process complicates the task of clearly understanding stakes, risks, and consequences. 37 The salience of the risks associated with uncertainties in opaque circumstances will depend  significantly on the propensity of leaders to run those risks; as discussed in chapter 3, risk-taking is a marked propensity among regimes that find the status quo untenable. In the case of Israel, for example, opacity operates not so much to create doubts about the existence of an Israeli nuclear option but about the stage in a military crisis when it might be threatened or used, with a result that leaders of opposing states might miscalculate that threshold. In the case of South Asia, opacity leaves doubts about the degree to which either Pakistan or India might have secure retaliatory capabilities, and thus it may contribute to a decision to strike first in time of near war in order to avoid a devastating first strike. 
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Prolif risks nuclear war. Rivalries could easily escalate.

Sokolski ‘9 (Henry, executive director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, serves on the U.S. congressional Commission on the Prevention of Weapons of Mass Destruction Proliferation and Terrorism, “Avoiding a Nuclear Crowd”, Hoover Institute, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/5534) 

Combine these proliferation trends with the others noted above and one could easily create the perfect nuclear storm: Small differences between nuclear competitors that would put all actors on edge; an overhang of nuclear materials that could be called upon to break out or significantly ramp up existing nuclear deployments; and a variety of potential new nuclear actors developing weapons options in the wings. In such a setting, the military and nuclear rivalries between states could easily be much more intense than before. Certainly each nuclear state’s military would place an even higher premium than before on being able to weaponize its military and civilian surpluses quickly, to deploy forces that are survivable, and to have forces that can get to their targets and destroy them with high levels of probability. The advanced military states will also be even more inclined to develop and deploy enhanced air and missile defenses and long-range, precision guidance munitions, and to develop a variety of preventative and preemptive war options. Certainly, in such a world, relations between states could become far less stable. Relatively small developments — e.g., Russian support for sympathetic near-abroad provinces; Pakistani-inspired terrorist strikes in India, such as those experienced recently in Mumbai; new Indian flanking activities in Iran near Pakistan; Chinese weapons developments or moves regarding Taiwan; state-sponsored assassination attempts of key figures in the Middle East or South West Asia, etc. — could easily prompt nuclear weapons deployments with “strategic” consequences (arms races, strategic miscues, and even nuclear war). As Herman Kahn once noted, in such a world “every quarrel or difference of opinion may lead to violence of a kind quite different from what is possible today.”23 In short, we may soon see a future that neither the proponents of nuclear abolition, nor their critics, would ever want.

Miscalc makes nuclear war probable.

Cirincione ‘7 (Joseph, President of the Plowshares Fund and Expert on Non-Proliferation, “Bomb Scare: The History and Future of Nuclear Weapons”, p. p. 96) 

Though the Cold War has been over for more than a dozen years, Washington and Moscow maintain thousands of warheads on hair-trigger alert, ready to launch within ﬁfteen minutes. This greatly increases the risk of an unauthorized launch. Because there is no time buﬀer built into each state’s decision-making process, this extreme level of readiness also enhances the possibility that either side’s president could pre- maturely order a nuclear strike based on ﬂawed intelligence. Sam Nunn argues, “We are running the irrational risk of an Armageddon of our own making. . . . The more time the United States and Russia build into our process for ordering a nuclear strike the more time is available to gather data, to exchange information, to gain perspective, to discover an error, to avoid an accidental or unauthorized launch.”21 We came close to such a disaster in January 1995, when Russian forces mistook a Norwegian weather rocket for a U.S. submarine-launched ballistic missile. Russian President Boris Yeltsin had the “nuclear suitcase” open in front of him for the ﬁrst time in the nuclear age. He had just a few minutes to decide if he should push the button that would launch a barrage of nuclear missiles, but concluded the alert had to be a mistake. As Russian capabilities continue to deteriorate, the chances of accidents only increase. Limited spending on the conventional Russian military has led to greater reliance on an aging nuclear arsenal, whose survivability would make any deterrence theorist nervous. Moreover, Russia’s early warning systems are “in a serious state of erosion and disre- pair,”22 making it all the more likely that a Russian president could panic and reach a diﬀerent conclusion than Yeltsin did in 1995. 

2NC Prolif Impacts – Heg

Proliferation checks US global interventionism

Lavoy ’95  (Peter, Assistant Prof. National Security Affairs – Naval Postgraduate School, Security Studies, “The Strategic Consequences of Nuclear Proliferation”, Vol. 4, No. 4, Summer, p. 749)

The final concern that drives wide-spread interest in nuclear nonproliferation relates directly to the political and military self-interest of the major powers. The spread of secure nuclear weapons systems to developing states could threaten the ability of the major global powers to intervene in regional security disputes around the world. This problem has concerned American defense planners from the outset of the nuclear age, but the 1991 Gulf War and the prospect of facing Iraqi forces armed with chemical (and possibly nuclear) weapons brought the problem into sharper focus than ever before.  Three decades ago, James Schlesinger reasoned: "It is possible that the spread of nuclear weapons will increasingly inhibit the use of power by the United States or the Soviet Union in regions of less than vital concern."192 Schlesinger expected that in areas of vital interest to the superpowers, the vast difference in military capabilities between the United States and the Soviet Union and those of regional contenders -including states armed with small nuclear forces - would enable the former to dominate the latter in any significant strategic contest—even a "nuclear confrontation. The degree of superpower inhibition would depend on the risks that the United States or the Soviet Union would be willing to run.
Heg solves multiple nuclear wars.

Lieber ‘5  (Robert, Prof. Gov. and Int’l. Affairs – Georgetown, “The American Era: Power and Strategy for the 21st Century”, p. 53-54)

Withdrawal from foreign commitments might seem to be a means of evading hostility toward the United States, but the consequences would almost certainly be harmful both to regional stability and to U.S. national interests. Although Europe would almost certainly not see the return to competitive balancing among regional powers (i.e., competition and even military rivalry between France and Germany) of the kind that some realist scholars of international relations have predicted," elsewhere the dangers could increase. In Asia, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan would have strong motivation to acquire nuclear weapons – which they have the technological capacity to do quite quickly. Instability and regional competition could also escalate, not only between India and Pakistan, but also in Southeast Asia involving Vietnam, Thailand, Indonesia, and possibly the Philippines. Risks in the Middle East would be likely to increase, with regional competition among the major countries of the Gulf region (Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Iraq) as well as Egypt, Syria, and Israel. Major regional wars, eventually involving the use of weapons of mass destruction plus human suffering on a vast scale, floods of refugees, economic disruption, and risks to oil supplies are all readily conceivable.  Based on past experience, the United States would almost certainly be drawn back into these areas, whether to defend friendly states, to cope with a humanitarian catastrophe, or to prevent a hostile power from dominating an entire region. Steven Peter Rosen has thus fit-tingly observed, "If the logic of American empire is unappealing, it is not at all clear that the alternatives are that much more attractive."2z Similarly, Niall Ferguson has added that those who dislike American predominance ought to bear in mind that the alternative may not be a world of competing great powers, but one with no hegemon at all. Ferguson's warning may be hyperbolic, but it hints at the perils that the absence of a dominant power, "apolarity," could bring "an anarchic new Dark Age of waning empires and religious fanaticism; of endemic plunder and pillage in the world's forgotten regions; of economic stagnation and civilization's retreat into a few fortified enclaves.
2NC Prolif Impacts – European Union

Prolif destroys the European Union.

Mozley ’98  (Robert, Prof. Physics and Arms Control Export – Stanford U., “The Politics and Technology of Nuclear Proliferation”, p. 228-229)

Europe's security problems in the face of uncontrolled proliferation would be even greater than those of the United States. In the best case, the threat of nuclear danger might unify Europe. With the removal of customs barriers between members of the European Economic Community, there would be a single external barrier, with free flow of goods and weapons inside. All European nations would be constrained to a single foreign policy, because any nation that antagonized one of the maverick states could be attacked by weapons brought in through the ports of its neighbors. The whole community would need to have a single policy regarding the inspection of cargoes and the receiving of goods from maverick nations. On the other hand, if nations became critical of their neighbors' security arrangements, the danger might tend to strain the union. European nations are dependent in differing degrees on the maverick nations for their oil, and for that reason will differ on security measures directed against specific oil suppliers. Not having the fortunate isolation of the United States, Europe will find it much more difficult to keep uninspected ships a safe few hundred miles from its shores. European nations will find it very dangerous to risk antagonizing nuclear-armed maverick nations. Europeans will have to be careful that public statements or laws do not offend the religious or political sensitivities of the Muslim world. Certainly there will be no European participation in embargos or police actions against a nuclear-armed maverick state such as Libya. If a single nuclear weapon exploded in Europe, the European Community might disintegrate as each member nation tried to increase its own safety from attack. Disagreements over security might cause each nation to go its own way and put in place its own trade barriers and its own policy toward terrorists. The number of deaths resulting from such an attack, however, would not be anywhere near as large as the number of deaths experienced by Europe during either of the last two world wars.
Effective EU solves global catastrophes risking extinction.

Bruton ‘1  (John, Former Irish Prime Minister, Report before the Joint Committee on European Affairs, Parliament of Ireland, October, http://www.irlgov.ie/committees-02/c-europeanaffairs/future/page1.htm)

2.5 As the Laeken Declaration put it, "Europe needs to shoulder its responsibilities in the governance of globalisation" adding that Europe must exercise its power in order "to set globalisation within a moral framework, in other words to anchor it in solidarity and sustainable development".    2.6 Only a strong European Union is big enough to create a space, and a stable set of rules, within which all Europeans can live securely, move freely, and provide for themselves, for their families and for their old age. Individual states are too small to do that on their own. Only a strong European Union is big enough to deal with the globalised human diseases, such as AIDS and tuberculosis. Only a strong European Union is big enough to deal with globalised criminal conspiracies, like the Mafia, that threaten the security of all Europeans. Only a strong European Union is big enough to deal with globalised environmental threats, such as global warming, which threaten our continent and generations of its future inhabitants. Only a strong European Union is big enough to deal with globalised economic forces, which could spread recession from one country to another and destroy millions of jobs. Only a strong European Union is big enough to regulate, in the interests of society as a whole, the activities of profit seeking private corporations, some of which now have more spending power than many individual states.  2.7 These tasks are too large for individual states.  2.8 Only by coming together in the European Union can we ensure that humanity, and the values which make us, as individuals, truly human, prevail over blind global forces that will otherwise overwhelm us. 
2NC Prolif Impacts – Nuclear Terrorism

Non-prolif is vital. Spread of weapons makes  a nuclear 9-11 inevitable.

Allison ‘7  (Graham, Douglas Dillon Prof. Gov. and Dir. Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs – Harvard U. JFK School of Government, National Interest, “Symposium: Apocalypse When?” November/December, L/N)

READERS OF Mueller's judgment that policies aimed at preventing proliferation have been "obsessive" and "counterproductive" should be aware of his criteria for what constitutes an "overreaction." In Overblown, he argues that America's reaction to Pearl Harbor was exaggerated. America's overreaction led it to declare war on Japan, when a policy of "military containment and harassment" would have been sufficient to pressure Japan to withdraw from its empire.  Mueller's claim that the quest to control proliferation has been "substantively counterproductive" misunderstands the impact successful policy has had in preventing what would have been catastrophic outcomes. Mueller takes to task President John Kennedy's 1962 prediction that if states acquired nuclear weapons at the rate they achieved the technical ability to build bombs, there could be twenty nuclear powers by 1975. He argues the claim was exaggerated simply because it did not happen. But the purpose of Kennedy's warning was to awaken the world to the unacceptable dangers of unconstrained nuclear proliferation. The United States and other nations' refusal to accept those consequences motivated an international initiative to create the non-proliferation regime, the centerpiece of which is the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). Thanks to this regime, 183 nations, including scores that have the technical capability to build nuclear arsenals, have renounced nuclear weapons. Four decades later, there are only eight and a half nuclear-weapons states, not twenty or forty. (North Korea is the only self-declared but unrecognized nuclear state.)  The gravest challenges to the non-proliferation regime today are North Korea and Iran. If each succeeds in becoming a nuclear-weapons state, we are likely to witness the unraveling of the non-proliferation regime and a cascade of proliferation. As Henry Kissinger recently said, "there is no greater challenge to the global nuclear order today than the impending proliferation of nuclear weapons and the increasing likelihood that terrorists may conduct a nuclear 9/11."

The impact is nuclear war and extinction

Beres in ’87 (Louis, Prof. Pol. Sci. and I. Law – Purdue, “Terrorism and Global Security: The Nuclear Threat”, p. 42-43)
Nuclear terrorism could even spark full-scale war between states. Such war could involve the entire spectrum of nuclear-conflict possibilities, ranging from a nuclear attack upon a non-nuclear state to systemwide nuclear war. How might such far-reaching consequences of nuclear terrorism come about? Perhaps the most likely way would involve a terrorist nuclear assault against a state by terrorists hosted in another state. For example, consider the following scenario: Early in the 1990s, Israel and its Arab-state neighbors finally stand ready to conclude a comprehensive, multilateral peace settlement. With a bilateral treaty between Israel and Egypt already many years old, only the interests of the Palestinians—as defined by the PLO—seem to have been left out. On the eve of the proposed signing of the peace agreement, half a dozen crude nuclear explosives in the one-kiloton range detonate in as many Israeli cities. Public grief in Israel over the many thousands dead ands maimed is matched only by the outcry for revenge. In response to the public mood, the government of Israel initiates selected strikes against terrorist strongholds in Lebanon, whereupon Lebanese Shiite forces and Syria retaliate against Israel.  Before long, the entire region is ablaze, conflict has escalated to nuclear forms, and all countries in the area have suffered unprecedented destruction. Of course, such a scenario is fraught with the makings of even wider destruction. How would the United States react to the situation in the Middle East? What would be the Soviet response? It is certainly conceivable that a chain reaction of interstate nuclear conflict could ensue, one that would ultimately involve the superpowers or even every nuclear-weapons state on the planet. What, exactly, would this mean? Whether the terms of assessment be statistical or human, the consequences of nuclear war require an entirely new paradigm of death. Only such a paradigm would allow us a proper framework for absorbing the vision of near-total obliteration and the outer limits of human destructiveness. Any nuclear war would have effectively permanent and irreversible consequences. Whatever the actual extent of injuries and fatalities, such a war would entomb the spirit of the entire species in a planetary casket strewn with shorn bodies and imbecile imaginations. 

XT – Prolif ( Nuclear Terrorism

Nuclear proliferation gives terrorists access- Russia proves.

Cirincione ‘7 (Joseph, President of the Plowshares Fund and Expert on Non-Proliferation, “Bomb Scare: The History and Future of Nuclear Weapons”, p. 89) 

The danger comes from apocalyptic or messianic groups that believe that mass destruction can bring about the global conﬂict they seek, helping them achieve their day of reckoning either in this world or the next. “Rather than inspire terror for the sake of achieving limited political objectives,” scholars Charles Ferguson and William Potter note in their 2004 study The Four Faces of Nuclear Terrorism, “today’s terrorism is often fueled by extremist religious ideologies that rationalize destruction, vengeance, and punishment as both necessary ends in themselves and as tools to achieve a better world.”7 The two prime examples are al Qaeda and the Japanese cult Aum Shinrikyo (which experimented with biological weapons and tried to buy components of nuclear weapons before settling for an attack with sarin nerve gas on the Japanese subway system that killed twelve people and injured hundreds). A terrorist group with nuclear aspirations would prefer to acquire an intact nuclear warhead rather than try to construct it themselves. Russian offcials “conﬁrmed four incidents in 2001–2002 of terrorist teams carrying out reconnaissance on Russian nuclear warheads—two on nuclear warhead storage facilities and two on nuclear weapon transport trains.” Stealing (and later detonating) an intact warhead, however, would be extremely difficult. Nuclear expert and former National Security Council staffer Jessica Stern has written, “Stealing a warhead would require overcoming security at a site where weapons are stored or deployed, taking possession of the bomb, and bypassing any locks intended to prevent unauthorized detonation of the weapon.” 
2NC Prolif Impacts – Economy

Nuclear proliferation threatens world security and has catastrophic economic impacts .

Smith ‘06 (Brice, senior scientist at the Institute for Energy and Environmental Research and a Ph.D in physics from MIT, Insurmountable risks: the dangers of using nuclear power to combat global climate change), p. 101-102)

While concern over catastrophic accidents and long-term waste management are perhaps better known, the largest single vulnerability associated with an expansion of nuclear power is likely to be its potential connection to the proliferation of nuclear weapons. This is due both to the impact of proliferation on world security as well as to the terrible destruction that accompany the use of nuclear weapons. The bombs that destroyed Hiroshima and Nagasaki sixty years ago were responsible for an estimated 170,000 to 200,000 immediate deaths. The global economic consequences that would follow a nuclear attack on cities like New York, Tokyo, New Delhi are difficult to predict, but would almost certainly be catastrophic. For example the U.N. High-level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change concluded that the total economic impact following the detonation of even a simple nuclear weapon in a major city would be “at least one trillion dollars.” 

Economic downturn causes global nuclear war.
Mead ’92  (Walter Russell, President’s Fellow – World Policy Institute – New School, New Perspectives Quarterly, “Outer Limits to America’s Turn Inward”, 9:3, Summer, p. 30)
If so, this new failure—the failure to develop an international system to hedge against the possibility of worldwide depression—will open their eyes to their folly. Hundreds of millions—billions—of people around the world have pinned their hopes on the international market economy. They and their leaders have embraced market principles—and drawn closer to the west—because they believe that our system can work for them.  But what if it can’t? What if the global economy stagnates—or even shrinks? In that case, we will face a new period of international conflict: South against North, rich against poor. Russia, China, India—these countries with their billions of people and their nuclear weapons will pose a much greater danger to world order than Germany and Japan did in the ‘30s.

A2: Prolif Good – Conventional War

Prolif increases the frequency of conflicts.

Kapur ‘5 (S. Paul, Visiting Scholar –  Stanford U. Center for International Security and Cooperation, Visiting Prof. Gov. – Claremont McKenna, “India and Pakistan’s Unstable Peace: Why Nuclear South Asia Is Not Like Cold War Europe”, International Security 30(2), Projct Muse))

According to rates of militarized disputes, including low intensity conflicts, the amount of disputes has constantly risen from 1972 until 2002. However, because the balance of conventional military capacity between Pakistan and India was relatively stable in this time period, while Pakistan was always conventionally weaker than India, the growing number of conflicts in the region, the author states, had to be caused by some other factor than conventional balance (pp. 22, 23). By performing two statistical tests, the author finds out that by using nuclear capacity as a variable, he ends up with a positive correlation between the nuclear proliferation and the growing number of disputes in the South Asian region.

Best case, the effect isn’t uniform. India-Pakistan proves prolif can increase conflicts.

CNS ’10 (James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, “Delegitimizing Nuclear Weapons: Examining the validity of nuclear deterrence”, http://cns.miis.edu/opapers/pdfs/delegitimizing_nuclear_weapons_may_2010.pdf) 

But how does the nuclear proliferation cause the growth in the number of military disputes between India and Pakistan? The author explains this phenomenon by using the negation of the ‘stability/instability paradox’ and by underlining the fact that the effects of nuclear proliferation always depend on the territorial preferences and the conventional military capacity of the states involved. During the Cold War, the stability, meaning the absence of the nuclear weapons and the conventional conflicts, created the growing aggression of Russia as a conventionally stronger and revisionist state that wanted to challenge the territorial status quo of Europe. Thus the certain stability in the system created the following instability between the United States and Russia. Therefore, the United States had to deter the Russian aggression by using the threat of a nuclear conflict in order to stop Russia’s revisionist intentions. However, the situation in South Asia is different. India, as a conventionally stronger state, is a status quo country that is satisfied with its territorial situation. Pakistan, on the other hand, is a strongly revisionist state that is not satisfied with the territorial division in Kashmir, but it does not have the military conventional capability to change the status quo. By introducing nuclear weapons to the region, the author argues, Pakistan has suddenly had an ace in the hole for furthering its territorial intentions. It has acquired certain military incentives to behave aggressively towards India without risking an all-out conventional conflict with it due to the fact that India was discouraged by Pakistan’s possession of the nuclear weapons. Furthermore it acquired certain diplomatic incentives because of the increased international attention to the potential nuclear conflict. Thus the certain amount of instability, meaning the possession of nuclear weapons by Pakistan, created even more instability in the region (the ‘instability/instability paradox’, in contrast to the ‘stability/instability paradox’) (pp. 40–43).

A2: Prolif Slow

Nuclear prolif poses unique risks. Four reasons it could spread quickly and escalate.

Cirincione ‘7  (Joe, Pres. Ploughshares Fund and Senior Fellow and Dir. Nuclear Policy – Center for American Progress, National Interest, “Symposium: Apocalypse When?” November/December, L/N)

Let me be clear: Nuclear proliferation is a real danger. George Bush and John Kerry were correct when they agreed in a 2004 debate that it is the number one threat to America. The threat comes in four flavors. Most serious is nuclear terrorism. As terrible as another 9/11 attack would be, a nuclear 9/11 would destroy an entire city, kill hundreds of thousands, wreck the economy and change the political life of the nation, perhaps permanently. Our number one priority must be to make sure any further terrorist attack is non-nuclear.  Second is the danger from existing arsenals. There are still 26,000 nuclear weapons in the world, enough to destroy the planet several times over. Even a small regional war in South Asia using one hundred weapons would trigger a nuclear winter that could devastate food crops around the world. Accidental or unauthorized use is a real risk. Consider the September flight of a B-52 with six nuclear weapons that the crew didn't know they had. If the most sophisticated command-and-control mechanism in the world fails to stop the unauthorized possession of the equivalent of sixty Hiroshimas, what is going on in other nations?  Third is the risk of new nuclear nations. I agree with Mueller that the danger here is not that Iran or North Korea would use a nuclear bomb against America or their neighbors. Deterrence is alive and well; they know what would happen next. Nor is it that these states would intentionally give a weapon they worked so hard to make to a terrorist group they could not control. Rather it is the risk of what could happen in the neighborhood: a nuclear reaction chain where states feel they must match each other's nuclear capability. Just such a reaction is underway already in the Middle East, as over a dozen Muslim nations suddenly declared interest in starting nuclear-power programs. This is not about energy; it is a nuclear hedge against Iran. It could lead to a Middle East with not one nuclear-weapons state, Israel, but four or five. That is a recipe for nuclear war.  Finally, there is the risk of the collapse of the entire non-proliferation regime. Kennedy was right to worry about ten, fifteen or twenty nuclear nations. He did not make this number up. It was based on a 1958 NPT that warned that while there were then only three nuclear nations (the United States, the USSR and the United Kingdom), "within the next decade a large number of individual countries could produce at least a few nominal-yield weapons." Indeed, several nations already had programs underway. Subsequent NPTs confirmed the proliferation danger and the linkage to existing arsenals. Other nations' decisions on proceeding with programs, the intelligence agencies concluded, were linked to "further progress in disarmament-aimed at effective controls and reduction of stockpiles." Kennedy negotiated a limited nuclear test ban and began the process to get the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty completed by Lyndon Johnson and ratified by Richard Nixon. This bipartisan dam held back the nuclear wave; its abandonment by the current administration risks a return to the 1950s nuclear free-for-all.

Nuclear latency poses a unique risk.  Rapid prolif risks nuclear war. 
Horowitz ‘9  (Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – U. Pennsylvania, Journal of Conflict Resolution, “The Spread of Nuclear Weapons and International Conflict: Does Experience Matter?,” 53:2, April 2009 p. 234-257)
 Learning as states gain experience with nuclear weapons is complicated. While to some extent, nuclear acquisition might provide information about resolve or capabilities, it also generates uncertainty about the way an actual conflict would go—given the new risk of nuclear escalation—and uncertainty about relative capabilities. Rapid proliferation may especially heighten uncertainty given the potential for reasonable states to disagree at times about the quality of the capabilities each possesses.2 What follows is an attempt to describe the implications of inexperience and incomplete information on the behavior of nuclear states and their potential opponents over time.  Since it is impossible to detail all possible lines of argumentation and possible responses, the following discussion is necessarily incomplete. This is a first step.  The acquisition of nuclear weapons increases the confidence of adopters in their ability to impose costs in the case of a conflict and the expectations of likely costs if war occurs by potential opponents. The key questions are whether nuclear states learn over time about how to leverage nuclear weapons and the implications of that learning, along with whether actions by nuclear states, over time, convey information that leads to changes in the expectations of their behavior—shifts in uncertainty— on the part of potential adversaries. Learning to Leverage?  When a new state acquires nuclear weapons, how does it influence the way the state behaves and how might that change over time? Although nuclear acquisition might be orthogonal to a particular dispute, it might be related to a particular security challenge, might signal revisionist aims with regard to an enduring dispute, or might signal the desire to reinforce the status quo.  This section focuses on how acquiring nuclear weapons influences both the new nuclear state and potential adversaries. In theory, systemwide perceptions of nuclear danger could allow new nuclear states to partially skip the early Cold War learning process concerning the risks of nuclear war and enter a proliferated world more cognizant of nuclear brinksmanship and bargaining than their predecessors. However, each new nuclear state has to resolve its own particular civil–military issues surrounding operational control and plan its national strategy in light of its new capabilities.  Empirical research by Sagan (1993), Feaver (1992), and Blair (1993) suggests that viewing the behavior of other states does not create the necessary tacit knowledge; there is no substitute for experience when it comes to handling a nuclear arsenal, even if experience itself cannot totally prevent accidents. Sagan contends that civil–military instability in many likely new proliferators and pressures generated by the requirements to handle the responsibility of dealing with nuclear weapons will skew decision-making toward more offensive strategies (Sagan 1995). The questions surrounding Pakistan’s nuclear command and control suggest there is no magic bullet when it comes to new nuclear powers’ making control and delegation decisions  (Bowen and Wolvén 1999).  Sagan and others focus on inexperience on the part of new nuclear states as a key behavioral driver. Inexperienced operators and the bureaucratic desire to “justify” the costs spent developing nuclear weapons, combined with organizational biases that may favor escalation to avoid decapitation—the “use it or lose it” mind-set— may cause new nuclear states to adopt riskier launch postures, such as launch on warning, or at least be perceived that way by other states (Blair 1993; Feaver 1992; Sagan 1995).3  Acquiring nuclear weapons could alter state preferences and make states more likely to escalate disputes once they start, given their new capabilities.4 But their general lack of experience at leveraging their nuclear arsenal and effectively communicating nuclear threats could mean new nuclear states will be more likely to select adversaries poorly and to find themselves in disputes with resolved adversaries that will reciprocate militarized challenges.  The “nuclear experience” logic also suggests that more experienced nuclear states should gain knowledge over time from nuclearized interactions that helps leaders effectively identify the situations in which their nuclear arsenals are likely to make a difference. Experienced nuclear states learn to select into cases in which their comparative advantage, nuclear weapons, is more likely to be effective, increasing the probability that an adversary will not reciprocate. Coming from a slightly different perspective, uncertainty about the consequences of proliferation on the balance of power and the behavior of new nuclear states on the part of their potential adversaries could also shape behavior in similar ways (Schelling 1966; Blainey 1988). While a stable and credible nuclear arsenal communicates clear information about the likely costs of conflict, in the short term, nuclear proliferation is likely to increase uncertainty about the trajectory of a war, the balance of power, and the preferences of the adopter.  Pg. 237-239 // EDLEE 

*** JAPAN IMPACTS ***
2NC Japan Impacts – F-22

Congress will react to a weakening security arrangement by selling F-22s

Chanlett-Avery and Nikitin ‘8  (Emma, Specialist in Asian Affairs, and Nikitin, Nonproliferation Analyst – CRS, “Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests”, 5-16, http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/08058CRS.pdf)

U.S. Security Commitment.  Perhaps the single most important factor to  date in dissuading Tokyo from developing a nuclear arsenal is the U.S. guarantee to  protect Japan’s security.  Since the threat of nuclear attack developed during the Cold  War, Japan has been included under the U.S. “nuclear umbrella,” although some  ambiguity exists about whether the United States is committed to respond with  nuclear weapons in the event of a nuclear attack on Japan.24  U.S. officials have  hinted that it would: following North Korea’s 2006 nuclear test, Secretary of State  Condoleezza Rice, in Tokyo, said, “...the United States has the will and the capability  to meet the full range, and I underscore full range, of its deterrent and security  commitments to Japan.”25  During the Cold War, the threat of mutually assured destruction to the United  States and the Soviet Union created a sort of perverse stability in international  politics; Japan, as the major Pacific front of the U.S. containment strategy, felt  confident in U.S. extended deterrence. Although the United States has reiterated its  commitment to defend Japan, the strategic stakes have changed, leading some in  Japan to question the American pledge.  Some in Japan are nervous that if the United  States develops a closer relationship with China, the gap between Tokyo’s and  Washington’s security perspectives will grow and further weaken the U.S.  commitment.26  These critics also point to what they perceive as the soft negotiating  position on North Korea’s denuclearization in the Six-Party Talks as further evidence CRS-11  that the United States does not share Japan’s strategic perspective.27  A weakening  of the bilateral alliance may strengthen the hand of those that want to explore the  possibility of Japan developing its own deterrence.  Despite these concerns, many long-time observers assert that the alliance is  fundamentally sound from years of cooperation and strong defense ties throughout  even the rocky trade wars of the 1980s.  Perhaps more importantly, China’s rising  stature likely means that the United States will want to keep its military presence in  the region in place, and Japan is the major readiness platform for the U.S. military  in East Asia.  If the United States continues to see the alliance with Japan as a  fundamental component of its presence in the Pacific, U.S. leaders may need to  continue to not only restate the U.S. commitment to defend Japan, but to engage in  high-level consultation with Japanese leaders in order to allay concerns of alliance  drift.  Congressional leaders could face pressure to re-consider allowing the sale of  the F-22 Raptor aircraft in order to bolster trust in the alliance.28 
That causes intel leaks, which destroy US competitiveness.

Bolkom and Chanlett-Avery ‘9  (Christopher, Specialist in Military Aviation, and Emma, Specialist in Asian Affairs – CRS, “Potential F-22 Rapor Export to Japan”, 3-11, http://fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RS22684.pdf)
Air Force leaders have consistently touted the F-22 as the world’s most technologically advanced  and capable fighter aircraft. Protecting U.S. intellectual property in these technologies and  denying access to adversaries are high national security priorities. It is unclear whether the United  States and Japan could agree on the capabilities to be offered in the export variant of the F-22.  Japan would likely want an aircraft the same as, or similar to, that flown by the U.S. Air Force,  and would also likely prefer to license or co-manufacture the aircraft, which gives them more  opportunity to acquire engineering and design knowledge, and technology transfer. Presumably,  DoD would desire to export a less capable aircraft, in part to protect key technologies, and would  have a strong aversion to license or co-production. Japan has traditionally placed great value on  developing industrial defense “autonomy,” that is, indigenous weapons production, although this  imperative has relaxed somewhat in recent years, in part to cooperate with the United States on  missile defense.8  The potential for technology transfer touches upon both military and economic concerns. Unlike  some countries, Japan does not have a track record of re-exporting technology that it acquires  through import. However, an inadvertent leak of U.S. technology or knowledge could also be a  threat. The leak of secret data associated with the Aegis weapon system by Japanese military  personnel in 2002 is an example of this potential danger.9 Japan is a military ally, but also  considered by some to be an economic rival. Many of the F-22 technologies or industrial  processes could have commercial application. Some may be concerned that F-22 technology or  knowledge could find their way into a myriad of Japanese products, to the competitive detriment  of U.S. industry. 

2NC Japan Impacts – F-22

That’s key to heg.

Segal ‘4  (Adam, Maurice R. Greenberg Senior Fellow in China Studies – CFR, Foreign Affairs, “Is America Losing Its Edge?” 83:6, November/December, L/N)
The United States' global primacy depends in large part on its ability to develop new technologies and industries faster than anyone else. For the last five decades, U.S. scientific innovation and technological entrepreneurship have ensured the country's economic prosperity and military power. It was Americans who invented and commercialized the semiconductor, the personal computer, and the Internet; other countries merely followed the U.S. lead.  Today, however, this technological edge-so long taken for granted-may be slipping, and the most serious challenge is coming from Asia. Through competitive tax policies, increased investment in research and development (R&D), and preferential policies for science and technology (S&T) personnel, Asian governments are improving the quality of their science and ensuring the exploitation of future innovations. The percentage of patents issued to and science journal articles published by scientists in China, Singapore, South Korea, and Taiwan is rising. Indian companies are quickly becoming the second-largest producers of application services in the world, developing, supplying, and managing database and other types of software for clients around the world. South Korea has rapidly eaten away at the U.S. advantage in the manufacture of computer chips and telecommunications software. And even China has made impressive gains in advanced technologies such as lasers, biotechnology, and advanced materials used in semiconductors, aerospace, and many other types of manufacturing.  Although the United States' technical dominance remains solid, the globalization of research and development is exerting considerable pressures on the American system. Indeed, as the United States is learning, globalization cuts both ways: it is both a potent catalyst of U.S. technological innovation and a significant threat to it. The United States will never be able to prevent rivals from developing new technologies; it can remain dominant only by continuing to innovate faster than everyone else. But this won't be easy; to keep its privileged position in the world, the United States must get better at fostering technological entrepreneurship at home.

Heg solves multiple nuclear wars.

Lieber ‘5  (Robert, Prof. Gov. and Int’l. Affairs – Georgetown, “The American Era: Power and Strategy for the 21st Century”, p. 53-54)

Withdrawal from foreign commitments might seem to be a means of evading hostility toward the United States, but the consequences would almost certainly be harmful both to regional stability and to U.S. national interests. Although Europe would almost certainly not see the return to competitive balancing among regional powers (i.e., competition and even military rivalry between France and Germany) of the kind that some realist scholars of international relations have predicted," elsewhere the dangers could increase. In Asia, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan would have strong motivation to acquire nuclear weapons – which they have the technological capacity to do quite quickly. Instability and regional competition could also escalate, not only between India and Pakistan, but also in Southeast Asia involving Vietnam, Thailand, Indonesia, and possibly the Philippines. Risks in the Middle East would be likely to increase, with regional competition among the major countries of the Gulf region (Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Iraq) as well as Egypt, Syria, and Israel. Major regional wars, eventually involving the use of weapons of mass destruction plus human suffering on a vast scale, floods of refugees, economic disruption, and risks to oil supplies are all readily conceivable.  Based on past experience, the United States would almost certainly be drawn back into these areas, whether to defend friendly states, to cope with a humanitarian catastrophe, or to prevent a hostile power from dominating an entire region. Steven Peter Rosen has thus fit-tingly observed, "If the logic of American empire is unappealing, it is not at all clear that the alternatives are that much more attractive."2z Similarly, Niall Ferguson has added that those who dislike American predominance ought to bear in mind that the alternative may not be a world of competing great powers, but one with no hegemon at all. Ferguson's warning may be hyperbolic, but it hints at the perils that the absence of a dominant power, "apolarity," could bring "an anarchic new Dark Age of waning empires and religious fanaticism; of endemic plunder and pillage in the world's forgotten regions; of economic stagnation and civilization's retreat into a few fortified enclaves.
2NC F-22 Impact – China-US Relations

Causes regional arms race and destroys US-China relations and US-South Korea relations.

Bolkom and Chanlett-Avery ‘9  (Christopher, Specialist in Military Aviation, and Emma, Specialist in Asian Affairs – CRS, “Potential F-22 Rapor Export to Japan”, 3-11, http://fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RS22684.pdf)
China and South Korea have voiced concern about Japan’s intention to upgrade its military  capabilities, largely grounded in suspicions that Japan will inch toward returning to its pre-1945  militarism. Some analysts caution that selling the F-22s to Japan could destabilize the region,  possibly even sparking an arms race, and contribute to an image of Japan becoming America’s  proxy in the region. The sale could complicate the U.S. effort to manage its relationship with  China. South Korea has already registered its unease at Japan acquiring F-22s, and at one point  suggested that it may seek a deal to purchase the aircraft in order to match Japan’s capabilities.10  Although the Lee Myung-bak government has made moves to strengthen U.S.-South Korean  alliance, the Seoul-Washington relationship has been strained at times over the past several years,  and some South Koreans chafe at indications that the United States prioritizes defense ties with  Japan above those with Korea. 

Strong U.S.-China ties solve warming.

Schell ‘9  (Orville, Dir. Center on US-China Relations – Asia Society, Taipei Times, “A new Sino-American relationship?” 8-30, http://www.taipeitimes.com/News/editorials/archives/2009/08/30/2003452352)

The Strategic and Economic Dialogue between the US and China has now ended with the establishment of a felicitous new atmosphere between the two countries. But how can this “love-in” be made concrete?  The most logical and potentially fruitful area of collaboration is climate change. Here, the two US government officials best equipped to lead are Secretary of Energy Steven Chu () and Secretary of Commerce Gary Locke.  Chu is a former Berkeley and Stanford professor of physics and head of the Lawrence Berkeley National Lab, while Locke is a former Washington State governor and a long-time supporter of US-China commercial exchanges. Each packs the kind of soft, utilitarian powers of persuasion that Chinese leaders are most willing to embrace: academic degrees from prestigious universities, advanced scientific and technological knowledge, high office and a Nobel Prize. (Chu is one of five ethnic Chinese to have won a Nobel, although no winner has yet come from the People’s Republic of China, a fact that gnaws at Chinese pride.)  China’s press was abuzz over Chu and Locke, the first ethnic Chinese men to become US Cabinet secretaries. Most major Chinese papers ran Chu’s photo on the front page, with Beijing Business Today running a cautionary headline: “Don’t Mistake the Visiting American Ministers as Relatives!”  The paper went on to warn that, “In their own hearts, we are afraid that Chu and Locke put their priorities in exactly the opposite order.”  When Chu gave speeches on energy and climate change at Tsinghua University, China’s most elite institution for science and engineering (where his parents had been students), and then at Tianjin University (where his grandfather was once president), he was received with enormous enthusiasm, overflow crowds and standing ovations. So, the Chinese ended up embracing Chu and Locke in contradictory ways: as high-ranking representatives of the US government and as compatriots with whom they share the common bond of Chinese-ness.  Both Chu and Locke are aware that the US and China are now the world’s largest emitters of greenhouse gases, and that, if there is any hope of remedying global climate change, the two countries must quickly find a way to collaborate.  Chu emphasized this point in his Tsinghua speech, calling the global climate situation “very disturbing,” and stressing that we were “all in it together.”  “The developed world did make the problem … I admit that,” he acknowledged to his rapt audience. “But the developing world can make it much worse.”  In announcing a new Sino-US joint research effort, Chu described clean energy as “one of the great opportunities of our time” for Sino-US cooperation, saying that by “working together, we can accomplish more than [by] acting alone.”  Still, one is left to wonder if this new collaborative bonhomie and ethnic bonding will prove strong enough to cut through not only the long history of distrustful interactions between the US and China, but also the destabilizing effects of China’s sudden economic rise? For, although the US has drawn strength from the ideal of a “melting pot” — and US President Barack Obama’s Cabinet does represent a new high-water mark for diversity — Americans have often shown a xenophobic distrust of immigrants who have drawn too close to power.  Especially in the case of Chinese, fears of divided national loyalties and “fifth columns” have been strong. One need only recall the recent case of Lee Wen-ho (), the Los Alamos National Laboratory scientist who was unjustly accused of spying, to be reminded of how yin and yang are the US’ feelings about minority members in sensitive positions.  There is a second obstruction as well: the US Congress refuses to face up realistically to the climate challenge, because China, as a developing country, is not obliged to accept compulsory carbon limits. Then, because the US refuses to take responsibility for its cumulative and per capita greenhouse-gas emissions — which are, respectively, roughly four and three times greater than China’s — the Chinese leadership refuses to make concessions. A standoff ensues, which is where we are now.  China recently demanded that the US reduce its emissions by 40 percent from its 1990 baseline levels and subsidize emission reduction efforts in China and other developing countries to the tune of 0.05 percent to 1 percent of the US’ GDP. But the recently House-passed Waxman-Markey bill proposes that the US only cut emissions by 3.6 percent of 1990 baseline levels.  So it is still far from clear what will actually work to bring about an understanding between the US and China that produces real results. Moreover, with India poking Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton in the eye over her climate-change entreaties, the world could easily see an even more unified and unyielding bloc emerge among developing countries.  The next moment to watch is Obama’s trip to China in November. Here, if all the expressions of good feeling cannot be made concrete, an incomparable opportunity to recast Sino-US relations around the issue of climate change will have been lost.

Warming kills billions. Risks extinction.

Cummins and Allen ‘10 (Ronnie, Int’l. Dir. – Organic Consumers Association, and Will, Policy Advisor – Organic Consumers Association, “Climate Catastrophe: Surviving the 21st Century”, 2-14, http://www.commondreams.org/view/2010/02/14-6)

The hour is late. Leading climate scientists such as James Hansen are literally shouting at the top of their lungs that the world needs to reduce emissions by 20-40% as soon as possible, and 80-90% by the year 2050, if we are to avoid climate chaos, crop failures, endless wars, melting of the polar icecaps, and a disastrous rise in ocean levels. Either we radically reduce CO2 and carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e, which includes all GHGs, not just CO2) pollutants (currently at 390 parts per million and rising 2 ppm per year) to 350 ppm, including agriculture-derived methane and nitrous oxide pollution, or else survival for the present and future generations is in jeopardy. As scientists warned at Copenhagen, business as usual and a corresponding 7-8.6 degree Fahrenheit rise in global temperatures means that the carrying capacity of the Earth in 2100 will be reduced to one billion people. Under this hellish scenario, billions will die of thirst, cold, heat, disease, war, and starvation.  If the U.S. significantly reduces greenhouse gas emissions, other countries will follow. One hopeful sign is the recent EPA announcement that it intends to regulate greenhouse gases as pollutants under the Clean Air Act. Unfortunately we are going to have to put tremendous pressure on elected public officials to force the EPA to crack down on GHG polluters (including industrial farms and food processors). Public pressure is especially critical since "just say no" Congressmen-both Democrats and Republicans-along with agribusiness, real estate developers, the construction industry, and the fossil fuel lobby appear determined to maintain "business as usual."
2NC F-22 Impact – South Korea-US Relations

Causes regional arms race and destroys US-China relations and US-South Korea relations.

Bolkom and Chanlett-Avery ‘9  (Christopher, Specialist in Military Aviation, and Emma, Specialist in Asian Affairs – CRS, “Potential F-22 Rapor Export to Japan”, 3-11, http://fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RS22684.pdf)
China and South Korea have voiced concern about Japan’s intention to upgrade its military  capabilities, largely grounded in suspicions that Japan will inch toward returning to its pre-1945  militarism. Some analysts caution that selling the F-22s to Japan could destabilize the region,  possibly even sparking an arms race, and contribute to an image of Japan becoming America’s  proxy in the region. The sale could complicate the U.S. effort to manage its relationship with  China. South Korea has already registered its unease at Japan acquiring F-22s, and at one point  suggested that it may seek a deal to purchase the aircraft in order to match Japan’s capabilities.10  Although the Lee Myung-bak government has made moves to strengthen U.S.-South Korean  alliance, the Seoul-Washington relationship has been strained at times over the past several years,  and some South Koreans chafe at indications that the United States prioritizes defense ties with  Japan above those with Korea. 
US-South Korea relations key to prevent Korean war.

Mitchell ‘1  (Derek, Senior Fellow for Asia – CSIS Int’l Sec Prog, Asian Affairs, “An American Review”, L/N)

In the long term, the United States seeks a peaceful resolution of the Korean conflict with a nonnuclear, democratic, reconciled, and ultimately reunified peninsula. Toward that end, the security alliance between the United States and the Republic of Korea (ROK) serves as the foundation on which rests all U.S. diplomatic, defense, and economic efforts on the Korean peninsula. The U.S. treaty commitment and the presence of U.S. troops in South Korea have been key deterrents of North Korean aggression by making it unmistakably clear that the United States would immediately become fully engaged in any such conflict. The United States and ROK continue to maintain and strengthen the three major elements of the security alliance: the 1953 Mutual Defense Treaty, bilateral consultations, and combined military forces. The United States also takes a longer-term view of its relationship with South Korea. The U.S.-ROK alliance will continue to promote stability and deterrence on the peninsula and promises to contribute equally to general regional stability in the future. The United States welcomes the public statements of ROK President Kim Dae-jung and his government affirming the value of the bilateral alliance and the U.S. military presence even after reunification of the Korean peninsula.

Korea war goes global.

Hayes ’90  (Peter, Energy Consultant for the Asian Development Bank and USAID, Associate – UN U. in Tokyo and Visiting Fellow – Center for Peace and Conflict Studies and Lecturer in Government – U. Sydney, “Pacific powderkeg: American nuclear dilemmas in Korea”, p. xxv)

Another war in Korea would not only devastate Korea. It might be cataclysmic. For it is conceivable that the United States would use the nuclear weapons it keeps in Korea. Since North Korea borders onto and is allied with the Soviet Union and China, escalation to superpower nuclear conflict cannot be precluded.  The most obvious manifestation of the steadily deteriorating situation in Korea is the complete militarization of the demilitarized zone. Since 1953 the arms control measures imposed by the armistice have collapsed completely. The potential for purposeful or inadvertent escalation exists in Korea as in few other places in the world. 

2NC Japan Prolif Impacts – NPT

Japanese nuclearization kills the NPT.

Barnaby and Burnie ‘5  (Frank, Nuclear issues consultant – Oxford Research Group and former Ex. Sec. – Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs, and Shaun, Coordinator – Greenpeace International Campaigns, Asia Times, “The Unthinkable: A Nuclear-Armed Japan”, 9-9, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/GI09Dh03.html)
"Treat nothing as inevitable" is a good principle to live one's life by. Unfortunately, in the case of Japan's nuclear development, it may not be sufficient. The international community - read governments - will learn to live with Japanese nuclear weapons if that occasion arises. The consequences would of course be terrible for Northeast Asia. Pressure in South Korea to respond would be huge, relations with China could become disastrous, and the global nuclear non-proliferation regime centered around the NPT reduced to a historical footnote.

2NC Japan Prolif Impacts – Soft Power

Japanese proliferation destroys their soft power.

Chanlett-Avery and Nikitin ‘9  (Emma, Specialist in Asian Affairs, and Mary Beth, Analyst, CRS, “Japan's Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests,” 2-19, Congressional Research Service, http://opencrs.com/document/RL34487/)

If Japan decided to go nuclear, its international reputation as a principled advocate for non- proliferation would erode. Many observers say this would rule out Japan’s ambition of eventually holding a seat on the United Nations Security Council. Japan, of course, would bear the brunt of these consequences, but it could be harmful to U.S. interests as well. Japan is generally viewed overwhelmingly positively by the international community, and its support for U.S.-led international issues can lend credibility and legitimacy to efforts such as democracy promotion, peacekeeping missions, environmental cooperation, and multilateral defense exercises, to name a few. 

Japanese soft power key to solve climate.

Jiji Press Ticker ‘7  (“Japan to Take Over Difficult Task as Next G-8 Pres,” 6-9, L/N)

"The world's emissions will not decrease if developing countries do not cooperate," a senior Japanese official says. "We have to overcome a split between the North and the South."  Kuniyuki Nishimura, leader of the Mitsubishi Research Institute's global warming research group, urges Japan to use its influence as a major nation in Asia in the lead-up to the next year's summit, which will be hosted by Japan.  "On a diplomatic front, whether Japan can win broad-based support from other Asian nations is the key," Nishimura says.

Warming kills billions. Risks extinction.

Cummins and Allen ‘10 (Ronnie, Int’l. Dir. – Organic Consumers Association, and Will, Policy Advisor – Organic Consumers Association, “Climate Catastrophe: Surviving the 21st Century”, 2-14, http://www.commondreams.org/view/2010/02/14-6)

The hour is late. Leading climate scientists such as James Hansen are literally shouting at the top of their lungs that the world needs to reduce emissions by 20-40% as soon as possible, and 80-90% by the year 2050, if we are to avoid climate chaos, crop failures, endless wars, melting of the polar icecaps, and a disastrous rise in ocean levels. Either we radically reduce CO2 and carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e, which includes all GHGs, not just CO2) pollutants (currently at 390 parts per million and rising 2 ppm per year) to 350 ppm, including agriculture-derived methane and nitrous oxide pollution, or else survival for the present and future generations is in jeopardy. As scientists warned at Copenhagen, business as usual and a corresponding 7-8.6 degree Fahrenheit rise in global temperatures means that the carrying capacity of the Earth in 2100 will be reduced to one billion people. Under this hellish scenario, billions will die of thirst, cold, heat, disease, war, and starvation.  If the U.S. significantly reduces greenhouse gas emissions, other countries will follow. One hopeful sign is the recent EPA announcement that it intends to regulate greenhouse gases as pollutants under the Clean Air Act. Unfortunately we are going to have to put tremendous pressure on elected public officials to force the EPA to crack down on GHG polluters (including industrial farms and food processors). Public pressure is especially critical since "just say no" Congressmen-both Democrats and Republicans-along with agribusiness, real estate developers, the construction industry, and the fossil fuel lobby appear determined to maintain "business as usual."

2NC Japan Prolif Impacts – E. Asia War

Japanese nukes trigger a domino effect that collapses Asian stability.

ABC Transcripts ‘6  (“Paul Keating warns of nuclear arms race”, 10-10, L/N)

MARK COLVIN: The Prime Minister John Howard and his predecessor Paul Keating don't agree on much, but both said today that North Korea's actions had delivered a blow to the nuclear non-proliferation treaty.  Mr Keating says he's worried the nuclear tests could spark a regional arms race.  He's concerned that Japan could respond to these tests by pursuing its own nuclear capability.  A nuclear-armed Japan would have severe ramifications for Tokyo's relations with Beijing.  Not only that, but there'd be a damaging domino effect of suspicion and instability through the region, as National Security Correspondent Leigh Sales reports.

That causes global nuclear war.

Dibb ‘1  (Papul, Prof. and Head of Strategic and Defense Studies Centre – Research School of the Asia Pacific of Australian National U., Former Defense Sec. for Strategic Policy and Intelligence – Australian DOD, Naval War College Review, “Strategic trends: Asia at a crossroads”, 54:1, Winter, Proquest)

The areas of maximum danger and instability in the world today are in Asia, followed by the Middle East and parts of the former Soviet Union. The strategic situation in Asia is more uncertain and potentially threatening than anywhere in Europe. Unlike in Europe, it is possible to envisage war in Asia involving the major powers: remnants of Cold War ideological confrontation still exist across the Taiwan Straits and on the Korean Peninsula; India and Pakistan have nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles, and these two countries are more confrontational than at any time since the early 1970s; in Southeast Asia, Indonesia-which is the world's fourth-largest country-faces a highly uncertain future that could lead to its breakup. The Asia-Pacific region spends more on defense (about $150 billion a year) than any other part of the world except the United States and Nato Europe. China and Japan are amongst the top four or five global military spenders. Asia also has more nuclear powers than any other region of the world.  Asia's security is at a crossroads: the region could go in the direction of peace and cooperation, or it could slide into confrontation and military conflict. There are positive tendencies, including the resurgence of economic growth and the spread of democracy, which would encourage an optimistic view. But there are a number of negative tendencies that must be of serious concern. There are deep-seated historical, territorial, ideological, and religious differences in Asia. Also, the region has no history of successful multilateral security cooperation or arms control. Such multilateral institutions as the Association of Southeast Asian Nations and the ASEAN Regional Forum have shown themselves to be ineffective when confronted with major crises.

XT – Japan Prolif Kills E. Asia Stability

Japanese nuclearization causes East Asian prolf and instability.

Rodiguez 09 (Roberto, American Military University Student, “Will Japan Become a Nuclear Power? A Predictive Study About the Possible Responses by China, North Korea and South Korea”, Final Paper, p. 35, 9/26, http://www.lamp-method.org/eCommons/RodriguezFinal.pdf)

The most likely scenario if Japan were to pursue independent nuclear weapons capabilities would be that all three major countries in the region would also decide either to start (South Korea) or to continue their nuclear weapons programs (China and North Korea). This decision on the part of Japan will also encourage some other minor actors (such as Thailand, Indonesia and even Vietnam) to entertain the possibility of pursuing their own nuclear weapons programs, with the region losing the apparent stability produced by the presence of US forces in the region. 

Japanese nuclear weaponization spurs East Asian prolif.

Diplomatic Panorama 05 (“N. Korea's Stance at Six-Nation Talks Unpredictable – Russian Expert”, 7/19, lexis)

Japan is "capable of building nuclear weapons very quickly," he added. "If Japan builds nuclear weapons, South Korea will immediately do the same. Then China will intensify its nuclear weapons program, and we'll find ourselves with a nuclear arms race in a very unstable, fast growing and fast changing region," the Russian expert said. 

Credible US commitment is key to prevent Japan prolif. The impact is soft power, regional and global prolif.

Glosserman 06 (Brad, Executive director of the Pacific Forum CSIS, J.D. from the George Washington University, M.A. from the Johns Hopkins University School of Advanced International Studies, “Japan's Allergy to The Nuclear Option”, South China Morning Post, 10/14, lexis)

Japanese security planners recognise that a national nuclear arsenal would be destabilising, and would actually diminish Japan's security. Building a Japanese bomb would further erode the global non-proliferation order, generate greater mistrust among neighbours and prompt allies to question its strategic intentions. This is the logic that animated former prime minister Yasuhiro Nakasone's recent call for a national study of the nuclear option. He is not endorsing that course: as he explained, "the first priority is to continue being a nuclear-free state, and the second is to reinforce the system under the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty [NPT]". But he understands that a national debate on the subject would be good for Japan. Japanese must ask how a North Korean nuclear device changes the security landscape. It adds a new wrinkle, but it's hard to see it as a fundamental transformation. The US nuclear umbrella is still in place, and it's unclear why deterrence wouldn't work against a North Korea with a tiny arsenal. After all, it worked well against the Soviet Union, which had weaponry capable of destroying the world several times over. In fact, Japan has already studied the nuclear option. In the 1960s, a Cabinet-level group examined the possibility. Some three decades later, a study conducted at the behest of the Japan Defence Agency concluded that a nuclear arsenal made little strategic sense. It would damage the country's image, undermine the NPT and prompt counter -measures by other countries in the region - including the development of their own nuclear arsenals. Further, it could potentially threaten the alliance with the United States, while providing very little security for Japan, in return. The country is so small, and the population so concentrated, that it would remain vulnerable to a nuclear attack even if there was a Japanese finger on a Japanese nuclear trigger. That logic hasn't changed. A nuclear weapon wouldn't add to Japan's defence capability - but would do real damage to its core security interests. To their credit, the Japanese recognise that. As Mr Abe explained to a Diet committee this week: "We have no intention of changing our policy that possessing nuclear weapons is not our option. There will be no change in our non-nuclear-arms principles. We want to seek a solution through peaceful and diplomatic means." The only wild card is the US commitment to Japan's security. If Tokyo felt that Washington was wavering, then a homegrown bomb might make some sense. The answer, then, to growing unease after North Korea's test is continuing efforts to strengthen the Japan-US alliance - by both governments. To their credit, they are doing that, too.

XT – Japan Prolif Kills E. Asia Stability

Japanese nukes undermine Asian stability.

Halloran ‘7  (Richard, NYT Asia Correspondent, South China Morning Post, “Political storm clouds gather over Abe”, 7-21, L/N)

Deciding whether to acquire nuclear weapons, a topic over which deliberations in Japan continue, despite US reassurances that Japan remains under its nuclear umbrella. One-third of the Liberal Democratic Party candidates for election favour a debate on this issue, according to a Mainichi newspaper poll. A nuclear-armed Japan would be highly disruptive to stability in Asia, to say the least.

Causes a destabilizing arms race.

Diplomatic Panorama ‘5  (“N. KOREA'S STANCE AT SIX-NATION TALKS UNPREDICTABLE - RUSSIAN ...”, 7-19, L/N)

If one more nuclear power appears in the region "that will become a factor of serious instability near our borders and provoke a nuclear arms race in the entire Far East," Karaganov said.  Japan is "capable of building nuclear weapons very quickly," he added.  "If Japan builds nuclear weapons, South Korea will immediately do the same. Then China will intensify its nuclear weapons program, and we'll find ourselves with a nuclear arms race in a very unstable, fast growing and fast changing region," the Russian expert said.

XT – Japan Prolif ( Regional Prolif

Japanese prolif leads to Chinese and South Korean prolif.

THE KOREA HERALD 10/10/06(Nuke test could give momentum to Japan's rearmament, lexis)

They say Japan should be armed with independent nuclear capabilities to check its nuclear-equipped neighbors, preparing for a possible disbandment of the U.S.-Japan alliance.  Tokyo has relied on U.S. nuclear umbrella for the defense of itself from a nuclear-armed North Korea. Japan had considered arming itself with nuclear weapons in 1995 to counter the threats from North Korea. But the idea was rejected by the Japanese government in concerns that it could lead to withdrawal of U.S. military protection and armoring of neighboring countries.  If Japan decides to go nuclear, it would undoubtedly spur China and South Korea to consider arming with nuclear weapons because the two countries view Tokyo's such move with suspicion.  South Korea and China, victims of Japanese imperialism last century, are concerned about Japan's move, calling it a "revival of the militaristic ghost."

XT – E. Asia Prolif ( War

East Asian prolif causes regional destabilization and war.

Allison ‘4 (Graham, Ph.D. in Political Science from Harvard, director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University's Kennedy School of Government, Special Advisor to the Secretary of Defense under President Reagan and as Assistant Secretary of Defense for Policy and Plans under President Clinton, “A Cascade of Nuclear Proliferation”, The International Herald Tribune, Opinion; Pg. 6, 12-17, lexis)

If North Korea gains forced entry into the nuclear club, Japan and South Korea will not be far behind. Taiwan will certainly explore its nuclear options. Such developments will destabilize Northeast Asia and intensify the risk of one state pre-emptively attacking another. Even more dangerously, North Korea could sell nuclear weapons to eager buyers like Osama bin Laden.
East Asian nuclearization causes nuclear holocaust, nuclear terror, and international prolif.

Lee ‘3 (Poh Ping, Phd in Government from Cornell University and Principal Fellow at the Institute of. Malaysian and International Studies, “'Tis an Ill Wind Blowing From North Korea”, New Straits Times, Management Times, 1/4, lexis)

There is also the frightening prospect of a nuclearized Northeast Asia. South Korea could respond with a nuclear programme of its own. And Japan, despite the nuclear allergy resulting from Hiroshima, might also resort to nuclear arms to protect itself against a country they think might be irrational enough to use nuclear weapons. Already some conservative Japanese commentators have broken the nuclear taboo in Japan and have urged Japan to consider developing nuclear weapons in response to North Korea. Not only would a nuclearized Northeast Asia up the stakes (possibly a nuclear holocaust) in any conflict there but it could also lead to easier proliferation of the weapons of mass destruction to other states and terrorists.

2NC Japan Prolif Impacts – Economy

Japanese prolif kills US econ and hegemony.

Maass ‘10 (Richard, Teachers assistant of Political Science @ Notre Dame “Nuclear Proliferation and Declining U.S. Hegemony”, spring 2010 https://www.hamilton.edu/levitt/Insights/Insights_2010_complete.pdf#page=44)

Despite Cheney’s questionable record on political forecasts, he rightly  acknowledges that North Korea’s proliferation may force other  countries to pursue their own nuclear programs. Japan’s civilian  stockpile of weapon-grade plutonium could plausibly be converted to  hundreds of nuclear warheads in a matter of months or even weeks  (Cirincione, 2007, pg. 105). If Japan were to go nuclear, South Korea  would likely follow due to a security imperative, despite U.S.  countermeasures. The resulting proliferation of northeast Asia erodes  U.S. interests and assets; U.S. businesses currently conduct more than  $500 billion in transactions in the region and have invested another  $150 billion (US Department of Defense, 2001, pg.7). Proliferation of  northeast Asian states jeopardizes U.S. economic affairs and reduces  the United States’ ability to use its leverage as an international  hegemon, due to the relative bargaining power those states gain  through the possession of nuclear weapons.  
The impact is nuclear war.
Friedberg and Schoenfeld ‘8  (Aaron, Prof. Politics. And IR – Princeton’s Woodrow Wilson School, and Gabriel, Senior Editor of Commentary and Visiting Scholar – Witherspoon Institute, Wall Street Journal, “The Dangers of a Diminished America”, 10-21, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122455074012352571.html)
Then there are the dolorous consequences of a potential collapse of the world's financial architecture. For decades now, Americans have enjoyed the advantages of being at the center of that system. The worldwide use of the dollar, and the stability of our economy, among other things, made it easier for us to run huge budget deficits, as we counted on foreigners to pick up the tab by buying dollar-denominated assets as a safe haven. Will this be possible in the future?  Meanwhile, traditional foreign-policy challenges are multiplying. The threat from al Qaeda and Islamic terrorist affiliates has not been extinguished. Iran and North Korea are continuing on their bellicose paths, while Pakistan and Afghanistan are progressing smartly down the road to chaos. Russia's new militancy and China's seemingly relentless rise also give cause for concern.  If America now tries to pull back from the world stage, it will leave a dangerous power vacuum. The stabilizing effects of our presence in Asia, our continuing commitment to Europe, and our position as defender of last resort for Middle East energy sources and supply lines could all be placed at risk.  In such a scenario there are shades of the 1930s, when global trade and finance ground nearly to a halt, the peaceful democracies failed to cooperate, and aggressive powers led by the remorseless fanatics who rose up on the crest of economic disaster exploited their divisions. Today we run the risk that rogue states may choose to become ever more reckless with their nuclear toys, just at our moment of maximum vulnerability.  The aftershocks of the financial crisis will almost certainly rock our principal strategic competitors even harder than they will rock us. The dramatic free fall of the Russian stock market has demonstrated the fragility of a state whose economic performance hinges on high oil prices, now driven down by the global slowdown. China is perhaps even more fragile, its economic growth depending heavily on foreign investment and access to foreign markets. Both will now be constricted, inflicting economic pain and perhaps even sparking unrest in a country where political legitimacy rests on progress in the long march to prosperity.  None of this is good news if the authoritarian leaders of these countries seek to divert attention from internal travails with external adventures.

2NC Japan Prolif Impacts – Sino-Japan War

Japan rearmament leads to Sino-Japanese war .

Symonds 4/26/05  ( eter, contributor to Global Research, “Washington fuels Japanese militarism”, http://www.wsws.org/articles/2005/apr2005/japa2-a26.shtml)
“I recall 40 years ago, when I was a new professor working in the field of Chinese and Japanese international relations that Edwin O Reischauer once commented, ‘The great payoff from our victory of 1945 was a permanently disarmed Japan.’ Born in Japan and a Japanese historian at Harvard, Reischauer served as US ambassador to Tokyo in the administrations of presidents John Kennedy and Lyndon Johnson. Strange to say, since the end of the Cold War in 1991 and particularly under the administration of George W Bush, the United States has been doing everything in its power to encourage and even accelerate Japanese rearmament.  “Such a development promotes hostility between China and Japan, the two superpowers of East Asia, sabotages possible peaceful solutions in those two problem areas, Taiwan and North Korea, left over from the Chinese and Korean civil wars, and lays the foundation for a possible future Sino-Japanese conflict that the United States would almost surely lose. It is unclear whether the ideologues and war lovers of Washington understand what they are unleashing—a possible confrontation between the world’s fastest industrial economy, China, and the world’s second-most-productive, albeit declining, economy, Japan; a confrontation that the United States would have caused and in which it might well be consumed.”

2NC Japan Prolif Impacts – Relations

Japan prolif turns relations, stability and the NPT.

Chanlett-Avery and Nikitin ‘9  (Emma, Specialist in Asian Affairs, and Mary Beth, Analyst, CRS, “Japan's Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests,” 2-19, Congressional Research Service, http://opencrs.com/document/RL34487/)

Any reconsideration of Japan’s policy of nuclear weapons abstention would have significant  implications for U.S. policy in East Asia. Globally, Japan’s withdrawal from the Nuclear Non- Proliferation Treaty (NPT) could damage the most durable international non-proliferation regime.  Regionally, Japan “going nuclear” could set off a nuclear arms race with China, South Korea, and  Taiwan and, in turn, India, and Pakistan may feel compelled to further strengthen their own  nuclear weapons capability. Bilaterally, assuming that Japan made the decision without U.S.  support, the move could indicate Tokyo’s lack of trust in the American commitment to defend  Japan. An erosion in the U.S.-Japan alliance could upset the geopolitical balance in East Asia, a  shift that could indicate a further strengthening of China’s position as an emerging hegemonic  power. These ramifications would likely be deeply destabilizing for the security of the Asia  Pacific region and beyond.

2NC Japan I/L Magnifier – Perception

Even if Japan doesn’t get weapons. A shift in its attitude to seriously consider them will trigger regional prolif and tank the NPT.
Bakanic ‘8  (Elizabeth, MA Int’l. Affairs – Princeton, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, “The End of Japan’s Nuclear Taboo”, 6-9, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-end-of-japans-nuclear-taboo)
All that said, by no means is Japan on the road to nuclear weapons development--or even considering it as a serious option. Technically speaking, Japan has several huge constraints to nuclear weapons development--see "Preventing Nuclear Proliferation Chain Reactions: Japan, South Korea, and Egypt" PDF and "Japan's Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests." PDF So why should the world be concerned about Japan's fading nuclear allergy? Because Tokyo's attitude toward nuclear weapons is incredibly important to Japan's neighbors and the nonproliferation regime, meaning subtle changes in its attitude could carry serious security consequences for both. Historically, Japan has maintained complicated relations with many of its neighbors--specifically China, North Korea, and South Korea. While functional relationships do exist, deep mistrust and suspicions persist, creating a paranoid security environment where an innocuous change from an outside perspective sets off alarm bells in the region. So what may seem like a natural shift in Japan's nuclear attitudes may be a destabilizing change for those less trustful and less objective. Therefore, if discussing nuclear weapons becomes more acceptable in Japan, China and the Koreas might perceive this as a dangerous development and use it as an excuse to increase their military capabilities--nuclear or otherwise. In terms of the teetering nonproliferation regime, a change in Japan's attitude toward nuclear weapons would be a serious blow. To date, Tokyo has been a foremost advocate of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, campaigning against proliferation and rejecting the idea of developing nuclear weapons despite possessing the best nuclear capability of any non-nuclear weapon state and having two nuclear weapon states near its borders. The binding nature of international agreements relies on such attention and support from its signatories. So although Japan may never violate the treaty, if Tokyo is perceived as being less supportive as it opens up domestically on the nuclear issue, the effect on NPT morale could be dire, which speaks directly to the NPT's current vulnerability. Some element of the changing attitude toward nuclear weapons in Japan must be due to discomfort with the status quo and a security need that the NPT or the country's other security partnerships isn't satisfying. Therefore, a disturbing factor of Japan's nuclear normalization is what it may symbolize for the NPT overall.

Decreasing nuclear arsenal causes perception that Japan will proliferate. This triggers regional prolif even if Japan never gets weapons.

Rasmussen ’00 (David, MA National Security Affairs – Naval Postgraduate School, NPS Master’s Thesis, “Credible Nuclear Deterrence for Japan”, March, http://www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/research/theses/rasmussen00.asp)

Second, the United States seeks to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons. If the U.S. nuclear commitment to the defense of Japan is perceived as weak or uncertain, regional suspicions that Japan might pursue nuclear weapons would increase. According to Dr. Andrew Kim, political-military advisor to the Commander of U.S. Army Japan, both Korean and Chinese suspicions of Japanese nuclear ambitions would rise if the U.S. commitment to defend Japan with nuclear weapons was perceived as weak. This might provide adversaries with additional reasons for pursuing nuclear weapons themselves. In the worst case, the Japanese could be forced to pursue the development of independent nuclear forces if they believed that they were not adequately protected by U.S. nuclear forces. Michiko Nakamoto, a reporter for The Financial Times of London, quoted Taro Kono, a member of the Japanese Diet from the ruling Liberal Democratic Party as saying, “I doubt the U.S. president will push the button to protect Japan. I’m not sure if the nuclear umbrella is a good one or a leaky one.” According to Hideshi Takesada of the Japan Defense Agency National Institute for Defense Studies, “nuclear arguments are beginning to emerge in Japan because of misperceptions that U.S. commitment to Japan is declining.” If the Japanese move in this direction, it could compel other regional powers to do the same, and an East Asian nuclear arms race could develop. It is a vital U.S. interest to discourage another arms race in the region that might reduce stability and increase the likelihood of conflict. 

Japan Prolif – A2: DPJ Blocks

North Korea and Japan outweigh any DPJ ideology.

Wittmer ‘9  (Lawrence, Prof. History – SUNY Albany and Contributor – Foreign Policy In Focus, “Japan’s Election and Anti-Nuclear Momentum”, 9-4, http://www.fpif.org/fpiftxt/6401)

At the moment, the degree to which the Japanese elections will increase the clout of this burgeoning nuclear abolition campaign remains uncertain. The DPJ faces a number of challenges if it is to implement its nuclear-free promises. Although public sentiment in Japan is strongly antinuclear, there is also a rising fear of North Korea's nuclear program — a fact that might lead to an erosion of the new administration's nuclear-free doctrine. Compromise on maintaining a nuclear-free Japan is alluring, as Japan has the scientific and technological capability to produce nuclear weapons easily and quickly. Furthermore, many Japanese (and particularly LDP members), though uneasy about Japan's development of nuclear weapons, feel comfortable under the U.S. nuclear umbrella. Thus, they might resist international efforts to create a nuclear-free world.

Japan Prolif – A2: Public Opinion Blocks

Public opinion will change --- North Korea test puts them on the brink and US nuclear deterrence is the reason prolif advocates are in the minority now.

Schoff ‘9  (James, Associate Dir. Asia-Pacific Studies – Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, MA in IR – Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, “Realigning Priorities The U.S.-Japan Alliance & the Future of Extended Deterrence,” March, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/RealignPriorities.pdf)

Despite these formal messages of continuity, however, the fact is that a nuclear North Korea has long been considered a key potential catalyst that could push Japan over the nuclear threshold. For example, Japanese Foreign Minister Muto Kabun stated in 1993 that “if North Korea develops nuclear weapons and that becomes a threat to Japan, first there is the nuclear umbrella of the United States upon which we can rely. But if it comes down to a crunch, possessing the will that ‘we can do it ourselves’ is important” (Jameson 1993). Other similar comments have been made by Japanese officials and opinion leaders over the years. The truth is that the nuclear issue in Japan, although certainly sensitive, was never quite the taboo subject that it was frequently made out to be, and Japan’s so-called nu- clear allergy is not necessarily a genetic condition. A small number of influential nuclear advocates have always existed in postwar Japan, and a major reason why they remain in the minority is because Japan has had the luxury of a nuclear deterrent provided for it by the United States. The credibility of the U.S.-Japan alliance and this extended deterrent has been critical to Japan’s sense of security, along with another important factor, namely, the absence of a serious and consistent existential threat to Japan. Consequently, whenever one or both of these factors seemed less undeniable, signs of reconsideration in Tokyo became apparent. 

Social currents will change public opinion trends.

Chanlett-Avery and Nikitin ‘9  (Emma, Specialist in Asian Affairs, and Mary Beth, Nonproliferation Analyst, CRS, “Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests”, 2-19, http://opencrs.com/document/RL34487/)

While Japanese public opinion remains, by most accounts, firmly anti-nuclear, some social currents could eventually change the conception of nuclear development. Many observers have recognized a trend of growing nationalism in Japan, particularly among the younger generation. Some Japanese commentators have suggested that this increasing patriotism could jeopardize closer cooperation with the United States: if Japan feels too reliant on U.S. forces and driven by U.S. priorities, some may assert the need for Japan to develop its own independent capability. Another wild card is the likelihood that Japan will face a major demographic challenge because of its rapidly ageing population: such a shock could either drive Japan closer to the United States because of heightened insecurity, or could spur nationalism that may lean toward developing more autonomy. 
Japan Prolif – A2: Constitution Blocks

Japan can say the arsenal is for self-defense --- circumvents constitutional issues.

Schoff ‘9  (James, Associate Dir. Asia-Pacific Studies – Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, MA in IR – Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, “Realigning Priorities The U.S.-Japan Alliance & the Future of Extended Deterrence,” March, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/RealignPriorities.pdf)

Constitutional and other legal questions remain, but Japanese politicians over the years have been careful to emphasize that there is nothing in the constitution that would prohibit Japan from possessing nuclear weapons as long as they are for self-defense. The Abe government re- iterated this stance in 2006 in a statement before the par- liament, saying, “Even with nuclear weapons, we’ve under- stood that possessing them would not necessarily violate the constitution as long as it is kept within [the limits of minimum capabilities necessary for self-defense]” (Reu- ters 2006b). Similar statements have been made through- out postwar Japan from time to time, first and foremost by Prime Minister Kishi Nobusuke in 1957, as well as by then- Chief Cabinet Secretary (later Prime Minister) Fukuda Yasuo in 2002 (Kyodo News 2002). 
The CLB controls the interpretation and they will allow weapons.

Hughes ‘7  (Llewelyn, Doc. Candidate in Pol. Sci. – MIT, International Security, “Why Japan Will Not Go Nuclear (Yet)”, 31(4), Spring, Project Muse)

The degree to which Japan's constitution constrains its force structure and the application of military force remains contested.61 Formally, two organizations have a role in interpreting Japan's constitution: the Supreme Court of Japan and the Cabinet Legislative Bureau (CLB).62 The Supreme Court has ex post facto jurisdiction over legislation, as a challenge must be made on a constitutional matter before it has the authority to rule. The CLB, on the other hand, is a body within the administrative apparatus of the executive branch with authority for giving legal opinion on whether legislation proposed by the government contravenes existing laws. As such, it retains ex ante authority over constitutional issues. In practice the CLB, not the Supreme Court, has retained authority over constitutional interpretation. The long-standing position of the CLB on the constitutionality of nuclear weapons stems from its determination that Japan's constitution prohibits offensive capabilities, but allows Japan to maintain military potential at a minimum level required to exercise its right to self-defense. The first statement that [End Page 83] nuclear weapons are permissible under this interpretation was made by Prime Minister Nobusuke Kishi in May 1957.63 It was confirmed in December 1965 by the director of the CLB, who testified on the legality of nuclear weapons in a House of Councillors committee meeting.64 In 1970 the Japan Defense Agency formalized this interpretation in doctrine, stating that it is possible in a legal sense to possess a small-yield nuclear weapon without violating the constitution if it is within the minimum force level required for self-defense and is not an offensive threat to other countries. This interpretation continues to form the basis for government policy. It was confirmed in May 2002 by Yasuo Fukuda, the chief cabinet secretary in the administration of Prime Minister Koizumi, in widely reported remarks,65 and again by Prime Minister Shinzo Abe in November 2006 in response to parliamentary questioning.66

Japan Prolif – A2: Non-Nuclear Principles

The non-nuclear principles aren’t legally binding. It’s irrelevant if they want to prolif.

Hughes ‘7  (Llewelyn, Doc. Candidate in Pol. Sci. – MIT, International Security, “Why Japan Will Not Go Nuclear (Yet)”, 31(4), Spring, Project Muse)

A second domestic constraint on Japanese nuclearization that is often cited is Japan's "three nonnuclear principles." These commit Japan to not manufacturing, possessing, or importing nuclear weapons, and were formalized as a Diet resolution in November 1971.71 Successive cabinets have continued to confirm their validity. The level of constraint these principles place on Japan's nuclear policy, however, is questionable. Most important, they do not represent a legal constraint, as Diet resolutions are passed as an expression of the will of the chamber and are nonbinding. Further, the third principle—that Japan will not allow the importation of nuclear weapons—was probably broken during the Cold War;72 Prime Minister Eisaku Sato's envoy in initial negotiations over the return of Okinawa to Japan, Kei Wakaizumi, has asserted that a secret agreement existed allowing the United States to station nuclear weapons on Okinawa in the case of emergency, following consultation with the Japanese government.73 Archival evidence also suggests that the USS Midway, a conventionally powered but nuclear weapons–capable aircraft carrier, may have been homeported in Yokosuka while armed with nuclear weapons, although these weapons were probably temporarily transferred prior to dry-docking so they would not be physically present on Japanese soil.74 [End Page 85]

The Basic Law on Atomic Energy is also not binding.

Hughes ‘7  (Llewelyn, Doc. Candidate in Pol. Sci. – MIT, International Security, “Why Japan Will Not Go Nuclear (Yet)”, 31(4), Spring, Project Muse)

A third domestic legal constraint on Japanese nuclearization is the Basic Law on Atomic Energy, enacted in 1955 as the foundational law managing Japan's extensive civilian nuclear energy program. Article 2 of the law establishes that the research, development, and utilization of atomic energy must be limited to peaceful purposes and carried out independently under democratic management. The Basic Law potentially constrains the development of nuclear weapons in two ways. First, amendments to the law must pass through normal parliamentary procedures, giving the opposition to any amendment an opportunity to block proposed changes. Second, the law establishes the Atomic Energy Commission as a body composed of civilians that is a formal part of the cabinet, reporting to a minister without portfolio within the Cabinet Office. The Atomic Energy Commission is charged with creating policy and coordinating with other parts of the bureaucracy on nuclear budgetary issues. The most important policy role of the commission is drafting the long-term plan for the use of nuclear energy, and ensuring that nuclear energy planning conforms with the articles of the Basic Law. As such, the commission defines its role as making sure that Japan continues to limit its use of nuclear energy to peaceful purposes. Meeting records of the commission show that its members are united against the development of a nuclear deterrent. Following the 2002 comments by Chief Cabinet Secretary Fukuda on the constitutionality of nuclear weapons, for example, debate within the commission was dominated by [End Page 88] the question of how to respond to what was judged by committee members as a transgression of the Basic Law. Nevertheless, discussions between committee members indicate that few regulatory tools are available to them to halt any drive to revise the law to allow the diversion of nuclear materials to a nuclear weapons program; the commission does not have the power to veto changes to the Basic Law itself. This suggests that if an effort was made to alter the law to allow the diversion of materials used in the civilian nuclear energy program to military use, the commission could do little beyond attempting to mobilize public opinion.86

Japan Prolif – A2: Civilian Control Blocks

Military is increasing influence in government. They can pursue policies they want.

Hughes ‘8  (Christopher, Prof. International and Japanese Studies in Dept. Politics and International Studies – U. Warwick, Adelphi Series “Chapter One: The Trajectory of Japan’s Remilitarisation”, 48(403), December, InformaWorld)

Japan's civilian-control structures are facing a serious challenge from a Ministry of Defense and JSDF gaining in confidence and desiring enhanced freedoms in order to respond to the perceived exigencies of national security. Japan's traditional structure of bureaucratic-civilian control has been eroded by pressure from the JSDF, and the reform efforts of the Ministry of Defense have been directed towards increasing political, as opposed to bureaucratic, control. The Tamogami affair and public concerns over civilian control appear not to have deflected Japanese policymakers from pushing for enhanced integration and greater contact between politicians, the military and bureaucrats. The influence over defence policymaking enjoyed by Japan's military thus continues to increase. These changes may improve the JSDF's operational flexibility, and the system may function well as long as political leaders are competent to oversee it. However, the fact that the Ministry of Defense has suffered repeated changes of leadership since attaining full ministerial status in 2007 (Fumio Kyuma, September 2006-July 2007; Yuriko Koike, July-August 2007; Masahiko Komura, August-September 2007; Shigeru Ishiba, September 2007-August 2008; Yoshimasa Hayashi, August 2008-September 2008; Yasukazu Hamada, September 2008 to date), and that Japan as a whole has had three prime ministers in that time, does not augur well for the necessary political continuity to offset declining bureaucratic oversight.

Japan Prolif – A2: Scientists Will Refuse

Scientists won’t resist. Many support a nuclear program.

Cyranoski and Blumfiel ‘3  (David, Asia-Pacific Correspondent, and Geoff, Washington Physical Sciences Correspondent, Nature, “Weapons Proliferation: Asia’s Nuclear Family”, 423, 5-8, http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v423/n6936/full/423110a.html)

If South Korea and Japan decide to initiate nuclear-weapons programmes, how will their physicists and engineers respond? The attitude of these groups is clearly important. On a practical level, the development of nuclear weapons is impossible without skilled scientists. Garwin points out that in the case of Pakistan and India's nuclear-weapons programmes, which were established in the 1970s, it was the scientists who pushed the technology, while the military was initially uninterested. On the surface, Japanese and South Korean scientists seem to be opposed to nuclear weapons. The 8,000-member Atomic Energy Society of Japan has pledged not to develop them, mirroring the country's constitutional principle never to develop, hold or use nuclear weapons. "The peaceful use of nuclear energy has been etched into the Japanese DNA over the past half-century," says Tetsuo Sawada, a nuclear engineer at the Tokyo Institute of Technology. Jungmin Kang, a nuclear engineer who is now a Seoul-based associate of the Nautilus Institute, a security and sustainability think-tank in Berkeley, California, says that South Korean scientists are similarly resistant to nuclear weapons. But a closer inspection reveals that these attitudes may result from the reluctance of scientists in the region to become involved in politics, rather than a fundamental objection to nuclear weapons. Over the past few years, Tatsujiro Suzuki, an expert in atomic-energy policy at Keio University in Tokyo, has been trying to get nuclear scientists to sign a 'peace pledge', in which they vow never to work on nuclear weapons. By this January, just 110 Japanese researchers had signed. Those who declined to sign won't say publicly why they did so. A reluctance to declare personal politics may be part of the reason. "Many say that taking an individual stand is not part of Japanese culture," says Suzuki. But others may be refusing the pledge because they want to leave the door to nuclear weapons open. "Some good friends said they wouldn't sign because they thought they might be asked to work on nuclear weapons in the future," says Suzuki. And when he polled his students, 30% said that their country should eventually develop nuclear weapons. It seems that resistance to nuclear weapons among Japanese scientists may not run very deep.

Japan Prolif – A2: Studies Show Not In Japan’s Interest

Japan’s current studies assume a credible US deterrent --- collapse changes calculations.

Furukawa ‘3  (Katsuhisa, MA Public Administration – Harvard’s Kennedy School, Research Fellow – Research Institute of Science and Technology for Society of the Japan Science and Technology Agency, former Senior Research Associate – Center for Nonproliferation Studies, “Nuclear Options, Arms Control, and Extended Deterrence: In Search of a New Framework for Japan’s Nuclear Policy”, December, http://www.stimson.org/pub.cfm?id=91)

Although detailed examinations of Japan’s nuclear option have concluded that Japan’s nuclear option would not bring any strategic benefit to Japan, these conclusions are based on assumptions that US extended deterrence will remain credible and that international regimes on arms control, disarmament, and nonproliferation will remain effective. After all, the outcome of Japan’s debate on the nuclear option will be contingent upon the question of whether Japan will continue to believe in the effectiveness of US extended deterrence and the international regimes for arms control as well as nonproliferation.

Japan Prolif – A2: Non-Nuclear Culture

Japanese policymakers base policy off realism, not culture --- security guarantee is the only thing preventing nuclear proliferation.

Lavoy and Walker ‘7  (Peter, PhD Pol. Sci. – U.C., former Dir. Center for Contemporary Conflict, and Senior Lecturer in Dept. National Security Affairs – Naval Postgraduate School, and Robin, Research Associate – Center for Contemporary Conflict of NPS, Strategic Insights, “Over-the-Horizon Threats: WMD Proliferation 2020,” VI(5), http://www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/si/2007/Aug/lavoyAug07.asp)

The Japanese presenter said that Japan first began considering nuclear weapons as an option in the 1960s, and that, to this day, external factors remain the main driver of Japan’s perspective on the nuclear option. While the culture in Japan is generally characterized by disgust of nuclear weapons, policymakers’ thinking is more shaped by realism and the desire to avoid positioning Japan as a second-class country. As long as U.S. security guarantee is credible, Japan is unlikely to develop nuclear weapons, but the issue has been considered strongly at least five times: when China first tested nuclear weapons, during the Vietnam War, when U.S. President Nixon visited China, during the North Korean crisis in the 1990s, and following the 2006 North Korean missile test. The consistent characteristics of each situation include the Strategic and technical implications when the strategic environment shifts, but in each case the risks outweighed the value added, and the consideration was almost always reported to the United States, and resulted in a strengthening of U.S.-Japan alliance. Technologically speaking Japan has not perfected the technology that could be applicable for controlling warhead of operational missiles and would probably take three to five years to produce a prototype small nuclear warhead with an investment of around $2 billion. However, if it was deemed necessary Japan could probably produce a crude but effective nuclear device within a year. Japan lacks a large amount of fissile Uranium-238 and Plutonium-239, but could probably revise the core of a light water reactor. Their most practical method would probably be to create an explosive lens, a task within their existing technological capability, but they have not taken any steps in that direction. Additionally Japan’s nuclear human resources are declining since nuclear energy is regarded as a losing industry and a trend of pacifism among the Japanese scientific and academic community. The presenter argued that the real value of a nuclear weapon for Japan is in possibly sending a warning sign to China, but it’s a pundits’ debate that holds little water among policymakers in Japan. The conditions under which Japan might consider the nuclear option include the collapse of the international arms control regime; a perceived increase of threats; a reduction of U.S. extended deterrence; combined with a change of belief on the part of the government. One key factor that could decrease the unlikely even of a re-armed Japan would be increased knowledge about U.S. extended deterrence policy, strategy, direction, and capability.
2NC US-Japan Impacts – E. Asia Stability

Relations with Japan and with South Korea are key to American and East Asian stability.

US Fed News 06 (“Rep. Leach Comments On 'Japan's Relations with Her Neighbors: Back To Future?'”, 9/14, lexis)

At a hearing of the House Committee on International Relations, Rep. James A. Leach made the following statement: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for calling this important hearing. I look forward to hearing from our distinguished witnesses. At the outset, it should be underscored that America is singularly fortunate to have established strong democratic partnerships with our friends in Japan and South Korea. Our alliances with Seoul and Tokyo are integral to American national security and a bedrock of stability in the region. Our commitments to both countries must and will remain steadfast.
2NC US-Japan Impacts – Democracy, Econ, Stability

US military presence is key to extended deterrence, which is vital to US-Japan relations – alliance solves democracy, global economy, and East Asian stability

Auslin 10 (Michael, Director of Japan Studies at the American Enterprise Institute, Ph.D. in history, associate professor of history and senior research fellow at the MacMillan Center for International and Area Studies at Yale University, “House Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on Asia, the Pacific and the Global Environment Hearing; U.S.-Japan Relations: Enduring Ties, Recent Developments; Testimony by Michael Auslin”, Congressional Documents and Publications, U.S. House of Representatives Documents, 3/17, lexis)
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. Despite this litany of problems both real and perceived, the U.S.-Japan alliance, and the broader relationship it embodies, remains the keystone of U.S. policy in the Asia-Pacific region. There is little doubt that America and Japan share certain core values that tie us together, including a belief in democracy, the rule of law, and civil and individual rights, among others, which should properly inform and inspire our policies abroad. Moreover, after the cataclysm of World War II, we have worked together to maintain stability in the western Pacific, throughout the Cold War and after. Without the continued Japanese hosting of U.S. forces, our forward-based posture is untenable, particularly in a period of growing Chinese military power in which the acquisition of advanced weapons systems indicates increased vulnerability of U.S. forces over time. There are over 35,000 U.S. military personnel in Japan, and another 11,000 afloat as part of the 7th Fleet, while three-quarters of our military facilities are in Okinawa. Maintaining this presence is a full-time job for officials on both sides of the Pacific. Both Washington and Tokyo have revised the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) governing the U.S. military in Japan to respond to local concerns over judicial access to U.S. service members, and domestic pressures to reduce Japan's $4 billion annual Host Nation Support (HNS) are a continuing feature of bilateral discussions. The new Japanese government has indicated its desire to consider further revision of SOFA and HNS, which portends continued, sometimes difficult negotiations between both sides, though I would be surprised by any significant changes in either. It is clear, however, that the presence of U.S. military forces is welcomed by nearly all nations in the Asia-Pacific region and sends a signal of American commitment to the region. From a historical standpoint, the post-war American presence in the Asia-Pacific has been one of the key enablers of growth and development in that maritime realm. And today, for all its dynamism, the Asia-Pacific remains peppered with territorial disputes and long-standing grievances, with few effective multilateral mechanisms such as exist in Europe for solving interstate conflicts. Our friends and allies in the area are keenly attuned to our continued forward-based posture, and any indications that the United States was reducing its presence might be interpreted by both friends and competitors as a weakening of our long-standing commitment to maintain stability in the Pacific. The shape of Asian regional politics will continue to evolve, and while I am skeptical of what can realistically be achieved by proposed U.S.-Japan-China trilateral talks, it seems evident that we must approach our alliance with Japan from a more regionally oriented perspective, taking into account how our alliance affects the plans and perceptions of other nations in the region. Beyond these traditional security concerns, Japan and the United States continue to be among the handful of countries that can act as significant first responders to humanitarian disasters, and did so jointly during the Boxing Day tsunami of 2004 and are doing so today in Haiti. Both our countries are leaders in scientific research and development, and bred multinational corporations that continue to change the nature of global commerce. Economically, of course, we are increasingly intertwined. Our bilateral trade last year was over $132 billion worth, making Japan our fourth largest trading partner even despite a fall of nearly $80 billion in trade from 2008, and Japanese companies in 49 states employ approximately 600,000 Americans. Japan is also the world's largest purchaser of U.S. Treasuries, currently holding over $768 billion worth, more than China's official portfolio of $755 billion in American securities. The heady days of the 1980s are long over for Japan, when pundits breathlessly proclaimed it the next superpower. Japan, however, will continue to play a major role in Asia over the next decades, as that region continues to be the engine of global economic growth. Similarly, the role of a democratic Japan should become increasingly important in Asia as democracies young and old continue to evolve, while authoritarian and totalitarian regimes oppress their own people and threaten others. As we look to the kind of Asia that we hope develops in the future, there is much that continues to commend Japan to the region's planners and peoples. Much in the same way, the U.S.-Japan alliance, though under strain today and still in need of further restructuring, plays a currently indispensable role in ensuring our country's commitment to the Asia-Pacific and in providing a necessary stabilizing force to powerful tides of nationalism, competition, and distrust in that region. Our relationship with Japan is indeed a cornerstone of the liberal international order that has marked the six decades since the end of the Second World War as among the most prosperous and generally peaceful in world history. For that reason, among others, we should look forward to maintaining it for years to come.
2NC US-Japan Impacts – Warming

Military security is vital to US-Japan relations – key to tackle warming.

Alabaster ‘10 (Jay, Associated Press Writer, “Japan Leader Wants More Equal Ties with US”, International News, 1-4, lexis)

Japan's prime minister said Monday he will press for more equal ties with Washington this year, the 50th anniversary of a joint security treaty that grants many special privileges to U.S. troops stationed in the country. Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama, in a New Year's speech shown live on national television, said he hopes the alliance will evolve to become more open and candid. It is important "for both sides to be able to firmly say what needs to be said, and to increase the relationship of trust," he said. Under a security pact signed in 1960, U.S. armed forces are allowed broad use of Japanese land and facilities, and currently some 47,000 American troops are stationed in Japan. The U.S. is obliged to respond to attacks on Japan and protects the country under its nuclear umbrella. More than half those troops are stationed in the southern island of Okinawa, where many residents complain about noise, pollution and crime linked to the bases. U.S.-Japan ties have become strained since Hatoyama took office in September over the relocation of Futenma U.S. Marine airfield on Okinawa, as part of a broader reorganization agreed in 2006. The plan calls for 8,000 Marines to be transferred to the U.S. territory of Guam and for Futenma's facilities to be moved to a northern part of Okinawa. But residents oppose the move and simply want Futenma shut down. Hatoyama has delayed making a final decision and said he's willing to consider other options for the base. The leader of a junior coalition partner has said she wants the base moved off Japanese territory altogether. In Monday's speech, the prime minister said the Japan-U.S. partnership also needs to tackle broader issues such as global warming. "It doesn't even need to be said that the core of the Japan-U.S. alliance is military security. But it is important to show that at various levels, Japan and America are in a crucial relationship," he said. Domestically, Hatoyama said his main priority was passing a new budget and fiscal measures to keep Japan's nascent economic recovery on track. He said it was too soon to elaborate on his party's strategy for elections for the less powerful upper house of parliament coming up this summer. Recent polls have shown his popularity has fallen sharply since his party swept to power last year.
US presence in Asia is key to relations – solves warming and prolif.

Richie ‘10 (Kerri, AMC Premium News, New Zealand correspondent “Clinton 'Determined' To Deepen Asia-Pacific Ties”, 1-13, lexis)

The US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton is in Hawaii, where she has outlined America's plan to build stronger ties with the Asia Pacific region. Ms Clinton arrives in New Zealand on Friday, before heading to Australia on Sunday. She says Asia is indispensable in tackling global security and humanitarian challenges. She says there are a lot of threats in the Asia-Pacific region, such as nuclear proliferation and climate change, but strong partnerships are the key. "The United States's alliances with Japan, South Korea, Australia, Thailand and the Philippines are among the most successful bilateral partnerships in modern history," she said. Ms Clinton says America is working on more dialogue with India and China and she would like to see talks start on a role for the US in the East Asia summit. "The United States is back in Asia, but I want to underscore that we are back to stay," she said.

2NC US-Japan Impacts – Russia

US-Japan alliance prevents East Asian instability and deters Russia.

Talmadge ‘6 (Eric, Tokyo bureau chief of the Associated Press, “AP Exclusive: Commander of U.S. Troops Discusses Evolving Alliance with Tokyo”, International News, Yokota Air Base Japan, 5-6, lexis)

For half a century, the U.S.-Japan security alliance has been the key to Washington's strategic policies in Asia. Bases here served as a staging area for America's battles in Korea and Vietnam and provided a potent, up-close deterrent to the Soviet Union during the Cold War. Now, with local threats more ambiguous and America's forces stretched thin by Iraq and Afghanistan, troops are being shifted by the thousands, assets moved or upgraded and most important Japan is being called on to play a bigger role in its own defense and regional security. "There is an understanding by both governments that this alliance is relevant, and should be strengthened," said Wright, commander of the U.S. Forces, Japan, which is headquartered at this air base on the outskirts of Tokyo.
Japan U – Yes Relations

US and japan committed to ongoing relations.

BBC Worldwide Monitoring 6/25/10 (Top uniformed officers of Japan, USA meet at Pentagon, L/N)
Washington, June 25 Kyodo - The top uniformed officers of Japan and the United States, Gen. Ryoichi Oriki and Adm. Michael Mullen, agreed Thursday to maintain a firm Japan-US alliance and discussed the tense East Asian situation following the March sinking of a South Korean warship which Seoul blames on North Korea, Japanese officials said.  The meeting was the second between Oriki, chief of staff of the Japanese Self-Defence Forces' Joint Staff, and Mullen, chairman of the US Joint Chiefs of Staff. Their first meeting was held in Tokyo last October.  Mullen, issuing a statement after the meeting at the Pentagon, said the Japan-US alliance is essential to maintain the safety and prosperity of the two countries and also to ensure peace and stability in the region.
Relations resilient.

The Daily Yomiuri(Tokyo) 6/20/10 (EDITORIAL; Talks needed to boost Japan-U.S. alliance, L/N)

There is no question that the Japan-U.S. alliance has played an important role in ensuring peace, stability and economic prosperity in Japan and the rest of Asia during the past half century.  The Japan-U.S. alliance, which was born after many difficulties were overcome, effectively staved off the military threat posed by the former Soviet Union during the Cold War.

Cooperation increasing .

The Daily Yomiuri(Tokyo) 6/20/10 (EDITORIAL; Talks needed to boost Japan-U.S. alliance, L/N)

In the post-Cold War period, the bilateral alliance functioned as a deterrent to new threats from regional conflicts, including that on the Korean Peninsula, weapons of mass destruction and terrorism. By redefining the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty, Japan and the United States came to regard their alliance as a kind of public asset to bolster the stability of Asia-Pacific region.
The Japanese and U.S. governments later reviewed the Guideline for Japan-U.S. Defense Cooperation, increasing the effectiveness of the bilateral alliance.

*** SOUTH KOREA IMPACTS ***

1NC South Korea Prolif Impact

South Korean prolif kills East Asian stability.

Newsweek ‘9  (“Not-Quite-Nuclear Nations”, 8-27, http://www.newsweek.com/2009/08/27/not-quite-nuclear-nations.html)

Seoul began a weapons program in the 1970s, but by the time its government signed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty in 1975, it claimed to have abandoned it. The reasons for giving the program up are unclear, but the continued United States presence and nuclear umbrella there may have seemed to be sufficient for defense. Experts worried that a South Korean nuclear weapon could destabilize the region even more than a North Korean bomb, leading to a nuclear arms race with Japan or other regional rivals.

2NC South Korea Prolif Impacts – Hegemony

Nuclear south korea kills heg.

Rey ‘9  (Santaro, Asia Times, “World powerless to stop North Korea”, 5-27, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/KE27Dg01.html)

The bigger question is whether North Korea's nuclear test will lead to growing calls for South Korea and Japan to develop their own nuclear weapons. South Korea had a nuclear weapons program in the 1970s, during the administration of military strongman Park Chung-hee, but was forced to abandon it under US pressure.  However, in the early 2000s, South Korea admitted that its scientists had carried out experiments with nuclear materials. For its part, Japan recently reaffirmed its long-held three non-nuclear principles of not producing, possessing or allowing the introduction to its territory of nuclear weapons, after former finance minister Shoichi Nakagawa stated that Japan should at least debate whether to go nuclear.  Nonetheless, in recent years it has become less taboo for Japanese politicians to raise the nuclear debate, with figures as high-ranking as former opposition Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) leader Ichiro Ozawa warning in April 2002 that Japan could build thousands of nuclear weapons.  Significantly, Ozawa was speaking in reference to counterbalancing China, not North Korea. Moreover, although Ozawa was recently forced to resign as head of the DPJ owing to a corruption scandal, his influence in the party will linger. Ozawa is an advocate of a more independent and assertive Japan, and if the DPJ wins general elections that must be held by October, it could introduce subtle changes to Japan's defense policy. Although a nuclear Japan is not imminent, it has the nuclear technology and a space program, which could be combined into a long-range nuclear arsenal.  For more than 60 years, South Korea and Japan have been protected from either the Soviet Union, China or North Korea by a US nuclear umbrella. However, if Seoul or Tokyo were to ever experience doubts about the reliability of this deterrent, they could eventually embark on a nuclear weapons build-up. Although US presidents have warned North Korea that using nuclear weapons would lead to their own destruction, Seoul and Tokyo cannot guarantee that Washington would be willing to use nuclear weapons to avenge the loss of any Korean or Japanese cities if the North had the means to attempt a nuclear strike on the US itself.  Ultimately, a nuclear South Korea and Japan could transform the geostrategic landscape of East Asia, and possibly the world. It could hasten the end of US hegemony in Asia, since the two would become less dependent on the US to guarantee their security.  There would be less need for US bases in the region, and Seoul and Tokyo might become a lot more assertive. Meanwhile, China would at the very least be uncomfortable with a nuclear South Korea. One reason is that Seoul could become more assertive about future territorial disputes concerning the ancient kingdom of Koguryo (Goguryeo), which incorporated large tracts of China and Korea.  But the bigger reason is that a nuclear South Korea might encourage Taiwan to develop nuclear weapons for fear of being left behind in the nuclear race. For China, a nuclear Taiwan would be intolerable, for it would make it easier for the island to declare independence from the mainland without fear of retribution if the Taiwanese people's desire arose. Finally, China would be especially concerned about a nuclear Japan, since Tokyo is Beijing's most formidable geopolitical rival in East Asia and a potential check on its self-proclaimed peaceful rise. 

Heg solves multiple nuclear wars.

Lieber ‘5  (Robert, Prof. Gov. and Int’l. Affairs – Georgetown, “The American Era: Power and Strategy for the 21st Century”, p. 53-54)

Withdrawal from foreign commitments might seem to be a means of evading hostility toward the United States, but the consequences would almost certainly be harmful both to regional stability and to U.S. national interests. Although Europe would almost certainly not see the return to competitive balancing among regional powers (i.e., competition and even military rivalry between France and Germany) of the kind that some realist scholars of international relations have predicted," elsewhere the dangers could increase. In Asia, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan would have strong motivation to acquire nuclear weapons – which they have the technological capacity to do quite quickly. Instability and regional competition could also escalate, not only between India and Pakistan, but also in Southeast Asia involving Vietnam, Thailand, Indonesia, and possibly the Philippines. Risks in the Middle East would be likely to increase, with regional competition among the major countries of the Gulf region (Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Iraq) as well as Egypt, Syria, and Israel. Major regional wars, eventually involving the use of weapons of mass destruction plus human suffering on a vast scale, floods of refugees, economic disruption, and risks to oil supplies are all readily conceivable.  Based on past experience, the United States would almost certainly be drawn back into these areas, whether to defend friendly states, to cope with a humanitarian catastrophe, or to prevent a hostile power from dominating an entire region. Steven Peter Rosen has thus fit-tingly observed, "If the logic of American empire is unappealing, it is not at all clear that the alternatives are that much more attractive."2z Similarly, Niall Ferguson has added that those who dislike American predominance ought to bear in mind that the alternative may not be a world of competing great powers, but one with no hegemon at all. Ferguson's warning may be hyperbolic, but it hints at the perils that the absence of a dominant power, "apolarity," could bring "an anarchic new Dark Age of waning empires and religious fanaticism; of endemic plunder and pillage in the world's forgotten regions; of economic stagnation and civilization's retreat into a few fortified enclaves.
SK Prolif – A2: No Capability

South Korea has nuclear capabilities.

Jung 10 (Sung-ki, Staff Reporter for the Korea Times, “S. Korea, Japan Can Build Nuclear Weapons Quickly”, 3/18, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2010/06/205_62636.html)

South Korea, like Japan, has the technology to build a nuclear arsenal quickly if it decides to do so, a U.S. defense report said Thursday.  "Several friends or allies of the United States, such as Japan and South Korea, are highly advanced technological states and could quickly build nuclear devices if they chose to do so," said the Joint Operating Environment (JOE) 2010, released on Feb. 18, by the U.S. Joint Forces Command.  The biennial report forecasts possible threats and opportunities for the U.S. military. The 2008 report categorized South Korea, Taiwan and Japan as three "threshold nuclear states" that have the capability to develop nuclear weapons rapidly, should their political leaders decide to do so.  The latest assessment of South Korea's nuclear capability comes as Seoul and Washington are negotiating an extension of a 1974 agreement that bans South Korea from reprocessing spent nuclear fuel without consent from the United States. The agreement expires in 2014. South Korea wants to regain the rights to reprocess spent fuel rods by its own will. The country, which won a $20 billion contract in December to build four nuclear reactors in the United Arab Emirates, has long complained that the restrictions on the reprocessing work has blocked its aspirations.  South Korea is recognized globally as a pioneer in the study of the "pyprocessing" method aimed at reprocessing spent fuel without extracting weapons-grade plutonium from it. 

South Korea U – Yes Security Alliance

US and South Korean alliance strong now. 

Yonhap ‘9 (South Korean news agency, ‘USA’s Obama speaks of “strong” alliance with South Korea’, 11-19, L/N)
SEOUL, Nov. 19 (Yonhap) - South Korean President Lee Myung-bak [ Enhanced Coverage Linking Lee Myung-bak [  Ri Myo'ng-pak] and US President Barack Obama met here Thursday in a bilateral summit to discuss ways to improve their countries' alliance and bring North Korea back to negotiations on ending its nuclear ambition.  The Lee-Obama Enhanced Coverage Linking Obama   meeting, the third since Obama Enhanced Coverage Linking Obama   came into office in February, was also expected to focus on ways to move forward a free trade agreement signed over two years ago, according to officials at Seoul's presidential office Cheong Wa Dae [ROK Office of the President].  "Let me just say we have been so gratified by the warm welcome by which we were received here in the Republic of Korea," Obama told Lee at the start of their summit, referring to South Korea by its official name.  "I think that has every indication that our alliance is strong," he said.  The US president also praised the economic development of South Korea as one of the reasons why the country was now taking on important roles in the international community.  Lee welcomed Obama's visit that followed his earlier trips to Japan and China, saying he believes the US president saved "the best" for last.  The US president arrived here Wednesday as part of his four-nation Asia tour that has also taken him to Singapore for the annual summit of the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation.  The leaders were later joined by their key ministers for a 30-minute "expanded" summit, according to Cheong Wa Dae [ROK Office of the President] officials.  The US president's first trip to South Korea was met by both a warm welcome and opposition as conservative civic organizations celebrated half a century of the alliance between South Korea and the US while liberal groups demanded a more equal footing between the countries.  A group of activists on Wednesday claimed the US president was only seeking to win Seoul's support for its war in Afghanistan, to which South Korea has decided to send additional aid workers and troops to protect them.  Lee and Obama Enhanced Coverage Linking Obama   will hold a joint press conference after their summit, to be followed by a state lunch hosted by the South Korean president.  Obama Enhanced Coverage Linking Obama   will visit a US military base to meet with a group of American servicemembers stationed here before heading home later Thursday. 

Obama is working to strengthen alliances with South Korea.

The Korean Herald ‘8 (South Korean News Agency, “Obama likely to bolster alliance with South Korea”, 11-7, L/N)

This is the second in a series of articles assessing the effect U.S. President-elect Barack Obama  will have on Korea-U.S. relations politically, economically and socially. - Ed.  Barack Obama  will probably try to strengthen the South Korea-U.S. alliance, but may ask for more cooperation in return, Seoul officials and experts said.  They said political differences, particularly over North Korea and trade, could cause friction between Obama  and President Lee Myung-bak.  But they agreed that the new U.S. government would bring opportunities for the South Korean government.  Robust alliance  They expect that the Obama  government would not significantly depart from the current Bush administration's policy on the alliance. They said the bilateral alliance will continue its move into a strategic partnership.  "Obama and Biden  have said they will maintain strong ties with allies like Japan, South Korea and Australia. The South Korea-U.S. alliance will move to the envisioned destination of a new strategic alliance under which the two countries will share common strategies and values, and cooperate in comprehensive and global issues," said Yun Duk-min, a professor of the Institute of Foreign Affairs and National Security.  Experts said the new U.S. government would place more importance on South Korea as a regional partner than a Republican government.  "Traditionally, the Republican governments have put more priority on Japan than South Korea in their Northeast Asian strategy," said Cho Seong-ryoul, an analyst at the Institute for National Security and Strategy affiliated with the National Intelligence Service.  "Republican presidential candidate John McCain's camp was also filled with Japan experts. Compared to McCain's, the Obama  team comprises more people who prefer a balanced approach to South Korea," Cho said.  Some experts here had worried that under McCain, South Korean ties could play second fiddle to the U.S.-Japan alliance.  Echoing Seoul's expectations, U.S. Ambassador to Seoul Kathleen Stephens said Tuesday that the South Korea-U.S. alliance would remain robust whoever won the U.S. presidential election.  "This transition in the United States is going to be the one towards a broader and deeper relationship and take it to a new level," Stephens said in a speech on the eve of the election.  She said Seoul and Washington would transform the half-century alliance into one tackling broader global issues beyond the current military alliance focusing on the peace in the peninsula.  The ambassador suggested that the environment and energy conservation would be new areas of cooperation.  Under the upcoming president, experts also said the United States would spur efforts to reinvigorate trilateral cooperation between Seoul, Washington and Tokyo.  "The trend may gain more steam under the Obama  government, but, if that is the case, the trilateral partnership would not aim to encircle China, unlike the Bush's term," said Lee Sang-hyun, director of the Security Studies Program at the Sejong Institute.  The United States, South Korea and Japan have recently revived a series of tripartite diplomatic, defense and strategic dialogue channels which have been defunct for several years.  Friction under U.S. pragmatism  However, experts said the election of a liberal U.S. president also could cause friction, because of the U.S.'s pragmatic approach to the alliance and ideological differences between the two presidents.  They said the Obama government would employ foreign policies in line with "liberal internationalism," which employs dialogue and multilateral institutions as main tools.  "In reality, the liberal internationalism would take a form of pragmatism under which the United States will act in accord with a scrupulous calculation of its national interest," said Hong Hyun-ik, a senior researcher of the Security Studies Program at the Sejong Institute.  In that case, South Korea would face a growing U.S. demand to share the burden of dealing with global affairs, experts said.  "The new U.S. government will focus on the war on terrorism and shift its main battle ground from Iraq to Afghanistan and Pakistan. Given that, it could demand Korea's renewed contribution to the war in the Central Asian region," Hong said.  The demand may include a dispatch of troops or police to flash points, or financial contribution to operations, he added.  Experts also said Washington also could increase its calls for South Korea to provide more of the expenses for maintaining the U.S. troop presence on the Korean Peninsula. Hit by financial woes, the U.S. government will seek to reduce its defense costs substantially, they said.  The U.S.'s pragmatic diplomacy coupled with the Democratic Party's traditional protectionist trade policy, experts also warned that the two countries may clash frequently over trade.  Some said Obama's  liberal character may be a source of tension in relations with conservative President Lee Myung-bak. They point out the conflicts between Presidents Clinton and Kim Young-sam, as well as Presidents Bush and Kim Dae-jung and Roh Moo-hyun, which could be attributed mainly to the ideological differences.  "Looking back to the past decade, South Korea and the United States enjoyed good relations when their presidents showed similar ideological direction, while they suffered strains due to gaps in the mindset between the presidents," Cho Seong-ryoul said.  Experts also said that the Seoul government should pay close attention to Obama's  campaign pledge: "Seek New Partnerships in Asia."  Under the pledge, Obama and Biden  have said they will forge a more effective framework in Asia beyond bilateral agreements, occasional summits and ad-hoc arrangements, such as the six-party talks on North Korea. They also vowed to work on infrastructure with countries in East Asia to promote stability and prosperity, and work to ensure that China plays by international rules.  "The Obama  administration would grant almost equal importance to maintaining its alliances in the region and formulating a multilateral security institution," said Lee Sang-hyun. "The new president will seek a multilateral security framework in the Northeast Asia beyond the six-party talks, and it will create both opportunities and challenges to us."  Unlike Bush, experts said Obama's  East Asian policy will seek to make China into a responsible stakeholder in the region and globe.  Experts said the Lee government will have to redirect its policy priority on the trilateral ties with the United States and Japan to better relations with China. They said Seoul will have more discretion in improving relations with China.  N.K. dilemma  The election of a liberal U.S. president could forge tensions with the conservative Lee government due to differences over how to deal with North Korea and its nuclear weapons program.  Obama  had said he would be willing to meet with North Korea's leader Kim Jong-il unconditionally. The Seoul government adopts a stricter policy, dubbed as the Vision 3000 plan, which links the inter-Korean economic cooperation with Pyongyang's commitment to abandoning its nuclear programs.  "If the North actively cooperates, the pace of improvement in the bilateral relations would be extremely rapid. At the same time, it is possible that the Seoul-Washington ties would become strained," said International relations professor Moon Chung-in of Yonsei University.  "If the new Washington government accelerates its engagement with North Korea, it may conflict with Lee's North Korea policy, Vision 3000: Denuclearization and Openness," said Kim Yong-hyun, a professor in the department of North Korea studies at Dongguk University.  Under the Vision 3000 policy, Seoul would offer to provide comprehensive assistance to the North to help it develop $3,000 per capita GDP within the next 10 years if the North abandons its nuclear ambitions.  But the policy met harsh protests from the North's regime and liberals in the South.  "The North is expected to continue its policy to rule out South Korea as a negotiating partner for a while, while seeking to enjoy direct talks with the United States," Kim said.  However, many experts said that in the long term the North may have to return to a rapprochement with South Korea and Japan to receive economic assistance.  For an improvement in the U.S.-North Korean relations, experts said a resolution of the North Korean nuclear issue would be a precondition.  "But if North Korea is non-cooperative, the U.S. government will go back to a hardline policy," Moon said.  Experts worry that the Seoul government will fall into the problem of how to soften U.S. punitive actions against Pyongyang.  They warned that a situation similar to the 1993 crisis, when the United States considered a surgical strike at the North's nuclear site could happen again.  Possible reactions  Experts said the Seoul government needs to change the Vision 3000 plan, to lessen possible difficulties it would face.  "Pyongyang may fully stick with bilateral negotiations with Washington and pressurize Seoul to alter its North Korea policy," said Kim Yong-hyun. "Lee should redirect his Vision 3000 policy to adjust itself to the new U.S. policy."  Others said Seoul should enhance coordination with the new Washington government before it is officially inaugurated. They said the coordination should center on how to regulate the pace of U.S.-N.K. negotiation to synchronize with the evolution of Seoul-Pyongyang ties.  "When the Obama  team launches the presidential transition committee, we have to start work to forge a mechanism to ensure smooth coordination of policies between South Korea and the United States," said professor Kim Sung-han of Korea University.  Ohm Tae-am the chief of the Center for Security and Strategy at the Korea Institute for Defense Analyses, said, "Basically, the alliance will remain strong. The Obama  camp's foreign policy architects such as Anthony Lake, Susan Rice and others are well aware of the importance of the U.S. alliance with us."  "We have to scrupulously deliver a message to the incoming U.S. government that we have a different position on the North's nuclear weapons. Our government should ask for U.S. cooperation in addressing arms reduction that would include the North's nuclear arsenal and its missiles," Ohm said.  "We have to wait and see to find out when to raise the issue of adopting a declaration of the joint strategic vision for the 21st century Korea-U.S. alliance," he added. 

South Korea U – Yes Security Alliance

Obama working to maintain strong alliance with South Korea. 

The Korea Herald ‘8 (South Korean news agency, “Policy on Korea under Obama administration”, 12-5, L/N) 

During the presidential campaign, Senator Barack Obama emphasized the importance of South Korea as a military ally, a strong economic partner, and a nation that shares the values of freedom and democracy with the United States. Obama   commented on the need for strong alliances with South Korea and Japan to achieve U.S. security objectives, including maintaining peace and stability in northeast Asia. He described the U.S.-South Korean alliance as a "remarkably strong and successful one 'that' remains central to U.S. security policy in East Asia." Senator Obama affirmed President George W. Bush's objective to transform the existing military relationship into a 21st century strategic alliance that goes beyond deterring North Korean aggression and achieving denuclearization of the peninsula to address transnational threats such as terrorism, non-proliferation, energy security, trafficking in persons and pandemics. With a greater role comes greater responsibilities. In adopting a "more collaborative approach on terrorism" that shifts the primary zone of conflict from Iraq to Afghanistan, the Obama administration   will "seek greater contributions (in Afghanistan) - with fewer restrictions - from NATO allies as well as our friends and allies in Asia." Washington will continue to look for Seoul and Tokyo to deploy ground units into Afghanistan as part of a renewed effort against extremist groups. South Korea and Japan will find such a request to be problematic due to declining domestic support for these missions. Seoul removed its troops in Afghanistan this year. An Obama administration   decision to press its Asian allies on supporting counter-terrorism operations in Afghanistan could lead to friction and even demonstrations if Washington requests combat units rather than combat support units. 
US—South Korean alliances are strong enough to deter any North Korean aggression. 

Korea Times ‘9 (South Korean news agency, “Lee Thanks US Generals for Services Here”, 6-8, L/N))

President Lee Myung-bak  said Monday the military alliance between South Korea and the United States was strong enough to deter any North Korean aggression.  He also said the two countries will discuss ways to strengthen their alliance during an upcoming summit with United States President Barack Obama  slated for June 16 in Washington.  Lee made the remarks during a luncheon meeting with the generals of the U.S. military providing services here, including Walter Sharp, commander of the U.S. Forces Korea, at Cheong Wa Dae. Sharp concurrently serves as commander of the South Korea-U.S. Combined Forces Command.  It was the first time that a South Korean head of state has invited U.S. generals to the presidential office since 2003.  "Seoul and Washington have been working together to build strong defense capabilities against any North Korean attack," Lee said. "The alliance is crucial to maintaining peace and stability not only on the Korean Peninsula, but also in the world."  Gen. Sharp replied that the U.S. military will always help South Korea maintain its freedom and peace, presidential spokeswoman Kim Eun-hye said in a written statement.  The meeting came amid growing worries about armed clashes between the two Koreas following Pyongyang's warning about the safety of naval vessels operating near the Northern Limit Line in the West Sea, the de facto sea border between the two countries.  "President Lee encouraged the U.S. military officers and thanked them for providing for the safety of the Korean people," said a Cheong Wa Dae spokesman.  Gen. Sharp delivered coins specially manufactured for Lee by the U.S. military "as a token of gratitude for Lee's strenuous efforts to strengthen the Seoul-Washington partnership," spokeswoman Kim said.  Lee said he would try to open a new era of cooperation between the two allies and discuss regional security issues during his planned talks with President Obama  in Washington.  Over the past weekend, Lee visited the Theater Air Control Center in Osan, Gyeonggi Province, to inspect a combined military operation plan to counter the threat of an armed North Korean provocation.  Gen. Kim Tae-young, chairman of South Korea's Joint Chiefs of Staff, reported to Lee on the combined plan to attack North Korea via air, land and sea, should the communist state shoot missiles at South Korean naval vessels. 
USFK’s decision to keep the Eighth army in South Korea has reaffirmed the US’s commitment. 

BBC ‘9 (British Broadcasting Corporation, “US Eighth army to stay in South Korea”, Choson Ilbo website, 11-9, L/N)
Text of report in English by South Korean newspaper Choson Ilbo website on 9 November The US Forces in Korea last Friday confirmed that the Eighth Army will stay in South Korea even when full operational control of South Korean troops is transferred to Seoul in 2012. USFK headquarters said the relocation of US military bases to Pyeongtaek, Gyeonggi Province and the Eighth Army's stay will consolidate US commitment to a strong Seoul-Washington alliance and the defence of South Korea. A senior Defence Ministry official said USFK Commander Gen. Walter Sharp suggested to the US Joint Chiefs of Staff and the US Army late last year that the Eighth Army stay in Korea as the symbolic expression of the US commitment to defend the Korean Peninsula, and the US Joint Chiefs of Staff accepted. The USFK therefore decided not to create an Operational Command Post-Korea which had been mooted to replace the Eighth Army headquarters on relocation to Hawaii. A new Korea Command (KORCOM) will be established next year to replace the current USFK headquarters in preparation for the operational control handover in 2012. And KORCOM will oversee the Eighth Army and Second Infantry Division. A military source said the decision to keep the Eighth Army in South Korea is part of efforts to alleviate fears among South Koreans about the transfer of the operational control. 
*** TURKEY IMPACTS ***

1NC Turkey Prolif Impact

Turkish prolif causes Mid-East prolif. The impact is war and terrorism.

Sokolski ‘7  (Henry, Ex. Dir. Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, Formr Fellow – National Institute for Public Policy – Heritage, MA – U. Chicago, Keynote Address at conference, “The EU Facing Nuclear Weapons Challenges”, “What Nuclear challenges Might the EU Meet”, 6-14, http://www.npec-web.org/Presentations/20070616-Sokolski-Talk-AixEnProvence-Conference.pdf)

One country that might disagree with this view, though, is Turkey.  It is trying to figure  out how to live with a nuclear weapons armed neighbor, Iran; is disappointed by its  inability to be fully integrated into the EU; and is toying with getting its own nuclear  capabilities.   Whether or not Turkey does choose to go its own way and acquire a nuclear  weapons-option of its own will depend on several factors, including Ankara’s relations  with Washington, Brussels, and Tehran.   To a very significant degree, though, it also will  depend on whether or not the EU Members States are serious about letting Turkey join  the EU.  The dimmer these prospects look, the greater is the likelihood of that Turkey  will chose to hedge its political, economic, and security bets by seeking a nuclear  weapons-option of its own.  This poses a difficult choice for the EU.  Many key members  are opposed to letting Turkey join the EU.  There are arguments to favor this position.   Yet, if Turkey should conclude that its interests are best served by pursuing such a  nuclear weapons-option, it is almost certain to fortify the conviction of Egypt, Algeria,  and Saudi Arabia to do the same.  This will result in the building up a nuclear powder keg  on Europe’s doorstep and significantly increase the prospect for nuclear terrorism and  war. 
These conflicts escalate.

Geelong Advertiser ‘7  (“Middle East ‘on track for world war’”, 8-28, L/N)
UPHEAVAL in the Middle East and Islamic civilisation could cause another world war, the US ambassador to the United Nations was quoted as saying in an Austrian newspaper interview published today.  Zalmay Khalilzad told Die Presse the Middle East was now so disordered that it had the potential to inflame the world as Europe did during the first half of the 20th century.  ''The (Middle East) is going through a very difficult transformation phase. That has strengthened extremism and creates a breeding ground for terrorism,'' he said.  ''Europe was just as dysfunctional for a while. And some of its wars became world wars. Now the problems of the Middle East and Islamic civilisation have the same potential to engulf the world,'' he was quoted as saying.

XT – Turkey Prolif Kills ME Stability

Turkish nuclearization causes massive regional instability.

Spyropoulos ’99  (P.D., Ex. Dir. – American Hellenic Media Project, South China Morning Post, “Environmental Time Bomb”, 9-17, L/N)

The proposed reactors have raised yet another fear. In 1981, Israeli jets bombed Iraq's Osirak reactor to avert an Iraqi nuclear weapons programme. Now concerns are being raised about the likelihood of Turkey, already a highly militarised state, using the acquisition  of this sensitive technology for a nuclear weapons programme.  A nuclear Turkey will guarantee an arms race in one of the world's most unstable regions.  Moreover, Turkey's escalating military adventurism against virtually all of its neighbours demonstrates that placing nuclear power into the hands of governments that have not yet developed the maturity to harness it will likely translate into the greatest global security threat of the coming century.

Turkish nuclear armament hurts NATO cohesion and results in Middle Eastern instability and prolif.

Kayani 09(Naushad, International Fellow at the US Army War College and Brigadier of the Pakistan Army, “Attaining Stability: A Case For Accepting A Nuclearized Iran” Master’s thesis, p.16, 11/2, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA500599&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]

While many countries oppose Iranian nuclear armament, the potential consequences of a US-Israeli conventional pre-emptive strike is even less desirable. Turkey and several other regional US allies would be vulnerable to Iranian military retaliation. Turkey is within the range of the current Shahab missile and thus Ankara would be vulnerable as a possible target depending upon whether Iran perceived their actions as supporting the US/Israeli strike or as a potential aggressor following Iranian retaliation. Should Turkey embark on a nuclear program because of the anticipated consequences of a US-Israeli strike, it would place other NATO members in a precarious position and likely further destabilize the region. While unlikely to spur additional nuclear proliferation in the European region, the resulting Turkish nuclear weapons program could also increase tension within the NATO alliance and raise pressure on many of the Gulf States to do the same.45 The key point here is that military strikes are not guaranteed to eliminate Iranian nuclear capability so the prospect and danger associated with a non-successful US-Israeli conventional strike coupled with the expected Iranian response may drive other regional actors towards nuclear armament much more than just dealing with a US-deterred nuclear capable Iran. 

Absent security guarantee, Turkey will acquire nuclear weapons which spurs regional instability and proliferation.

Committee on Foreign Relations 08 (“Chain Reaction: Avoiding a Nuclear Arms Race In The Middle East”, Report to the Committee on Foreign Relations United States Senate One Hundred Tenth Congress, Second Session, February 2008, pp.7-8, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA479213&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)
These broad historical observations and potential scenarios suggest U.S. policymakers should be concerned about recent developments in the Middle East. In the eyes of countries such as Saudi Arabia, Egypt, and Turkey in particular, Iran’s nuclear program has heightened threat perceptions, while the U.S. intervention in Iraq has damaged Arab and Turkish perceptions regarding the reliability of the U.S. security guarantee. As a result of this dangerous synergy, these three states in particular appear to be moving deliberately in the direction of a nuclear hedging strategy that would position them to obtain a nuclear weapons breakout capability in the next two decades. A Middle East populated by a Saudi, Egyptian, and/or Turkish nuclear weapons capability could dramatically reduce regional security and could significantly endanger U.S. interests. The U.S. must take in the next 2 to 3 years to reduce Arab and Turkish threat perceptions and to restore their confidence in the U.S. or U.S.-led security guarantee. Absent deliberate U.S. action in the next few years, the future Middle Eastern landscape may include a number of nuclear armed or nuclear weapons capable states vying for influence in a notoriously unstable region. 
Turkey Prolif ( Europe Instability

Turkish nuclearization spreads prolif and instability in Europe.

Tertrais 06 (Bruno , Senior Research Fellow at the Fondation pour la Recherche Strategique; Ph.D. in Political Science; Former Director of Civilian Affairs Committee, NATO Assembly; Special Assistant to the Director of Strategic Affairs, Ministry of Defense,  Nonproliferation Review, “Nuclear Proliferation in Europe?”, 13(3), p. 575, InformaWorld)

Nevertheless, which countries could then be tempted to go nuclear in such an extreme scenario? Several hypotheses can be drawn. A hyper-nationalist Russia might prompt Finland, which has a significant nuclear industry, to hedge its bets by developing its own national nuclear weapon option. The same could be said about Sweden, which is not a NATO member and had a military-oriented nuclear program for a long time. In case of an NPT breakdown*and if other Greater Middle East countries such as Egypt or Algeria (both of which have had troubled nuclear histories), or even Turkey, were to go nuclear* Italy and perhaps even Spain might be tempted to develop their own nuclear umbrellas in the context of severe tensions between the West and the ‘‘Muslim world.’’ Like the Turkish Air Force, the Italian Air Force is ‘‘nuclear-trained’’ through the presence of 40 U.S. weapons for Italian use.24 Finally, if NATO did not exist anymore and Russia was perceived as threatening, Poland might look for alternative security policies and consider a nuclear program. There also could be ‘‘secondary proliferation’’ cases. If the nuclear proliferation taboo already had been broken on the continent, it would be easier for other countries to consider a nuclear program. For instance, if Turkey were to go nuclear, Greece would be tempted to follow suit. Athens has never felt very comfortable with U.S. protection and has a tradition of defiance vis-a`-vis the United States*U.S. nuclear weapons were withdrawn from Greece in 2001.
2NC ME War Outweighs

Middle East conflict is most likely.

Kapila ‘9  (Subhash, Royal British Army Staff College, MA Defense Science – Madras U., PhD Strategic Studies – Allahabad U., Consultant in Strategic Affairs – South Asia Analysis Group, South Asia Analysis Group Paper # 3114, “MIDDLE EAST 2009: POLITICAL DYNAMICS STIRRED BY UNITED STATES”, http://www.southasiaanalysis.org/%5Cpapers32%5Cpaper3114.html)

More than any other strategic regions of the globe, the Middle East in the 21st Century presents the dubious prospect of being the most conflict-prone region globally.  Global armed conflicts or strategic jostling can arise at any moment in this region not only because of intra-regional rivalries but more for reasons connected to energy security, control of strategic choke points and nuclear and WMD proliferation. Besides these major issues the propensity of major conservative Islamic countries not to be pro-active in controlling or liquidating Islamic Jihadi impulses to proliferate to threaten US and the West, are another complicating feature.

2NC Turkey Prolif Impacts – Global Proliferation

Turkish prolif collapses global nonprolif.

Acton ‘8  (James, Lecturer – Center for Science and Security studies in Dept. War Studies – King’s College, PhD Theoretical Physics – Cambridge U. Cavendish Lab, Arms Control Wonk, “Disarmament and Deterrence”, 3-19, http://www.armscontrolwonk.com/1825/disarmament-and-deterrence)

One important step toward disarmament is the removal of US nuclear weapons from Europe and Turkey. Might Turkey, however, not interpret this move as a signal that NATO is no longer committed to its defence and, as a result, develop its own Bomb? Many of you have heard this question before. My aim here is not answer it (I don’t claim to be able to). What I want to say is that this argument, and ones like it, need to be taken seriously. After all, if the removal of nuclear weapons from Turkey did result in it acquiring some of its own, it would be a catastrophe for disarmament. I pick this example because on a number of recent occasions I have heard this argument simply dismissed by disarmament advocates (of which I consider myself one). It worries me as I don’t see how we can prevent proliferation and advance disarmament if we can’t even discuss this issue. Yet, as Walker points out, the discussion of deterrence is seemingly impossible within the NPT context.

2NC Turkey Prolif Impacts – NATO

Turkish prolif destabilize Greek-Turkish disputes. Causes war in the Aegean.

Athanasopulos ‘1  (Haralambos, PhD – International Law, “Greece, Turkey And the Aegean Sea: A Case Study in International Law”, p. 110-111, Google Print)

At this point, it must be underlined that the late Greek socialist Prime Minister, Andreas Papandreou, who was in power during the launch of the Turkish rearmament program, committed a fallacy of dangerous national proportions by failing to ensure the continued existence of a military power balance between Greece and Turkey, which would function as a credible deterrent to any Turkish threats and reactions against Greece. Turkey’s military superiority over Greece has to some extent played a role in the escalation of Turkey’s tough stand toward Greece in the Aegean. Most importantly, the Turkish military superiority has created a feeling of vulnerability for Greece. Of course, in view of the aftermath of the 1996 Turkish military action against the Imia islet in the Aegean and its profound impact on the Greek people, Greek Prime Minister Costas Simitis announced a five-year armaments program in the amount of approximately 17 billion dollars. This Greek armament program will constitute a significant factor in strengthening and expanding Greece’s military power and capabilities. Nevertheless, Turkey also has been proceeding with a further major modernization program of its armed forces and the acquisition of advanced and sophisticated weapon systems. It is reported that Turkey will be spending about ten billion dollars per year for the next 25 years in modernizing its armed forces and expanding its military power. This means that Turkey will continue to be a formidable challenge to Greece’s sovereignty and national security. Additionally, it cannot be excluded that Turkey in the not so distant future may be able to acquire mass destruction weapon capabilities, which will include not only chemical and biological weapons but also nuclear weapons. Turkey already has a nuclear program, which can be used for military applications in the nuclear weapons field. Greece, in anticipation of the acquisition of mass destruction weapons by Turkey in the future, will be compelled to respond in kind to Turkey. At long last, Greece must begin a strategic program which will provide the country with advanced military capabilities to strengthen its military defenses, and thus ensure its military balance and equilibrium with Turkey. Only a military balance between the two countries can be a credible deterrent to the potential of a Greek-Turkish military conflict. A military balance and equilibrium between the two countries will serve as a significant factor in enhancing mutual security and stability in the Aegean. 

That kills NATO.

Athanasopulos ‘1  (Haralambos, PhD – International Law, “Greece, Turkey And the Aegean Sea: A Case Study in International Law”, p.1, Google Print)

Greece and Turkey have long been involved in a course of constant confrontation due to their deeply rooted disputes in the Aegean Sea and in Cyprus. If these two neighboring countries and NATO allies fail to peacefully manage or resolve these disputes, the potential for Greek-Turkish war will continue to exist. Because of their bilateral disputes and their national and antagonistic policies towards one another, the two countries already have come near to war in the recent past. Although the eruption of actual war has been fortunately so far averted, there should be no doubt that the constant rivalry, antagonism and confrontation have lead to the creation of a hostile environment which could lead both nations to a military conflict, and which has been detrimental to their genuine national interests. Currently, there appears to be some warming in bilateral relations as a result of so-called earthquake diplomacy, presenting Greece and Turkey with a unique opportunity to exert in good faith their utmost endeavor to reduce tensions and resolve disputes. The international community should play a dynamic and positive role in this peaceful resolution. The United Nations, the United States, NATO, and the European Union should provide their good offices and influence over both countries in the effort to facilitate the normalization of Greek-Turkish bilateral relations and ensure the promotion of peace between these two countries. In particular, the United States, with its enormous influence as the sole post-Cold War superpower, must make peace between Greece and Turkey a high priority on its international agenda. The continued Greek-Turkish tensions negatively affect the allied role of Greece and Turkey in NATO. The potential of a Greek-Turkish military clash jeopardizes the cohesion of the strategically important southeastern NATO flank: the eruption of war will undoubtedly destroy it. 

2NC Turkey Prolif Impacts – NATO

NATO prevents a great power war in Europe and prevents US economic collapse.

Hillen ’96  (John, Former Senior Fellow and Special Assistant to the Pres. And CEO – CSIS, Olin Fellow for National Security Studies – CFR, Fellow and Defense Policy Analyst – Heritage Foundation, Backgrounder #1067, “Getting NATO Back to Basics”, 2-7, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Europe/BG1067.cfm)

Reason #1: NATO is needed as insurance to maintain the freedom and security of Europe. This is vitally important to the freedom and security of the United States. A Europe dominated by any power hostile to America, her interests, and her values would be a direct threat to the security, stability, and prosperity of the United States itself. America fought two world wars and sustained over 40 years of a Cold War military commitment to prevent Europe's domination. It should be no less committed to this goal today, even though the immediacy of the threat has diminished.  NATO is a strategic insurance policy. Insurance exists to protect against catastrophe, no matter how remote the threat may be. Because the cost of catastrophe is so high, people are willing to pay insurance premiums to protect them in case it strikes. Even when the likelihood of a household fire is remote, most people still take out fire insurance because the cost of a fire is so devastating, and far greater than the cost of the premiums.  So it is with NATO. The threat today in Europe is not as great as it once was, but neither are the premiums. One hundred thousand troops deployed in Europe today is far more economical, both in blood and treasure, than the cost a world war would impose on America tomorrow. Twice this century, Americans have seen what happens when fire sweeps over Europe. Anything that would prevent such a catastrophe would be well worth the price. Indeed, for this reason, NATO is even better than insurance. It actually helps to prevent catastrophe. That makes it a double bargain.  Reason #2: NATO is needed to provide general economic and political stability in Europe, which is vitally important to the U.S. economy. A major power threat to Europe would cause economic disruption that would be devastating to U.S. markets and economic stability. The U.S. economy is greatly dependent on the economic stability of America's principal trading partners, and access to trade and resources in Europe is a vital American interest. Europe is America's second largest trading region and accounts for billions of dollars in two-way trade per year. Many millions of jobs in the United States are directly dependent upon American trade with Europe and European investment in the U.S. The prosperity of America depends in large measure on a free and prosperous Europe. 

Europe war causes nuclear escalation

Glaser ‘93  (Charles, Assistant Prof. Public Policy Studies @ Chicago, International Security, "Why NATO is Still Best: Future Security Arrangements for Europe", 18:1, JSTOR)

However, although the lack of an imminent Soviet threat eliminates the most obvious danger, U.S. security has not been entirely separated from the future of Western Europe. The ending of the Cold War has brought many benefits, but has not eliminated the possibility of major power war, especially since such a war could grow out of a smaller conflict in the East. And, although nuclear weapons have greatly reduced the threat that a European hegemony would pose to U.S. security, a sound case nevertheless remains that a major European war could threaten U.S. security. The United States could be drawn into such a war, even if strict security considerations suggested it should stay out. A major power war could escalate to a nuclear war that, especially if the United States joins, could include attacks against the American homeland. Thus, the United States should not be unconcerned about Europe's future.

2NC US-Turkey Impacts – Terror, Democracy, Stability

US-Turkey alliance solves terrorism, democracy, and Middle East stability.

Gordon and Taspinar ‘6  (Philip Gordon, Ph.D. and M.A. in European Studies and International Economics, senior fellow in foreign policy studies and director of the Center on the United States and Europe at the Brookings Institution, Former Director for European Affairs at the National Security Council and Former Senior Fellow for U.S. Strategic Studies at the International Institute for Strategic Studies; Omer Taspinar, Ph.D. and M.A. in European Studies and International Economics, research fellow and director of the Turkey program at Brookings, “Turkey on the Brink”, The Washington Quarterly, The Center for Strategic and International Studies and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Summer 2006, 29:3, pp.66-67)

The most troubling aspect of Turkey’s relations with the West is that Ankara no longer has a fallback U.S. option in case its relations with the EU sour. Turkish-U.S. relations have become a casualty of the war in Iraq. U.S. anger over the Turkish parliament’s March 1, 2003, refusal to allow U.S. forces access to Turkish territory for the invasion and Turkish frustration over U.S. support for Iraqi Kurds have led to unprecedented mutual resentment between Ankara and Washington. Numerous opinion polls confirm that growing numbers of Turks perceive their NATO ally as a security problem rather than a strategic partner. A 2005 BBC poll, for example, found that 82 percent of Turks considered U.S. policies in the Middle East as a threat to peace and security.5 In analyzing Turkey’s frustration with the United States, one needs to go beyond the Bush administration’s negative global image. The German Marshall Fund’s May 2005 transatlantic survey, for example, showed that although anti-Americanism is in relative decline in Europe, the trend in Turkey is in the opposite direction.6 The stakes involved in “losing Turkey” could scarcely be higher. Turkey’s relations with the EU have recently gained an unprecedented “civilizational” dimension. In recent years, jihadist terrorism in the United States and western Europe turned an otherwise unlikely scenario of a clash of civilizations between Islam and the West into a self-fulfilling prophecy. Today, growing numbers of Muslims see the U.S.-led war against terrorism as a global “crusade” against Islam. Similarly, Western attitudes toward Muslims are increasingly characterized by the fear of terrorism. In this polarized global context, a large Muslim country seeking membership in a prestigious European club with a majority Christian population has gained tremendous relevance. Turkey’s democratic, secular, Muslim, and pro- Western credentials would make it an important country under any circumstances. For those interested in proving the fallacy of an inevitable clash between Islam and the West, Turkey’s membership in the EU becomes all the more significant. The staunchly secularist Turkish Republic is, of course, an exception in the Islamic world, and one would normally not expect Turkey to become a symbol or model of compatibility between Islamic tradition and Western democracy.7 Yet, Turkey’s current experiment with moderate Islam is a promising exercise in political moderation and democratic maturity. With the right policies, Turkey could become an inspiring example for Islamists and secularists interested in peaceful coexistence. The Arab world is paying increasing attention to this Turkish experiment and the European reaction to it. The fact that a pro-Islamic party is taking Turkey closer to EU membership challenges preconceived notions both in the West and the Islamic world. In addition to these cultural dynamics, a quick look at the map clearly illustrates the geostrategic stakes involved in keeping Turkey on a European track. It is not only the most advanced democracy in the Islamic world, but it also shares its southern borders with Syria, Iraq, and Iran. In the Caucasus, Turkey borders Azerbaijan, Georgia, and Armenia and thereby serves as an energy corridor through which the vast oil and gas reserves of Central Asia and the Caspian Sea pass to the West. Ultimately, a stable, Western-oriented, liberal Turkey on a clear path toward EU membership would serve as a growing market for Western goods, a much needed contributor to European labor forces, a democratic example for the rest of the Muslim world, a stabilizing influence on Iraq, a valuable actor in Afghanistan (where Turkey has already led the International Security and Assistance Force twice), and a critical ally for the United States in the war on terrorism. A resentful, unstable, nationalist Turkey would be the opposite in every case.

Turkey U – Yes Security Alliance

Turkey alliance remains strong.

Washington Times, 6 – 14  (Rowan Scarborough, “Turkey's shift spurs concern on Hill; Flotilla clash draws scorn”, 2010, L/N)

Mr. Erdogan has sided with Iran in its dispute with Washington, which has worked to impose new economic sanctions on Tehran to stop its suspected nuclear-weapons program. Turkey voted last week in the United Nations against a U.S.-sponsored sanctions resolution that won Security Council support.  Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates was guarded in his response to Turkey's vote.  "I'll be honest. I was disappointed in Turkey's decision on the Iranian sanctions," he told reporters Friday. "That said, Turkey is a decades-long ally of the United States and other members of NATO. Turkey continues to play a critical part in the alliance. We have a strong military-to-military relationship with Turkey. We obviously have facilities in Turkey. So allies don't always agree on things."
Turkey U – Yes Relations

US-Turkish relations high – NATO alliance, Turkish Americans, and economic cooperation.

US State News 09 (“Remarks by President Obama, Prime Minister Erdogan of Turkey after Meeting”, Istanbul, Turkey, 12/22, lexis)

PRESIDENT OBAMA: I want to extend the warmest of welcomes to Prime Minister Erdogan. I'm glad that I, personally, and the American people have a chance to reciprocate the wonderful hospitality that was extended to me when I visited Turkey in April. As I said when I had the great honor of addressing the Turkish Parliament in Ankara, I am strongly committed to creating the best possible relationship between Turkey and the United States. Turkey is a NATO ally, which means that we are pledged to defend each other. There are strong ties between our countries as a consequence of the Turkish American community that has been established here. We have had the opportunity to work together during this recent financial crisis, given Turkey's role as a member of the G20. And given Turkey's history as a secular democratic state that respects the rule of law, but is also a majority Muslim nation, it plays a critical role I think in helping to shape mutual understanding and stability and peace not only in its neighborhood but around the world.
US-Turkey relations high despite Turkey’s Eastern shift.

Aydintasbas ‘9 (Asli, columnist for the Turkish newspaper Milliyet, “Columnist Says Washington Still Regards Turkey as Ally despite Shift to East”, BBC Monitoring Europe – Political, 11/10, lexis)

Despite claims that "Turkey is shifting towards the East," the Obama administration is pleased with the partnership with the AKP: "Our interests on the fundamental issues are the same. We have our demands." Our main topic today is the shift in axis in Turkish foreign policy. Let us list them one after another: The visit of [Sudanese President] Umar al-Bashir, who is accused of genocide, the drawing closer to Iran, and the rising tension with Israel... In response to these, a note on Al-Bashir from the European Union, the message this week from US Assistant Secretary of State Phil Gordon of "do not deal with Iran," and, thereafter, a lengthy commentary in the Wall Street Journal entitled "NATO Without Turkey?" If you look at the headlines, Turkey is moving away from the West, and, even more important, the West is taking a stance against Turkey... The standard comment in the newspapers is to the effect that "Washington and Europe are giving up on the AKP [Justice and Development Party]." But in fact, the situation is just the reverse. Let me state what I have observed as someone who has engaged in journalism for years in America: The West, and particularly Washington, continue, despite everything, to look positively on the AKP government. And, even more importantly, on working together with it... I have been on the telephone for the past few days. I have been trying to take the pulse of European and American diplomats, and to gauge the atmosphere in Washington. The conclusion I have drawn is as follows: Washington, despite everything, sees Turkey and the AKP government as a "strong ally" and a "useful partner" on regional issues like Iran. Yes, everyone with whom I spoke accepts that Turkish foreign policy is orienting itself towards the East, and that Islamic points of reference are shaping the government's relations with the Muslim world. Perhaps Turkey is now being perceived as "less European, and more Middle Eastern." But Americans are pragmatic. They see that the AKP is strong and without alternatives, and that Ankara has been getting stronger in its region. Their real worries are the fire in the Middle East, and Iraq, Iran, and Afghanistan. They summarize their view of Turkey and the AKP by saying that "our interests on fundamental issues coincide, and Ankara is being very helpful to us on basic problems." Just Look at the Map: One figure from the Obama administration points out that no matter what the makeup, the label, or the tendency of the government might be, Washington needs Ankara, by saying: "Just take the map in front of you. Look at where we are having problems. All are issues in which Turkey is directly engaged." Included among the Obama administration's priorities are stability in Iraq and the withdrawal of American troops, combating terrorism in Afghanistan and Pakistan, peace in the Middle East, and Iran's nuclear programme. And all of these are topics on which Turkey is directly engaged and, in general, on which Turkey looks in a way similar to the United States.
Turkey U – No Prolif Now

Turkey won’t nuclearize – opposed to nukes.

Russia & CIS Military Weekly 10 (“Iran Settlement Must Be Exclusively Political-Diplomatic – Medvedev”, 5/14, lexis)

Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan said Turkey is strongly opposed to Iran acquiring nuclear weapons. Turkey's position is that nuclear arms are essentially anti-human because they pose a threat to mankind, he said.

Turkey will never put up with the idea of nuclear weapons being deployed in the region, Erdogan said.
A2: Iran Should Have Caused Turkish Prolif

Iran didn’t scare Turkey enough but put it on the edge.

Committee on Foreign Relations 08 (“Chain Reaction: Avoiding a Nuclear Arms Race In The Middle East”, Report to the Committee on Foreign Relations United States Senate One Hundred Tenth Congress, Second Session, February 2008, pp.35-36, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA479213&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)
Regarding Iran’s nuclear program, Ankara believes a nuclear-armed Iran would represent a negative development for Turkey and the wider region. Turkish officials and scholars consistently label a nuclear-armed Iran a ‘‘threat,’’ but regional actors or leaders do not view a nuclear-armed Iran as an existential or military threat. All Turks interviewed believe that Turkey would not be the target of a nuclear Iran. By this, the Turks mean they do not envision an Iranian nuclear or conventional military attack based on an Iranian possession of nuclear weapons. However, the Turks interviewed unanimously expressed a concern that an Iranian acquisition of nuclear weapons would dramatically shift the balance of power between the two countries, resulting in a more assertive Iranian role in the region. 
*** AFF ***

AFF – N/U – No Security Cred

US security credibility declining – multiple reasons.

Skypek ’10  (Tom, Defense Policy Analyst based in DC. He has written articles for the National Interest and Journal of International Security Affairs, “How the Obama administration’s lack of credibility is weakening U.S. national security”, 2-10, http://www.hopeisnotaforeignpolicy.org/2010/02/02/how-the-obama-administrations-lack-of-credibility-is-weakening-u-s-national-security/)
Unfortunately, U.S. national security is more dependent on the credibility  of American power—and the words and policies of its commander-in-chief—than international popularity.  In foreign affairs, credibility  matters.  Hollow threats and naïve policies embolden our adversaries while broken commitments lead our friends and allies to question our resolve.  During the first year in power, the Obama administration has damaged American credibility  with its mishandling of American national security policy.  Ft. Hood Terrorist Attack and Northwest Flight 253. The President’s sluggish response to both incidents was unfortunate, but what was far worse was his failure to identify both attacks for what they were—part of an international campaign by Islamic extremists to kill Americans.  After Army Major Nadal Hassan murdered 13 soldiers at Ft. Hood last November, President Obama cautioned against a rush to judgment—despite immediate and overwhelming evidence that Hassan was indeed a jihadist.  Obama would later refer to the Nigerian man who attempted to blow up Northwest Flight 253 on Christmas Day as “an isolated extremist.”  This message of obfuscation is not one of strength and only serves to weaken American credibility.  If we’re too timid to identify our adversaries, then how can we effectively prosecute a war against them?  The Afghanistan Decision. It took President Obama three months to make a decision on whether or not to increase troop levels in Afghanistan after his commanding general in Afghanistan (whom he selected) appealed to him for additional troops or risk a mission failure.  Obviously, it is incumbent upon a commander-in-chief to carefully weigh all of his options when the use of force and American lives are at stake.  But dawdling for three months after the commanding general has communicated, in no uncertain terms, that a failure to provide additional troops may jeopardize the mission is unacceptable.  Such dithering only serves to paint the picture of an indecisive commander-in-chief. Indecision hampers American credibility.  Nuclear Weapons and a START Follow-On. The dramatic reduction of the U.S. nuclear stockpile and the movement toward a nuclear-free world quickly became one of President Obama’s signature foreign policy issues.  In a speech in April 2009, he pledged to reduce significantly the U.S. nuclear stockpile as a first step toward a nuclear-free world.  The problem is that his lofty policy ideas are simply incompatible with the U.S.’s need to maintain a credible nuclear deterrent.  While the United States nuclear weapons complex is deteriorating in every respect, China, Russia, Iran, and North Korea are investing heavily in their own nuclear weapons complexes. Without credibility, deterrence will fail.  Missile Defense in Poland and the Czech Republic. Warsaw and Prague learned the hard way that under the Obama administration sometimes adversaries are treated better than allies.  President Obama’s decision to scrap a missile defense agreement negotiated by his predecessor with the Polish and the Czech governments was yet another credibility-busting policy maneuver.  Both Poland and the Czech Republic bent over backwards to support Washington; both countries wanted the European missile defense sites to defend against Iranian ballistic missiles.  The message to U.S. allies: Don’t count on the United States to keep its word.  The Iranian Nuclear Program. President Barack Obama’s December 31st deadline for Iran to accept the terms of the UN-crafted deal over its nuclear program has come and gone, without any real consequences for the regime in Tehran.  After Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad publicly mocked the year-end deadline, White House Press Secretary Robert Gibbs warned on December 22nd that Washington’s ultimatum was “a very real deadline.”  This latest deadline should not be confused with the very similar deadline President Obama set in July of last year that called for Iran to show “good faith” efforts toward disarmament by September 2009.  The Iranians have faced no substantive consequences for failing to comply with these deadlines.  The real consequence of these hollow threats?  A deterioration of American credibility.  Closing Gitmo and the Prosecution of CIA Operatives. Days after taking office, President Obama made clear his commitment to close the detention center at Guantanamo Bay.  In August 2009, President Obama tasked Attorney General Eric Holder with investigating CIA operatives who used enhanced interrogation techniques during the Bush administration.  Of course, both policy reversals were meant to assuage international opinion about perceived American “excesses” in the fight against Islamic extremism under the administration of George W. Bush.  The message to the rest of the world:  this is not the Bush administration.  While this message might have pleased the Davos crowd and certain constituencies within the United States, this made clear that the Obama administration viewed the struggle against Islamic extremism much differently than its predecessor.  Trying Terrorists in Civilian Courts. The administration’s decision to try terrorists in civilian courts may placate the American Civil Liberties Union but at a tremendous cost to U.S. national security.  As Charles Krauthammer recently noted, individuals who do not wear the uniform of a nation-state and launch direct attacks on civilians are enemy combatants and should not be afforded the same rights as American citizens.  The 9/11 Commission Report concluded that the prosecutions of the 1993 World Trade Center bombing conspirators created a false impression that the U.S. criminal justice system was the proper venue in which to deal with terrorists.[i]  These decisions, taken individually or together, have only served to weaken American credibility abroad—not to mention they’ve been wholly ineffective.  Have these policies convinced Mahmoud Ahmadinejad to abandon his nuclear weapons program, Osama bin Laden to renounce terrorism, or Russia and China to support a comprehensive sanctions package against Iran?  Hollow threats and obfuscation embolden our enemies, weaken our bargaining positions and leave Washington with fewer policy options.  What is more, a continued reduction in American credibility may lead our friends and allies to reassess their defense and security relationships with the United States.  It’s not too late for a course-correction but unless the White House begins to place a greater commitment on building American credibility rather than tearing it down, President Obama runs the risk of becoming another Jimmy Carter.

AFF – N/U – No Security Cred

Non-Unique. Georgia conflict response kills security credibility.

Blank ‘9  (Stephen, Prof. Russian National security Studies – Strategic Studies Institute of US Army War College, Mediterranean Quarterly, “America and the Russian-Georgian War”, 20:4, p. 36, http://mq.dukejournals.org/cgi/reprint/20/4/32.pdf

NATO’s and the EU’s viability as security providers, the indivisibility of European security, and the vision of a truly integrated continent are at stake here. By the same token, the credibility of American security guarantees has been dealt a serious blow. Since Russia clearly states that America’s Euro- pean presence is unnatural and that European solidarity is “silly” and a complicating factor for Russia, that solidarity becomes all the more critical if European security is to be preserved.14 A disunited Europe bifurcated by blocs where Russia has a free hand to do as it pleases undermines all the work of past generations for a peaceful, whole, and free Europe.

US doesn’t look credible in Japan and Turkey.

Hadar ‘9 (Leon, Ph.D. in international relations, research fellow in foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, Washington correspondent for Singapore Business Times,  “Key US Allies Adjust to New Realities; But Japan and Turkey May Not Pursue an Anti-American Agenda or Embark On a Civilisational Confrontation with the US”, Singapore Business Times, Views and Opinions; Opinion, 12/15, lexis)

Recent preoccupation of foreign policy wonks in Washington has been on whether the pre-eminent geo-strategic status of the United States will be challenged by China, India and other emerging economies and by assertive and antagonistic regional powers such as Russia and Iran. The conventional wisdom has been that the international system is moving beyond America's post-Cold War unipolar 'moment' and that a new multi-polar structure will eventually emerge under which the US will have to contend with economic and military competition from rising and aggressive powers. But according to the same conventional wisdom, no dramatic changes in the global balance of power would take place until these powers and, in particular, China have both the will and the capability to undermine American hegemonic position. After all, with US defence expenditure now accounting for just under half of the world total, not even a coalition of global powers has the capacity to counter-balance America's dominant military standing. At the same time, while the recent financial crisis has eroded US economic power, the US still has the largest and most advanced economy in the world. Differing views From that perspective, analysts warning of American global decline, aka 'declinists', have been criticised for overstating what has been seen as their idee fixe - the notion that American military and economic power has been eroding since the end of the Cold War; and that it may be reaching bottom now, in the aftermath of Iraq war and the financial meltdown in Wall Street. As the anti-declinists see it, while America's economic growth has been overtaken by other powers since the 1950s, the reports about the decline and fall of the US have always been exaggerated. It ain't going to happen any time soon. And in any case, US decline is not inevitable. It is true that the declinists may have been crying wolf for too many times in the past. But, then, recall that the wolf did show up at the end of that story. The pestering declinists, like those annoying hypochondriacs, may prove to be right - sooner or later, as suggested by that tragic-comic inscription on the tombstone located in the cemetery in Key West, Florida, 'I Told You I Was Sick!' But while the US will not collapse with a bang a la Soviet Union, a process of gradual waning of American power has been taking place for a while, with the notion of a US monopoly in the international system being replaced with the concept of oligopoly of great powers. The US has ceased being No 1 and has started playing the role of first among equals - or primus inter pares - for some years. In fact, some governments are already sensing that America is starting to lose its mojo. Leaders of two staunch US allies, Japan and Turkey, have been trying to adjust their policies to the realities as they hedge their strategic bets and diversify their global portfolio in response to waning Pax Americana. In Japan, the election defeat of the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP), which had ruled Japan for more than four decades, and the landslide victory of the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) led by Yukio Hatoyama, has marked a peaceful revolution in that nation's politics as well as the start of a transformation in the relationship between Tokyo and Washington and their 50-year-old bilateral security alliance, established at the beginning of the Cold War. In a way, both LDP's electoral dominance and the security agreement with the US were seen as integral part of the same anachronistic order created after World War II. Under this dispensation, Japan's political and economic system was controlled by an iron triangle consisting of the LDP, the bureaucracy and big business while its foreign policy was based on the alliance with Washington which obliged the Japanese to comply with US strategic dictates in exchange for an American nuclear umbrella. Notwithstanding the collapse of the Soviet Union, the US-Japan alliance - not unlike the Energizer Bunny - kept going and going and going, as the two sides focused on new common threats, including China and North Korea. For Washington, the status quo helped perpetuate its hegemony in Northeast Asia by maintaining its military presence, while for the Japanese it permitted the free-riding on American military protection against China's strengthening military might and North Korean nuclear arms. But China's economic and military ascent at a time when the US seemed be shifting its attention from East Asia, coupled with American military blunders in the Middle East and the US-made financial crisis, has ignited a debate in Japan about whether the time may have come to replace that nation's traditional dependency on Washington with a more Asian-oriented strategy. This new position that would place a new emphasis on the relationship with China and the rest of Asia and help create the foundations for a European Union-type regional system (which may not include the US as a member). That view seemed to be shared by Mr Hatoyama who decided to suspend an earlier agreement to relocate American Marine bases on the island of Okinawa, a move that ignited an angry response from Pentagon and created a sense that the special relationship between Washington and Tokyo may be over. Like Japan, Turkey was a leading strategic ally of the US during the Cold War. Turkey was not only an important member of Nato but it also helped the Americans contain the threat from the Soviet Union and its allies in the Middle East while maintaining close military ties with Israel. And like in the case of US-Japan relationship, both Ankara and Washington seemed to be interested in maintaining their alliance after the Cold War had ended. While the Americans promised to assist Turkey in its efforts to join the European Union, Turkey expressed its willingness to cooperate with the US in containing the Islamic Republic of Iran and other radical Islamist forces in the Middle East. But dramatic political changes in Turkey in the form of the growing influence of political Islam that challenged Turkey's traditional secular and pro-Western orientation and, in particular, the 2002 electoral victory of the Justice and Development Party (AKP) that is committed to an Islamist ideology, seemed to be raising doubts about the continuing viability of the US-Turkey alliance. The failure of Washington to help get Turkey into the EU played into the hands of those Turks who questioned their nation's ties to the West.
AFF – N/U – No Extended Deterrence

Obama’s nuclear strategy is destroying extended deterrence.

Lexington Institute ’10  (Daniel Goure, PhD, States News Service, “NEW OBAMA NUCLEAR STRATEGY UNDERMINES EXTENDED DETERRENCE”, 4-5, L/N)

Reports have surfaced that sometime this week President Obama will declare that the United States is changing the nuclear strategy that has maintained the security of the Free World for half a century. The essence of the U.S. strategy was the willingness of every administration since Eisenhower to place, first, its military, but ultimately, the American people in harms way. America's willingness to sacrifice our own in the defense of friends and allies was the glue that held together the alliances in Europe and Asia. Also, this commitment is what made our deterrent of non-nuclear threats credible in an era when we did not enjoy conventional superiority vis- -vis the Soviet Union. The United States was willing to escalate, to use nuclear weapons first.  The key to the success of the U.S. deterrence strategy was the creation of a series of deterrence thresholds like rungs on a ladder. The idea was that at each step up the ladder the adversary was left with only two choices, either accept defeat or escalate to the next level of conflict with the attendant risk of still greater destruction. Ultimately, deterrence against a nuclear-armed adversary required that he be placed in the position of making the next to last decision, the one to unleash general strategic nuclear war. The adversary knew that by unleashing a large-scale strike against U.S. cities that this country would have no choice but to retaliate in kind. Hence, it was better not to start a fight with the United States which the adversary might win at one rung on the escalatory ladder but which it would inevitably lose as the United States raised the ante.  Now, if these reports are correct, President Obama will dismantle the successful strategy of the past fifty years. The president is reported to be planning to announce that under the new strategy U.S. nuclear weapons use would only come in response to nuclear use by an adversary. The U.S. will also withdraw its remaining tactical nuclear weapons from Europe. The United States will no longer deter non-nuclear attacks by the threat to escalate nor will it rely on its nuclear arsenal to deter attacks involving other types of weapons of mass destruction.  The new Obama strategy is based on three premises. First, that U.S. conventional power is sufficient to deter not only conventional threats but even the use of chemical or biological agents against U.S. forces, allies and territory. Second, that other nations do not need "skin in the game" to make deterrence, particularly extended deterrence that protects U.S. allies, work. Third, that nuclear deterrence is a unique political-strategic formulation, one that can be segregated from the rest of the deterrence construct. By disconnecting nuclear weapons from the continuum of deterrence the theory is that they can be rendered all-but irrelevant. Taking U.S. nuclear weapons out of the deterrence continuum will, it is assumed, motivate other nations to do the same. Nuclear weapons will only deter other nuclear weapons hence they will never be employed. As a result, nuclear deterrence can be reduced to the need to deter a nuclear first strike and the number of nuclear weapons reduced to just enough to destroy a number of enemy cities. This approach is also known as minimum deterrence.  The Obama strategy is wrong on all three counts. The reality is that conventional deterrence fails and fails often. Moreover, nations can lose a conventional war, even the United States. The only alternative to losing a war should not be to unleash countervalue nuclear strikes against an adversary thereby inviting the same on American cities. Moreover, it is doubtful that such a threat would be deterring to an adversary pursuing limited objectives.  Even if U.S. conventional forces are adequate to take up the burden of strategic deterrence, this reality will act as a spur to other nations to retain or acquire nuclear weapons. For several decades now, first the Soviet Union and now Russia has argued that a role of its nuclear forces was to deter so-called conventional attacks with nuclear equivalent effects. A policy of deterrence that does not pose the threat of a series of escalatory action fairly begs other nations to pursue a nuclear deterrent option of their own.  Recognizing the growing power of large-scale precision weapons, U.S. adversaries are investing heavily in deeply buried facilities. Many of these are directly under mountains where they are likely to be immune to even the largest conventional bombs. These facilities protect what these regimes value most highly -- government leaders, nuclear weapons production, advanced weapons storage, precisely the targets that a strategy of deterrence would wish to hold at risk. If these sites are also heavily defended, they may not be even accessible to airborne attack. Nuclear weapons will be needed to provide a high certainty of their destruction.  For deterrence to work, it was important that everyone had skin in the game. The U.S. had skin because of its conventional force deployments in Europe and the Far East. Our allies had skin because of the presence of theater nuclear weapons on their soil which would be likely targets of hostile nuclear attack. Also, they would be responsible for employing some of them in the event of a decision to employ nuclear weapons. If those weapons were withdrawn the escalation ladder is broken and a nuclear exchange could take place over our allies' heads, risking only U.S. targets but not those in allied countries. How long will the American people tolerate such a situation?  Finally, the Obama strategy erroneously assumes that nuclear deterrence can be separated from the rest of the deterrence continuum. The least likely event is a surprise nuclear attack against the U.S. homeland. This is true regardless of the prospective adversary. In reality, nuclear deterrence will come into play when adversaries commit aggression against U.S. allies and overseas interests. If the adversary avoids attacks on the U.S. homeland or perhaps even against U.S. allies it knows it will be safe from the threat of nuclear first use. This means that all the nuclear risk is on the U.S. side. Since there is virtually no ally or interest worth national destruction, deterrence itself will no longer work against an adversary who can achieve local conventional superiority or can muster even a single long-range nuclear delivery system.

AFF – N/U – Credibility – Turkey

US-Turkey relations strained – refusal to acknowledge Israeli flotilla strike.

The Straits Times 10 (“US Ties with Muslim World under Threat; Its Refusal to Condemn Israeli Raid Angers Muslims”, 6/3, lexis)

Washington: President Barack Obama's grand initiative to reach out to the Muslim world has hit rough seas since the Israeli raid on the aid flotilla carrying relief supplies to Gaza. In stark contrast with most of the world, the United States has conspicuously refused to condemn Israel's use of deadly force in Monday's raid in which at least nine pro-Palestinian activists died. The incident is pitting America's traditionally close relationship with Israel against its carefully honed ties with Egypt and Turkey, its closest allies in the Muslim world. Once again, Washington looks one-sided and its ability to act as an honest broker is in doubt despite the vision that Mr Obama articulated in Cairo and Ankara last year.

Turkey views America as weak now.

Stelzer 10 (Irwin, signatory of the Henry Jackson Society, a senior director and fellow of the Hudson Institute, doctorate in economics, columnist for The Sunday Times UK, “Do You Want The Good News Or The Bad News?”, The Sunday Times UK, Edition 1; Ireland, Business; Pg. 4, 5/20, lexis)

Yet all is not for the best in this best of all possible worlds. The happy economic news is accompanied by disturbing news on a variety of fronts. Israel is increasingly nervous at the inability of America and its partners to contain Iran's nuclear weapons programme, and is considering the feasibility of an attack to delay the regime's acquisition of a bomb it has promised to use to destroy "the Zionist entity". South Korea has responded to North Korea's torpedoing of one its vessels by blocking passage of that regime's ships through its waters, which might trigger a war that would involve the US troops stationed on the North-South border - unless President Barack Obama pulls them out as part of his plan to "engage" the North Koreans. The war on terror goes on, with New York and its financial centre certainly among the leading targets, and, worst of all, America now seems so impotent that its former allies, Turkey and Brazil, have signed up with what Osama Bin Laden calls "the strong horse", which seems to include anti-Americans from Hugo Chavez to Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, the Venezuelan and Iranian presidents.

AFF – No Troops Link

Troops don't solve allied prolif. They're no longer seen as sufficient.

Davis et al ‘9  (Jacquelyn, Ex. VP – Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Pres. – IFPA and Prof. Int’l. Sec. Studies – Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy of Tufts U. and former DOD Consultant, Charles M. Perry , VP and Dir. Studies – IFPA, and James L. Schoff, Associate Dir. Asia-Pacific Studies – IFPA, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis White Paper, “Updating U.S. Deterrence Concepts and Operational Planning: Reassuring Allies, Deterring Legacy Threats, and Dissuading Nuclear "Wannabes"”, February, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Updating_US_Deterrence_Concepts.pdf, p. 8)

In the first decade of the twenty-first century, however, that satisfaction and trust is no longer a given, and divergent threat perceptions have given rise to contending approaches to dealing with would-be proliferators and legacy challenges. Consequently, reassuring and discouraging a nuclear cascade of allies, or former allies, has emerged as a crucial element of deterrence planning, and, in the absence of consensus about the nature of the threats that we are facing, that reassurance function has become more complex and subject to more varied interpretations than it was in the past. In the wake of Iraq and in the midst of the Afghanistan war, as the United States endeavors to “reset” its forces and transform its overseas (military) “footprint,” the forward deployment of U.S. troops may not be sufficient in itself to convince American allies that our commitment to extended deterrence remains credible, especially in the case of political differences over preferred ways for dealing with emerging threats and legacy challenges. This, in turn, may lead some U.S. allies or coalition partners to conclude that their interests would better be served by pursuing their own nuclear options. As the Interim Report of the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States, previously cited, points out: Our non-proliferation strategy will continue to depend upon U.S. extended deterrence strategy as one of its pillars. Our military capabilities, both nuclear and conventional, underwrite U.S. security guarantees to our allies, without which many of them would feel enormous pressures to create their own nuclear arsenals. So long as the United States maintains adequately strong conventional forces, it does not necessarily need to rely on nuclear weapons to deter the threat of a major conventional attack. But long-term U.S. superiority in the conventional military domain cannot be taken for granted and requires continuing attention and investment. Moreover, it is not adequate for deterring nuclear attack. The U.S. deterrent must be both visible and credible, not only to our possible adversaries, but to our allies as well.6

Other methods suffice to sustain deterrence. Even if troops matter only tiny numbers are enough.

Adams ‘5  (Karen Ruth, Associate Prof. IR – U. Montana, and PhD Pol Sci. – UC Berkeley, “New Great Powers: Who Will They Be, and How Will They Rise?”, http://www.cas.umt.edu/polsci/faculty/adams/greatpower.pdf, p. 11)

Extended deterrence can be substantiated in many ways – through the deployment of expatriates such as diplomats, advisors, or troops, for example, or through the cultivation of extensive political, economic, or cultural ties. Determining how this is most efficiently and effectively done in the nuclear, information age will be the key to identifying how second-tier states become great powers, as well as which ones are furthest along that path.41  Despite the variety of options, there is a tendency in the US to focus on troop deployments, especially large ones. This is why policy makers see “command of the commons” as so vital. It is also why they discount the possibility that the US will have “peer competitors” in the near future. Yet, occasionally, officials acknowledge the logic of deterrence. For example, although during the Cold War, massive US deployments in the Korean DMZ were thought necessary to deter North Korea from attacking the South, today (when those troops are being redeployed to Iraq and within South Korea), Pentagon officials acknowledge that trip-wire forces of 5,000 are just as effective as deployments of 500,000.42
AFF – No Credibility I/L

Credibility is a highly nebulous concept with lots of causes. Attributing a single troop change is silly.

Fukuyama ‘7  (Francis, Prof. Int’l. Pol. Econ. – Johns Hopkins School of Advanced Int’l. Studies, Daily Yomiuri, “Credibility of U.S. commitment a moot question”, 1-28, L/N)

With the Democrats taking both houses of Congress in November and growing public pressure to withdraw American forces from Iraq, the question of U.S. credibility has been raised once again in a central issue in U.S. foreign policy. U.S. President George W. Bush invaded Iraq in part to show terrorists and potential nuclear proliferators that the United States would not tolerate their behavior, but would rather reach out and attack them preemptively. As a result of the military quagmire in Iraq, however, Washington has brought about just the opposite result: there are more anti-American terrorists in the Middle East now than at the time of the Sept. 11, 2001, attacks, and rogue state proliferators like Iran and North Korea have been persuaded to accelerate rather than stop their programs. One of the main arguments against a rapid U.S. withdrawal from Iraq is that it would signal a dramatic American loss of will, that will only encourage future terrorists and states contemplating nuclear weapons to push ahead, confident that the United States will not or cannot respond.  The issue of credibility is particularly important for U.S. allies like Japan, that depend on the United States for their security. Japan accepted a "peace" Constitution, limited the size of its armed forces, and abjured nuclear weapons on the grounds that the United States would come to its defense, including making use of nuclear weapons if Japan faced nuclear attack. With the rise of China and the acquisition of a nuclear weapon by North Korea, the question of U.S. credibility has become one of great urgency.  In the past, Americans have paid a great price to maintain the credibility of their alliance commitments and military deterrent. Then U.S. President Harry Truman felt he had to respond vigorously to the North Korean attack across the 38th parallel in June 1950 because failure to do so would encourage communist aggression all over the world; the result was the Korean War that killed nearly 50,000 Americans. The United States intervened in Vietnam out of fear of a "domino effect"; if one country were allowed to fall to communism, others would rapidly follow suit. Henry Kissinger and Richard Nixon prolonged the Vietnam War for another five years after the initial decision to draw down forces in 1970 on the grounds that the United States needed to preserve a "decent interval" between its withdrawal and any potential collapse of South Vietnam, for the sole purpose of maintaining the appearance that the United States was not abandoning its commitments.  But while strategists assume that credibility is critical, it is not clear on the basis of historical experience how quickly it is lost, or how difficult it is to reestablish. Rapid retreat in the face of setbacks clearly set bad precedents that encourage future aggression. Osama bin Laden, for example, is reported to have pointed to the American retreat from Somalia in 1994 after the killing of 18 U.S. soldiers as one reason he believed that the United States could be driven out of the Middle East.  On the other hand, credibility once lost can be regained. Then U.S. President Ronald Reagan withdrew American forces quickly from Lebanon in 1983 after the bombing of the marine barracks, and yet despite that he convinced the Soviet leadership that they would not be able to maintain a long-term military competition with the United States. He did this by confronting Soviet allies in Central America and Afghanistan, as well as through the military buildup that took place during the 1980s. Kissinger's fears that the Soviet Union and other communist powers would take advantage of perceived American weakness after the retreat from Vietnam turned out to be greatly overblown. When the last helicopter left Saigon in 1975, no one anticipated that China would soon embark on a major shift toward a market economy, that the rest of Southeast Asia would experience an economic miracle that would leave Vietnam in the dust, and that the Soviet empire would implode 16 years later.  It oftentimes does not make sense to maintain a costly military commitment simply for the sake of credibility, if the engagement cannot ultimately be won, and if the costs of staying are so high that one cannot use one's forces to meet other commitments. Tactical retreats are periodically necessary if one is to avoid strategic defeat. This is the choice that the United States potentially faces today as it considers its options in Iraq.  The question of U.S. credibility has not been adequately discussed in Japan as it deals with potential threats from North Korea and, in the long run, China. Many Japanese have argued that the U.S. commitment to use its nuclear deterrent against Pyongyang is not believable, and that Japan therefore needs to acquire its own nuclear deterrent in response to the North Korean bomb. It is not at all clear why this is the case, however. During the Cold War, the former Soviet Union deployed tens of thousands of nuclear weapons that could potentially be targeted against Japan. The People's Republic of China developed a nuclear arsenal as well, which was capable of reaching targets in Japan. During this period, Japan relied on the U.S. deterrent for its security, and ultimately decided that the American guarantee was adequate. Today, North Korea appears to have developed at most a handful of not-very-powerful nuclear weapons, and yet many observers seem to think that the U.S. deterrent is insufficient to deter a Korean nuclear strike.  To the contrary, there are many reasons why the U.S. deterrent should be more credible today than it was during the Cold War. Once the Soviet Union developed long-range intercontinental missiles, the U.S. homeland became vulnerable to nuclear attack. One of the big questions for strategists back then was whether, in light of this vulnerability, the U.S. deterrent was credible in the face of regional aggression. The United States said that it would respond to a Warsaw Pact attack on Germany with nuclear weapons; but would it really be willing to trade Hamburg or West Berlin for New York or Washington? This was the reason why the United States deployed theater nuclear weapons in both Europe and Asia; this "extended deterrent" would allow the United States to respond in a graduated way to any level of communist aggression.  That extended deterrent is still there in East Asia: the United States could hit North Korea with conventional forces, theater nuclear weapons, and weapons launched from the United States in response to a North Korean attack. In contrast to the situation during the Cold War, however, North Korea cannot attack the U.S. homeland (at least, not now), so that an American retaliatory response would not involve great risks for the United States itself.  One could argue that North Korea is a less rational state than the former Soviet Union; it is more likely to take crazy risks and cannot be deterred. But if that is the case, there is no reason to think that an independent Japanese deterrent will be more effective than an American one. Deterrence assumes a basic rationality on the part of one's opponents, regardless of identity of the one doing the deterring.  The only serious argument that Japan is less safe today than during the Cold War, then, is one concerning American will: the United States has somehow changed, and is less willing to come to Japan's defense in 2007 than it was, say, in 1957 or 1977. Is this in fact the case?  The United States' disastrous involvement in Iraq is a cause for concern. The American military is clearly overstretched by the war there that is soon to enter its fifth year. But the U.S. deterrent in Asia does not depend on large numbers of ground forces; it is maintained by air and naval forces whose capacity has not been diminished by Iraq. Iraq clearly absorbs the time and attention of decision-makers in Washington, who have not been able to focus adequately on East Asia in recent years. But this is a short-term problem; the United States will be out of Iraq in all likelihood sooner rather than later. And in any event, there has been a great strengthening of the U.S.-Japan alliance, and much more intensive military cooperation, during the period of Junichiro Koizumi's prime ministership.  There remains a longer-term problem of political will, however. During the Cold War, the United States regarded the defense of Japan as part of a larger defensive strategy whose ultimate stake was defense of the United States itself. Today, the United States is engaged in a global "war on terrorism," but it can be argued that the defense of Japan is not part of that struggle, and hence is tangential to American security. And even after a withdrawal from Iraq, there may be an isolationist backlash against costly foreign commitments, as occurred after the Vietnam War.  I would not underestimate the general credibility of American commitments, despite the setbacks in Iraq and the possibility of a U.S. withdrawal from that country. The United States currently takes the threat of nuclear proliferation very seriously, even if there are no obvious solutions to the challenges by Iran and North Korea. The latter is seen as a possible supplier of terrorists, and the precedent of aggression against a fellow democracy undertaken by such a state would be taken extremely seriously, as a threat not just to Japan but to the United States as well. There are many other reasons why Japan might want military capabilities, independent of its judgment about the credibility of U.S. commitments. But the question of whether the United States will stand by its alliance commitments is a serious one that deserves to be debated at length, something that has not yet taken place.

AFF – No Credibility I/L

Studies show credibility doesn’t spillover. States evaluate each instance separately.

Fettweis ‘7  (Christopher, Assistant Prof. National Security Affairs – National Security Decision Making Dept. – US Naval War College, Political Science Quarterly, “Credibility and the War on Terror”, 122(4), p. 617-618)
Mercer’s larger conclusions were that states cannot control their reputations or level of credibility, and that target adversaries and allies will ultimately form their own perceptions. Sending messages for their consideration in future crises, therefore, is all but futile. These arguments echoed some of the broader critiques of the credibility imperative that had emerged in response to the war in Vietnam, both by realists like Morgenthau and Waltz and by so-called area specialists, who took issue with the interdependence beliefs of the generalists. As Jervis observed, a common axis of disagreement in American foreign policy has been between those who focus on the specific situation and the particular nations involved (often State Department officials or area experts), and those who take a global geopolitical perspective (often in the White House or outside foreign policy generalists). The former usually believe that states in a region are strongly driven by domestic concerns and local rivalries; the latter are predisposed to think that these states look to the major powers for their cues and have little control over their own fates.41 Throughout most of the Cold War, since those who argued that events are interdependent won most of the policy debates, U.S. foreign policy was obsessed with credibility. A series of other studies have followed those of Hopf and Mercer, yielding similar results. The empirical record seems to suggest that there have been few instances of a setback in one arena influencing state behavior in a second arena.42 Daryl Press began his recent study expecting to find that perceptions of the opponent’s credibility would be an important variable affecting state behavior. 43 He chose three cases in which reputation would presumably have been vital to the outcome—the outbreak of the First World War, the Berlin Crisis of the late 1950s, and the Cuban Missile Crisis—and found, to his surprise, that in all three cases, leaders did not appear to be influenced at all by prior actions of their rivals, for better or for worse. Crisis behavior appeared to be entirely independent; credibility, therefore, was all but irrelevant. Mercer’s conclusions about reputation seem to have amassed a good deal more supporting evidence in the time since he wrote.
Credibility is intuitive but has no empirical support. Don’t buy their shallow heuristic reasoning.

Fettweis ‘7  (Christopher, Assistant Prof. National Security Affairs – National Security Decision Making Dept. – US Naval War College, Political Science Quarterly, “Credibility and the War on Terror”, 122(4), p. 618-619)

Today the credibility imperative’s academic defenders are small in number and influence.44 In the policy world, however, the obsession with credibility lives on undiminished, and doubters are clearly in the minority. Shiping Tang considers the continued existence of the credibility imperative in spite of the overwhelming evidence to the contrary to be evidence of almost cultish behavior among policymakers.45 The longevity of this cult seems to derive from a couple of foundations. First, since foreign policy is by necessity a worst-case-scenario business, prudence often counsels leaders to hedge against the most negative potential outcomes.46 Since a loss of credibility offers a presumably plausible route to national ruin, the sagacious policymaker will often be very wary of damage to the reputation of the state, no matter what logic and the empirical evidence suggest. After all, while incorrect academics face virtually no consequences, missteps by leaders can be catastrophic. Second, the current academic conventional wisdom is counterintuitive, and in some senses contradictory to normal daily experience. Individuals certainly develop reputations in their daily lives that influence the way that others treat them. Parents understand that they must carry through on their threats and promises if they want their children to take their future instructions seriously, and we all have friends whose repeated failures to deliver on past promises make us skeptical of their future assur- ances.47 However, international relations differ drastically from interpersonal. As Press explains, Children use past actions when they evaluate their parents’ credibility to punish them, and perhaps we all use past actions to assess whether a friend will show up at the movies. But there is no logical basis to generalize from these mundane situations to the most critical decisions made by national leaders during crises. In fact it would be odd—even irrational—if people relied on the same mental shortcuts that they use to make unimportant split-second decisions of daily life when they confront the most important decisions of their lives—decisions on which their country’s survival depends.48 Press argues that national capabilities and interests—not past behavior— provide the foundation for the formation of perceptions. However, the credibility imperative has a powerful intuitive logic behind it, based upon lifetimes of interpersonal experience. There are therefore significant impediments in front of those who would challenge the wisdom of the policymaker’s obsession with reputation. This divergence in conventional wisdom between policy and scholarship would not be a major issue for twenty-first-century international politics if policies that are primarily based upon the need to appear credible were not often counterproductive, costly, and dangerous. The imperative has clear effects upon policy, and is employed in debates in predictable, measurable, and uniformly unhelpful ways.

AFF – No Credibility I/L – Iraq

Any impact from Iraq changes is slight.

Cornwell ‘7  (Rupert, Columnist, The Independent, “Was George Bush Right About Vietnam?” 8-24, L/N)

The President's third point of comparison between Iraq now and Indochina then is that withdrawal - a surrender, in his words, to "the deceptive allure of retreat" - would be disastrous for American credibility.  After all, Mr Bush noted, had not both Osama bin Laden and his deputy, Ayman al-Zawahiri, invoked Vietnam as a lesson. Americans, he quoted Zawahiri as saying, "ran and left their agents" in Vietnam, and "know better than others that there is no hope in victory ??? the Vietnam spectre is closing every outlet."  A withdrawal from Iraq might indeed damage US credibility - but if the example of Vietnam is any guide, that damage will be very slight. Probably, Moscow was emboldened in its war-by-proxy with the US, in Cuba, Angola and like places. But the dominoes did not fall in South-east Asia. And if Vietnam fuelled a perception of American weakness that helped persuade the Kremlin to invade Afghanistan in 1979, then it contributed to the collapse not of the US, but of the Soviet Union itself.  In fact, any loss of credibility caused by an early wind-down of the US presence in Iraq would surely be outweighed by the removal - or, at least, mitigation - of the moral stain caused by an unprovoked invasion of a country that did not represent the slightest threat to the US and had nothing to do with 9/11, and by the subsequent disgrace of Abu Ghraib. Vietnam was a conflict that gradually escalated from small beginnings, as Washing-ton's military strategists fell into the trap of believing that just one more shove would do the trick. Iraq was a pure war of choice, and as such will probably go down in US history as an even greater blunder than Vietnam.

Even if withdrawal from Iraq effects reputation that’s for enemies, not allies.

Tunç ‘8  (Hakan, Teaches Pol. Sci. – Carleton U. (Canada), Orbis, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq”, 52(4), Science Direct)

Unlike the Vietnam War, the reputational argument over Iraq identifies not only adversaries but also allies as intended audiences for U.S. reputational concerns. According to Frederick Kagan, a prominent advocate of the reputational argument, a premature U.S. withdrawal from Iraq would “cement our reputation as untrustworthy [among allies]. We will lose this generation not only in Iraq, but throughout the Middle East.”20 For Brent Scowcroft, the former National Security Advisor of President George H.W. Bush, a premature U.S. withdrawal from Iraq would create “the perception, worldwide,… that the American colossus had stumbled, was losing its resolve and could no longer be considered a reliable ally or friend — or the guarantor of peace and stability in this critical region [the Middle East].”21 Like the allegations about ally behavior during the Vietnam War, these arguments fail to provide supporting evidence. So far, no government allied with the United States in the Middle East or elsewhere has given any indication that it would indeed lose its confidence in Washington if the United States were to withdraw from Iraq.

Iraq has no impact on credibility. Withdrawing won’t change any other state behavior.

Fettweis ‘7  (Christopher, Assistant Prof. National Security Affairs – National Security Decision Making Dept. – US Naval War College, Political Science Quarterly, “Credibility and the War on Terror”, 122(4), p. 631-632)

If the history of the U.S. experience with the credibility imperative is any guide, at the very least, one must conclude that no string of catastrophes is likely to follow a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq. The credibility of U.S. commitments is not the glue that holds the world together, nor is it the bulwark preventing the fall of various harmful dominoes. The U.S. presence is also not the only force preventing a region-wide war. Presumably, the other states of the region, who have little interest in becoming embroiled in a self-defeating, self-immolating war, can imagine what specific consequences would follow. In fact, there is a case to be made that the U.S. presence is more accurately thought of as a destabilizing presence, making the spread of violence more likely. Even if some states were to begin to doubt U.S. credibility, it is hard to believe that fundamentalism would sweep across the region somehow, or that our allies would become so disheartened that they would rethink their allegiance to the United States. During the Cold War, theoretically states had the option to ‘‘flip sides’’ and rely on the Soviets if they began to doubt the credibility of the United States (although none ever did so, of course). Today it is impossible to imagine that any state would flip sides in the war on terror. If anything, the perception that they could not rely on the United States would probably make other states intensify their effort to fight their local, antiregime fundamentalists. Even if states of the region do begin to doubt the credibility of U.S. commitments, which is of course by no means inevitable, Islamic fundamentalist victories are not likely. And while it is obviously preposterous to suggest that the United States would soon have to fight them ‘‘nearer home,’’ or that the continued existence of U.S. democracy is at stake, such statements are predictable products of the credibility imperative.

AFF – No Prolif Impact (Slow)

Prolif is slow, stable and extremely rare. Lots of factors vitiate against the spread of nukes.

Potter and Mukhatzhanova ‘8   (William, Sam Nunn and Richard Lugar Prof. Nonproliferation Studies and Dir. James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies – Monterey Institute of International Studies, and Guakhar, Research Associate – James Martin Center, International Security, “Divining Nuclear Intentions: A Review Essay”, 33:1, Summer, Project Muse)

Today it is hard to find an analyst or commentator on nuclear proliferation who is not pessimistic about the future. It is nearly as difficult to find one who predicts the future without reference to metaphors such as proliferation chains, cascades, dominoes, waves, avalanches, and tipping points.42 The lead author of this essay also has been guilty of the same tendency, and initially named an ongoing research project on forecasting proliferation he directs "21st Century Nuclear Proliferation Chains and Trigger Events." As both authors proceeded with research on the project, however, and particularly after reading the books by Hymans and Solingen, we became convinced that the metaphor is inappropriate and misleading, as it implies a process of nuclear decisionmaking and a pace of nuclear weapons spread that are unlikely to transpire.  The current alarm about life in a nuclear-armed crowd has many historical antecedents and can be found in classified National Intelligence Estimates (NIEs) as well as in scholarly analyses. The 1957 NIE, for example, identified a list of ten leading nuclear weapons candidates, including Canada, Japan, and Sweden.43 Sweden, it predicted, was "likely to produce its first weapons in about 1961," while it was estimated that Japan would "probably seek to develop weapons production programs within the next decade."44 In one of the [End Page 159] most famous forecasts, President John Kennedy in 1963 expressed a nightmarish vision of a future world with fifteen, twenty, or twenty-five nuclear weapons powers.45  A number of the earliest scholarly projections of proliferation also tended to exaggerate the pace of nuclear weapons spread. A flurry of studies between 1958 and 1962, for example, focused on the "Nth Country Problem" and identified as many as twelve candidates capable of going nuclear in the near future.46 Canada, West Germany, Italy, Japan, Sweden, and Switzerland were among the states most frequently picked as near-term proliferators.  The "peaceful nuclear explosion" by India in 1974 was seen by many analysts of the time as a body blow to the young NPT that would set in motion a new wave of proliferation. Although the anticipated domino effect did not transpire, the Indian test did precipitate a marked increase in scholarship on proliferation, including an innovative study developed around the concept—now in vogue—of proliferation chains. Rarely cited by today's experts, the 1976 monograph on Trends in Nuclear Proliferation, 1975–1995, by Lewis Dunn and Herman Kahn, set forth fifteen scenarios for nuclear weapons spread, each based on the assumption that one state's acquisition of nuclear weapons would prompt several other states to follow suit, which in turn would trigger a succession of additional nuclearization decisions.47 Although lacking any single theoretical underpinning and accepting of the notion that proliferation decisions are likely to be attributed to security needs, the Dunn-Kahn model rejected the exclusive focus by realists on security drivers and sought to probe [End Page 160] beneath the rhetoric to identify the possible presence of other pressures and constraints.  To their credit, Dunn and Kahn got many things right and advanced the study of proliferation. Their forecasts, however, were almost without exception wildly off the mark. Why, one may inquire, were their pessimistic projections about nuclear weapons spread—and those of their past and subsequent counterparts in the intelligence community—so often divorced from reality? Although Hymans and Solingen appear not to have been familiar with the research by Dunn and Kahn on proliferation trends at the time of their books' publications, their national leadership and domestic political survival models offer considerable insight into that dimension of the proliferation puzzle.48 The Four Myths of Nuclear Proliferation  Hymans is keenly aware of the deficiency of past proliferation projections, which he attributes in large part to the "tendency to use the growth of nuclear capabilities, stances toward the non-proliferation regime, and a general 'roguishness' of the state as proxies for nuclear weapons intentions" (p. 217). Such intentions, he believes, cannot be discerned without reference to leadership national identity conceptions, a focus that appears to have been absent to date in intelligence analyses devoted to forecasting proliferation.49  Hymans is equally critical of the popular notion that "the 'domino theory' of the twenty-first century may well be nuclear."50 As he points out, the new domino theory, like its discredited Cold War predecessor, assumes an over-simplified view about why and how decisions to acquire nuclear weapons are taken.51 Leaders' nuclear preferences, he maintains, "are not highly contingent on what other states decide," and, therefore, "proliferation tomorrow will probably remain as rare as proliferation today, with no single instance of proliferation causing a cascade of nuclear weapons states" (p. 225). In addition, he argues, the domino thesis embraces "an exceedingly dark picture of world trends by lumping the truly dangerous leaders together with the merely self-assertive [End Page 161] ones," and equating interest in nuclear technology with weapons intent (pp. 208–209). Dire proliferation forecasts, both past and present, Hymans believes, flow from four myths regarding nuclear decisonmaking: (1) states want the bomb as a deterrent; (2) states seek the bomb as a "ticket to international status"; (3) states go for the bomb because of the interests of domestic groups; and (4) the international regime protects the world from a flood of new nuclear weapons states (pp. 208–216). Each of these assumptions is faulty, Hymans contends, because of its fundamental neglect of the decisive role played by individual leaders in nuclear matters.  As discussed earlier, Hymans argues that the need for a nuclear deterrent is entirely in the eye of the beholder—a leader with an oppositional nationalist NIC. By the same token, just because some leaders seek to achieve international prestige through acquisition of the bomb, it does not mean that other leaders "necessarily view the bomb as the right ticket to punch": witness the case of several decades of Argentine leaders, as well as the Indian Nehruvians (pp. 211–212). The case of Egypt under Anwar al-Sadat, though not discussed by Hymans, also seems to fit this category.  Hymans's focus on the individual level of analysis leads him to discount bureaucratic political explanations for nuclear postures, as well. Central to his argument is the assumption that decisions to acquire nuclear weapons are taken "without the considerable vetting that political scientists typically assume precedes most important states choices" (p. 13). As such, although he is prepared to credit nuclear energy bureaucracies as playing a supporting role in the efforts by Australia, France, and India to go nuclear, he does not observe their influence to be a determining factor in root nuclear decisions by national leaders. Moreover, contrary to a central premise of Solingen's model of domestic political survival, Hymans finds little evidence in his case studies of leaders pursuing nuclear weapons to advance their political interests (p. 213). For example, he argues, the 1998 nuclear tests in India were as risky domestically for Vajpayee as they were internationally (p. 214).
AFF – No Prolif Impact (Deterrence)

New proliferators will build small arsenals which are uniquely stable.

Seng ’98  (Jordan, PhD Candidate in Pol. Sci. – U. Chicago, Dissertation, “STRATEGY FOR PANDORA'S CHILDREN: STABLE NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION AMONG MINOR STATES”, p. 203-206)

However, this "state of affairs" is not as dangerous as it might seem. The nuclear arsenals of limited nuclear proliferators will be small and, consequently, the command and control organizations that manage chose arsenals will be small as well. The small arsenals of limited nuclear proliferators will mitigate against many of the dangers of the highly delegative, 'non-centralized' launch procedures Third World states are likely to use. This will happen in two main ways. First, only a small number of people need be involved in Third World command and control. The superpowers had tens of thousands of nuclear warheads and thousands of nuclear weapons personnel in a variety of deployments organized around numerous nuclear delivery platforms. A state that has, say, fifty nuclear weapons needs at most fifty launch operators and only a handful of group commanders. This has both quantitative and qualitative repercussions. Quantitatively, the very small number of people 'in the loop' greatly diminishes the statistical probability that accidents or human error will result in inappropriate nuclear launches. All else being equal, the chances of finding some guard asleep at some post increases with the number of guards and posts one has to cover. Qualitatively, small numbers makes it possible to centrally train operators, to screen and choose them with exceeding care, 7 and to keep each of them in direct contact with central authorities in times of crises. With very small control communities, there is no need for intermediary commanders. Important information and instructions can get out quickly and directly. Quality control of launch operators and operations is easier. In some part, at least, Third World states can compensate for their lack of sophisticated use-control technology with a more controlled selection of, and more extensive communication with, human operators. Secondly, and relatedly, Third World proliferators will not need to rely on cumbersome standard operating procedures to manage and launch their nuclear weapons. This is because the number of weapons will be so small, and also because the arsenals will be very simple in composition. Third World stares simply will not have that many weapons to keep track of. Third World states will not have the great variety of delivery platforms that the superpowers had (various ballistic missiles, cruise missiles, long range bombers, fighter bombers, missile submarines, nuclear armed ships, nuclear mortars, etc., etc.), or the great number and variety of basing options, and they will not employ the complicated strategies of international basing that the superpowers used. The small and simple arsenals of Third World proliferators will not require highly complex systems to coordinate nuclear activities. This creates two specific organizational advantages. One, small organizations, even if they do rely to some extent of standard operating procedures, can be flexible in times of crisis. As we have discussed, the essential problem of standard operating procedures in nuclear launch processes is that the full range if possible strategic developments cannot be predicted and specified before the fact, and thus responses to them cannot be standardized fully. An unexpected event can lead to 'mismatched' and inappropriate organizational reactions. In complex and extensive command and control organizations, standard operating procedures coordinate great numbers of people at numerous levels of command structure in a great multiplicity of places. If an unexpected event triggers operating procedures leading to what would be an inappropriate nuclear launch, it would be very difficult for central commanders to “get the word out' to everyone involved. The coordination needed to stop launch activity would be at least as complicated as the coordination needed to initiate it, and, depending on the speed of launch processes, there may be less time to accomplish it. However, the small numbers of people involved in nuclear launches and the simplicity of arsenals will make it far easier for Third World leaders to 'get the word out' and reverse launch procedures if necessary. Again, so few will be the numbers of weapons that all launch operators could be contacted directly by central leaders. The programmed triggers of standard operating procedures can be passed over in favor of unscripted, flexible responses based on a limited number of human-to-human communications and confirmations. Two, the smallness and simplicity of Third World command and control organizations will make it easier for leaders to keep track of everything that is going on at any given moment. One of the great dangers of complex organizational procedures is that once one organizational event is triggered—once an alarm is sounded and a programmed response is made—other branches of the organization are likely to be affected as well. This is what Charles Perrow refers to as interactive complexity, 8 and it has been a mainstay in organizational critiques of nuclear command and control s ystems.9 The more complex the organization is, the more likely these secondary effects are, and the less likely they are to be foreseen, noticed, and well-managed. So, for instance, an American commander that gives the order to scramble nuclear bombers over the U.S. as a defensive measure may find that he has unwittingly given the order to scramble bombers in Europe as well. A recall order to the American bombers may overlook the European theater, and nuclear misuse could result. However, when numbers of nuclear weapons can be measured in the dozens rather than the hundreds or thousands, and when deployment of those weapons does not involve multiple theaters and forward based delivery vehicles of numerous types, tight coupling is unlikely to cause unforeseen and unnoticeable organizational events. Other things being equal, it is just a lot easier to know all of what is going on. In short, while Third World states may nor have the electronic use-control devices that help ensure that peripheral commanders do nor 'get out of control,' they have other advantages that make the challenge of centralized control easier than it was for the superpowers. The small numbers of personnel and organizational simplicity of launch bureaucracies means that even if a few more people have their fingers on the button than in the case of the superpowers, there will be less of a chance that weapons will be launched without a definite, informed and unambiguous decision to press that button.
AFF – No Prolif Impact (Deterrence)

Nuclear weapons reduce the risk and impact of nuclear war

Asal and Beardsley ‘7  (Victor, Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – SUNY Albany, and Kyle, Assistant Prof. Pol. Sci. – Emory U., Journal of Peace Research, “Proliferation and International Crisis Behavior*”, 44:2, Sage)

Other, more optimistic, scholars see benefits to nuclear proliferation or, perhaps not actively advocating the development of more nuclear weapons and nuclear-weapon states, see that the presence of nuclear weapons has at least been stabilizing in the past. For example, some scholars are confident of the promise of the ‘nuclear peace’.4 While those who oppose proliferation present a number of arguments, those who contend that nuclear weapons would reduce interstate wars are fairly consistent in focusing on one key argument: nuclear weapons make the risk of war unacceptable for states. As Waltz argues, the higher the stakes and the closer a country moves toward winning them, the more surely that country invites retaliation and risks its own destruction. States are not likely to run major risks for minor gains. War between nuclear states may escalate as the loser uses larger and larger warheads. Fearing that, states will want to draw back. Not escalation but deescalation becomes likely. War remains possible, but victory in war is too dangerous to fight for. (Sagan & Waltz, 2003: 6–7) ‘Nuclear war simply makes the risks of war much higher and shrinks the chance that a country will go to war’ (Snyder & Diesing, 1977: 450). Using similar logic, Bueno de Mesquita & Riker (1982) demonstrate formally that a world with almost universal membership in the nuclear club will be much less likely to experience nuclear war than a world with only a few members.

Spread of nukes is stabilizing. Historical evidence supports

Preston ‘7  (Thomas, Associate Prof. IR – Washington State U. and Faculty Research Associate – Moynihan Institute of Global Affairs, “From Lambs to Lions: Future Security relationships in a World of Biological and Nuclear Weapons”, p. 7)

And, despite concerns regarding the peaceful intentions of those who may obtain nuclear arsenals, Goldstein (2000, 279) notes that while there are strong reasons to believe counterproliferation efforts "will not be fully successful, it is important to keep in mind that there is room for tempered optimism in thinking about the consequences of nuclear spread . . . both logic and the experience of the Cold War (especially as illustrated in the Chinese, British, and French cases) suggest that nuclear weapons may be a stabilizing influence on international politics because they are most easily married to strategies designed to preserve the status quo, and not easily employed for other purposes." Indeed, Aron once described deterrence as "diplomacy which uses thermonuclear 'terrorism' to dissuade a possible aggressor from certain undertakings" (Gallois 1961, ix). Noting the hackneyed old bromide that "one man's terrorist is another man's freedom fighter," the hypocrisy of the U.S. position on nuclear weapons suggests an equally true formulation of "one country's illegitimate weapon of terror is another's legitimate nuclear deterrent." In reality, the appropriateness of these normative labels or rationalizations regarding legitimacy of possession remain immensely subjective notions, depending greatly upon whether one is an Athenian or Melian.

Nukes promote stability. Minimizes conflict in regions like the Middle and Asia. The haters are just racist.

Roberts ’96  (Brad, Ed. Washington Quarterly and Research Fellow – CSIS, “Weapons Proliferation and World Order: After the Cold War”, p. 191-192)

This way of thinking about the effects of nuclear proliferation has been much debated. Three alternative critiques have been offered. One comes from the advocates of various national nuclear weapons programs, who tend to praise the virtues of proliferation in terms of its potential for strengthening stability in regions in conflict by creating relationships of mutual deterrence among adversaries and by inducing more prudent behavior by governments to avoid war or even conflicts that might erupt into war. 5 Some also assert that proliferation of this kind helps to create the conditions necessary to build peaceful relations among heretofore warring adversaries, as in the Middle East. Some such advocates have dismissed the anxious advocacy of nonproliferation by the established nuclear powers as nothing but a mask for an effort to preserve and enhance their own power while seeking to deny other states their own instruments of security. The belief that weapons and weapon development programs bring security is deeply ingrained in the strategic communities of all countries, whether military officers working within the traditions of their institution or diplomats and statesmen who have inherited a nineteenth-century-based understanding of an anarchic international system in which self-defense is the primary right and task of states. Such advocates also tend to equate national security with international stability and thus peace, out of a belief that any individual nation's efforts to make itself more secure will also translate into a broader systemic effect that reduces the likelihood of war. 6 Anecdotal evidence suggests that strategists in the developing world rigidly equate security and stability and believe that stable deterrence is achieved through military strength. Indian strategists cite the absence of major war with China as evidence of the success of such policies. Both Indians and Pakistanis cite the fact that the Kashmir dispute of summer 1990 did not erupt into war as proof that deterrence under the nuclear shadow works. Israelis cite the benefits of the undeclared "bomb in the basement" for securing Arab recognition of Israel's right to exist (or at least the futility of trying to drive the Israelis back into the sea). Iranians praise unconventional weapons as necessary to prevent the United States from capriciously using its power to again foment revolution in Iran. These strategists from the developing world tend to dismiss doubts in the developed world about the stability of deterrence in their regions as born of hubris among the technologically advanced or the racism of white societies. 

AFF – No Prolif Impact (E. Asia)

Nuclear weapons promote stability in Asia. All evidence shows they reduce the likelihood of conflict and escalation.

Alagappa ‘8  (Muthiah, Distinguished Senior Fellow – East-West Center, in “The Long Shadow: Nuclear Weapons and Security in 21st Century Asia, Ed. Muthiah Alagappa , p. 26)

In exploring the implications of national nuclear strategies and more broadly nuclear weapons for national and regional security, this study advances three propositions. First it posits that nuclear weapons strengthen weaker powers and have a modifying effect on structure and its consequences. However, they do not fundamentally alter the distribution of power to make a difference in system structure or the pattern of security interaction. Nuclear weapons have not substantially altered the security dynamics in Asia. Certain nuclear strategies such as compellence, counterforce, and limited war could and have intensified existing threat perceptions and lines of enmity. However, they have not created new ones. Other strategies such as existential, minimum, and extended deterrence, and a posture of general deterrence have not exacerbated security situations. In fact, they have had an ameliorating effect. By contributing to greater self-reliance in deterrence, nuclear weapons reduce the salience of external balancing as a rationale for alliance among nuclear weapon states. However, alliances and alignments among them still make sense for other reasons. For nonnuclear weapon states that perceive a nuclear threat, alliance with a nuclear weapon state that can extend the deterrence function of its nuclear arsenal provides an incentive for alliance formation and sustenance. On conflict resolution, nuclear weapons do not advance or obstruct settlement of disputes. When they are relevant, nuclear weapons contribute to a situation of no war and no peace. The logic of the enormous destruction power of nuclear weapons argues against conflict resolution through the physical use of violence. However, nuclear weapons are not a barrier to peaceful conflict resolution. The grave risks associated with escalation to nuclear war in certain cases have induced parties to explore a diplomatic settlement. Dispute settlement, however, hinges on the willingness or unwillingness of conflicting parties to negotiate and compromise on political differences that underlie the dispute. Second, the study posits that nuclear weapons have contributed to the security of states and reinforced stability in the Asian security region that is underpinned by several pillars. Although there could be some destabilizing consequences, thus far nuclear weapons have not undermined stability in Asia. In fact, they have contributed to stability by assuaging national security concerns, preventing the outbreak of major wars, strengthening the status quo, increasing deterrence dominance, and reinforcing the trend in the region toward a reduction in the salience of force in international politics. For a number of reasons (acceptance of the political and territorial status quo; increase in the political, diplomatic, and economic cost of using force in a situation of complex interdependence; and the impracticability of resolving conflicts through the use of force) the offensive roles of force have been on the decline in Asia. Nuclear weapons reinforce this trend by enhancing deterrence dominance and making the cost of war among nuclear weapon states catastrophic and prohibitive, especially in a situation of complex interdependence. 
The opposite of what they say is true of Asia. Nukes preserve stability.

Alagappa ‘8  (Muthiah, Distinguished Senior Fellow – East-West Center, in “The Long Shadow: Nuclear Weapons and Security in 21st Century Asia, Ed. Muthiah Alagappa , p. 512)

International political interaction among Asian states is for the most part rule governed, predictable, and stable. The security order that has developed in Asia is largely of the instrumental type, with certain normative contractual features (Alagappa 2003b). It rests on several pillars. These include the consolidation of Asian countries as modern nation-states with rule-governed interactions, widespread acceptance of the territorial and political status quo (with the exception of certain boundary disputes and a few survival concerns that still linger), a regional normative structure that ensures survival of even weak states and supports international coordination and cooperation, the high priority in Asian countries given to economic growth and development, the pursuit of that goal through participation in regional and global capitalist economies, the declining salience of force in Asian international politics, the largely status quo orientation of Asia's major powers, and the key role of the United States and of regional institutions in preserving and enhancing security and stability in Asia. I extend that argument in this study to include the effects of nuclear weapons and the strategies for their employment. I argue that although there could be destabilizing consequences, on net, nuclear weapons reinforce deterrence dominance and enhance national security and regional stability in the Asian security region. My claim is supported on the following grounds. First, nuclear weapons assuage the security concerns of vulnerable states. Second, nuclear weapons prevent the escalation of regional conflicts to full-scale war. Third, general deterrence postures assure major powers and help stabilize relations among them. Fourth, nuclear weapons strengthen the political and military status quo by making violent change highly dangerous and unlikely. Finally, nuclear weapons further circumscribe and transform the role of force in Asian international politics. Taken together, these political and military effects of nuclear weapons, along with the absence of intense strategic rivalry and competition among the major powers, reinforce the security and stability that have come to characterize the Asian security region over the last three decades. My argument shares certain features of those advanced by Waltz (1995), Hagerty (1998), and Goldstein (2000), but it is also distinct and grounded in two decades of post-Cold War regionwide experience and linked to other political, strategic, and economic factors that also underpin security and stability in the region. It is important to view the roles and effects of nuclear weapons in this larger context.
AFF – No Prolif Impact (Japan)

Nuclear taboo prevents proliferation. The consensus of experts agrees.

Yoshihara and Holmes ‘9  (Toshi, Research Fellow and resident expert on Security Issues in the Asia-Pacific – Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, MA Int’l. Affairs – Johns Hopkins, Phd Candidate – Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy of Tufts U., and James, PhD – Fletcher School and Senior Research Associate – UGA Center for International Trade, Naval War College Review, “Thinking about the Unthinkable: Tokyo’s Nuclear Option”, 62:3, Summer, Ebsco)

In any event, Japan's "nuclear allergy" persists to the present day. Matake Kamiya explains Tokyo's self-imposed injunction against bomb making in terms of the general pacifism codified in Japan's peace constitution, lingering memories of the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, and antimilitary sentiments dating from the interwar years. (11) As a result, concludes Kamiya, opposition to nuclear weapons "is deeply embedded in postwar Japanese culture and society.... [I]t is still far stronger, even today, than those who warn of impending Japanese nuclear armament realize." (12) The vast majority of observers in Japan and in the West are inclined to agree with Kamiya, if for different reasons. Indeed, very few scholars have lent credence to rationales for a nuclear buildup. (13) Tetsuya Endo, a former vice chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission of Japan, argues that while Japan possesses the technical capabilities to stage a nuclear breakout, the material costs combined with the prospects of international isolation would deter Tokyo from pursuing such an option. (14) Brad Glosserman cautions that Japan likely would not survive intact as a nation-state following a nuclear exchange--even a limited one--owing to its lack of strategic depth and the extremely high population density throughout the Japanese Archipelago. (15) Llewelyn Hughes identifies a series of domestic institutional constraints, ranging from constitutional to informal, that have anchored Tokyo securely to the U.S. nuclear guarantee. (16) Others believe that Japan is actively pursuing other strategic options, including strengthening its own conventional military capabilities and deepening its alliance ties to the United States, as substitutes for an independent nuclear deterrent. (17) In sum, normative, material, geographic, institutional, and strategic considerations militate against going nuclear.

Zero chance Japan goes nuclear. Too many obstacles despite North Korea and worst case they’ll share weapons with the US.

Yokota ‘9  (Takashi, Associate Ed. Newsweek Japan, Newsweek, “Why Japan Won’t Go Nuclear”, 6-22, http://www.newsweek.com/id/201859)

North Korea's recent nuclear test has spawned many nightmare scenarios, including the possibility that pacifist Japan will go nuclear, triggering a new arms race. Both U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and Defense Secretary Robert Gates have warned of just that possibility, and on May 31 former secretary of state Henry Kissinger said that unless Beijing reins in Pyongyang, it should expect to "live in an Asia in which South Korea and Japan have nuclear weapons." It sounds plausible. After all, Japan is one of the only great powers that doesn't already boast its own nuclear deterrent. Though Tokyo has officially vowed never to possess, build or even allow nuclear weapons onto its territory—promises born from Hiroshima and the pacifist constitution imposed on Japan by its U.S. occupiers after the war—some big-name Tokyo politicians have questioned that stance in recent years. In April, Goji Sakamoto, a lawmaker from the ruling Liberal Democratic Party, said that Japan should at least "threaten" to go nuclear. Shinzo Abe, who was prime minister from 2006 to 2007, once reportedly told a room full of college students that possessing nukes wouldn't violate Japan's constitution as long as the arsenal was "small in scale." And after Pyongyang's first nuclear test in 2006, senior LDP member Shoichi Nakagawa and Prime Minister Taro Aso (then foreign minister) called for public debate on the question. Yet this is all just rhetoric. For one thing, despite North Korea's threats and China's growing military and political power, the Japanese people remain dead set against building nuclear weapons. Polls conducted over the past three years show that less than 20 percent of the public currently says it favors possessing such a deterrent. For another, Japan—a crowded island nation—lacks the space to test a bomb. Japan has large stockpiles of plutonium for its nuclear-energy industry. But plutonium-type bombs require physical testing to verify their efficacy. (Uranium bombs are considerably simpler and so may not need physical testing, but Japan doesn't have the weapons-grade uranium to make such a device.) While some experts argue that Japan could test a plutonium weapon by detonating it underground, others—including former defense chief Shigeru Ishiba—insist that there is simply nowhere to do so in such a densely populated nation. Simulations would not be sufficient; those only work after at least one actual test. Japan, moreover, now occupies the nuke-free high ground and would risk losing its innocence if it went nuclear. According to an internal 1995 study by Japan's defense establishment, reversing the country's no-nukes policy would trigger the collapse of the Nuclear Non--Proliferation Treaty regime, as the withdrawal of the world's only nuclear victim could fatally undermine confidence in the system. Such a move would also severely damage relations with Washington—Tokyo's most important ally—and the alarm in Beijing and Seoul could set off a nuclear race across East Asia. Japan would get the blame. The consequences for Japan's energy supplies and economy could be equally catastrophic. If Japan broke out of the NPT, the countries that now supply it with nuclear fuel, including Canada, Australia and the United States, would surely hold back their shipments, which are currently conditioned on the fuel's peaceful use. That would be a nightmare for Japan, which relies on nuclear energy for nearly a third of its electricity. There's one other roadblock to consider: Japan's top nuclear hawks have seen their power weaken considerably in recent years. Abe lost most of his clout after abruptly resigning as prime minister two years ago. In February, Nakagawa resigned as finance minister in disgrace after appearing drunk at a news conference. And Aso is practically a lame duck these days, with little room for bold moves. Of course, the political environment may change if North Korea continues to act belligerently or if China proves to be a real threat, as Japanese hawks fear. But even then, most Japanese experts believe that their country would stop short of building a bomb of its own. At most, it might temporarily allow the United States to base nukes on Japanese territory. Another option would be to develop the means to stage a conventional strike against North Korea's launchpads.

AFF – No Prolif Impact (Japan)

Japan wont proliferate. US nuclear umbrella.

Chanlett-Avery and Nikitin ‘9  (Emma, Specialist in Asian Affairs, and Mary Beth, Analyst, CRS, “Japan's Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests,” 2-19, Congressional Research Service, http://opencrs.com/document/RL34487/)

The notion of Japan developing nuclear weapons has long been considered far-fetched and even  taboo, particularly within Japan. Hailed as an example of the success of the international non-  proliferation regime, Japan has consistently taken principled stands on non-proliferation and  disarmament issues. Domestically, the largely pacifist Japanese public, with lingering memories  of the destruction of Hiroshima and Nagasaki by atomic bombs in the closing days of World War  II, has widely rejected any nuclear capacity as morally unacceptable. The inclusion of Japan  under the U.S. nuclear “umbrella,” with regular reiterations from U.S. officials, provides a  guarantor to Japanese security. Successive Japanese administrations and commissions have  concluded that Japan has little to gain and much to lose in terms of its own security if it pursues a 
nuclear weapons capability. 
It would jack their nuclear power industry. Prevents any proliferation

Mochizuki ‘7  (Mike, Senior Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies – Brookings and Former Co-Dir – RAND Center for Asia-Pacific Policy and Associate Prof. IR – USC, “JAPAN TESTS THE NUCLEAR TABOO,” Nonproliferation Review 14(2), July, http://cns.miis.edu/npr/pdfs/142mochizuki.pdf.

If Japan wanted to move toward the development and possession of nuclear  weapons, the formal procedure for withdrawing from the NPT is not difficult. But given the  rhetorical and policy investment that Japan has made in support of the NPT and Japan’s  international image as a non-nuclear weapon state, the reputational consequences would  be severe. For Japan, it would not just be a matter of dropping out of the NPT, but rather  reversing and repudiating a diplomatic track record that it has laid out over three decades.  Such a move would also violate bilateral agreements that enable Japan to continue  its nuclear energy programs. According to Kaneko Kumao, a retired career diplomat who  once directed the Foreign Ministry’s Nuclear Energy Policy Division, Japan has bilateral  nuclear agreements with the United States, the United Kingdom, France, Canada, and  Australia that stipulate that ‘‘everything Japan has imported from these countries,  including reactors, related equipment, nuclear fuel (natural and enriched uranium), and  nuclear technology, must be used only for the non-military purposes specified in the  agreement.’’ If Japan were to renege on these agreements, then it would face stringent  sanctions ‘‘including the immediate return of all imported materials and equipment to the  original exporting country.’’ Kaneko writes: ‘‘Should that ever happen, nuclear power  plants in Japan will come to a grinding halt, crippling economic and industrial activities. It  is simply unthinkable that the nation would be willing to make such a heavy sacrifice *  unless it were really prepared to start a war. In this sense, the bilateral nuclear energy  agreements provide a rather effective deterrent, certainly more effective than the NPT.’’36  More recently, former Japanese Defense Minister Ishiba Shigeru made a similar point  about the negative ramifications on its nuclear energy programs should Japan decide to  develop nuclear weapons.37 Japan’s lack of indigenous natural uranium sources further  constrains a nuclear weapons breakout. For example, Australia, which supplies about 33  percent of Japan’s uranium imports, will sell uranium only to NPT member states.38 To  reduce its dependence on imported uranium, Japan has been especially attracted to the   development of a complete nuclear energy cycle including breeder reactors.39 Never-  theless, it remains keenly interested in maintaining long-term, reliable sources of natural  uranium. 

AFF – No Prolif Impact (Japan)

No chance they go nuclear --- lack of strategic depth makes deterrence impossible. 

Cromwell ‘6  (Todd, Correspondent – Asia Times, “Why Japan Will Never Go Nuclear”, 8-16, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/HH16Dh02.html)
Japan is famous for its nuclear allergy, as the only country ever attacked with nuclear weapons. It is also famous for its "three no's" policy: not to make, posses or allow nuclear weapons on its soil. These attitudes remain a strong brake on Japan going nuclear. But there is a more compelling reason why it's against Japan's interests. Japan will never go nuclear because it can never maintain a credible nuclear deterrent against China. There can never be, as there was during the Cold War, a strategy of mutual assured destruction. The only assured destruction in any nuclear exchange with China would be that of Japan. It would only take about five thermonuclear bombs, three on Tokyo and two in the Kansai region (Kobe, Osaka and Kyoto), to end Japan. But five nuclear bombs or even a few more, devastating as they may be, would not spell the end for China. Japan, in short, cannot survive a first strike and retaliate. China can. Major-General Zhu Chenghu, dean of the Defense Affairs Institute for China's National Defense University of the People's Liberation Army, caused something of a controversy last year when he said China could aim nuclear weapons at American cities if US forces intervened in an assault on Taiwan. Not so extensively reported was his comment, "We Chinese will prepare ourselves for the destruction of all the cities east of Xian" (in central China). That was as blunt a reminder that China has something that Japan does not have - depth. China has a lot more to lose than it did in Mao Zedong's time, when the communist leaders built bomb shelters and deliberately moved factories to the interior to help protect them from nuclear attack. But China can still absorb a lot of punishment - historically it has absorbed a lot of punishment. Japanese Self-Defense Forces staff reached a similar conclusion in a study commissioned in 1981 on the feasibility of Japan acquiring nuclear arms. The report was then aimed at the threat from the Soviet Union and concluded that in a nuclear exchange, Japan would suffer about 25 million fatalities, compared with about 1 million in Russia's Far East. Deterrence worked in the long nuclear face off between the US and the old Soviet Union because both countries are continental powers. It was possible to imagine one or the other absorbing a first strike and surviving to retaliate. Such is not the case with Japan (or Taiwan and South Korea).

Japan knows nuclear weapons would threaten their security. Seterrence impossible because of population concentration.

Kamiya ‘3  (Matake, Associate Prof. IR – National Defense Academy of Japan, Washington Quarterly, “Nuclear Japan: Oxymoron or Coming Soon”, 26(1), Winter, Ebsco)

Second, contrary to what most foreign observers believe, nuclearization would actually threaten Japan’s military security. A decision to go nuclear might trigger an arms race in Northeast Asia—in a worst-case scenario, prompting the two Koreas and Taiwan to accelerate their nuclear develop- ment or go nuclear as well—ultimately reducing regional and global security. Japan’s Defense Agency soberly recognizes this reality. An unofficial study conducted in 1994 by Defense Agency officials and Self-Defense Forces officers at the behest of Administrative Vice-Minister Shigeru Hatakeyama concluded that Japan’s possession of its own nuclear arsenal had little if any strategic merit.19 In a 1996 presentation, Lt. Gen. Noboru Yamaguchi of the Japanese Ground Self-Defense Forces—reportedly a participant in the 1994 study group—asserted that, even without the protection of a U.S. nuclear umbrella, Japan would be worse off with its own nuclear arsenal.20 He emphasized that, because Japan is an island country with a large part of its population of more than 120 million living in a small number of densely populated cities, nuclear armament would not suit Japan because of its in- herent vulnerability to nuclear attack. As a result, Japan is better off in a world where just a few states possess nuclear weapons capability. Conse- quently, going nuclear would only endanger Japan because, while bringing only minimal military benefits to the country, such a move would motivate numerous other currently nonnuclear states to pursue proliferation.
AFF – No Prolif Impact (Japan)

Japan prolif won’t trigger a regional arms race or collapse the NPT.

White ‘8  (Hugh, Visiting Fellow – Lowy Institute for International Policy and Prof. Strategic Studies – Australian National U., The Lowy Interpreter, “A Nuclear Japan: The Least Bad Option”, 7-17, http://www.lowyinterpreter.org/post/2008/07/A-nuclear-Japan-The-least-bad-option.aspx)

However, it is also fair to say that I weigh some of the factors Crispin mentions a little differently. Let’s look first at the risks that a Japanese nuclear capability would pose to the regional and global non-proliferation regime. There are three points to be made here. First, we can all agree that the world would be a much better place without any nuclear weapons, and as long as we have to live with them, the fewer nuclear weapons there are the better, and the fewer countries (let alone non-state actors) that hold them the better. So all other things being equal, it would of course be better for Japan not to have nuclear weapons.  But in a world with nuclear weapons, a key aim of strategic policy is to stop them being used. We therefore have to put very high priority on reducing the risks of conflict between nuclear powers, and to reduce the risks of escalation to a nuclear exchange if they do go to war. And this leads to some very tough choices. At times, the imperative for fewer nuclear weapons in fewer hands must be weighed against the imperative to build an international order and a military balance which stabilises the international order and makes the use of these weapons less likely. We might find that the risks of nuclear war in Asia would be lower if Japan had nuclear weapons than if it did not. Second, more specifically, I am not sure that a Japanese nuclear capability would automatically ignite a new wave of proliferation. Developing nuclear weapons is a big step for anyone. Who among the non-nuclear states would find their strategic situation so profoundly altered by a Japanese nuclear capability that they would feel impelled to take this step? The most likely, of course, is South Korea. But if, like me, you are a inclined to doubt that North Korea will surrender its weapons, and that an eventual unified Korea is therefore like to be a nuclear power anyway, then this horse may already be out of the stable. Beyond Northeast Asia, I think flow-on proliferation effects are much less likely: would Australia, or Indonesia, be more likely to seek nuclear weapons because Japan had them? Thirdly, we might ask whether the non-proliferation regime could survive by adapting to accommodate a nuclear-armed Japan. Is this unthinkable? Surely not, when serious thought is being given to accommodating India as a nuclear-armed country.
AFF – No Prolif Impact (South Korea)

South Korea won’t go nuclear. Public opposition will force government to find other solutions..

Yi ‘9  (Kiho, Dir. Nautilus Institute of Seoul and Prof. – Hanshin U., The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, “The North Korean nuclear test: The South Korean reaction,” 6-5, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-north-korean-nuclear-test-the-south-korean-reaction)
But back to the domestic response in South Korea. Like the South Korean public, other than the two hours immediately following the test, the South Korean stock market remained pretty much unaffected by Pyongyang's actions last week. The country's most important investors seemed to dismiss the idea of a war between the North and South as unlikely, despite the North's rhetoric. As for Seoul's intellectual elite, they have made many political statements this week, but none of them involve North Korea. Instead, these statements involve Lee Myung-bak, as many professors at the country's major universities want him to apologize for prosecuting Roh and to support the basic rights of expression that make the South a democracy. A few statements from domestic civil society organizations did request that North Korea stop its nuclear program, but that was about it in terms of public outcry. Politically, the response has been more heated. Some members of the South Korean Parliament have seriously raised the idea of Seoul pursuing its own nuclear capability. Others want to discuss what options the South Korean government should take if the country's leaders decide the U.S. nuclear umbrella isn't enough to keep Seoul safe. But again, the South Korean people seem opposed to such actions. According to a recent poll done by Mono Research, 67 percent of everyday South Koreans said that Seoul needs to find a peaceful way in which to solve the North Korean nuclear crisis; only 25 percent answered that South Korea should take a strong stand against North Korean military provocations. So I am hopeful that such popular support for peace will lead to a practical process of denuclearization and disarmament on the Korean Peninsula.

AFF – No Prolif Impact (Turkey)

Taiwan won’t go nuclear. No access to fissile material, launch systems and risk of exposure.

Doughert ‘8  (Mimi, Monterey Institute James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, WMD Insights, “Taiwanese Legislator Accuses President Chen of Nuclear Weapons Development,” February, http://www.wmdinsights.com/I22/I22_EA2_TaiwaneseLegislator.htm)

While experts agree that Taiwan possesses the underlying technological capability and expertise to produce nuclear weapons, they also acknowledge that the country would face major obstacles before becoming a proliferator. Taiwan would still need to produce highly enriched uranium or plutonium, which would entail constructing a uranium enrichment or spent fuel reprocessing plant. Furthermore, Taiwan would also need a nuclear weapon delivery system, and it is not clear that the Hsiung Feng IIE cruise missile can meet this requirement. Under the watchful eyes of the United States, China, and the IAEA, Taiwan would have great difficulty hiding such a program, and most analysts believe that no Taiwanese government, of either party, would be prepared to risk the consequences of exposure.

Fear of abandonment by US prevents Taiwan prolif.

Hughes ‘7  (Christopher, PhD – U. Sheffield and Reader/Associate Prof. – U. Warwick, Asia Policy #3, “North Korea’s Nuclear Weapons: Implications for the Nuclear Ambitions of Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan”, January, http://www.nbr.org/publications/asia_policy/AP3/AP3Hughes.pdf)

At present Taiwan appears, to lack sufficient drivers for it to reconsider the nuclear option. The island’s leaders clearly fear the build-up of China’s military capabilities, and nuclear weapons might provide a cheap “equalizer” in the balance of power. Yet such a strategy carries the danger of exacerbating the security dilemma. China could be provoked either to launch pre-emptive conventional attacks to prevent Taiwan from acquiring the security assurance of nuclear weapons or to switch to a nuclear first-use doctrine.71 Taiwan might also fear the alliance dilemma of abandonment by the United States, especially given the growing strategic importance of China for overall U.S. regional and global strategy. Additionally, Taiwan could possibly interpret Bush administration statements on Taiwan as showing an inconsistent U.S. determination to defend the island. Taiwanese calculations of the risk of U.S. abandonment, though, will surely be tempered by the fear that striking out on an independent nuclear path would only serve to alienate the United States entirely. Such a nuclearization would have destabilizing effects on Sino-U.S. relations and thus make abandonment a “self-fulfilling prophecy.”72 In fact, Taiwan’s military strategy is predicated on building up autonomous military capabilities, while at the same time enticing the United States into closer military ties.73 A renewed and serious Taiwanese attempt to acquire nuclear weapons would appear to largely undercut such a strategy.  Pg. 100

DPP and the public oppose nukes.

Hughes ‘7  (Christopher, PhD – U. Sheffield and Reader/Associate Prof. – U. Warwick, Asia Policy #3, “North Korea’s Nuclear Weapons: Implications for the Nuclear Ambitions of Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan”, January, http://www.nbr.org/publications/asia_policy/AP3/AP3Hughes.pdf)

Taiwan’s development of nuclear weapons might be driven by considerations of national prestige, identity, and norms, especially as a means to assert Taiwanese autonomy and eventually even independence. This impulse is countered, however, by the fact that the Democratic People’s Party (DPP), which is most likely to advocate independence, has assumed a non-nuclear stance and that the Kuomintang (KMT) remains opposed to any policy that would force a conflict with China. Meanwhile, there is strong sentiment in Taiwan against both civilian nuclear energy and nuclear weapons.74 

AFF – No Hegemony Impact

Heg solves nothing.

Layne ‘6  (Christopher, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. – Texas A & M, “The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present”, p. 176-177)

A second contention advanced by proponents of American hegemony is that the United States cannot withdraw from Eurasia because a great power war there could shape the postconflict international system in ways harmful to U.S. interests. Hence, the United States "could suffer few economic losses during a war, or even benefit somewhat, and still find the postwar environment quite costly to its own trade and investment."59 This really is not an economic argument but rather an argument about the consequences of Eurasia's political and ideological, as well as economic, closure. Proponents of hegemony fear that if great power wars in Eurasia occur, they could bring to power militaristic or totalitarian regimes. Here, several points need to be made. First, proponents of American hegemony overestimate the amount of influence that the United States has on the international system. There are numerous possible geopolitical rivalries in Eurasia. Most of these will not culminate in war, but it's a good bet that some will. But regardless of whether Eurasian great powers remain at peace, the outcomes are going to be caused more by those states' calculations of their interests than by the presence of U.S. forces in Eurasia. The United States has only limited power to affect the amount of war and peace in the international system, and whatever influence it does have is being eroded by the creeping multipolarization under way in Eurasia. Second, the possible benefits of "environment shaping" have to be weighed against the possible costs of U.S. involvement in a big Eurasian war. Finally, distilled to its essence, this argument is a restatement of the fear that U.S. security and interests inevitably will be jeopardized by a Eurasian hegemon. This threat is easily exaggerated, and manipulated, to disguise ulterior motives for U.S. military intervention in Eurasia.

Plus, even if hegemony solves in theory in practice we’re not good at it. The US relies excessively on military strategies for crisis resolution which are doomed to failure

Kolko ‘6  (Gabriel, Distinguished Research Prof. Emeritus – York U. of Toronto, “The Age of War: The United States Confronts the World”, p. 91-93)

What the United States does best is spend money as if weapons provide solutions to political and social problems, and because it is so rich it has not learned anything fundamental from its past errors. Arms can destroy people, including its enemies, but they cannot solve the core reasons why most crises occur in various nations in the first place—reasons that are overwhelmingly political and economic. The United States lost the war in Vietnam for reasons such as these. Even in strictly military terms, its technology and its basic strategy are unsuited to the physical and economic realities of much of the Third World, which is the only place since 1945 it has fought major wars. Since then, the United States has never won unconditional victories in its major wars in which its own troops were involved for a sustained period. In the Gulf War of 1990-1991 against Iraq—which lasted only forty-seven days—it easily drove Iraqi forces out of Kuwait, but for political reasons it allowed Saddam Hussein to remain in power for over a decade. Today the Persian Gulf area is more politically destabilized than ever, and Iran is the dominant and growing power in the region. The United States can mount spectacular forays against weak nations, and some are successful, like those against the tiny states of Grenada in October 1983 or Panama in December 1989, but even its attempt to free hostages in Iran in April 1980 or its commando raid in Mogadishu, Somalia, in September 1993 (eighteen Americans were killed and scores wounded) were spectacular failures. The US-initiated wars in Afghanistan in late 2001 and Iraq after March 2003 will perhaps be nominal military victories, but even now they appear to be political failures—which means they will be lost insofar as the original US goals are concerned.  US leaders have ignored whatever lessons their repeatedly futile wars should have taught them, for defeat is not an option for them, and they have paid even less attention to the dismal fate of other imperial powers. The United States has been alone in its readiness since 1947 to intervene with its own overt or covert military power virtually anywhere in the world. US leaders have refused to believe their own intelligence, as in Vietnam, when it told them that they were failing. Even good news, like the grave weaknesses that led to the collapse of the Soviet Union, was given scant heed because it undermined the political agendas of various administrations and their appeals for greater military spending. Most of the recent major crises the United States has confronted, even some senior Pentagon officials now confess, were unforeseen. But their solution to this problem is "to build capabilities for the future which aren't oriented toward a specific conflict or a specific war plan," as if the same weapons and simply killing people fit all possible challenges. "The whole last century is littered with failures of prediction," Paul D. Wolfowitz presciently observed in June 2001, and then ignored his own words.' The Bush administration's disastrous failure to anticipate the September 11 calamity, much less to find weapons of mass destruction in Iraq or receive the glorious welcome it predicted it would receive there, reiterated that it was not the adequacy of its intelligence but basic policy that is responsible for the basic US errors.
AFF – Afghanistan Link Turn

Turn. Indefinite deployment kills credibility. Setting a timeline is a key signal of strength.

Lynch ‘9  (Marc, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. and Int’l. Affairs, Dir. Institute for Middle East Studies – George Washington U., IHT, “A Time Limit is Essential”, 12-12, L/N)
President Obama 's critics argue that his plan to withdraw American troops from Afghanistan starting in July 2011 signals a fatal lack of resolve, inviting the Taliban to wait out a feckless America, or else has no credibility.  In fact, the deadline is crucial to the strategy. Yes, there are many reasons to be skeptical of the prospects for the new plan, from the hopeless corruption in Kabul to the difficulties of state-building. But a clearly communicated timeline increases the odds of success.  The July 2011 date should be understood as an inflection point, not as the end of the American military mission. There's no "mission accomplished" here.  The American commitment to Afghanistan and Pakistan will continue. The pace and location of withdrawals will be dictated by conditions on the ground and, indeed, the date itself was carefully chosen based on the military's best calculations of improved security and political conditions. It was not drawn from a hat.  The deadline is essential politically because it will provide the necessary urgency for Afghans to make the institutional reforms that will ensure their own survival.  An open-ended commitment creates a terrible moral hazard in which Afghan leaders, assuming American troops will always be there to protect them, may make risky or counterproductive decisions. A limited, conditional commitment creates the leverage needed to generate the institutional transformation necessary to cement any gains made by the military.  Just as in the Iraq debate, hawks who insist on an open-ended commitment to "victory" misunderstand the strategic incentives created by an unconditional military promise.  Contrary to prevailing myths of the Iraq surge, Iraqi politicians began to make serious moves toward overcoming their political and sectarian divides only in mid-2008, when it became likely that an Obama electoral victory would lead to an end of the unconditional American commitment.  President Obama's deadline will not compromise the military mission. The surge of troops is meant to blunt the momentum of the Taliban, establish security and provide space for the spread of governance and legitimacy.  Should the Taliban choose to retreat and wait out the American mission, this would be a blessing, not a curse. It would allow America to establish control more easily and help build effective local and national governments.  The greater problem for the Obama administration will be to make the commitment to the drawdown credible. Many expect that the military will come back in a year asking for more troops and time. The blizzard of conflicting messages coming from Washington this week did little to diminish the expectation. This is troubling, because the political logic of the deadline works only if Afghans on both sides believe in it.  Skeptics among the public and in Congress can provide an essential service by carefully monitoring progress and supporting the strategy while making it clear that there will be no tolerance for future escalations or open-ended commitments.

