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***US/CHINA RELATIONS GOOD***

US/China Relations K2 Prevent Taiwan Conflict and Korea Prolif
Strong economic ties are key to resolving the Taiwan conflict and prevent Korean prolif
Tannaer ’04 Travis Tanner, Assistant Director, China Studies, The Nixon Center, 4/28/2004 (“US-China Economic Ties: Key for Asian Stability,” http://www.inthenationalinterest.com/Articles/Vol3Issue17/Vol3Issue17TannerPFV.html)
Military conflict in the Taiwan Strait or the acquisition of North Korean nuclear weapons by terrorist groups certainly are two scenarios the leaderships in Beijing and Washington would like to avoid.  Therefore, it is essential to continue moving forward in the realm of economic cooperation where both countries share an increasing number of similar objectives and where progress is occurring. For both countries, economic growth hinges on the other.  During 2000-2003, U.S. exports world-wide increased by 9% while exports to China were up 76%.  The U.S. is the single largest export market for firms in China, taking in 30% of total exports produced.  The risk of damaging the increasingly integrated economic links naturally encourages negotiation and cooperation on a variety of non-economic related issues, and therefore, expanding economic ties should receive significant attention from the highest levels of the respective leaderships. The hands of the Bush Administration are full coping with turmoil in Iraq, the 9/11 hearings and coordinating a reelection campaign.  The Chinese, too, are dealing with a host of domestic problems from economic matters, such as growing inequality and possible overheating of the economy to potential political unrest in Hong Kong.  Nevertheless, steps to ensure stability in the U.S.-China relationship are taking place.  Vice President Cheney’s recent trip to China and subsequent talks with the Beijing leadership, as well as the mutual high-level bilateral support for the JCCT meeting are healthy signals that both countries are willing to expand resources to further solidify U.S.-China relations.  While these are steps in the right direction, continued strides toward developing economic relations must remain a high priority for both nations.
Taiwan Conflict ( Global Nuclear War – Ending Civilization 

Straits Times, 2000 [June, 25, No one gains in war over Taiwan]

The Doomsday Scenario – The high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -horror of horrors -raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons.  The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons.
Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.
US/China Relations K2 Prevent Korean War

China -- US-Sino relations are key prevent war in Korea

Xu ’01 Xianquan Xu, Senior Research Fellow, Chinese Academy, International Trade and Economic Coop, 2001
(China, the United States, and the Global Economy, Shuxun Chen & Charles Wolf, p. 268)
In terms of security and stability in Northeast Asia, outstanding is North Korea and its nuclear weapon and ballistic missile capabilities. Moreover, North Korea is heavily armed with over one million troops and has also developed other weapons of mass destruction, such as chemical weapons. North Korea's ideological isolation and economic failure heighten the risk for a military miscalculation. Although dialogue and negotiations with North Korea have increased in recent years, North Korea in general remains one of the most uncertain and explosive regimes in the world. While having much less influence over Pyongyang than most of Kim II Sung's time, China has been critical in averting a second conflict on the Peninsula, China explicitly opposes any military action from the south against the north, and China still holds the most influence over North Korea in any major crisis. Therefore, although the United States has been making the most initiatives on security issues with North Korea, China's support and cooperation remains crucial to any lasting success. Such joint diplomacy should include resolving questions about Pyongyang's nuclear program, persuading North Korea to halt further missile testing, and coordinating humanitarian relief. As members of the Four Party Talks on Korean security, the United States and China should continue their cooperation in dissuading North Korea from obstructing progress or from bolting from the process altogether. The talks remain one of the most important channels to diffuse tensions between North and South

Korea—a near-term interest that Washington and Beijing share.

Korean War ( Extinction
Chol, ’02 (Kim Myong, The Agreed Framework is Brain Dead, http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/0212A_Chol.html)
The second choice is for the Americans to initiate military action to knock out the nuclear facilities in North Korea. Without precise knowledge of the location of those target facilities, the American policy planners face the real risk of North Korea launching a full-scale war against South Korea, Japan and the U.S. The North Korean retaliation will most likely leave South Korea and Japan totally devastated with the Metropolitan U.S. being consumed in nuclear conflagration. Looking down on the demolished American homeland, American policy planners aboard a special Boeing jets will have good cause to claim, "We are winners, although our homeland is in ashes. We are safely alive on this jet." The third and last option is to agree to a shotgun wedding with the North Koreans. It means entering into package solution negotiations with the North Koreans, offering to sign a peace treaty to terminate the relations of hostility, establish full diplomatic relations between the two enemy states, withdraw the American forces from South Korea, remove North Korea from the list of axis of evil states and terrorist-sponsoring states, and give North Korea most favored nation treatment. The first two options should be sobering nightmare scenarios for a wise Bush and his policy planners. If they should opt for either of the scenarios, that would be their decision, which the North Koreans are in no position to take issue with.  The Americans would realize too late that the North Korean mean what they say. The North Koreans will use all their resources in their arsenal to fight a full-scale nuclear exchange with the Americans in the last war of mankind. A nuclear-armed North Korea would be most destabilizing in the region and the rest of the world in the eyes of the Americans. They would end up finding themselves reduced to a second-class nuclear power.
US/China Relations K2 Prevent Terrorism (1/2)
US-Sino reactions are key preventing the spread of Islamic fundamentalism and global terrorism

Xu ’01 Xianquan Xu, Senior Research Fellow, Chinese Academy, International Trade and Economic Coop, 2001 (China, the United States, and the Global Economy, Shuxun Chen & Charles Wolf, p. 258)
The United States and China also share an interest in limiting the spread of Islamic fundamentalism. For many years, the United States has been combating Islamic fundamentalist terrorists, whose anti-U.S. activities range from kidnapping to embassy bombing. Recently, China has become more concerned with its own terrorist related-problems, having suffered bombings on city buses and in busy shopping areas in cities of Xingjiang and other areas. Some of these terrorists have been trained in traditionally anti-U.S. and anti- West terrorist camps in central and southwest Asia. Although China has traditionally had good relations with Muslim countries, it has become more alarmed by the destructive activities of Islamic fundamentalists. When U.S.-China relations are stable, the United States may find China more willing to cooperate in limiting the spread of Islamic fundamentalism, given China's recent terrorist experiences.

Impact is Nuclear War

Smith, ‘01 (President of Global Horizons, Inc, World Defence Systems Volume 3 Issue 3)

The post Cold War era may now be labeled ‘the age of asymmetry’
Potential adversaries will reach for the most effective means consistent with their resources and objectives. For those who twist hatred into some kind of legitimizing belief system that can only be sated by meting out deadly punishment, 11 September type violence is a perfect match. We must prepare for terrorism petty and grand. We should expect creative uses of high explosives and everyday items like airliners, lorries or fertilizer plants. We should expect nuclear, radiological and biological weapons and maybe such emerging technologies as volumetric weapons - weapons that destroy with the overpressure created by ignition of clouds of fuel rich materials. other means will do, and may well prove more practical, an anthrax loaded missile would suit the aims of many fanatic terrorists just fine. And it is not inconceivable that a well-organized and financed group could somehow gain control of a few missiles. Those about to scoff at this would do well to recall that until 11 September, the macabre plot that unfolded that day belonged strictly to the realm of Tom Clancy and Colin Forbes.
US/China Relations K2 Prevent Terrorism (2/2)
China -- US-Sino relations are key to the war on terrorism and peace in Asia
Roy ’01 J Stapleton Roy, Managing Director, Kissinger Associates, 2003
(US-China Relations in the Twenty-First Century, Christopher Marsh & June Dreyer, p. 105)
As the world enters the twenty-first century, America's relations with China are important for several reasons. First, the degree of cooperation between China and the United States has a direct impact on the war against terrorism and on the freedom of action that we have in dealing with problem regimes in Iraq. North Korea, and other parts of the world. Secondly, China is a permanent member of the United Nations Security Council, on which it has veto power, and it is a vast country that has a great deal of influence around the world. Finally, there is another, perhaps more important reason. We Americans are quite naturally focused on the issue of terrorism, but the emergence of China as a stronger and more prosperous country, a process that has occurred with unprecedented speed over the last twenty years, has far greater significance than the issue of terrorism for the future of peace and stability in East Asia, and indeed for the world as a whole.

US-Sino relations are key to solve global terrorism
Roy ’01 J Stapleton Roy, Managing Director, Kissinger Associates, 2003

(US-China Relations in the Twenty-First Century, Christopher Marsh & June Dreyer, p. 106)
Fortunately, for the moment U.S.-China relations are relatively stable and cooperative. As Strobe Talbott pointed out in chapter 1, however, it was not that long ago that this administration's rhetoric referred to China as our strategic competitor. Nor has it been long since the United States and China came uncomfortably close to confrontation over the EP-3 incident of April 2001. The important thing to remember, however, is that the Bush Administration was already seeking to develop a more normal relationship with China well before September 11, 2001. This was reflected in June 2001 testimony to Congress by Assistant Secretary of State James Kelly, and demonstrated again when the United States was able to reach final agreement on China's terms for entry into the World Trade Organization before September 11. There is no question, of course, that September 11 had an enormous impact on the U.S. view of relations with China. Suddenly the U.S. focus on the terrorist threat made it imperative for us to give priority to cooperation with a government like China's, if at all possible, in order to pursue more effectively the war against terrorism. Fortunately, and this was not an accidental decision on Beijing's part, China facilitated such cooperation by its quick and positive response to the September 11 attacks.

US/China Relations K2 Prevent Nuclear Conflict in Kashmir
US-Sino relations are key to preventing nuclear conflict in Kashmir
Xu ’01 Xianquan Xu, Senior Research Fellow, Chinese Academy, International Trade and Economic Coop, 2001 (China, the United States, and the Global Economy, Shuxun Chen & Charles Wolf, p. 266)
Both the United States and China want to see a stable South Asia and prevent conflicts between nuclear- equipped India and Pakistan from getting out of control. Recently, the high-profile race for nuclear weapons tests between the two in 1998 and the Kashmir conflict in 1999 alerted the world to the instability in this region and confirmed the possible use of the ultimate threat. These incidents further remind the world of how disturbing their profound distrust could be to the region specifically and the world in general if a hostile game of threatened nuclear weapons use abruptly escalated. The United States is expected to continue to play a role in cooling down crises between India and Pakistan. China, although historically inclined to favor Pakistan, would be the last to want to see relations between the two escalate, both of which share borders with China. Since China has increasingly neutralized its position in such conflicts, both countries will try to garner China's favor, as indicated by both India and Pakistan sending top envoys to Beijing during their most recent confrontation. China, thus, could provide strong support to the United States in preventing any such crises from becoming extreme.

Nuclear war over Kashmir is the most likely scenario- it risks nuclear winter

Fai ’01 GHULAM NABI FAI, Executive director, Kashmiri American Council, 2001 [“The Most Dangerous Place,” Washington Times, July 8, p. 13]
The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe The United States would enjoy no sanctuary. This apocalyptic vision is no idiosyncratic view. The director of central intelligence, the Defense

Department, and world experts generally place Kashmir at the peak of their nuclear worries.. Both India and Pakistan are racing like thoroughbreds to bolster their nuclear arsenals and advanced delivery vehicles. Their defense budgets are climbing despite widespread misery amongst their populations. Neither country has initialed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, or indicated an inclination to ratify an impending Fissile Material/Cut-off Convention.
US/China Relations K2 Peace in Central Asia
A. US-Sino relations are key to peace in Central Asia
Xu ’01 Xianquan Xu, Senior Research Fellow, Chinese Academy, International Trade and Economic Coop, 2001 (China, the United States, and the Global Economy, Shuxun Chen & Charles Wolf, p. 269)
It is in both U.S. and China's interests to maintain stability in the countries of Central Asian members of the former Soviet Union, including Mongolia, Kazakstan, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, and Turkmenistan. Most of these newly independent countries suffer to different degrees from economic decline and social unrest. The United States wants to see a continuing orderly transition in these countries to a market economy and a democratic political system. Moreover, given the geographic location, the United States wants to assimilate the new Central Asian states into the international community and avoid any adverse changes in relation to the American-dominated security of the Persian Gulf. Meanwhile, as its economic reach rapidly extends, China is enjoying growing interactions in this area. China wants to increase its trade and economic ties with this area and to develop a local partnership for stability and development near its western border. It was in Central Asia that the United States and China once successfully cooperated against invasion by the Soviet Union in Afghanistan and made a classic example for Sino-U.S. cooperation by combining the most advantageous resources from each. However, if the relationship deteriorates, China could be displeased by U.S. strengthening ties in the region—China may perceive such a move as a new potential threat to its western border.

US/China Relations K2 Prevent China Prolif
Relations Collapse Causes Chinese Prolif
Yuan ’01 Jing-Dong Yuan, Senior Researcher, Center for Nonproliferation Studies, Monterey Institute, 2001 (“Assessing Chinese Nonproliferation Policy,” http://cns.miis.edu/pubs/other/jdtest.htm)
In sum, US attempts to pressure China into accepting Western arms-transfer guidelines through the use of releasing/withholding advanced technologies have so far produced mixed results. Although one cannot deny that from time to time China has exercised restraint and has made good on its pledges, this is likely a reflection of Beijing's assessment of its national interests after weighing expected rewards (Western technologies) against forsaken commercial opportunities (missile/nuclear transfers). One important factor that may have influenced China's nonproliferation policy is its perception of how progress in this policy area could contribute to the overall bilateral relationship. This may have influenced China's decision to discontinue sales of anti-ship missiles (C-802, C-801) to Iran. It may also provide the rationale for China to issue its key nuclear and dual-use export control regulations in 1997-98: to facilitate the development of a "strategic partnership" between China and the United States, as well as to secure the Clinton administration certification for implementation of the 1985 NCA. This linkage suggests that a serious deterioration in Sino- US relations could cause China to increase its proliferation activities.
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.

US/China Relations K2 Environment
US-Sino relations are key to solving global environmental problems
Xu ’01 Xianquan Xu, Senior Research Fellow, Chinese Academy, International Trade and Economic Coop, 2001 (China, the United States, and the Global Economy, Shuxun Chen & Charles Wolf, p. 282)
China is a major partner with the United States in the global effort to protect the environment. Although China's per-capita production is very low, with one-fifth of the world's population, China should expect to cooperate more on and contribute more than it has in the past to pollution control and environmental protection. Currently, China is the world's number one producer of steel, coal, cement, fertilizer, and similar products. And two-decade's economic growth, which has lifted millions out of poverty, has caused serious environmental damage that will be felt for many years to come.

Some of this damage is already devastating. A survey in 1997 shows more than one-third of monitored urban river sections are seriously polluted and that they do not even meet the lowest standards necessary for irrigation water, not to mention drinking water. In many major cities, such as Hangzhou and Yibin, over 70 percent of rainfall is acid rain. The frequency of acid rainfall in some cities, such as Changsha and Zhuengyi, reaches 90 percent. Although China has taken many measures to prevent environmental damage, it will likely see its environment get worse before it gets before. The United States and China are both among the top polluting countries in the world. The principal pollutants include carbon monoxide, lead, nitrogen oxide, and sulfur oxide. China is the world's second largest greenhouse gas producer, trailing behind only the United States
US/China Relations K2 Prevent US-Sino War
US-Sino relations are key to preventing military conflict
Roy ’03 J Stapleton Roy, Managing Director, Kissinger Associates, 2003

(US-China Relations in the Twenty-First Century, Christopher Marsh & June Dreyer, p. 106-7)
At the moment, therefore, relations between the United States and China are relatively smooth. China is now a member of the WTO, which has stimulated enormous interest in our business community in trade and investment opportunities in China. Moreover, China's economy continues to be one of the fastest growing economies in the world. Nevertheless, while there are myriad reasons why we should use this opportunity to try to stabilize our relationship with China, there are lurking problems in the U.S.-China relationship (hat we would be foolish to ignore. First, Americans have widely divergent views of China. It was no accident that during the 2000 presidential campaign advisors to Governor Bush talked about China as a strategic competitor. Even now it is easy to find articles and speakers explaining why a stronger China is going to be more threatening to the United States. On the other hand, one can also find people who think that China has been moving in the right direction over the last twenty years. As some of the contributors to this volume argue in preceding chapters, China today is a more open country, and power is more institutionalized. Additionally, as Minxin Pei discussed, Chinese students are flooding our country. China today has officials at al I levels of government who have been educated in American universities. None of this existed twenty years ago. Not surprisingly, many people see this as a positive evolution. However, if one looks at the way China is sometimes discussed by U.S. government officials, it is often not clear which China it is that they are talking about: the China that has abandoned the rigid ideology of the past, that sees its interests as closely linked to the industrialized countries of the West, and that is successfully implementing market-based economic development; or the China that is growing stronger and potentially more threatening, and that is preparing for military conflict with the United States. The second problem is the challenge posed to America by the modernization of China's military. And finally, there is the very troublesome issue of Taiwan, which is getting worse, not better. It is a problem that, if mishandled, poses a genuine risk of military conflict between the United States and China. Such a conflict would have an enormous impact not only on both countries, but on the world as a whole. In the pages that follow, I will consider each of these issues and hopefully shed some light on the situation as I see it.

US/China Relations K2 Peace – Prevent Global Conflict (1/2)
Strong US-China Relations Key to Global Peace
Adhariri ’99 Adhariri, Armed Forces Staff College national security professor, 1999 [Eschan, JANE'S INTELLIGENCE REVIEW, August 1]
Looking ahead, a continued deterioration of Sino-US ties does not bode well for the regional stability of the very large and equally important Asia Pacific. Yet this regional stability might be negatively affected for a long time if Washington and Beijing fail to bounce back from this fiasco and assiduously work to improve their strategic relations. In the meantime, the issue of immediate concern for the USA is nuclear non-proliferation. Immediate work has to be done by both sides to minimize damages on this issue.  The PRC, armed with the knowledge of America's premier nuclear programs, is likely to be a much more sought after sources for nuclear proliferation than it has ever been in the past by those countries keenly interested in enhancing the sophistication of their extant nuclear programs and by those who have not yet developed indigenous nuclear know-how but desire to purchase it.  China, along with Russia, has an established record proliferating nuclear technology. This reality is not likely to change in the foreseeable future, much to the continued consternation of now-nuclear India. The increased nuclear sophistication on the troubled subcontinent carries with it the risk of a potential nuclear holocaust.  The Kashmir issue still remains unresolved and very explosive given the continued intransigence of both India and Pakistan to amicably resolve it.

DETERIORATION OF US – SINO RELATIONS CAUSES GLOBAL CONFLICT 

Council on Foreign Relations Director of Asian Studies ‘99 Economy, Council on Foreign Relations Director of Asian Studies, ’99 [Elizabeth, Foreign Affairs, March/April, http://www.foreignaffairs.org/19990301facomment964/elizabeth-economy/painting- china-green-the-next-sino-american-tussle.html
The United States and China have reached a virtual stalemate on each of their traditional agenda items. Negotiations over China's entry into the World Trade Organization have stalled; China's continued drive for reunification with Taiwan offers little potential for fruitful dialogue; and human rights remains an elusive area for compromise. Yet the Sino-American relationship may well define global prosperity and military security in the 21st century. Allowing it to deteriorate risks a future punctuated by frequent military and economic conflicts and global instability.

US/China Relations Are Key to Global and Regional Peace

Xuecheng ’02 SECURITY DISPUTES. Liu Xuecheng, Senior Fellow and Director of American Studies, November 10, 2002, http://esperanto.china.org.cn/english/international/48391.htm
At the beginning of the new century, the two governments of the United States and China have reached consensus that they should work together for a constructive and cooperative relationship between the two great nations in the world. Under the complicated and changeable international situations, the two countries have found many common interests for cooperation. I believe that new common ground will emerge in the joint efforts to preserve global peace, strategic security stability and deal with regional tensions in the Asia-Pacific region. As for China and the United States, if they confront with each other, there would be no winners but losers; if they cooperate with each other, there would be no losers but both winners.
US/China Relations K2 Peace – Prevents Global Conflict (2/2)
Decreased Relations ( Civil Rights Abuses, Prolif, Military Build-up, and Decreased Global Multilateralism 
National Intelligence Council ’99 National Intelligence Council, 6/30/99 (http://www.cia.gov/nic/pubs/conference_reports/chinese_leadership.html)

The US specialists differed as to whether the strong Chinese anger, frustration, and debate regarding US power could prompt significant changes in the Chinese policy and behavior, especially toward the United States.  Some warned that US policy makers should prepare for a protracted period of difficult relations with China. In particular, they advised that not only would the PRC be generally more reserved in future in cooperation with the United States, but it would also take specific actions adverse to US interests, notably: PRC leaders would endeavor to shore up cooperation with Russia and others with an eye toward opposing US policies in the UN Security Council and in other regional and global arenas.  Beijing would seek closer defense cooperation with Moscow so as to build up Chinese military power more rapidly than had been planned. Such military modernization would involve ballistic and cruise missiles and other equipment that would assist the PRC in dealing with a defiant Taiwan, despite US support for the island government.  China would reverse commitments made regarding proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and related technology in areas like Iran; and would halt past cooperation with the United States on export control administration and assuring the end use of US advanced technology provided to China. China would crack down with greater impunity on dissidents and other perceived threats to internal order while curbing various channels of human rights "dialogue" with the US and other western powers.  China would markedly increase defense spending and preparedness in order to prepare for possible confrontation with the United States, presumably in East Asia.  Some US specialists warned of possible Chinese "surprise." They advised that when frustrated in the past by dominating outside powers, Chinese leaders have been capable of following confrontational and hostile policies that did not appear to be in their practical longer term interests. At bottom several believed that such deepening Chinese leadership frustration was unpredictable and potentially dangerous.

US/China Relations K2 Resolve North Korea
US Needs Strong Relations With China To Resolve North Korea
Glosserman ’03 Brad Glosserman is director of research at Pacific Forum CSIS, SOUTH CHINA MORNING POST, October 30, 2003, p. 17
But Chinese co-operation is essential to a peaceful resolution of the North  Korean crisis. That puts a premium on US efforts to find a modus vivendi for working with China, both in the short and long term. At some point, the US will  have to reassess basic assumptions about its presence in the region. Do not expect it any time soon, but it seems inevitable - and the answers may be surprising.

Relations Impacts – Containment Bad -- War
Containment ensures US-China war, arms races, and proxy conflicts in throughout Asia
Perry ’98 William Perry, Former Secretary of Defense, 10/30/1998 (“US Strategy: Engage China, Not Contain It,”

Defense Issues, Vol. 10, No. 109 http://www.dod.mil/speeches/1995/s19951030-kaminski.html)
We also have vital security interests in avoiding an arms race or military conflict in the region. A containment policy could stimulate China to accelerate its defense modernization efforts, contributing to regional arms races and increasing the likelihood of military conflict in regional hotspots, like North Korea, the Taiwan Strait the South China Sea. We also have vital security interests in maintaining the strength of our alliances in the Pacific with such allies as Japan, Korea, Philippines and Australia. These nations, for their own economic and political reasons, are extremely unlikely to join us in a containment policy, leading to a rupture in our regional alliances. We have vital security as well as economic interest in maintaining the strength of our Asia-Pacific markets. A containment policy could lead America and China to close their markets to each other and set back our efforts to persuade nations throughout the Asia-Pacific region to open, not close, their markets. And finally, containment would only provoke reflexive and intractable Chinese opposition to U.S.-led security initiatives in the U.N. and other multilateral bodies. If the United States were to adopt a containment policy towards China, I believe that all of these results are not only possible, but they are probable.
AT: US-Sino Conflict
There is a disincentive for both sides to enter conflict – multiple warrants.

Yunling 2k (Zhang, Professor at the Institute of Asia-Pacific Studies China Academy of Social Sciences, ‘Changing Sino-US-Japanese Relations,’ http://iaps.cass.cn/english/articles/showcontent.asp?id=381, 1-21-2000)
Will the U.S. and China develop an antagonism comparable to that experienced by the U.S. and the Soviet Union during the Cold War?  Handled appropriately, such confrontation is avoidable. Unlike the U.S.-Soviet confrontation, the U.S. and China share a comprehensive foundation of interests. The first type of interests are economic. China needs the U.S. market, as well as its investment and technology. For instance, the U.S. market accounts for 1/6 of China’s import and export market (adding transit trade through Hong Kong, the U.S. market accounts for even more). The U.S. is the main market for many Chinese export products, like textiles and clothing. The U.S. also enjoys great interests in the Chinese market. It is increasing its presence in this market, which is deemed to have one of the greatest growth potentials in the world. Under this two-way interest pattern, big interest groups have already emerged separately in the two countries, serving as important forces preventing the deterioration of Sino-U.S. relations and promoting their stable development. They pressure their governments to be cautious and to take economic outcomes into consideration when dealing with Sino-U.S. conflicts. The second type of interests are strategic. To have a peaceful environment in the long-term, China has to develop good ties with the U.S. and try its utmost to “reduce troubles and avoid antagonism” with the U.S. The U.S., meanwhile, needs China’s support and cooperation in the regional and international arenas. Without China’s agreement and support, major international affairs are difficult to be handle. China needs the U.S., and the U.S. needs China (albeit not reciprocally). This lays a foundation for the two countries to seek coordination and cooperation. The avoidance of antagonism is the strategic premise for handling Sino-U.S. relations. Without this premise, there are bound to be many troubles.
***US/CHINA RELATIONS BAD***

US-China Conflict

China’s rising economic and political power inherently creates conflict between the US and China.

Yunling 2k (Zhang, Professor at the Institute of Asia-Pacific Studies China Academy of Social Sciences, ‘Changing Sino-US-Japanese Relations,’ http://iaps.cass.cn/english/articles/showcontent.asp?id=381, 1-21-2000)

Brandon Nhan cut this card 

Post-Cold War Sino-U.S. relations have undergone some major changes. With the disappearance of the common strategic interest of confronting the Soviet Union, and with China’s continued adherence to a socialist system led by the Communist Party, the political and strategic union between the U.S. and China has lost its foundation. Sino-U.S. relations are now mainly based upon bilateral considerations.  Despite the conclusion of the Cold War, ideological factors still play a role in their relations. The result is unavoidable conflict between China and the U.S. These conflicts are, however, quite different from those that existed between East and West during the Cold War.  China has undertaken reforms and is pursuing a policy of openness. With reform and the development of a market economy, China’s economic ties with the U.S. have increased, and the “mutual compatibility” of their systems has increased as well. The U.S. has begun to consider its relations with China from a new perspective, seeking to peacefully pull China into the Western system through supporting China’s reform and opening. This renders the U.S. and China neither friends nor enemies. China’s development, however, has created new imbalances. China is a rising economic and political power: a challenger. As a big socialist power led by a Communist Party, as a developing country experiencing industrialization and modernization, and as an increasingly influential power, China poses a challenge to the existing order. The U.S., which sees itself as the defender of the present order, finds this challenge almost unacceptable. 

US relations with China is full of contradictions and conflicts.

Yunling 2k (Zhang, Professor at the Institute of Asia-Pacific Studies China Academy of Social Sciences, ‘Changing Sino-US-Japanese Relations,’ http://iaps.cass.cn/english/articles/showcontent.asp?id=381, 1-21-2000)

Brandon Nhan cut this card 

U.S. policy towards China is mired in contradictions. On the one hand, it supports China’s reforms and opening in the hope of including China in a Western dominated international community; on the other hand, it is confronted with a difficult truth: the challenge of a strong China. U.S. wavering between “engagement” and “containment” in its policies towards China is a reflection of this contradiction. China is also having difficulties in its dealings with the U.S.  China must, for one thing, recognize that the U.S., as a superpower, has tremendous influence over international and regional affairs.  China therefore has to maintain stable ties with the U.S.  On the other hand, China is unwilling to accept the U.S.’s overweening arrogance, orders, and pressure. The volatility of Sino-U.S. relations – now good, now bad – is a demonstration of this contradiction. The U.S. is a superpower attempting to establish a world order in its interests, but suffers from a declining ability to implement its orders. China is a developing country enjoying rapid development and increasing strength, and is thus a strong, rising power with great potential. The relationship between the two is one of dynamic imbalance inevitably generating frequent contradictions and conflicts. Handling these contradictions and conflicts, striking a balance, and achieving stability is very difficult. What merits special attention is whether or not the structure of the relationship will become a hostile one. Once the U.S. and China become rivals, the region and the world at large will be seriously influenced. 

US-China War goes Nuclear

US-China war will go nuclear and destroy the planet

Straits Times 2k [“Regional Fallout: No one gains in war over Taiwan,” Jun 25, LN]
THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -- horror of horrors -- raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -- truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else. 
***US/SOUTH KOREA RELATIONS GOOD***
Alliance Key to ROK Econ

US-South Korean Alliance is key to South Korean economy.
Noland ‘3 (Marcus, senior economist in the Council of Economic Advisers, The Strategic Importance of US-Korea Economic Relations, May 2003, http://www.iie.com/publications/pb/pb03-6.pdf)
Bilateral trade in services, cross-border investment, and local sales by majority-owned foreign affiliates have grown more robustly than merchandise trade. The share of services trade in South Korean GDP doubled to 15 percent over the decade to 2001, and the United States is the major supplier of services to the South Korean economy, running a $3.3 billion bilateral surplus in 2002. The provision of services generally requires investment—if only to establish a local presence. Historically, South Korea maintained an unwelcoming stance toward foreign direct investment (FDI)—indeed, South Korea and India were the only countries in Asia where the primary mode of US investment was minority-stake joint ventures rather than majority-stake joint ventures or fully owned subsidiaries. Policy reform and market pressure have encouraged an expansion of FDI into South Korea after the Asian financial crisis. As shown in figure 2, the inward flow of foreign investment from all sources experienced a one-time surge as foreign investors bought out their Korean joint-venture partners and then subsequently declined (as it did elsewhere in the world). As of 2000, South Korea ranked 23rd out of 25 OECD member countries in stock of inward FDI as a share of GDP, besting only Japan and Iceland. The flow of US investment into South Korea increased much more rapidly than trade after the Asian financial crisis, peaked between 1999 and 2001, and then declined, though it remains significant. (Indeed, according to US government figures, the stock of US investment in South Korea grew by more than 10 percent in 2002.) In recent years, the United States has been the single largest investor in South Korea, though in some years, European investment may have exceeded US investment in the aggregate. According to South Korean data, Europe still owns a larger cumulative stock of investment than the United States. Japan trails far behind the United States and Europe, and China is essentially a nonfactor with regard to inward FDI. The increase in investment is also intimately tied to the growth of services trade (which typically requires a local presence) as well as local sales of South Korean affiliates of foreign firms. In 2000, the most recent year for which data are available, majority-owned affiliates of US firms racked up sales of $1.7 billion in South Korea (while South Korean affiliates in the United States had sales of $385 million). In sum, the United States remains an important economic partner for South Korea, though the character of that relationship is changing. South Koreans perceive that American prominence in merchandise trade is eroding, especially in comparison with China. However, in the emerging areas of services and investment, the US role is growing. In essence, the United States is losing its relative prominence in the older, more slowly growing parts of economic life and is building an increasingly prominent position in the newer, more rapidly expanding areas.  
US withdrawal doesn’t hurt relations

US withdrawal doesn’t hurt relations – it helps it.
Bandow ‘3 (Doug, Senior Fellow Cato Institute and Robert A. Taft Fellow – American Conservative Defense Alliance, “Bring the Troops Home: Ending the Obsolete Korean Commitment”, Cato Policy Analysis, 5-7, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa474.pdf)

Cutting the U.S. security commitment to South Korea does not mean ending close cooperation and friendship between the two countries. Intelligence sharing and port access rights would be beneficial for both nations. Depending on the direction inter- Korean relations take, the ROK might become interested in cooperating with Washington in developing a missile defense and possibly nuclear weapons. Cultural ties between the two states would remain strong. Family and friends span the Pacific, as a result of the millions of Americans who have served in South Korea and the hundreds of thousands of Koreans who have immigrated to America. More than 1.2 million Americans identified themselves as Korean in the 2000 census.117 Indeed, Americans are likely to receive a warmer welcome if our fractious military relationship is replaced by one based on commerce. An equal, cooperative relationship between the governments is more likely once the ROK is no longer dependent on America for its defense. Finally, economic ties will remain strong after an American troop withdrawal. Korea is America’s seventh largest trading partner, with two-way trade totaling $57.4 billion in 2001.118 An obvious step forward would be a free trade agreement. In May 2001, even before congressional approval of President Bush’s Trade Promotion Authority, Sen. Max Baucus (D-Mont.), then chairman of the Senate Finance Committee, introduced legislation authorizing the U.S. Trade Representative to negotiate such an agreement.119 The ROK has already inked a trade accord with Chile and is discussing the possibility of doing so with Japan.120 Investment flows both ways. The United States is a leading source of foreign direct investment in South Korea. At the same time, total Korean investment in America rose above $3.1 billion, 40 percent of the ROK’s total. The United States competes with China as the leading destination for Korean overseas investment and is ahead of all other nations.121 That trend is likely to continue as South Korean businesses grow in size, expertise, and resources. In sum, South Koreans have built a vital, powerful, and growing nation. The best way for America and the ROK to achieve the sort of “equal” relationship desired by so many Koreans is to eliminate the ROK’s status as an American defense protectorate. 

Withdrawal helps relations

Sustainable relations between the US and South Korea can only be solved by withdrawal. 
Kang ‘3 (C.S. Eliot, Associate Professor of Political Science – Northern Illinois University, “Restructuring the US-South Korean Alliance to Deal with the Second Korean Nuclear Crisis”, Australian Journal of International Affairs, 57(2), July, p. 322)

Such a major overhaul of the alliance would be a positive development in bridging the current divide in the US-South Korea alliance. For both Seoul and Washington, the dramatic scaling down of the USFK and the termination of the CFC would help to defuse a dangerous and growing anti-American nationalism in South Korea and would deny North Korea important points of contention that it has manipulated to win sympathy in South Korea. If the result of the earlier ‘separation’ of the United States and the Philippines is a useful indicator, the ‘strategic distancing’ being contemplated could have a salutary effect on the long-term bilateral relationship as less familiarity and intimacy seem to foster more respect and better cooperationq on common security concerns. 

US/South Korean Relations Answers

Increasing ROK defense spending is key to preventing relations collapse.
Treverton ‘3 (Gregory F., Senior Policy Analyst – RAND Center for Terrorism Risk Management Policy, “Bridging the ‘Open Water’ in the US-South Korea Military Alliance”, Korean Journal of Defense Analysis, XV(2), Fall, p. 173-174, 176)

Near - Term Challenges: Pulling Together on Strategy and Policy In the near-term, ROK and US officials will need to continue their efforts to put relations between the two countries back on track: • Reaffirming and elaborating or refining, at the strategic level, common interests and values, and threat perceptions. At the same time, leaders of the two nations will need to undertake the hard work of developing a shared perception of the threat and a better understanding of how each side evaluates the tradeoffs associated with various policy options, especially with respect to North Korea. The goal of this dialogue over North Korea is not easily ‘captured in a bumper sticker’ but its essence is combining peacetime deterrence and persuasion—containing North Korea’s most threatening excesses while also seeking to draw it out diplomatically. • Establishing, at the strategic and operational level, a set of shared objectives for dealing with Northeast Asian security that might have a cautionary impact on North Korea. Four such objectives that might serve as the basis for a joint approach are: (1) peacetime deterrence and containment of North Korea; (2) crisis stability or, failing that, crisis escalation dominance; (3) early termination of conflict with minimal loss of life; and (4) prevailing in conflict. These objectives each can be decomposed into a set of operational tasks and military capabilities that should be the focus of near-term US and ROK enhancements of military capability. • Budgeting and programming for the beginning of a real transformation of the ROK military. For ROK and US forces to operate together in the future, especially in the face of America’s overall transformation effort and the $11 billion committed to improve USFK capabilities over the next three years, the ROK will need to begin investing in a broad range of capabilities that can improve its ability to support the broader shared strategic and operational objectives. These include C3ISR (command, control and communications, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance), as well as strike capabilities and long-range fires that can quickly neutralize North Korean artillery, and enable operational maneuver by fires.  Ultimately, however, the long-term vigor and viability of the alliance will hinge on the breadth and depth of the overall alignment of ROK and US values, interests, and policies, and sympathetic bonds between the two governments, militaries, and populations. Alliances are like bridges or other pieces of major infrastructure. They are easily taken for granted, and if untended, there may be little visible effect for a long time. They will fall into disrepair without anyone much noticing, but then risk collapsing when they are put under stress. Put simply, success in anticipating and meeting the future challenges and looming uncertainties in Northeast Asia necessitate that South Korea and the United States continue to harmonize their diplomatic, economic, and security policies—and in the process to dramatically reshape their alliances—while explaining to their own publics why that reshaped alliance continues to be vital. Otherwise, anti-American sentiment in Korea will continue to grow, and so too will the American backlash to them. Unlike bridges, alliances are not just human creations but ongoing human activities in which language, sentiment, and reaction play a critical role. 

Relations K2 No Korean War

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.
Relations K2 Stability

Alliance is crucial for regional stability.

Hwang ‘6 (Balbina Y., Ph.D., is Senior Policy Analyst for Northeast Asia in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation, The U.S.-Korea Alliance on the Rocks: Shaken, Not Stirred, Published on October 16, 2006, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Lecture/The-US-Korea-Alliance-on-the-Rocks-Shaken-Not-Stirred)
When faced with common external threats, coun​tries form alliances in order to provide mutual security through a formally binding commitment that ensures military and political cooperation. The initial rationale for the U.S.-ROK alliance was no different, and was composed of three specific key elements: to meet direct threats to the peninsula, to provide a framework for cooperation to increase regional stability, and to provide a framework to contribute to global security 

Instability risks nuclear war

Kennedy 2000 – Prof History @ Yale

Daily Yomiuri, 1-10

Kennedy: Over the past two or three decades, many Asian nations have increased their defense budgets, while European countries have done otherwise. During this time, there have been many flash points in Asia, such North Korea, Taiwan and Kashmir. Some Asian countries have developed nuclear weapons, as contrasted with few Europeans who even want nuclear power stations today.

We have good reason to feel worried that Asia could become a tinderbox should there be any conflict in disputed territories like the Spratly Islands and an autistic North Korean regime that does not bother to understand the outside world. Taiwan is often rash to provoke Beijing, while the Kashmir conflict could grow into an India-Pakistan war.
There is great concern about how we should ensure that bitter rivalries in the Asian part of the globe will not bring down a system that is emerging in the world now. We do not want a repeat of 1914. I am concerned that an armed conflict might arise in South or East Asia in 2008, for example, and bring down the credit, financial flow and capital in the region
Relations K2 Asian Stability

Relations 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.
***US/SOUTH KOREAN RELATIONS BAD***

Alliance Collapse Inevitable
Alliance collapse inevitable – multiple reasons

Bandow ‘3 (Doug, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute and Robert A. Taft Fellow – American Conservative Defense Alliance, “Ending the Anachronistic Korean Commitment”, Parameters, 33, Summer, http://www.carlisle.army.mil/USAWC/PARAMETERS/03summer/bandow%20.pdf)

The United States established a permanent troop presence in the Korean peninsula with the onset of the Korean War. But changing perceptions of the threat posed by the North, combined with increasing national self-confidence in South Korea, are challenging bilateral relations. South Korean frustrations are not new, but they have gained greater force than ever before. Explains Kim Sung-han of the Institute for Foreign Affairs and National Security, “Anti-Americanism is getting intense. It used to be widespread and not so deep. Now it’s getting widespread and deep.”9 Although polls show that a majority of South Koreans still supports the US troop presence, a majority also pronounces its dislike of America. Some Americans hope that the sentiments will recede and everything will go back to normal. However, the generation grateful for American aid in the Korean War is passing from the scene. Younger people associate the United States more with US support for various military regimes and the indignities (and tragedies) of a foreign troop presence. Policy differences between Seoul and Washington also will likely worsen as the nuclear crisis proceeds. In late January, President Kim Dae-jung offered veiled criticism of the United States: “Sometimes we need to talk to the other party, even if we dislike the other party.”10 At the same time, Washington was pushing the issue toward the UN Security Council, which, in Seoul’s view, would short-circuit the diplomatic process. Shortly thereafter the Bush Administration pointedly observed that military action remained an option, generating a near hysterical response from Seoul. Indeed, Roh Moo-hyun, who once called for the withdrawal of US forces, ran on an explicit peace platform that sharply diverged from US policy: “We have to choose between war and peace,” he told one rally.11 He owes his narrow election victory to rising popular antagonism against the United States and particularly the presence of American troops. Of course, he later tried to moderate his position and called for strengthening the alliance. Yet he complained that “so far, all changes in the size of US troop strength here have been determined by the United States based on its strategic consideration, without South Korea’s consent.”12 Moreover, proposed “reforms” of the relationship—adjusting the Status of Forces Agreement, moving America’s Yongsan base out of Seoul, withdrawing a small unit or two, changing the joint command (which envisions an American general commanding Korean troops in war)—are mere Band-Aids. President Roh has called for a more “equal” relationship and promised not to “kowtow” to Washington. 13 But the relationship between the two countries will never be equal so long as South Korea is dependent on Washington for its defense. The United States cannot be expected to risk war on another nation’s terms. 

US-ROK Friction and Tensions Exist 

US-ROK relations are not as friendly as they seem – frictions and tensions exist.
Joo ‘6 (Seung-Ho, Professor of. Political Science University of Minnesota. ‘Trubulent Waters,’ Spring 2006, Pacific Focus, Vol. XXI, No. 1 , 59-104)

Diverging Goals and Perception Seoul and Washington often state that the ROK-U.S. friendship is intact and bilateral alliance remains firm. But beneath the rhetorical surface lies the reality of tension, friction, and mutual distrust. ROK-U.S. political relations have been undergoing qualitative changes since 2001. What then led to the current state of uncomfortable relationship? We will now look at the sources of the changing relationship, focusing on (1) foreign policy goals and national interests and (2) perception and attitudes. 


***US/SOUTH KOREA RELATIONS UNIQUENESS***
Decline in Relations Now

Decline in relations now – North Korean nuclear threat and growing Anti-Americanism.

Bark ‘3 (Taeho, the National Bureau of Asian Research, ‘The Strategic Importance of U.S.- South Korea Economic Relations,’ October 2003, http://www.nbr.org/publications/specialreport/pdf/Preview/SR4_preview.pdf)
While the strategic relationship between the United States and South Korea has long been a source of stability in Northeast Asia, recent tensions have placed the alliance under considerable stress. Widening policy differences over North Korea’s nuclear brinksmanship and rising anti-American sentiment in South Korea have led to a modest reassessment of the bilateral relationship. The changing economic ties between Washington and Seoul have also been an important aspect of this reappraisal. In recent years, the dependence of the Korean economy on the United States as a destination of exports and a source of imports had decreased. Furthermore, with rising U.S. trade deficits and declining U.S. foreign direct investment (FDI) into South Korea, the alliance is at a critical juncture. Unless there are some concerted efforts by both the government and business communities in each country, the economic relationship will rapidly deteriorate and exacerbate existing bilateral tensions.  
DPRK Nuclear Threat hurts US-ROK relations

North Korean nuclear threat poses a harm to US-ROK relations.

Joo ‘6 (Seung-Ho, Professor of. Political Science University of Minnesota. ‘Trubulent Waters,’ Spring 2006, Pacific Focus, Vol. XXI, No. 1 , 59-104)

North Korea’s nuclear issue is at the heart of ROK-U.S. discord. Bush’s hard-line policy vis-à-vis North Korea failed to make  the U.S. safer from North Korea’s nuclear threats. On Bush’s watch, North Korea has been openly developing nuclear weapons and may already possess as many as a dozen. Kim Dae-Jung’s sunshine policy and Roh Moo-Hyun’s policy for peace and prosperity have not constrained Kim Jong-Il’s nuclear ambitions, either. Seoul’s unconditional and unprincipled engagement policy toward Pyongyang neither tamed North Korea’s bellicosity nor increased Seoul’s leverage over Pyongyang over the nuclear issue. The second crisis over North Korea’s nuclear issue flared up in the winter of 2002-2003 in the wake of Bush’s special envoy James Kelly’s visit to Pyongyang in early October 2002. James Kelly stated that the DPRK admitted a highly enriched uranium (HEU) program, and the U.S. asserts that its claims of DPRK’s HEU program is based on solid intelligence as well as the confessions of a Pakistani scientist who admitted providing uranium enrichment-related technology to North Korea. According to former U.S. envoy to North Korea Jack Pritchard, James Kelly at the time did not confront North Korean officials with evidence of their secret HEU program. 36 Kang Sok-Ju who Kerry quoted as having admitted the secret nuclear program, flatly rejected the allegation. According to Kang, he told Kerry, “We are entitled to have a nuclear program.” The U.S. halted fuel oil shipments to North Korea beginning in December. North Korea, in response, declared the 1994 Agreed Framework null and void and removed monitoring devices and expelled IAEA international inspectors. North Korea then resumed its nuclear program in Yeongbyun, which had been mothballed since October 1994. North Korea reopened a sealed plutonium-reprocessing plant at Yeongbyun. On January 10, North Korea announced its decision to withdraw from the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty (NPT). The U.S. considered imposing sanctions and blockade against North Korea, and latter in turn declared that it would consider these measures an act of war. Available evidence suggests that Kelly’s confrontation with North Korea in October 2002 was motivated to derail inter- Korean reconciliation and Pyongyang-Tokyo normalization talks that were gaining momentum at the time. In April 2002, the two Koreas agreed to implement the plans for inter-Korean railroad links and for the joint development of an industrial complex at Gaesung in North Korea (About 1,000 South Korean firms were expected to move into the Gaesung complex). These conciliatory projects met with strong resistance from the U.S. The U.S. ‘refused to approve the de-mining, and threatened to block the Gaesung project by restricting the use of U.S.-licensed and other sensitive technology by companies investing in the zone.’ 37 In September 2002, Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi visited Pyongyang to discuss the normalization of relations. The U.S. learned of the planned visit three weeks before it occurred. When Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage presented suspicions of North Korea’s secrete HEU program in an effort to dissuade him from making the trip, Koizumi still refused to cancel it. The Bush administration feared that it might lose control over the North Korean issue if DPRK’s relationship with the ROK and Japan rapidly warms up and decided to regain control by making an issue of North Korea’s suspected HEU program. Three rounds of six-party talks were held (August 2003, February 2004, and June 2004) involving the U.S., North Korea, South Korea, China, Russia, and Japan without producing breakthroughs in the North Korean nuclear stalemate. The U.S. for the first time made a concrete proposal to resolve North Korea’s nuclear issue in June 2004 at the third round of the sixparty talks. This proposal, based on the Libya model, called for North Korea’s complete and quick dismantling of its nuclear programs before the provision of security guarantee and economic aid to North Korea. 38 The parties to the six-party talks were divided about the North Korea’s nuclear issue. 39 South Korea as well as China and Russia became frustrated and critical of inflexible attitudes of the U.S. South Korea was urging the U.S. to show flexibility with regard to North Korea’s nuclear issue and was pleased to see a detailed proposal from the U.S. The Bush administration’s fundamental position did not change, insisting that North Korea should take steps to dismantle its nuclear programs first before the U.S. provides security and economic rewards. The DPRK rejected the June 2004 U.S. proposal, arguing that North Korea’s freeze of nuclear program and U.S. rewards should proceed simultaneously. The Roh government maintained that the U.S. should be more flexible and take into account North Korea’s security and economic needs. It insisted that North Korea’s nuclear issue should be resolved peacefully and resisted any U.S. attempt to further isolate, pressure, or overthrow North Korea. The fourth round of six-party talks was held in July- September 2005. 40 The sticking point this time around was North Korea’s demand for a light water reactor (LWR) as a condition for its dismantling its nuclear programs. 

SOFA Harms US-ROK Relations

The US-ROK SOFA hurts their relations.

Joo ‘6 (Seung-Ho, Professor of. Political Science University of Minnesota. ‘Trubulent Waters,’ Spring 2006, Pacific Focus, Vol. XXI, No. 1 , 59-104)

SOFA Revision South Koreans’ discontents with the existing SOFA, which stipulates legal status of U.S. forces in Korea, were the immediate cause for the recent wave of anti-Americanism in South Korea and frictions in ROK-U.S. relations. The SOFA issue has been a major source of anti-American protests since the 1980s because many Koreans believe the agreement is unfair and unequal for Korea. A survey conducted in August 2000 revealed that 75.7 percent of respondents considered the agreement ‘unequal’ and 18.9 percent as ‘equal.’ 48 Despite persistent anti-American demonstrations, a majority of South Koreans want the U.S. troops remain. According to a Joongang Ilbo survey in January 2003, 13.8 percent of those responded demanded a complete withdrawal of U.S. troops and 41.5 percent answered U.S. troops in Korea should stay at the current level. 49 South Koreans complain the ROK-U.S. SOFA agreement does not provide the same kind of rights to the host country as the U.S.-Japan or U.S.-German SOFA agreements. This lack of proper respect and treatment by the U.S. hurts South Koreans’ pride and leads to their resentment. The ROK-U.S. SOFA agreement first signed in July 1966 was revised in 1991 and 2000. Even after the revisions, South Koreans still felt the SOTA was unfair. In June 2002, two South Korean middle school girls were killed by an armored personnel carrier driven by American soldiers. The South Korean government’s request to try the case was denied by the U.S. authorities (The current SOFA stipulates that the U.S. military has primary jurisdiction over personnel who commit crimes on duty). The two soldiers were tried in an American military court and subsequently acquitted of the changes of homicide. The acquittal was followed by fierce protests against the U.S. and anti-American sentiment mounted. In November, President Bush expressed ‘sadness and regret’ over the incident through Ambassador Thomas Hubbard, and in December, Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld also expressed regret in person at the Thirty-fourth ROK-U.S. security consultative meeting held in Washington D.C. 50 Nevertheless, anti-American protests over the incident continued into 2003. Many South Koreans turned out on Seoul streets to mourn the death of the two girls and express their desire for revising the SOFA. Many in the crowd also called for the withdrawal of the 37,000 U.S. troops stationed in South Korea. Three in four South Koreans believe that the United States does not take South Korean interests into account when making international decisions. 51 

DPRK Human Rights Violations Hurts Relations

US and South Korea remain divided on North Korean violations of human rights.

Joo ‘6 (Seung-Ho, Professor of. Political Science University of Minnesota. ‘Trubulent Waters,’ Spring 2006, Pacific Focus, Vol. XXI, No. 1 , 59-104)
North Korea’s Human Rights The Roh and Bush governments diverged over North Korea’s human rights issue. When the UN passed a resolution in 2004 condemning North Korea’s human rights violations, the ROK abstained not to offend North Korea. When the US Congress adopted the North Korean Human Rights Act in June 2004, the [ROK] government expressed misgivings and some progressive National Assembly members even blamed the US for interfering with North Korea’s internal affairs by passing the bill. This was another example how the two allies differ on how to deal with North Korea. From the US perspective, human rights are a matter of principle and some ROK law-makers’ behavior appeared hypocritical and contradictory. U.S. attention to North Korea’s human rights issue, on the other hand, appeared to progressive South Koreans another attempt to force Kim Jong-Il regime’s collapse and undermine inter-Korean peace process. As regards the North Korean refugee issue, the Roh government argues that the sufferings and human rights violations of North Korean refugees are caused by economic hardship (not by the repressive, dictatorial regime of Kim Jong-Il) and that the key to improve North Korea’s human rights record is to improve North Korea’s economic conditions through international cooperation. 52 The discord on North Korea’s human rights issue is another example of the wide gap separating Seoul from Washington. 

Declining now due to Anti-Americanism

US-South Korean relations declining due to Anti-Americanism.

Robertson ‘3 (Jeffrey, Trade Research Specialist with the Foreign Affairs, Defence, and Trade Group of the Australian Parliamentary Information and Research Service. New dynamics in U.S.-Korean relations, 1/13/2003, http://www.asianresearch.org/articles/1149.html)

Indeed the current (and immediate future) state of South Korean-U.S. relations is the result of much deeper currents. Anti-Americanism has been on the rise since the end of the cold war due in part to a perception that the absence of a serious global security threat vitiates the need to tolerate U.S. arrogance and unilateralism. In South Korea, the success of the Sunshine Policy has further reduced the perception of threat from across the last cold war frontier in Asia. The situation of reduced threat and U.S. unilateralism has combined in South Korea to create a situation that does not augur well for future South Korean-U.S. relations. Anti-Americanism in South Korea, a once close and passionate supporter of U.S. policy, has risen to alarming levels. 
***US/TURKEY RELATIONS GOOD***

Bad Turkey Relations Leads to Iran Conflict

Turkey’s has a wide array of American weapons and will trade with Iran who in turn will attack US operations 

JINSA,6/22 2010 JOSEPH FLORES RULES!!!!!
(Jewish Institute for National Security Affairs, non-profit, non-partisan and nonsectarian educational organization committed to explaining the need for a prudent national security policy for the United States qualifications, “Suppose Turkey Transfers US Technology and tactics to Iran and Syria”, http://www.rightsidenews.com/2010062210703/global-terrorism/suppose-turkey-transfers-us-technology-and-tactics-to-iran-and-syria.html)

As a member of NATO, Turkey has access to a wide array of American technology that, if compromised, could spell real danger for U.S. operations in the Middle East and Persian Gulf, and threaten allies that rely on American equipment and training. Turkey's increasingly close relations with Hamas, Hezbollah, Syria, Iran and, recently, Russia, should cause the United States to monitor Turkey closely with an eye toward the damage that could be done to American interests.

Unfortunately, the U.S. has shown no interest in the radical reorientation going on inside of Turkey. The widespread arrest of past and present Turkish military figures along with a large number of others has not sparked even a comment from the State Department or Pentagon, and nor from the White House. The participation of the Turkish government with the IHH in the Gaza flotilla - and the corresponding inflammatory rhetoric that has emanated from the Turkish government - received even less attention. The result is that the Turkish government thinks it has a free hand with Israel, as well as with Iran - although it is peeved the U.S. did not back the Turkish-Brazilian deal for a portion of Iran's nuclear materials.

A particular worry is the Turkish intelligence services, to which Prime Minister Erdogan has appointed two radical Muslim civilians to key positions: Hakan Fidan as head of Milli Istihbarat Teskilati (MIT), Turkey's foreign intelligence service; and Muammer Güler as Undersecretary for Public Order and Security, which heads Turkey's counterterrorism service. The intelligence services are playing a key role in separating the Turkish military from Israel and in the removal of those they see as a threat to the current government.
The big risk is that the intelligence services, conflating their very strong hatred of Israel with their support of Israel's - and America's - enemies, will grab equipment and information from the Turkish military and share it with those enemies. 
No one can competently say what Turkey is discussing - or sharing - with Hamas and Hezbollah, or with Iran and Syria. Until the Gaza flotilla, Israel did not collect intelligence on Turkey, and it is unlikely the U.S. has paid much attention.
Turkey has the third largest air force in NATO (some 930 aircraft) after the U.S. and the UK. Of these, 230 are F-16's (Blocks 20, 40 and 50) and Turkey is a Level 3 partner in the forthcoming Joint Strike Fighter. Like the U.S., Turkey has KC-135 refueling tankers, meaning that the Turkish Air Force can operate just about anywhere on a sustained basis (or could provide refueling to Iranian F-14's or Syrian Sukhois and MiGs). Turkey also has four AWACS aircraft that can be used to direct air battles - their own or those of their new allies. This is a particular risk to the U.S. because it exposes all U.S. assets in the Gulf area to Turkish real-time surveillance, and it could give to the Iranians and Syrians a strong ability to actively target U.S. bases and operations, as well as U.S. air, naval and land assets in the region.
Turkey also has a relatively strong Navy with a number of German-designed diesel electric submarines, modern torpedoes, and surface ships equipped with missiles and gun systems. Its navy is probably not capable of challenging the U.S., but Turkey could transfer sensitive systems to America's adversaries. Among the systems in Turkish hands that could pose serious threats are the U.S. Harpoon missile, the Norwegian Penguin, the Exocet from France, Sea Skua from BAE systems, Hellfire II from the U.S. and others. 

Turkey has a strong amphibious capability with an assortment of landing craft, mobile armor systems, self-propelled guns, anti-tank systems and a range of equipment that, if in Iranian or Syrian hands, could spell real trouble. For example, Turkey has more than 850 Stinger missiles (now locally built). These missiles are the same ones the Mujahedeen used to great effect against Russian helicopter gunships. Also in the Turkish army are tens of thousands of LAW antitank rockets, TOW antitank missiles and the very effective Russian Kornet antitank missile. Any of these systems, but particularly the TOW missiles, if transferred would significantly strengthen the Iranians and Syrians.
Relations Good

Lack of Turkish-American cooperation is devastating (laundry list)

Menon and Wimbush, 07 JOSEPH FLORES RULES!!!!!
Rajan & S. Enders, Professor of International Relations,& Director of Center for Future Security Strategies, “Is the United States Losing Turkey?” , pg 3-5, March 25, http://www.hudson.org/files/pdf_upload/Turkey%20PDF.pdf)

If Turkey, a key friend and ally, turns away from the United States, the damage to American interests will be severe and long lasting. Turkey remains exceptionally important to the United States, arguably even more so than during the Cold War. Here are some of the most important reasons why this is true: • Turkey is the top of an arc that starts in Israel and wends its way through Lebanon, Syria, Armenia, Georgia, Azerbaijan, and Iran. It abuts, or is proximate to, countries pivotal to American foreign policy and national security, whether because they are allies and friends, adversaries, or loci of instability. Turkey’s critical location means that instability within it could spill beyond its borders, with the unpredictable ripple effects traveling across its neighborhood, particularly the Middle East.  Turkey sits astride critical waterways and narrows (the Caspian Sea, the Black Sea, the Mediterranean Sea, and the Bosporus and Dardanelles) that are channels for trade and the flow of energy to global markets. Turkey is a passageway for the Baku-Ceyhan pipeline, and its Mediterranean port of Ceyhan, is the terminus. Turkey is therefore essential to American efforts to reduce the dependence of Azerbaijan, and potentially Kazakstan and Turkmenistan, on Russia’s energy pipelines. Turkey’s substantial economic and political ties with Georgia and Azerbaijan contribute to the stability of these countries, whose strategic significance far exceeds their standing in commonplace measures of power. Georgia is not only a corridor for the Baku-Ceyhan pipeline, its stability is under threat because of its testy relationship with Russia and its conflicts with the Russian-supported secessionist statelets, Abkhazia and South Ossetia. Azerbaijan is not only a major energy producer, but also a fellow Turkic country, whose territorial dispute with Armenia over Nagorno-Karabakh could boil over into war, just as it did in the 1990s, possibly igniting a wider conflagration that draws in Turkey (Azerbaijan’s ally) and Russia (Armenia’s patron) and putting the Baku-Ceyhan pipeline at risk. Turkey is a democratic and secular Muslim, and its alliance with the United States helps demonstrate that the United States can maintain friendly and productive ties with an array of Muslim countries—that America’s does not oppose Islam per se, but rather the violent extremists who invoke it to justify their violence against innocents and their retrograde, intolerant agenda. This is crucial if the American campaign against terrorism is not to be seen by the world’s 1.3 billion Muslims, as Islamic terrorist groups would like it to be, as a war against Islam itself. Turkey’s cooperation is essential to any durable political settlement in Iraq, particularly because it borders Iraq’s Kurdish north and fears that the emergence there of a Kurdish state would increase the already-considerable violence and resilient separatist sentiment in its own Kurdish-populated southeast. The fragmentation of Iraq could therefore very likely prompt Turkish military intervention, which in turn could deal a death blow to the US-Turkish alliance, perhaps even culminating in Turkey’s exit from NATO. (Turkish forces intervened in northern Iraq to attack the camps of the Kurdish separatist guerillas in the aftermath of the 1991Gulf War; in March 2003 roughly 1,500 Turkish troops entered this region, and Turkish Special Forces have reportedly carried out covert operations in post-Saddam Iraq.)  Turkey’s disillusionment with the West could prompt a reorientation of its foreign policy—away from the United States, the European Union (EU), and NATO, and toward a new multi-azimuth Gaullist strategy that looks to China, India, Iran, Russia, and Syria. Such a shift is already being discussed in Turkey, and the assumption that it amounts to bluff and bluster may prove short-sighted. The new strategic landscape created by the end of the Cold War may pose new threats to Turkey, but it also provides it a choice of new partners as well. While a rethinking of Turkish grand need not in itself undermine the alliance between Turkey and the United States, it could certainly do so if the force driving it is an anti-Western nationalism. Turkey and the United States both face the threat of terrorism, and Turkey’s cooperation is essential to any truly effective American policy against global terrorist networks. More specifically, Turkey could also serve as a corridor that militant Islamists use to infiltrate Iraq and Turkey’s other neighbors. Turkey’s participation in the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) in Afghanistan, a military coalition that for a time was commanded by a Turkish general, demonstrates that Ankara and Washington can cooperate in promoting stability and enabling economic development in war-torn countries. This is true even though Turkey’s military forces in Afghanistan are small and are not deployed in the south, the central theater for the anti-Taliban war. (Turkey is no different in this respect than the vast majority of ISAF’s other members.) • Turkey is a member of NATO, and the air bases in its southeast, primarily Incirlik, but also others at Batman, Diyarbakir, Malatya, and Mus remain important to the United States. The value of Turkish airfields was revealed after the 1991 Gulf War, when a no-flight zone was established over northern Iraq to protect the Kurds there from Saddam Hussein’s military machine. Moreover despite Washington’s inability to open a second front from Turkish territory against Iraqi forces in March 2003, American aircraft were permitted to use Turkish airspace for operations in Iraq, and Turkish installations are important for providing logistical support to US forces in Iraq. 
Military Presence K2 Relations

Military relations critical to US-Turkey ties

Ozel, 09 JOSEPH FLORES RULES!!!!!
(Soli, Analyst, Turkish Industrialists Association, REBUILDING A PARTNERSHIP: TURKISH-AMERICAN RELATIONS FOR A NEW ERA, Apr. 2009, 36.)
NATO constitutes the single most important pillar of the transatlantic dimension of Turkish-American relations. Turkey has been a staunch ally of the United States throughout the Cold War era. Hence, from the beginning bilateral relations were defined mainly, if not exclusively, along the security dimension. During the Cold War, the military aspect always remained the core of the relationship. As a result, the strongest institutional link that existed between the two countries was the military one.
Relations K2 Stopping PKK Terrorism

Turkish-American Alliance necessary to prevent terrorism from the PKK

Acikalin, 6/26 2010
(Serpil, “How will Turkey’s New Position Affect Its relations with the US, Syria, and Israel?”, http://www.turkishweekly.net/op-ed/2709/how-will-turkey’s-new-position-affect-its-relations-with-the-us-syria-and-israel.html) JOSEPH FLORES RULES!!!!!
Considering the recent events in Turkish domestic politics, it can be seen that Turkey has been carrying a huge burden. In September, a constitutional referendum is to be held, an election is to be held in one year at most, and increased terrorist activity will cause Turkey to focus on the domestic issues in the close future. Due to the last weeks’ terrorist activities, Turkish soldiers were killed almost every day. In a recent attack, 11 Turkish soldiers were killed by terrorists, just one day after a Turkish soldier was killed, and the next day two soldiers and one civilian were killed by a bomb explosion. The whole country has compelled the Turkish Government to take stronger measures against the PKK terrorist organization. Therefore, as there is a need for the support of the U.S. in the fight against terrorism and cooperation with the Iraqi Kurdish administration, Turkey has to maintain sound relations with these countries. Turkey, in the coming period, will focus more on domestic security issues, and in a regional sense will only wait for Israel to soften, and aim to not lose the public support of the international community.

Relations K2 ME Peace

US- turkey alliance Key to peace in the Middle East, Persian Gulf, Europe, and Central Asia

RAND Corp,’10

(non-profit research organization, “Improved U.S.-Turkish Relations Are Vital to Better Security in the Persian Gulf and Middle East” Feb 3. 2010, http://www.rand.org/news/press/2010/02/03/) JOSEPH FLORES RULES!!!!!
The United States can take a major step in improving the security environment in the Middle East and Persian Gulf by giving new impetus to revitalizing its security partnership with Turkey, according to a RAND Corporation study issued today.

The study finds that Turkey plays a critical role in four areas of increasing strategic importance to the United States: the Middle East, the Persian Gulf, Europe, and the Caucasus and Central Asia region. Turkey's cooperation in each area is needed to achieve U.S. policy goals.
As a result, revitalizing the U.S.-Turkish security partnership should be a top U.S. foreign policy goal, said study author F. Stephen Larrabee, who holds the Distinguished Chair in European Security at RAND, a nonprofit research organization.

The study notes that Turkish foreign policy has undergone an important evolution since the end of the Cold War, as the end of the Soviet threat reduced Turkey's dependence on the United States. It also opened new opportunities in areas that previously had been neglected or were off-limits to Turkish policy, particularly the Middle East and the Caucasus/Central Asia.

Turkish leaders have sought to make use of this diplomatic flexibility and room for maneuverability by establishing new relationships in these areas. This has resulted in a gradual broadening and diversification of Turkish foreign policy, Larrabee says.

The broadening of Turkish foreign policy has been accompanied by important domestic changes that challenge many of the basic tenets of the Kemalist revolution on which the Turkish Republic was founded, particularly secularism. Kemalism remains an important social and political force in Turkey. However, the democratization of Turkish political life in the last several decades has led to the emergence of new political and social elites that have increasingly challenged the Kemalist elite's traditional dominance of Turkish political life.

These changes have made the security partnership with Turkey more difficult to manage, according to the report. Turkey today has interests in a number of regions—particularly the Middle East and Caucasus—that it did not have two decades ago. As a result, Turkey's government is less willing to automatically follow the United States' lead on many issues, especially when U.S. policy conflicts with Turkey's own interests. At the same time, Turkey has increased its regional influence.

President Obama's trip to Turkey in April 2009 was an important first step toward improving U.S.-Turkey relations. However, Larrabee says, if the effort to revitalize the relationship is to succeed, the visit needs to be followed up by concrete actions in a number of areas. In particular, the study recommends that the United States should take several steps, including:

· Increase political and intelligence support for Turkey's struggle against terrorism from the Kurdistan Workers Party. Many Turkish officials consider this as the litmus test of the value of the U.S.-Turkish security partnership.

· Put greater pressure on the Kurdistan Regional Government to crack down on the Kurdistan Workers Party and end its logistical and political support of the group.

· Encourage Turkey to carry out social, economic and legal changes so Kurds in Turkey enjoy the same rights and benefits as ethnic Turks. The Kurdish terrorist threat will not be resolved by military means, but by a strong anti-terrorist program combined with social and economic reforms that address the root causes of Kurdish grievances.

· Express readiness to engage Iran and Syria in diplomatic efforts to help stabilize Iraq as U.S. forces are drawn down there. While such diplomacy would not improve U.S. relations with Iran and Syria overnight, it would more closely align U.S.-Turkish policy and reduce a past source of friction between the two nations.

· Encourage and support Turkey's recent efforts to promote an improvement in relations with Armenia, particularly the opening of the border between the two. The normalization of relations between these two countries would significantly contribute to enhancing peace and stability in the Caucasus. It would also enable Armenia to reduce its economic and political dependence on Russia and Iran.

· Intensify efforts to persuade Iran to abandon any attempt to acquire nuclear weapons. A nuclear Iran will destabilize the entire Persian Gulf region and potentially spark a nuclear arms race in the Gulf and Middle East, directly threatening Turkey's security.

The study also recommends that the United States continue to support Turkey's membership in the European Union, and improve defense cooperation by initiating discussions with about Turkish leaders about the future use of military bases in Turkey, particularly the Air Force base at Incirlik.

***US/TURKEY RELATIONS BAD***

Relations Leads to Turkish Authoritarianism

Reduced US-Turkey relations increase Turkish authoritarianism and will move them into an alliance with Russia, China, and Japan
Gordon, 08 JOSEPH FLORES RULES!!!!!
(Philip, U.S. Assistant Secretary of State for Europe, WINNING TURKEY: HOW AMERICA, EUROPE, AND TURKEY CAN REVIVE A FADING PARTNERSHIP, 2008, 4.)

In the past, Americans and Europeans would often ask whether Turkey had any realistic geopolitical alternatives to allying itself with the West and complacently reassured themselves that it did not. But today such alternatives are starting to look more realistic to many Turks. If the strategic relationship with the United States continues to erode and prospects for joining the EU continue to recede, Turkey could opt for a more nationalistic and authoritarian path, perhaps combining a version of isolationism with closer relations with sometime rivals of the United States such as Russia, Iran, China, and Syria. Americans and Europeans who do not take the risk of such a development seriously underestimate the degree of resentment of the West that has been building up in the country.

***US/TURKEY RELATIONS UNIQUENESS***
Relations High Now

Turkish-American Relations High (political alliance)

Tol, 10 JOSEPH FLORES RULES!!!!!
 (Gonul, Dir., Turkish Studies, Middle East Institute, “GAZA AND ITS AFTERMATH: POSITIONING TURKEY IN THE STRATEGIC MAP OF THE U.S., ISRAEL, AND THE MIDDLE EAST”, Jan. 18, 2010, 3.)
Ahmet Davutoglu, Chief Adviser to the Turkish Prime Minister, has dismissed the claims that Turkey is drifting away from the West and turning towards the Muslim world on several occasions after the Davos incident. An AKP delegation visited the US capital reassuring the value given to the bilateral relations by the Turkish government. High level US visits to Ankara after the crisis are also indications that the US wants to move forward with its ally whose cooperation is much needed in the new US foreign policy trajectory. In their visit to Ankara, both George Mitchell, Barack Obama's special envoy to the Middle East, and Hillary Clinton, the US Secretary of State, highlighted Washington's appreciation of Turkey's efforts in Iraq, Syria, Israel, and Lebanon and the unique role Turkey can play in US efforts to promote a comprehensive peace in the Middle East.

Relations Good Now -- Obama

Obama has made promises to strengthen the Turkish-American Alliance
Obama, 09 JOSEPH FLORES RULES!!!!!
(Barack, President of the United States, “President Obama’s Remarks at a student Roundtable in Turkey, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/04/07/us/politics/07obama-turkey-transcript.html)

So as I said yesterday, I came to Turkey on my first trip overseas as President for a reason, and it's not just to see the beautiful sights here in Istanbul. I came here to reaffirm the importance of Turkey and the importance of the partnership between our two countries. I came here out of my respect to Turkey's democracy and culture and my belief that Turkey plays a critically important role in the region and in the world. And I came to Turkey because I'm deeply committed to rebuilding a relationship between the United States and the people of the Muslim world -- one that's grounded in mutual interest and mutual respect.
Turkey and the United States have a long history of partnership and cooperation. Exchanges between our two peoples go back over 150 years. We've been NATO allies for more than five decades. We have deep ties in trade and education, in science and research. And America is proud to have many men and women of Turkish origin who have made our country a more dynamic and a more successful place. So Turkish-American relations rest on a strong foundation.

That said, I know there have been some difficulties in recent years. In some ways, that foundation has been weakening. We've had some specific differences over policy, but we've also at times lost the sense that both of our countries are in this together -- that we have shared interests and shared values and that we can have a partnership that serves our common hopes and common dreams.

So I came here to renew that foundation and to build on it. I enjoyed visiting your parliament. I've had productive discussions with your President and your Prime Minister. But I also always like to take some time to talk to people directly, especially young people. So in the next few minutes I want to focus on three areas in which I think we can make some progress: advancing dialogue between our two countries, but also advancing dialogue between the United States and the Muslim world; extending opportunity in education and in social welfare; and then also reaching out to young people as our best hope for peaceful, prosperous futures in both Turkey and in the United States.

Now, let me just talk briefly about those three points.

First, I believe we can have a dialogue that's open, honest, vibrant, and grounded in respect. And I want you to know that I'm personally committed to a new chapter of American engagement. We can't afford to talk past one another, to focus only on our differences, or to let the walls of mistrust go up around us.

Instead we have to listen carefully to each other. We have to focus on places where we can find common ground and respect each other's views, even when we disagree. And if we do so I believe we can bridge some of our differences and divisions that we've had in the past.

A part of that process involves giving you a better sense of America. I know that the stereotypes of the United States are out there, and I know that many of them are informed not by direct exchange or dialogue, but by television shows and movies and misinformation. Sometimes it suggests that America has become selfish and crass, or that we don't care about the world beyond us. And I'm here to tell you that that's not the country that I know and it's not the country that I love.

America, like every other nation, has made mistakes and has its flaws. But for more than two centuries we have strived at great cost and sacrifice to form a more perfect union, to seek with other nations a more hopeful world. We remain committed to a greater good, and we have citizens in countless countries who are serving in wonderful capacities as doctors and as agricultural specialists, people -- teachers -- people who are committed to making the world a better place.

Relations High – Economic Ties
Turkey-US relations High (economic ties)

US Department of State, 3/10 2010 JOSEPH FLORES RULES!!!!!
(“Background Note: Turkey”, http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/3432.htm)

After just three months in the White House, President Barack Obama paid a historic visit to Turkey April 5-7, 2009, as the first bilateral visit of his presidency. During the visit, he spoke before the Turkish Parliament and outlined his vision of a model U.S.-Turkish partnership based on mutual interests and mutual respect. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton has also prioritized the U.S.-Turkey relationship, and included a stop in Turkey on her first European trip, visiting Ankara on March 7, 2009. On December 7, 2009, Prime Minister Erdogan met with President Obama at the White House. During the visit, the U.S. and Turkey launched the Framework for Strategic Economic and Commercial Cooperation, a new cabinet-level initiative focused on boosting trade and investment ties. In addition to the new framework, the U.S. and Turkey hold annual meetings of the Trade and Investment Framework Agreement (TIFA) Council, which met in Turkey in January 2009, and Economic Partnership Commission, which last convened in Washington in April 2008. In 2008, Turkish exports to the U.S. totaled about $4.3 billion, and U.S. exports to Turkey totaled $11.9 billion.
Relations Increasing Now

Turkey and US working for mutual partnership

The Journal of Turkish Weekly, 6/28 2010 JOSEPH FLORES RULES!!!!!
(“Obama and I Discussed Model Partnership between Turkey and U.S., Erdogan Says”, http://www.turkishweekly.net/news/103735/obama-and-i-discussed-model-partnership-between-turkey-and-u-s-erdogan-says.html)

Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan said Sunday that U.S. President Barack Obama and he discussed the model partnership between Turkey and the U.S. in Toronto, Canada. Speaking at a press conference in Toronto, Erdogan said that he had a chance to discuss PKK terror with Obama. We talked about Turkey's concerns on PKK terror. We focused with Mr. Obama on what the trilateral mechanism (of Turkey, U.S. and Iraq) could do against PKK, Erdogan said. President Obama and I exchanged views on Iran's nuclear program, Iraq, the Middle East and the recent incident in international waters, Erdogan noted. Our talks took place in a sincere atmosphere, Erdogan said. We desire an end to the embargo on Palestine so that peace can be facilitated in the region, Erdogan underlined.  I hope that the Israeli prime minister's upcoming visit to the U.S. on July 7 would yield positive results, Erdogan said. 
US must show commitment

The US must show its Commitment to Turkey

Heard, 6/30 2010
(Linda S., journalist, “West Must Commit to Turkey”, Tehran Times, http://www.tehrantimes.com/index_View.asp?code=222217) JOSEPH FLORES RULES!!!!!
Washington is heaping pressure on Ankara to choose sides. U.S. State Department official Philip Gordon recently indicated that the U.S. expects Turkey to prove that it remains fully committed to NATO, the European Union and the United States, else risk losing America's support on certain issues.
Cutting through the diplomatic-speak his words constitute a threat: Turkey will face repercussions if it continues allying itself with Iran and stirring up problems for Israel.  Ankara has been recently criticized by members of Congress for voting against additional anti-Iranian sanctions in the United Nations Security Council and for blessing a Turkish flotilla that was intent on breaking the siege of Gaza.  In reality, it's about time that Washington and Brussels showed their commitment to Turkey, which tilted its axis westwards when Mustafa Kamal Ataturk threw the fez off his people's heads. Since the end of the Second World War, Turkey has done its utmost to curry U.S. favor and integrate with its European neighbors.  Turkey was the first predominately Muslim country to recognize Israel and consistently maintained a cordial relationship with Israel until the winter of 2008 that marked the start of Israel's onslaught on Gaza. To the Muslim world, Turkey and Israel were odd bedfellows. Whereas Ankara's dealings with Arab nations were sparse, Turkey and Israel enjoyed military, trade and economic cooperation for decades.  Strategic asset  Moreover, Turkey has been a proactive member of NATO since 1952 and is considered a strategic asset due to its East-West location as well as its proximity to the Black Sea and the Mediterranean.  It has also actively partnered the U.S.-led occupation of Afghanistan and has shared intelligence with the United States and Israel.  As you are, no doubt aware, Turkey has hosted a U.S. Air Force base at Incirlik since February 1955, which has latterly served as a hub for U.S. military and humanitarian missions in Afghanistan and is believed to be one of the sites used by Washington to store nuclear bombs.  Philip Gordon and whoever is egging him on are in urgent need of a refresher course in history. Turkey has proved its commitment to the West for more than a half century and for what?  Turkey applied to join the EU as long ago as April 1987 and had to wait until December 1999 to have its candidacy approved. It was then hounded to get rid of the death penalty, improve its record on human rights, modernize its infrastructure and boost its economy — all of which it has done. 
But instead of being welcomed into the European fold it was left hanging until October 2005 to begin pre-entry negotiations when it was told that the process could take ten years or more. One former European Commission President warned that Turkish membership wasn't feasible before 2021.  Such blatant foot-dragging on the part of the EU, which rushed in former Soviet states at the speed of knots, has little to do with Turkey's eligibility but rather the country's predominately Muslim status. Some EU member states would prefer to keep the EU as “a Christian club”. Other, such as France, say Turkey belongs in Asia Minor. 
Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan has recently reiterated his country's wish to join the EU but is it any wonder that Turkey has been casting around for new friends and partners?  Ankara has made it clear that it wants to be on good terms with every nation and to this end it has mended bridges with Russia, attempted to normalize relations with Armenia, improved its relationship with Greece and has forged close ties with Syria, Iran and Brazil.  Such diversification has paid off big time in terms of tourism, joint governmental projects and trade and, according to the International Monetary Fund the country's economy is set to expand by 5.2 percent this year.  Apparent duplicity  In recent weeks, Turkey has received a succession of slaps from so-called friendly countries. The initiative it took with Brazil to facilitate an Iranian uranium swap was dismissed by President Obama as a time-wasting ploy even though the U.S. leader had given his backing to this plan as evidenced by a letter he wrote to the Brazilian president. 
Then Israel attacked a Turkish aid vessel in international waters killing nine. Not only has the White House refused to condemn this illegal act, it is blessing Israel's façade of being its own judge and jury. 
And now, according to Turkish sources, Ankara's former best friend Tel Aviv is paying Kurdish militants to renew their attacks on the Turkish army. The Jordanian daily Al Majd reports that Turkish intelligence has foiled a Kurdish-Mossad plot to assassinate Erdogan and is in the process of investigating whether Israel is behind an attack on a Turkish airbase. 
It seems to me that Turkey is getting the short end of the stick in its dealings with the West. For Europe, Ankara is like a wealthy aunt that it wants to keep happy while hoping she doesn't come to stay while America treats Turkey like Israel's poor relation whose opinion doesn't really count. 
How long will Turkey submit to such discriminatory treatment? That's anyone's guess! 

AT: Relations Low
US-Turkey may fall, but it will never disappear

Schleifer, 6/28 2010 JOSEPH FLORES RULES!!!!!
( Yigal, free lance journalist,  “US-Turkish Relations Appear Headed for Rough Patch”, http://www.eurasianet.org/node/61426)

Analysts are warning that relations between Turkey and the United States may be heading for a period of volatility, particularly in the wake of the botched May 31 Israeli commando raid on a Gaza aid flotilla, along with Ankara’s recent decision to vote “no” in the United Nations Security Council on sanctions against Iran.

“There is a ceiling above which Turkish-American relations cannot improve, and there’s a floor which it can’t go below. But we are getting pretty close to the floor and the ability of the two countries to improve their relations really has a huge question mark over it. We are now talking about an undeclared crisis in the relations,” said Bulent Aliriza, director of the Turkey Project at Washington’s Center for Strategic and International Studies.

Indeed, in a recent interview with The Associated Press, Philip Gordon, the State Department’s top official for European and Eurasian affairs seemed to echo that assessment. Gordon suggested that Turkey needed to take demonstrable action to affirm its commitment to both the United States and the Atlantic Alliance.

Ankara, in recent years, has been plotting an increasingly independent and ambitious foreign policy course, one that sees an increased role for itself in regional and even global affairs. But observers say Turkey’s role in the Gaza flotilla incident and its subsequent harsh rhetoric against Israel, as well as its decision regarding the Iran sanctions vote, have brought into sharper relief some of the differences between Ankara’s and Washington’s approach on some key issues. [For background see EurasiaNet’s archive].
AT: Turkish Relations with Iran and Syria
Turkey will prefer its Western relationships over Iran and Syria 

JINSA,6/22 2010 JOSEPH FLORES RULES!!!!!
(Jewish Institute for National Security Affairs, non-profit, non-partisan and nonsectarian educational organization committed to explaining the need for a prudent national security policy for the United States qualifications, “Suppose Turkey Transfers US Technology and tactics to Iran and Syria”, http://www.rightsidenews.com/2010062210703/global-terrorism/suppose-turkey-transfers-us-technology-and-tactics-to-iran-and-syria.html)

There are countermeasures systems, night vision equipment, communications gear, command and control and capabilities from other countries, such as advanced Israeli drones, that in the hands of either the Iranians or Syrians, could tip the balance in the region and directly harm U.S.operations and leverage while also posing a serious operational threat.
At this time, the U.S. has not taken any steps to moderate the flow of technology, equipment, systems and supplies to Turkey. In fact, the reverse is true as the Obama Administration has been building its "pro-Muslim" foreign policy in large part around Turkey. And it is true that in some areas, most particularly in Afghanistan, the Turks are making a contribution. Turkey has a small contingent responsible for security around Kabul, and also assists in training the Afghan Army and police forces. But even this positive is a red flag, because Turkey's close relationship to Iran could pose a serious risk if Ankara and Tehran expand their relationship to cover the evolving situation in Afghanistan and connected with it, Islamic ideological collaboration.
Turkey is a powerful country for many reasons - its NATO membership, its heavy investment in the military, its historical position in the region and its strong alliance with the United States. That the United States is standing by and waiting for the next example of Turkey's turn away from the West to happen is narrow-minded and reckless.
Relations Low – Israeli Raid (1/2)

Turkey-Israel Relations Low (Israeli Raid)

Tavernise,5/31 2010 JOSEPH FLORES RULES!!!!!
(Sabrina, New York Times, Raid Jeopardizes Turkey Realations, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/01/world/middleeast/01turkey.html)

The Israeli commando raid on Monday on an aid flotilla, which left at least nine people dead, has dragged relations between Israeland Turkey to a new low, political experts here say, threatening to derail diplomatic relations between two close American allies.

.Turkey, a NATOmember, has long been Israel’s closest friend in the Muslim world, with $2.5 billion in trade in 2009 and strong ties between the countries’ militaries and governments. But relations began to deteriorate during Israel’s war in Gaza, when Turkey’s prime minister, Recep Tayyip Erdogan, publicly sparred with Israel’s president, Shimon Peres, at theWorld Economic Forum in Davos, Switzerland.
Monday’s raid on the Gaza-bound aid flotilla, which was sponsored in part by a Turkish organization, prompted street protests in Turkey and a strong official reaction, with Ankara recalling its ambassador from Israel, summoning Israel’s ambassador and canceling planned joint military exercises. That was enough to raise alarms among analysts here, who said it could seriously jeopardize already battered diplomatic relations between the countries.

“This will be perceived as a kind of declaration of war on Turkey,” said Cengiz Candar, a columnist for Radikal, a Turkish daily. “Political dialogue will cease. It’s not possible to contain the deterioration in relations anymore.”

But it was not yet clear how broad the implications would be. As of Monday evening, Israel’s ambassador to Turkey had not been asked to leave the country, and Turkey’s foreign minister spoke by phone to Israel’s defense minister — evidence that, at least at some level, diplomatic channels remained open. The leaders of the two countries’ militaries also spoke by telephone, the Turkish military said.

A senior Turkish official, speaking on the condition of anonymity because he was not authorized to speak publicly on the matter, said it was possible that Turkey would cut off diplomatic relations, but that such a move would depend on Israel’s next steps. Turkey expects the immediate release of the activists on board the ships, the official said, as well as a strong apology from the Israeli government. Neither has been forthcoming, and there were reports late Monday that Israel had arrested some people from the ship.

A senior Israeli official said that Israel had tried for two weeks to persuade Turkey to stop the flotilla’s voyage, but that Turkey said it was a nongovernmental action that it was powerless to stop. Israel’s ambassador in Turkey, Gabi Levy, did not return a call for comment.

One wild card is Mr. Erdogan, a strong-willed former Islamist who is the driving force behind Turkey’s criticism of Israel and its policy toward the Palestinians. He has pushed a foreign policy that has taken a more active role in the region, serving as mediator between Israel and Syria. But the United States has not appreciated all his efforts, like his recent attempt with Brazil to broker a nuclear deal with Iran.

In a news conference in Santiago, Chile, where he cut short a trip to return to Turkey, he called the raid “inhumane state terrorism,” and said that Israel’s contentions that there had been weapons on the ships were “lies.”

“This attack has clearly shown that the Israeli government has no desire for peace in the region,” he said in remarks that were broadcast on Turkish television. But he also called for calm, saying that Jews in Turkey “are our citizens,” and adding that “I want my people to be very sensitive about this.”
Relations Low – Israeli Raid (2/2)

Turkey-US Relations Low (Israeli Raid)

Tavernise,5/31 2010 JOSEPH FLORES RULES!!!!!
(Sabrina, New York Times, Raid Jeopardizes Turkey Realations, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/01/world/middleeast/01turkey.html)

The situation is difficult for the United States, which has close relations with both countries and is now in the awkward position of devising a reaction that avoids alienating either side. Both the United States and Israel use Turkish airspace for military exercises. The United States transports the majority of supplies for Iraq from a military base in southern Turkey.

Asli Aydintasbas, a columnist at the Turkish daily Milliyet, argues that the episode was a striking failure in diplomacy, for both the United States and Turkey. The new foreign policy pursued by Turkey’s government has given it a confidence that sometimes results in overreaching. For example, Turkey believed it could change Israeli policies toward Gaza.

“This was a disaster waiting to happen,” Ms. Aydintasbas said. “Both Turkish and American officials could have stopped the boats from moving forward. It’s clear they didn’t try hard enough.”

Mr. Erdogan is seen favorably by many in Turkey’s small Jewish community. He encouraged the relationship with Israel, visiting in 2005 with a group of Turkish businessmen. He was the first Turkish prime minister to visit the office of Turkey’s chief rabbi, after a synagogue was bombed in 2003.

But when it comes to Hamas, which controls Gaza, they disagree. Israel views Hamas as a terrorist group and focuses on its doctrinal commitment to destroy the Zionist state. Mr. Erdogan sees other aspects: Hamas began as a grass-roots Islamic movement, and like his own Justice and Development Party, also Islamic-inspired, it was democratically elected against overwhelming odds.

One Turkish tactic will be to try to garner international condemnation in order to change Israeli policies toward Gaza, namely its blockade, Turkish analysts said. Turkey’s foreign minister, Ahmet Davutoglu, flew to New York to spearhead Turkey’s efforts to call for a vote on the matter in the United Nations. Turkey became a member of the Security Council last year.

Mr. Candar, the columnist, views the future of relations grimly. The raid provoked outrage among the Turkish public — in Istanbul, crowds thronged Taksim Square and tried to storm the Israeli Consulate — sentiment that Mr. Erdogan could capitalize on in national elections next year.

The current governments in Israel and Turkey seem stuck in a cycle of hostility, and Mr. Candar does not see that changing. “As long as this government is in power and the one in Israel is in power,” he said, “it will be a hostile relationship, not even a neutral one.”
Relations Low – Iran Sanctions

Turkey-US relations low (Iran Sanctions vote)

Butler, 6/26 2010 JOSEPH FLORES RULES!!!!!
(Desmond, Writer for the Associated Press, “United States Presses Turkey To Improve Relations with West”, http://www.cleveland.com/world/index.ssf/2010/06/united_state_presses_turkey_to.html)

The United States is warning Turkey that it is alienating U.S. supporters and needs to demonstrate its commitment to partnership with the West.

The remarks by Philip Gordon, the Obama administration's top diplomat on European affairs, were a rare admonishment of a crucial NATO ally.

"We think Turkey remains committed to NATO, Europe and the United States, but that needs to be demonstrated," Gordon told the Associated Press in an interview this week. "There are people asking questions about it in a way that is new, and that in itself is a bad thing that makes it harder for the United States to support some of the things that Turkey would like to see us support."

Gordon cited Turkey's vote against a U.S.-backed United Nations Security Council resolution on new sanctions against Iran and noted Turkish rhetoric after Israel's deadly assault on a Gaza-bound flotilla last month. The Security Council vote came shortly after Turkey and Brazil, to Washington's annoyance, had brokered a nuclear fuel-swap deal with Iran as an effort to delay or avoid new sanctions.

Some U.S. lawmakers who have supported Turkey warned of consequences for Ankara since the Security Council vote and the flotilla raid that left eight Turks and one Turkish-American dead. The lawmakers accused Turkey of supporting a flotilla that aimed to undermine Israel's blockade of Gaza and of cozying up to Iran.

The raid has led to chilling of ties between Turkey and Israel, countries that have long maintained a strategic alliance in the Middle East.

Turkey's ambassador to the United States, Namik Tan, expressed surprise at Gordon's comments. He said Turkey's commitment to NATO remains strong and should not be questioned.

"I think this is unfair," he said.

Tan said Turkish officials have explained repeatedly to U.S. counterparts that voting against the proposed sanctions was the only credible decision after the Turkish-brokered deal with Iran. Turkey has opposed sanctions as ineffective and damaging to its interests with an important neighbor. It has said that it hopes to maintain channels with Tehran to continue looking for a solution to the standoff over Iran's alleged nuclear arms ambitions.

"We couldn't have voted otherwise," Tan said. "We put our own credibility behind this thing."

Tan said that Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan was expected to discuss these issues with President Barack Obama on the margins of a summit of world economic powers in Toronto on Saturday.

Gordon said Turkey's explanations of the U.N. episode have not been widely understood in Washington.

"There is a lot of questioning going on about Turkey's orientation and its ongoing commitment to strategic partnership with the United States," he said. "Turkey, as a NATO ally and a strong partner of the United States not only didn't abstain but voted no, and I think that Americans haven't understood why."

Relations Low – Armenian Genocide

Turkey-US relations low (Armenian Genocide)

O’Neil, 3/10 2010 JOSEPH FLORES RULES!!!!!
(Peter, Cainwest News Service, Turkey hikes the pressure on U.S., http://www.montrealgazette.com/news/Turkey+hikes+pressure/2664101/story.html)

The U.S. was reminded again yesterday why it does not have nearly the latitude enjoyed by countries like France, Germany and Canada to denounce the almost century-old atrocities committed by the old Ottoman Empire against Armenians.

Turkey, which last week withdrew its ambassador to Washington to protest a congressional bid to declare the First World War-era persecution by Ottoman Turks of Armenians a genocide, issued a statement aimed at heightening the pressure on President Barack Obama's administration to block the move.

"We will not send our ambassador back unless we get a clear sign on the outcome of the situation regarding the Armenian bill," Prime Minister Tayyip Erdogan said, according to the state news agency Anatolian.

According to one of the top U.S. analysts of Turkey, the Washington-Ankara showdown couldn't come at a worse time because of growing anti-West sentiment in Turkey, for decades a crucial U.S. military and diplomatic ally in the Islamic world and a member of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization.

More than 90 per cent of Turks, already bruised by German and French opposition to their membership in the European Union, reject any suggestion their nation is guilty of genocide, said Soner Cagaptay of the Washington Institute for Near East Policy.

"It will be seen as yet another slap in the face of the Turks by the West, and therefore it will only help fuel the Turks' slide away from the West," Cagaptay told Canwest News Service.

"Regardless of the merits of the case, if there was one really wrong time to pass such a resolution, this would be that time."

Turkey's ambassador was withdrawn last week after a U.S. House panel narrowly approved a non-binding measure condemning the genocide.

While Obama campaigned in favour of acknowledging the genocide, his officials now say that this "personal" position doesn't clash with his administration's view that Turkey and Armenia should resolve the matter bilaterally.

It will be left to Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, and especially Defence Secretary Robert Gates, to lobby Congress to block the measure from advancing further, according to Cagaptay.

Gates is particularly motivated because of demands by a nationalist opposition party, the MHP Party, that Parliament deny the U.S. access to the Incirlik air base on Turkey's Mediterranean coast.

Incirlik plays a vital logistical role for U.S. soldiers stationed in Afghanistan and Iraq.

Several international organizations and about 20 governments, bowing to lobbying efforts by Armenian diaspora communities, have recognized the genocide of an estimated 1.5 million Armenians.

In all cases, Turkey has vehemently objected, though the geopolitical ramifications of Ankara's retaliatory measures have been marginal.

Canada's House of Commons adopted that position in a free vote in 2004, reversing the Liberal government's position that the deaths constituted a "tragedy" rather than an extermination of a people. Then-prime minister Paul Martin didn't participate in the vote.

Prime Minister Stephen Harper explicitly endorsed the position that the deaths constituted genocide when the Conservatives took power two years later.

Relations Low -- Congress

Turkey-US relations low (Congress)

Schleifer, 6/28 2010 JOSEPH FLORES RULES!!!!!
( Yigal, free lance journalist,  “US-Turkish Relations Appear Headed for Rough Patch”, http://www.eurasianet.org/node/61426)

“I think the administration realizes it has a problem with Turkey, but it’s not a major rift. It’s subtler than that. I think what they will do is start looking at Turkey at a more transactional level for a while, meaning ‘What are you doing for me?’ and ‘This is what I can do for you,’” said Henri Barkey, a visiting scholar at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in Washington. “In the past we would have jumped through hoops for the Turks, but the Turks need to start being more sensitive to our concerns,” Barkey added.

On the other hand, things may be less subtle in Congress, Barkey warned. “The fact that the Hamas and Iran issues coincided within a week of each other have created a combustible situation on the Hill,” he said. “The Turks have a problem on the Hill.”

Speaking at a recent news conference, Rep. Mike Pence, a Republican from Indiana considered to be a Congressional supporter of Turkey, told reporters: “There will be a cost, if Turkey stays on its present heading of growing closer to Iran and more antagonistic to the state of Israel. It will bear upon my view and I believe the view of many members of Congress on the state of the relationship with Turkey.”

Sensing trouble, the government of the Justice and Development Party (AKP) dispatched in mid-June a team of legislators and party members to Washington in order to engage in damage control. But the mission met with limited success. “The atmosphere in Washington was not the most cordial one,” says Suat Kiniklioglu, the AKP’s Deputy Chairman of External Affairs.

“Especially in the House, the atmosphere was fully demonstrating that American legislators have been convinced that the flotilla incident and the [Security Council sanctions] vote on Iran are part and parcel of the same thing,” Kiniklioglu said. “Turkey and the United States don’t disagree on the objectives when it comes to Iran. We disagree about how to get there. This is a point we tried to make clear.”

Kiniklioglu suggested that Turkey and the United States should “compartmentalize” its relations. “Just because we can’t agree on how to prevent a nuclear Iran, that does not mean a rupture in the whole relationship,” Kiniklioglu said. “There has to be some sanity about how the relationship is discussed.”

To a certain extent, tension between Ankara and Washington is nothing new. What is different now, noted Carnegie’s Barkey, is that Ankara’s independent foreign policy course creates more opportunities for Turkey and the United States to have policy disagreements.

“The Turkish-American relationship was always difficult. Let’s not kid ourselves. But on the other hand, the difference between then and now is that Turkish foreign policy used to be more self centered. Now, to their credit, they are playing a more global role, but that has meant that the points of friction have increased as a result,” he said.

Sinan Ulgen, Chairman of the Center for Economics and Foreign Policy Studies, an Istanbul-based think tank, says some of the tension with Washington may be built in to what is a fundamental and ambitious restructuring by the AKP government of Turkey’s previously more cautious and inward-looking foreign policy

“I don’t think the government has an anti-West agenda,” Ulgen said. “I think that Turkey cares less about how its foreign policy initiatives will be received in the Western capitals, and in particular Washington. This is very different from before.”

It’s a new reality that Washington appears to be coming to terms with. In another recent interview, this one with the British Broadcasting Corp,, the State Department’s Gordon said: “We’re going to work very hard to preserve this partnership and cooperation.”

Still, he added: “We never set as a blanket rule that everything Turkey does in the Middle East would be something we support, and there are times when we have differences with Turkey, and I suspect that it’s going to be that way for some time.”
Relations Low -- Iraq

US Turkey alliance low (Iraq)

Schwartz, 07

(Peter, reporter for the world socialist webesite, “Conflict between Turkey and the US Intensifies”, http://www.wsws.org/articles/2007/oct2007/turk-o17.shtml)

The conflict between Turkey and the US over the question of military intervention by the Turkish military in northern Iraq is intensifying.

On Monday the Turkish government approved and passed onto parliament a motion empowering the army to carry out military actions in neighboring Iraq. The Turkish parliament is due to vote on the measure Wednesday. The passage of the motion is regarded as assured, given the fact that the governing AKP (Party for Justice and Development) commands a large parliamentary majority.

The motion gives the government and army broad powers to intervene in neighboring Iraq during the period of one year. Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan stressed that any planned Turkish operation would be directed exclusively against the separatist Kurdish Workers Party (PKK), which occupies bases in northern Iraq, but the motion included no geographic specifications that would limit the Turkish intervention.

It is well known that Ankara is determined to prevent the emergence of an independent Kurdish state in northern Iraq and also any annexation of the city of Kirkuk by the autonomous region of Kurdistan—an issue which is subject to a popular referendum at the end of the year.

Kirkuk lies at the heart of the oil producing region in northern Iraq and its revenues would provide a Kurdish state with a solid financial basis. Large Turkmen and Assyrian minorities reside in Kirkuk, along with the Kurds and Arabs. The Kurdish regional government has systematically sought to extend Kurdish influence in the city at the expense of these other ethnic groups.

Sources close to the Kurdish regional government have made clear that there would be vigorous opposition to any attempt by the Turkish army to invade the region and that Turkey must reckon with heavy losses in the event of any incursion. The Iraqi government in Baghdad is also emphatically hostile to a Turkish intervention and sent its foreign minister to Ankara to plead its case.

Washington fears that any Turkish military incursion could plunge the relatively calm north of Iraq into chaos and open up a new front between two traditional allies of the US—NATO member Turkey and the Iraqi Kurds.

American State Secretary Condoleezza Rice therefore requested the Turkish government to refrain from a military intervention. Rice told journalists in Moscow on Saturday that she telephoned the Turkish president, prime minister and foreign minister to make clear that, “We all are interested in a stable Iraq and anything that destabilizes [that] will harm both our interests.”

Her appeal was not successful. The motion adopted by the Turkish government does not contain a time-frame for a possible military intervention and a government spokesman was more conciliatory, declaring: “We hope we do not have to make use of it.” But there is no mistaking the saber-rattling in Ankara.

Prime Minister Erdogan warned, “Our patience is at an end,” and continued, “If terrorism is based in a neighbouring country and if that country does very little about it, then it falls upon us to act.” When asked about possible international reactions he answered: “If we take this path we have already calculated the costs. We will pay the bill.”

He denied the US had any right to lecture him over Iraq. “Nobody asked our authorization before launching an attack on Iraq from tens of thousands of kilometres away,” and added that his country “had no need of advice from anyone on the subject of an operation” against Iraq.

Already last weekend Turkish troops fired more than 250 artillery shells and at least 10 missiles into Iraqi territory and, according to military experts, an invasion of Iraq must take place soon for any chance of success before the start of winter in the rugged mountains of the northern part of the country.

Tensions between Ankara and Washington have also been exacerbated by the resolution passed by the US House Foreign Affairs Committee, which refers to the mass murder of Armenians in 1915 as genocide. This touches on a fundamental pillar of Turkish state policy. In an interview with the newspaper Milliyet, the commander of the Turkish armed forces, General Yasar Büyükanit, warned that “military relations with the US would never be the same” if the resolution were to pass the Senate.

Ankara has even threatened to close the US airbase at Incirlik if the resolution is approved. A large proportion of American supplies for its war against Iraq pass through this base.

***US/JAPAN RELATIONS GOOD***
Alliance K2 Stability
Japanese US alliance is key to Asian stability.

The Daily Yomiuri, 6/20 2010 (The Yomiuri Shimbun, “Talks needed to boost Japan-US alliance”, http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/editorial/20100620TDY02T03.htm)

Saturday marked the 50th anniversary of the automatic ratification of the revised Japan-U.S. Security Treaty--without the approval of the House of Councillors--amid demonstrators surrounding the Diet building. 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. Setting aside the way the revised treaty was approved by the Diet, the political decision of the Cabinet of then Prime Minister Nobusuke Kishi to revise the treaty and maintain the bilateral alliance was correct. The conflicts surrounding the 1960 security treaty mirrored the Cold War between the East and West abroad and a showdown between conservatives and reformists at home. At that time, this country was completing its postwar reconstruction and entering a period of high economic growth. Public opinion was split over the revised security treaty, with memories of tragic war experiences still fresh in many people's minds. Govt appeals to public The government and the Liberal Democratic Party, which were promoting revision of the security treaty, appealed to the public by promising to correct inequalities of the original security treaty signed in 1951 and clarify the U.S. obligation to defend Japan. A group opposing revision, including the Japan Socialist Party, insisted the pact be abolished, saying it would make it easier for Japan to become embroiled in a war. Lawmakers of the ruling and opposition parties, as well as the general public, spent a huge amount of political energy on the issue. After the LDP steamrolled a bill to ratify the revised security treaty through the House of Representatives on May 19-20, 1960, large-scale demonstrations against the security treaty took place. In mid-June of the year, Michiko Kanba, a 22-year-old University of Tokyo student, was crushed to death during a clash between demonstrators and riot police, and a planned visit to Japan by then U.S. President Dwight Eisenhower was canceled. The Yomiuri Shimbun and six other Tokyo-based newspaper companies issued a joint appeal to the demonstrators that said, "Abandon violence and protect parliamentarism." Kishi announced his resignation right after the security treaty went into effect on June 23, 1960. 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. 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.
Instability risks nuclear war

Kennedy 2000 – Prof History @ Yale, Daily Yomiuri, 1-10

Kennedy: Over the past two or three decades, many Asian nations have increased their defense budgets, while European countries have done otherwise. During this time, there have been many flash points in Asia, such North Korea, Taiwan and Kashmir. Some Asian countries have developed nuclear weapons, as contrasted with few Europeans who even want nuclear power stations today. We have good reason to feel worried that Asia could become a tinderbox should there be any conflict in disputed territories like the Spratly Islands and an autistic North Korean regime that does not bother to understand the outside world. Taiwan is often rash to provoke Beijing, while the Kashmir conflict could grow into an India-Pakistan war. There is great concern about how we should ensure that bitter rivalries in the Asian part of the globe will not bring down a system that is emerging in the world now. We do not want a repeat of 1914. I am concerned that an armed conflict might arise in South or East Asia in 2008, for example, and bring down the credit, financial flow and capital in the region 

Instability Goes Nuclear

Instability in Asia causes global nuclear war

Cirincione 2000 (Joseph Cirincione, Senior Fellow and Director for Nuclear Policy at the Center for American Progress, "The Asian Nuclear Reaction Chain." Foreign Policy (Spring 2000): 120. Expanded Academic ASAP.)

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.

Conflicts in Asia go nuclear.

Landay 2k (Jonathan S. Landay, National Security and Intelligence Correspondent, KNIGHT RIDER NEWS SERVICE, March 10, 2000, p. online)

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

Asian wars go nuclear.

Ogura 97 (Toshimura Ogura, Economics Professor at Toyama University, MONTHLY REVIEW, April 1997, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/m..._19693242/pg_8 )

North Korea, South Korea, and Japan have achieved quasi- or virtual nuclear armament. Although these countries do not produce or possess actual bombs, they possess sufficient technological know-how to possess one or several nuclear arsenals. Thus, virtual armament creates a new nightmare in this region - nuclear annihilation. Given the concentration of economic affluence and military power in this region and its growing importance to the world system, any hot conflict among these countries would threaten to escalate into a global conflagration.

Withdrawal K2 Relations

Plan is crucial in maintaining good relations with Japan.

The Daily Yomiuri, 6/20 2010 (The Yomiuri Shimbun, “Talks needed to boost Japan-US alliance”, http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/editorial/20100620TDY02T03.htm)
Reconsidering relationship

South Korea and Southeast Asian nations were now seriously concerned about the deterioration in the Japan-U.S. relationship caused by former Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's poor diplomacy--evidence that other Asian nations also perceive the Japan-U.S. alliance as a public asset. Ironically, Hatoyama's words and deeds, which could have been interpreted as distancing Japan from the United States gave many people a good opportunity to reconsider the Japan-U.S. relationship. It is vital for us to think about how to deepen and develop the Japan-U.S. alliance based on history and past developments in the relationship between the two countries. The issue of relocating functions of the U.S. Marine Corp's Futenma Air Station is the first thing that needs to be worked on. In doing so, the administration of Prime Minister Naoto Kan needs to realize not only that the relocation plan returned to the original plan--building alternative facilities near the Henoko district of Nago, Okinawa Prefecture--but also that the situation has become much worse, as many Okinawans have turned against the plan.First of all, the government should properly implement the Japan-U.S. agreement reached late last month, which says the location of the alternative facilities and the method for building runways will be decided by the end of August. It also is important to patch up strained relationships with Okinawa Prefecture and the Nago city government, and make tenacious efforts to seek acceptance of the plan. In November 2003, when he was president of the Democratic Party of Japan, Kan said it was possible to maintain the security of the Far East without U.S. Marine Corps bases and troops being stationed in Okinawa Prefecture. Kan has clarified he will adhere to the Japan-U.S. agreement on the base relocation plan, but this should not be just ad hoc realism. To build a relationship of mutual trust with the United States, it is necessary for him to break away from his past position on the issue.
Alliance is K2 Stopping China and North Korea

Plan is crucial in maintaining good relations with Japan.

The Daily Yomiuri, 6/20 2010 (The Yomiuri Shimbun, “Talks needed to boost Japan-US alliance”, http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/editorial/20100620TDY02T03.htm)
Making ties even stronger

Japan and the United States should continually hold strategic dialogues.

How can the two nations realize stability on the Korean Peninsula and persuade China to act responsibly as a major power politically and economically? How should Japan and the United States cooperate with each other and other nations to tackle such issues as global warming, the war on terrorism and disarmament? By deepening discussions on such issues and by Japan playing more active roles in the international community, the nation could build an even stronger alliance with the United States.

Security is the core of the bilateral alliance. North Korea has been developing nuclear missiles and sank a South Korean patrol vessel in March. China has rapidly been building up and modernizing its military. The Chinese Navy is expanding its operations to wider areas, causing friction with neighboring nations. Japan cannot be so optimistic about its security environment. Fully preparing for emergencies through close cooperation between the Self-Defense Forces and U.S. forces in peacetime will ultimately serve as a deterrence against such emergencies. The alliance sometimes is compared to riding a bicycle: The inertia of a bicycle will carry it forward, but unless we pedal, the bike will eventually slow down and fall. To maintain the alliance, it is vital for the two nations to set common goals and work hard together to achieve them. It is also indispensable to make ceaseless efforts to settle pending issues one by one. It is not enough to merely chant, "The Japan-U.S. alliance is the foundation of Japan's diplomacy."

Korean War Goes Nuclear

Korean war goes nuclear.

Fungamwango ’99 (Pat-, Oct. 25, Africa News, “Africa-at-Large; Third world war: Watch the Koreas”, Lexis)


If there is one place today where the much-dreaded Third World War could easily erupt and probably reduce earth to a huge smouldering cinder it is the Korean Peninsula in Far East Asia.
Ever since the end of the savage three-year Korean war in the early 1950s, military tension between the hard-line communist north and the American backed South Korea has remained dangerously high. In fact the Koreas are technically still at war. A foreign visitor to either Pyongyong in the North or Seoul in South Korea will quickly notice that the divided country is always on maximum alert for any eventuality. North Korea or the Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK) has never forgiven the US for coming to the aid of South Korea during the Korean war. She still regards the US as an occupation force in South Korea and wholly to blame for the non-reunification of the country. North Korean media constantly churns out a tirade of attacks on "imperialist" America and its "running dog" South Korea. The DPRK is one of the most secretive countries in the world where a visitor is given the impression that the people's hatred for the US is absolute while the love for their government is total. Whether this is really so, it is extremely difficult to conclude. In the DPRK, a visitor is never given a chance to speak to ordinary Koreans about the politics of their country. No visitor moves around alone without government escort. The American government argues that its presence in South Korea was because of the constant danger of an invasion from the north. America has vast economic interests in South Korea. She points out that the north has dug numerous tunnels along the demilitarised zone as part of the invasion plans. She also accuses the north of violating South Korean territorial waters. Early this year, a small North Korean submarine was caught in South Korean waters after getting entangled in fishing nets. Both the Americans and South Koreans claim the submarine was on a military spying mission. However, the intension of the alleged intrusion will probably never be known because the craft's crew were all found with fatal gunshot wounds to their heads in what has been described as suicide pact to hide the truth of the mission. The US mistrust of the north's intentions is so deep that it is no secret that today Washington has the largest concentration of soldiers and weaponry of all descriptions in south Korea than anywhere else in the World, apart from America itself. Some of the armada that was deployed in the recent bombing of Iraq and in Operation Desert Storm against the same country following its invasion of Kuwait was from the fleet permanently stationed on the Korean Peninsula. It is true too that at the moment the North/South Korean border is the most fortified in the world.

War on the peninsula goes nuclear.

AFRICA NEWS, December 25, 1999, p. online

Lusaka - If there is one place today where the much-dreaded Third World War could easily erupt and probably reduce earth to a huge smouldering cinder it is the Korean Peninsula in Far East Asia. Ever since the end of the savage three-year Korean war in the early 1950s, military tension between the hard-line communist north and the American backed South Korea has remained dangerously high. In fact the Koreas are technically still at war. A foreign visitor to either Pyongyong in the North or Seoul in South Korea will quickly notice that the divided country is always on maximum alert for any eventuality. North Korea or the Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK) has never forgiven the US for coming to the aid of South Korea during the Korean war. She still regards the US as an occupation force in South Korea and wholly to blame for the non-reunification of the country. North Korean media constantly churns out a tirade of attacks on "imperialist" America and its "running dog" South Korea. The DPRK is one of the most secretive countries in the world where a visitor is given the impression that the people's hatred for the US is absolute while the love for their government is total. Whether this is really so, it is extremely difficult to conclude. In the DPRK, a visitor is never given a chance to speak to ordinary Koreans about the politics of their country. No visitor moves around alone without government escort. The American government argues that its presence in South Korea was because of the constant danger of an invasion from the north. America has vast economic interests in South Korea. She points out that the north has dug numerous tunnels along the demilitarised zone as part of the invasion plans. She also accuses the north of violating South Korean territorial waters. Early this year, a small North Korean submarine was caught in South Korean waters after getting entangled in fishing nets. Both the Americans and South Koreans claim the submarine was on a military spying mission. However, the intension of the alleged intrusion will probably never be known because the craft's crew were all found with fatal gunshot wounds to their heads in what has been described as suicide pact to hide the truth of the mission. The US mistrust of the north's intentions is so deep that it is no secret that today Washington has the largest concentration of soldiers and weaponry of all descriptions in south Korea than anywhere else in the World, apart from America itself. Some of the armada that was deployed in the recent bombing of Iraq and in Operation Desert Storm against the same country following its invasion of Kuwait was from the fleet permanently stationed on the Korean Peninsula. It is true too that at the moment the North/South Korean border is the most fortified in the world. The border line is littered with anti-tank and anti-personnel landmines, surface-to-surface and surface-to-air missiles and is constantly patrolled by warplanes from both sides. It is common knowledge that America also keeps an eye on any military movement or build-up in the north through spy satellites. The DPRK is said to have an estimated one million soldiers and a huge arsenal of various weapons. Although the DPRK regards herself as a developing country, she can however be classified as a super-power in terms of military might. The DPRK is capable of producing medium and long-range missiles. Last year, for example, she test-fired a medium range missile over Japan, an action that greatly shook and alarmed the US, Japan and South Korea. The DPRK says the projectile was a satellite. There have also been fears that she was planning to test another ballistic missile capable of reaching North America. Naturally, the world is anxious that military tension on the KoreanPeninsula must be defused to avoid an apocalypse on earth. It is therefore significant that the American government announced a few days ago that it was moving towards normalising relations with North Korea.

Plan hurts Japanese Power
U.S. presence is necessary for good relations to build Japan into a regional power.

Yunling 2k (Zhang, Professor at the Institute of Asia-Pacific Studies China Academy of Social Sciences, ‘Changing Sino-US-Japanese Relations,’ http://iaps.cass.cn/english/articles/showcontent.asp?id=381, 1-21-2000)

Brandon Nhan cut this card 

     In the area of security, the most obvious U.S. readjustments in the Asia-Pacific have been to abandon the “contraction” strategy which was adopted immediately after the Cold War, to re-stress the U.S. military presence, and to construct a new security mechanism. Japan is the pivot of the U.S.’s new Asia-Pacific security system. The U.S. and Japan have found a new equilibrium point in the new Asia-Pacific security structure. This is epitomized by the renewed U.S.-Japanese Security Treaty. The U.S. needs Japan to play a bigger role in regional security by: 1. actively supporting the U.S.’s military presence and activities in Japan and other Asian areas; 2. joining the U.S. in the regional security affairs; and 3. giving play to Japan’s role as backbone in the multilateral security system. The U.S. needs Japan to not only be a “soldier,” but also to be a “general” when needed. This readjustment is identical with Japan’s intention and policy to become a political power first, and military power later. Japan is actually making good use of the U.S.’s strategy. Availing itself of every opportunity, Japan is insatiably expanding its “lawful” strength and role. 

Alliance K2 Japan’s Growth

Alliance is critical to Japanese growth and development.

Tanaka ‘7(Hitoshi, Senior Fellow, JSCIE, ‘Japanese Foreign Policy under Prime minister Yasuo Fukudam,’ October 2007, http://www.jcie.org/researchpdfs/EAI/2-6.pdf)
Second, Prime Minister Fukuda has long held the conviction that Japan’s foreign policy should not be thought of in zero-sum terms as a choice between regionalism and its alliance with the United States. Rather, he has expressed the belief that proactive and constructive relations toward both the region and Japan’s most important ally are not only in Japan’s national interest but can also be mutually reinforcing: strong ties with the United States facilitate regional economic growth and security, while expanded links with East Asia would keep the United States engaged in the region and facilitate deeper bilateral and multilateral ties.

US Military Presence K2 Alliance 

Obama increasing relations between the US and Japan now – but US military key.

JTO ‘8 (The Japanese Times Online, Obama victory opens door to broader relations, http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/nb20081208d1.html)
The election of Barack Obama as the next U.S. president offers opportunities for broader cooperation between Japan and the United States, which focused on the military aspects of the alliance during the eight years of the Bush administration, experts told a recent symposium in Tokyo.  Kent Calder discusses Japan-U.S. relations under the next administration of Barack Obama during a Nov. 28 symposium in Tokyo. Kent Calder, director of the Edwin O. Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at the School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins University, warned against what he perceives as "structural problems" in the Japan-U.S. relationship amid the changing dynamics in the Asia-Pacific region.  Rust Deming, an adjunct professor of Japan studies at the SAIS, also said Japanese media reactions to Obama's victory suggest that Japan may be greeting the next administration with caution and may not be fully aware of the opportunities presented by a "globalist" leader the United States has not had for a long time.  Calder and Deming were speaking at the Nov. 28 symposium jointly organized by the Keizai Koho Center and the SAIS under the theme, "Next U.S. administration's policies and Japan-U.S. relations." Yoshihide Soeya, a political science professor at Keio University and director of the Keio Institute of East Asian Studies, served as commentator.  "The U.S.-Japan relationship is changing in some very important structural ways" that make the bilateral ties "more difficult, more challenging but create new opportunities that are different from the past," Calder said. These changes, he added, affect the bilateral ties either under a Democratic or Republic administration.  Calder noted that the world today is "very different" from the one in the early 1950s, when the Japan-U.S. security alliance was created.  The most notable change in Asia has been the political and economic role of China, he said. In 2003, China-U.S. trade for the first time exceeded U.S.-Japan trade in volume terms while Japan's trade with China topped its trade with the U.S. in 2006, he added.  It would be an overstatement to say Japan and the U.S. are economically drifting apart, given their strong ties in technology and other fields that are not seen in their respective ties with the rest of Asia, Calder said.  However, Calder pointed out that bilateral dialogue on economic and cultural dimensions has declined as the two countries focused on military cooperation in the post-9/11 years.  Japan's dispatch of troops to Iraq and the refueling mission by Maritime Self-Defense Force vessels in the Indian Ocean are widely said to have solidified the bilateral security ties since 2001.  But Calder said an alliance is "something much broader" than narrow military cooperation, adding that the heavy focus on the security dimension has created an "imbalance" in the bilateral relationship.  "An alliance that does not have important economic and cultural dimensions really can't stand in the long run, and there are many areas for cooperation and strengthening," Calder told the audience.  Rust Deming  "I think there are a few danger signs if we look at what has happened in the last eight years" as emphasis was laid on security cooperation, he said. "There are many areas where we were once cooperative (but) it's been more difficult," including the environment and energy issues, he noted.  There has been much less attention paid than in the past to Japan-U.S. cooperation and coordination on economic issues, and private-sector business dialogue has not been as active as it should be, he said.  As one worrying trend in cultural exchanges, Calder said the number of Japanese students studying in the U.S. has declined by 17 percent in the last five years while the share of Americans in overseas travelers visiting Japan has also been falling.  Often cited as a key factor in Tokyo-Washington ties in recent years was the close personal relationship between President George W. Bush and former Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi. However, the two countries may have depended too much on the Bush-Koizumi ties — as well as the presence of former Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage as the trusted Japan expert — while other channels of bilateral communication were not often used, Calder said.  "We certainly have had some deepening in the security relationship . . . and all of us who value the U.S.-Japan relationship feel that the security alliance needs to be strong," he said. "But in the years going forward, we have a range of other important challenges that we're confronting."  Calder cited energy as one area of potential cooperation for Japan and the U.S., given that energy and environment issues are becoming serious problems for many Asian economies.  Indonesia, for example, has shifted from an oil exporter to an oil importer in the last five years, as local demand grew rapidly and energy-efficiency remained low, he said. Japan can support Indonesia — a country also of major security interest for the U.S. — with its energy-saving technologies and such trilateral ties can be a "win-win proposition" for all, he added.  Deming, a former U.S. charge d'affaires to Tokyo who was involved as a member of an outside advisory group to the Obama campaign, said he was "struck" by the negative and cautious tone in some Japanese media reactions to Obama's election victory.  Yoshihide Soeya  Suggestions made in some media analysis here that the first Democratic administration in eight years would lean more toward China and pay less attention to Japan — based on memories of the Bill Clinton administration in the 1990s — take a "very simplistic look at the world that assumes a purely zero-sum approach" to U.S.-Japan-China relations, Deming said.  Such a concern, he said, "ignores the fact that the U.S.-Japan alliance is fundamental to U.S. interests and that there's a much thicker relationship (between Japan and the U.S.) than either U.S.-China or Japan-China ties."  He also brushed aside other concerns voiced in the Japanese media that include that Obama may be softer on North Korea and the abduction issue than Bush, and that his campaign remarks on NAFTA indicate he may take protectionist measures.  While there is a tendency in Japan to look at U.S. policy toward Japan as "fundamentally affected by the nature of the administration in place," Deming stressed that there's been "a long continuity and bipartisan approach" to Japan that date back decades.  "People here remember the Clinton administration and the first two years' emphasis on trade in 1993-95 and the 1998 trip to China," when he did not stop over in Tokyo, and "they forget the middle period of 1996-97, (when) we had the security declaration and the revised guidelines for defense cooperation, which really created the foundation for the alliance that the Bush administration built on," Deming told the audience.  Deming said he is "more concerned that people here don't see the opportunities presented by the Obama administration."  "For the first time in a long time, we've elected a president with very strong domestic support and indeed with broad international support as a signal of the very important transformation of American policy," he said.  "It represents a return to the basic values of American foreign policy that I think were somewhat distorted during the eight years of the Bush administration — the emphasis on working with our friends, bilaterally or multilaterally," instead of taking unilateral actions, Deming said.  The incoming administration also "belatedly represents an administration that recognizes the challenges of climate change and energy, and is ready to move forward on these issues," he added.  All of these things are "compatible with Japan's interests and Japan's world view in the postwar period," Deming said, adding that he hopes to see "a better recognition in Japan that your interests would be better served" by the election of Obama.  He said there is a tremendous opportunity for Japan to put forward its ideas. "You have a (new) administration coming in for the first time in eight years" and members of the new team will welcome new ideas on bilateral, regional or multinational issues because they "understand the issues we face are so complex that no one country or group has all the answers," he said.  Soeya of Keio University also said members of the Obama administration will be waiting to hear what Japan has to say. Many Japan experts in the Bush administration were more patient toward Japan because they knew what Tokyo can and cannot do under its own constraints, but that may not be the case with the Obama team, he said.  
Alliance K2 Japanese Security

Alliance is core to Japanese Security.

Rice et. al. ‘5 (Secretary of State Rice, Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld, Minister of Foreign Affairs Machimura, Minister of State for Defense Ohno, ‘Security Consultative Committee Document U.S.-Japan Alliance:
Transformation and Realignment for the Future,’ October 29, 2005)
The U.S.-Japan Alliance, with the U.S.-Japan security arrangements at its core, is the indispensable foundation of Japan's security and of peace and stability in the Asia-Pacific region. A close, cooperative relationship based on the alliance also plays an important role in effectively dealing with global challenges, and must evolve to reflect the changing security environment. Therefore, following the December 2002 meeting of the Security Consultative Committee (SCC), the U.S. and Japan intensified consultations on respective U.S. and Japanese security and defense policies in order to examine the direction of the U.S.-Japan alliance, and to develop options to adapt the alliance to the changing regional and global security environment.
U.S.-Jap Alliance=Peace
The U.S.-Japan Alliance is stopping East Asia from exploding into conflict

Soeya et.al. ‘3 (Yoshihide Soeya, Jianwei Wang, and Davide A. Welch, ‘New Look at the US-China-Japan-Triangle: Toward Building A Stable Framework’ Asian Perspective, Vol. 27, No. 3, 2003, pp. 177-219)
So while I want to be careful not to overstate these concerns, among these types of uncertainties in this region the deterrent effect of a robust U.S.-Japan Alliance is crucial to ensuring that the dramatic changes in the security environment do not negatively affect this region's future peace and prosperity. The purpose of maintaining a credible deterrent capability is to make the price of using force greater than any potential political or economic gains that could be obtained through the use of force. This is vitally important here in East Asia, which has four of the five largest armed forces in the world. The cost of a military conflict in this region is beyond imagination. In addition to the human toll, even a short conflict would set the global economy back years, if not longer. This is why there has been some concerns expressed these past several weeks about the perceived tensions in our alliance by leaders and editorialists from Singapore to Taiwan to Seoul. Our Alliance is the critical stabilizing force in this area of the world.

***US/JAPAN RELATIONS BAD***

Alliance Bad
Multiple reasons why US-Japanese Alliance is problematic.

Yunling 2k (Zhang, Professor at the Institute of Asia-Pacific Studies China Academy of Social Sciences, ‘Changing Sino-US-Japanese Relations,’ http://iaps.cass.cn/english/articles/showcontent.asp?id=381, 1-21-2000)
The problems are: 1. Is it possible for the U.S. to rely upon Japan as its main partner in building and sustaining a new security order? 2. To what a degree will the Japanese role expand? How “tolerant” will the U.S. be? Will the Japanese role be acceptable to the other countries? 3. What is the military and security target of the U.S.-Japanese  alliance? Assuming that China is taken to be the most dangerous threat, the result will be the deterioration of Sino-Japanese relations. Will China accept that? Can Japan afford it? All these questions remain to be answered. But one thing is certain: an Asia-Pacific security system dominated by the U.S.-Japanese Alliance will get nowhere.

Relations Pressure Japan
Relations between US and Japan further pressure Japan,

Symonds 05 (Peter, the International Committee of the Fourth International, ‘Washington Fuels Japanese Militarism,’ April 25, 2005, http://www.wsws.org/articles/2005/apr2005/japa2-a26.shtml)
Growing military collaboration between the US and Japan has generated new pressures for constitutional change in Japan. Article 9 has been stretched beyond recognition to allow Japanese troops to be deployed in an active overseas war zone in support of the US occupation of Iraq. Koizumi has used the subterfuge that Japanese military forces are simply engaged in humanitarian efforts—just like the pretext that was used to justify the dispatch of Japanese troops as “peace-keepers” to Cambodia and East Timor in the 1990s. Article 9 nevertheless remains a legal obstacle to the dispatch of military forces to an overseas war, either as part of an alliance or directly by Japan. Even within the immediate North East Asian region, the constitution creates problems for joint planning and operations by US and Japanese forces. The Koizumi government has passed legislation allowing for the Japanese military to collaborate with the Pentagon, not only in the immediate defence of Japan, but in support of broader US operations in the region. Nevertheless, the difficulty of justifying Japanese involvement as “self-defence” in, say, the US military backing for Taiwan, remains. The issue is particularly acute when it comes to US-Japanese collaboration on a ballistic missile defence shield. Koizumi has justified support for the US project on the grounds that Japan needs to be able to defend itself from a North Korean missile attack. This political ruse barely disguises the fact that the shield’s primary purpose is to neutralise China’s missile arsenal. But it does complicate the joint deployment of the anti-missile system for purposes other than the defence of Japan. An article entitled “The revival of the US-Japanese Alliance” published in February/March by the influential right-wing US thinktank, the American Enterprise Institute, enthusiastically endorsed closer military ties between the two countries. However, author Dan Blumenthal noted the problems that would emerge when the US called on Japan to deploy naval assets to assist in missions not directly related to “self-defence”. “Given the short time frames involved in a decision to intercept a missile, drawn out security deliberations by policymakers will be impossible. Military personnel will have to make on-the-spot decisions to activate the system without necessarily deciphering whether the missile being intercepted is targeted at Japan, another US ally, or at the US homeland,” he explained. Plans for an overhaul of the Japanese constitution are already well advanced. A panel of the Diet’s lower house submitted its final report summing up five years of discussion on April 15. The report dealt with a number of different aspects of the constitution, but among the most controversial were proposed changes to Article 9. As the panel comprises representatives of all parliamentary parties, no clear-cut recommendation was made. However, the thrust of the proposals was to explicitly allow for “self-defence” and “collective defence”—a phrase that would clear the way for far more active defence alliances with the US, in particular. A similar upper house report is being prepared. Koizumi is actively pushing for the constitutional amendments. An LDP committee is due to release draft constitutional amendments as early as next month. But the government faces major obstacles to constitutional change, which requires a two-thirds majority in both houses of parliament and the support of a majority of voters at a referendum. While the LDP, coalition partner New Komeito Party and the opposition Democratic Party of Japan have backed the report, the Social Democratic Party and the Japanese Communist Party have opposed it. On the crucial issue of “collective defence”, the panel was split three ways between opponents, supporters and those who supported a more limited amendment. The parliamentary opposition and reservations about changing Article 9 reflect several concerns. For postwar governments, the pacifist clause has proven to be a convenient diplomatic device to deflect criticism from China and other countries over Japanese rearmament. More fundamentally, however, Japan’s brutal militarist regime of the 1930s and 1940s generated deeply felt antagonisms among working people to imperialist war. These sentiments remain, despite Koizumi’s efforts to whip up nationalist sentiment. They are reflected in the hostility to the deployment of Japanese troops to Iraq and changes to Article 9. A Mainichi Shimbun poll last May found that, while 78 percent of Japanese favoured constitutional change, 70 percent opposed changes to Article 9.

Relations Increases Japanese Militarism (1/2)

US backing for Japanese militarism
Symonds 05 (Peter, the International Committee of the Fourth International, ‘Washington Fuels Japanese Militarism,’ April 25, 2005, http://www.wsws.org/articles/2005/apr2005/japa2-a26.shtml)
Some of the most strident support for amending Article 9 and rearming Japan is to be found in Washington, rather than Tokyo. In an interview last August, US Secretary of State Colin Powell warned that Tokyo must consider changing the clause if it wants a permanent seat on the UN Security Council. “If Japan is going to play a full role on the world stage and become a full active participating member of the Security Council, and have the kind of obligations that it would pick up as a member of the Security Council, Article Nine would have to be examined in that light,” he stated. His comments reflect the Bush administration’s alignment not simply with Japan, but with the most right wing, militarist sections of its political establishment. During her trip to Asia last month, Powell’s successor Condoleezza Rice enthused: “Japan has earned its honorable place among the nations of the world by its own effort and by its own character. That is why the United States unambiguously supports a permanent seat for Japan on the United Nations Security Council.” Speaking at Sophia University in Tokyo, Rice lauded Japan as a model for “political and economic progress in all of East Asia” and a partner in the “global war on terrorism”. She declared that US alliances with Japan and other countries were “not against China” but then added, “we want to push, prod and persuade China on a positive course”. In South Korea, she brushed off comments from reporters questioning US support for Japanese rearmament and a UN Security seat by reiterating her praise for the US-Japan alliance. In his recent American Enterprise Institute (AEI) article, Dan Blumenthal was not so reticent about the target of Washington’s strategy. After declaring that US policy makers should welcome and support Japan’s emergence as a strong American ally, he stated: “While the upgrading of the alliance serves a number of Tokyo’s strategic purposes, there is no mistaking the fact that Japan has decided to join the United States in its grand strategy of checking China’s great-power ambitions. Under the leadership of Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi, Tokyo has taken advantage of the US-led war on terrorism, Washington’s encouragement of Japanese efforts to bolster its defence capabilities, and the North Korean nuclear standoff to assert a defence posture commensurate to its stature in the international community.” Blumenthal’s praise for Koizumi’s adroitness points to another feature of the US alignment with Tokyo: an increasingly open defence of the government’s efforts to stir up Japanese nationalism. Just as Bush is relying on extreme right-wing Christian fundamentalists in the US, so Koizumi is basing himself on militarist layers who regard Japan’s colonial adventures in Asia as “a war of liberation” from Western imperialism and, in the manner of the pro-Nazi holocaust deniers, flatly declare that atrocities like the Rape of Nanking are a Western fabrication. It is not surprising therefore that supporters of the Bush administration have no difficulty in joining the apologists for Japanese militarism—as long as it advances US interests. Blumenthal pays tribute to Koizumi’s cleverness in playing what he terms “the history card”—that is, visiting the notorious Yasakuni Shrine and defending the publication of history texts that whitewash Japan’s war record. “In fashioning his China strategy, Koizumi had to both build public support and overcome Chinese pressure. Koizumi has accomplished these dual goals by skillfully turning the Achilles heel of Japan’s China policy—the ‘history card’—into a political advantage.” According to Blumenthal, Koizumi’s great skill, along with sharply polarising public opinion in Japan, has been to inflame regional tensions by promoting the symbols of wartime Japanese imperialism as a cover for his more fundamental objective of Japanese rearmament. “Because the Chinese leadership continues to emphasise this symbolic issue, Koizumi’s substantive reforms of Japan’s defence posture have received far less criticism than they otherwise would. Indeed, China has overplayed its hand by allowing Japan-bashing to boil over within the Chinese populace.” In a comment in the Wall Street Journal on April 13, James Lilley, one of Blumenthal’s colleagues at the American Heritage Institute, makes a similar point about the latest anti-Japanese protests in China. Lilley notes that regional reactions to Japan’s territorial 
Relations Increases Japanese Militarism (1/2)

(the card continues, nothing omitted)

claims and controversial textbooks “reflect deep historic animosities and distrust” but then openly defends Koizumi’s actions, stating: “Japan has been bludgeoned unmercifully by China and Korea for its brutality during its invasions and occupations of the 20th century. Some of this represents genuine emotion, but it also reflects an attempt to put Japan on the defensive while at the same time gobbling up its goods and superior technology.” China and South Korea clearly exploit nationalist sentiment for their own political purposes. The Beijing bureaucracy, which has presided over two decades of free market restructuring and is integrating itself into the emerging capitalist class, has all but given up its past socialist pretences. The Chinese leaders, like their counterparts in Japan, are deliberating whipping up nationalism to divert widespread and deepening hostility over poverty and unemployment as well as to push for a greater role for China in the region and internationally. At the same time, however, there is an understandable fear among broad layers of the population in Asia, that the justifications being advanced for the past crimes of Japanese imperialism are aimed at preparing for new ones. As in the 1930s, Japan is heavily dependent on the import of raw materials, particularly oil, to feed its huge manufacturing base. After a decade and a half of economic slump and crisis, sections of Tokyo’s ruling elite support a more aggressive and expansionist strategy to secure access to cheap commodities, labour and markets. It is no accident that its territorial conflicts with China, Russia and South Korea all involve areas in the surrounding seas that are potential sources of oil and gas. To back its ambitions, Japan needs to be able to exert its military muscle. Not all sections of the US ruling elite welcome the reemergence of Japanese militarism. Some can still recall a time when US imperialism was compelled to fight a devastating war in the Pacific to defend its economic and strategic interests in Asia. They regard the present foreign policy of the Bush administration as shortsighted and reckless. At present, Tokyo may be prepared to play second fiddle to Washington as the means for rearming and asserting its status as “a normal nation”. But alignments can change. Japanese interests not only conflict with those of China, but, more fundamentally, with Washington’s long-term plans to establish US control over the resource-rich regions of the Middle East and Central Asia. These were the seeds of the Pacific war that erupted in December 1941. They could also become the trigger for another bloody conflagration. In a scathing recent attack on current US policy towards Japan entitled “The real ‘China threat’”, academic Chalmers Johnson made the following observations: “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.” Washington’s reaction to the latest tensions between Japan and China, along with the record of the last five years not only in North East Asia but internationally, makes clear that, whether they understand what they are unleashing or not, the warmongers of the Bush administration are intent on pursuing a military alliance with Japan, regardless of its potentially catastrophic consequences. 
U.S.-Jap Relation Bad

America relies on Japan too much

Baker and Frost 01/07/2010 – Author"(s): Howard H. Jr. and Ellen L. Frost Source: Foreign Affairs, Vol. 71, No. 2 (http://www.jstor.org/stable/20045127, A)" Rescuing the U.S.-Japan Alliance  (, 1992), pp. 97-113 Published by: Council on Foreign Relations Stable URL: 

These trends feed into a more subtle undercurrent of concern. Many leaders have worried for some time that the economic relationship is not healthy and that America has become dangerously dependent on Japan. Some analysts of Japan stress that the two societies are fundamentally different and that their interests are not necessarily compatible. They call for exceptional government actions to defend American interests against Japan's inexorable economic expansion and its efforts to influence political decisions in Washington. 

U.S.-Jap Relations Bad for China
China afraid of U.S.-Japanese alliance and relations

Okazaki 97 ("China's Seaward Adventurism and the Japan‑US Alliance" Lieutenant Colonel Katsushi Okazaki, Japan Ground Self Defense Force 1997)

This paper has explored reasons for China's seaward adventurism and its security behavior in the East and South China Seas, and has defined a new role for the Japan-US alliance to engage China. As an emerging great power with great economic growth, nuclear weapons, and a permanent membership in the U.N. Security Council, China remains the largest communist power, but not without some internal difficulties in transition. In the interdependent world, there is no option to contain China like the Soviet Union was contained. It is clear that Japan and the United States must engage China to maintain peace and prosperity in the Asia-Pacific region.  Key factors concerning China must be understood in order to engage it effectively. Some of these factors include the following: China's seaward adventurism comes from its national strategy; China's maritime territorial claims are vast; a perception gap exists among Japan, the US and China concerning China's  contribution to the peace and stability in the region; and China tends to see the Japan-US alliance as a potential threat. This paper has attempted to show that Japan and the US should balance their respective approaches in engaging China in order to advance China's internationalization through economy and human contacts and prevent China's seaward adventurism.
***US/JAPANESE RELATIONS UNIQUENESS***
Relations good now

Cooperation and relations in Japan good now.

Nikkei.com, 6/28 2010
(First, qualifications, “Obama,Kan Want to Deepen U.S. –Japan Alliance, http://e.nikkei.com/e/fr/tnks/Nni20100628D28JF429.htm)

U.S. President Barack Obama and Japanese Prime Minister Naoto Kan said Sunday they want to deepen the U.S.-Japan alliance and called for increased economic and trade cooperation, during their first meeting since Kan took office. In a meeting lasting about 35 minutes following the conclusion of a Group of 20 leaders' meeting here, the two also reiterated that the relocation of the Futenma U.S. Marine base on the island of Okinawa should be realized in line with an agreement reached between the two countries last month. They mentioned "clean energy" as an example of an area in which the U.S. and Japan can work together in the economic sphere. Obama and Kan also discussed North Korea, Iran, Afghanistan and Pakistan, climate change, and nuclear non-proliferation, according to a Japanese government official.

***US/RUSSIA RELATIONS BAD***

Relations Exacerbates Global Warming

US alliance with Russia will ensure oil use and production in the future

Barnes, ‘8 

(Joe, Bonner means baker fellow, “US- Russia Relations: Recommendations for the Next Administration”)

The current economic downturn and  decline in oil and gas prices make investment in future Russian production unattractive. But in the long term, increased Russian oil – and.we should not forget, natural gas- production will be critical in meeting world energy demand. Whatever the duration of the current global recession, economic growth will eventually return  and, with it , rising demand for olil and gas. This is particularly true for China, where petroleum imports will rise as automobile use expands. Ironically, the current downturn may brighten the prospects for US private involvement in Russia’s hydrocarbon sector. Moscow has long been resistant to production as payment. This opposition may ease in an environment. of lower prices and higher borrowing cost.
Oil use leads to global warming

O’ Driscoll & Vergano 07

(Patrick & Dan, USA TODAY, “Fossil Fuels are to blame, world scientists conclude”, http://www.usatoday.com/weather/climate/globalwarming/2007-01-30-ipcc-report_x.htm)

A major international analysis of climate change due Friday will conclude that humankind's reliance on fossil fuels — coal, fuel oil and natural gas — is to blame for global warming, according to three scientists familiar with the research on which it is based.

The gold-standard Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) report represents "a real convergence happening here, a consensus that this is a total global no-brainer," says U.S. climate scientist Jerry Mahlman, former director of the federal government's Geophysical Fluid Dynamics Laboratory in New Jersey.

"The big message that will come out is the strength of the attribution of the warming to human activities," says researcher Claudia Tebaldi of the National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR) in Boulder, Colo.

Mahlman, who crafted the IPCC language used to define levels of scientific certainty, says the new report will lay the blame at the feet of fossil fuels with "virtual certainty," meaning 99% sure. That's a significant jump from "likely," or 66% sure, in the group's last report in 2001, Mahlman says. His role in this year's effort involved spending two months reviewing the more than 1,600 pages of research that went into the new assessment.

Among the findings, Tebaldi says, is that even if people stopped burning the fossil fuels that release carbon dioxide, the heat-trapping gas blamed most for the warm-up, the effects of higher temperatures, including deadlier heat waves, coastal floods, longer droughts, worse wildfires and higher energy bills, would not go away in our lifetime.

Global Warming Impacts
Warming will trigger climatic oscillations that kill billions and collapse the global economy

Milbrath 94 – Director of Research Program in Environment and Society at SUNY-Buffalo

[Lester W., “Climate and chaos: Societal impacts of sudden weather shifts,” The Futurist, May/Jun, ProQuest]

Climate modelers have been cautiously predicting that the earth will gradually warm in the years ahead, producing similarly gradual changes in climatic patterns. For instance, the middle of North America will slowly grow arid. Comforted by the concept of gradual change, most economists confidently predict that market economic systems will readily adjust and that no precautionary action by government to forestall climate change will be required. A few scientists claim that there is no threat at all of global warming. But are either of these predictions likely to come true? If not, what more realistic scenario can we consider? In the summer of 1993, nature's lessons on the consequences of human impact on climate systems became insistently harsher. A stalled high-pressure system over the eastern United States brought torrential rains and flooding to the Midwest, while the southeast suffered from heat and drought. Crop losses in both areas were enormous, and other economic losses were far larger--not to mention the loss of many lives. Climatic aberrations elsewhere around the globe were equally catastrophic, with floods also reported in Nepal, Bangladesh, and India. Why did the high-pressure system stall in the American East? Climatologists' best guess is that warming sea-surface temperature led to changes in ocean currents, which led to a changed direction of the jet stream, which stalled the high-pressure zone, which led to flooding and drought, which led to huge societal disruption and loss. This unpredicted set of events has made many people doubt that science, technology, and markets can ensure a good and secure future. Three unspoken premises underlie the overall vulnerability of our society. These are the premise of continuity, the premise that nature can be controlled, and the premise of first-order consequences. The premise of continuity holds that patterns characteristic of physical and social systems in the past will continue into the future. Economic thinking abhors uncertainty about the future. If people do not have some confidence that the future will basically be like the past, investors will not invest, lenders will not lend, and people will not start businesses. The economic growth that all governments covet cannot be realized in an aura of uncertainty. Confidence that climatic patterns will be much as they were in the past is the most fundamental of all premises of continuity. If climate behavior leads economic actors to doubt that planetary systems will behave as they have in the past, economic activity is bound to decline. The second premise holds that nature can be controlled, and it arises from the seeming success of science and technology in controlling nature. For example, people built huge and lengthy levees along the Mississippi River believing they could confine it to its normal banks. Farms, businesses, homes, and even cities were built in the flood plain under the illusion that they were secure. When unexpectedly high waters arrived, these human intrusions on nature were doubly vulnerable, bringing loss of life and devastating property losses when the levees were breached. Recent experiences with weather-induced disasters suggests that people will rebuild in these vulnerable locations, rationalizing that the disaster was only an aberration and that the climate will return to its "regular" pattern. The third premise--that the visible, first-order consequences of our actions are all that we need to consider in making decisions--is another mindset that makes us vulnerable. When parents decide to have another child, they think almost exclusively of the impact it will have on their own lives in the near future. Only rarely do people consider second-, third-, and fourth-order consequences, such as the impact another human would have on natural systems. The same could also be said about decisions to use energy, consume resources, or dispose of wastes, all of which have distant consequences. Yet, the patterns of global life systems are being changed by the cumulative consequences of these individual decisions, a phenomenon sometimes called "the tyranny of small decisions." Other phenomena of modern thinking lead us to ignore long-term consequences and blind us to our own best interests. The "cult of the individual" places extraordinary emphasis on the rights of the individual, which encourages persons to pursue wealth and freedom at the expense of the larger society and the environment. Curiously, his phenomenon of "every man for himself" may also be related to a feeling of anomie, the perception that social, economic, and political problems are so huge and intractable that no effective course of action is available. Individual action is perceived as having little or no effect, and group action is seen as too overwhelmingly difficult. Yet, there is no escaping the first law of thermodynamics, which tells us that everything has to go somewhere. Everything is connected to everything else. We can never do merely one thing; we must constantly keep asking, "And then what?" Societal vulnerabilities are rooted in our way of thinking. Yet, collectively, we are unable to critically evaluate the validity of these beliefs. Many criticisms of these premises have been inserted into public discourse, but it seems that most people aren't listening. It is probable, then, that global society will not undertake effective collective action to prevent any further distress of global life systems. Instead, we must expect that the human population will continue its swift growth. At its present rate of growth, it will double in 40 to 50 years. This pressure will force people to build dwellings and cities in vulnerable places. Reacting to the pressure for meaningful employment and the consumption of goods by their growing populations, governments will force higher and higher levels of economic throughput, thus accelerating production of greenhouse gases. Higher throughput will also produce greater amounts of industrial and consumer wastes that will injure the planet's life systems. At the very time when more and more people will look to life systems for sustenance, their actions will reduce the productive capability of these systems and their ability to absorb wastes. As this scenario plays out, it is improbable that the climate system will not change at all or that it will gradually change to a new pattern and settle down, as is assumed in most current economic thinking. The most-probable climate scenario is for even more chaos. Many meteorologists and climatologists already perceive the climate system as chaotic. If humans increasingly perturb that system, we could expect it to become even more chaotic. But how chaotic will it become, what kinds of chaos might we expect, and how long will it last? No one knows the answers to those questions. From chaos theory, we do suspect that systems which become extremely chaotic may collapse or shift to a new pattern--one that may or may not be stable. The climatic catastrophes of recent years do suggest one possible scenario of climate behavior. Frequent, unexpected climatic disasters may be interspersed into "normal" climate patterns. The resulting loss of life and property could reduce the human propensity to multiply and to increase economic throughput. Experiencing these losses may lead people to lose faith in the premise of continuity. This will retard economic growth despite the desperate efforts of governments to promote it. Another scenario suggests that there could be an extended period, perhaps a decade or two, when there is oscillation-type chaos in the climate system. Plants will be especially vulnerable to oscillating chaos, since they are injured or die when climate is too hot or too cold, too dry or too wet. And since plants make food for all other creatures, plant dieback would lead to severe declines in agricultural production. Farm animals and wildlife would die in large numbers. Many humans also would starve. Several years of climatic oscillation could kill billions of people. The loss of the premise of continuity would also precipitate collapse of world financial markets. That collapse would lead to sharp declines in commodity markets, world trade, factory output, retail sales, research and development, tax income for governments, and education. Such nonessential activities as tourism, travel, hotel occupancy, restaurants, entertainment, and fashion would be severely affected. Billions of unemployed people would drastically reduce their consumption, and modern society's vaunted economic system would collapse like a house of cards. 
Global Warming leads to Cannibalism

Global warming will lead to cannibalism.
Morris ‘8(Mike, The Atlantic Journal, ‘Ted Turner: Global Warming could lead to cannibalism,’ 4/3/2008, http://www.ajc.com/metro/content/news/stories/2008/04/03/turner_0404.html)
Failure to address global warming will have us all dead or eating each other by mid-century. So says Ted Turner, the restaurateur, environmentalist and former media mogul whose controversial comments have earned him the nickname "Mouth of the South."  If steps aren't taken to stem global warming, "We'll be eight degrees hotter in 30 or 40 years and basically none of the crops will grow," Turner said during a wide-ranging, hour-long interview with PBS's Charlie Rose that aired Tuesday. "Most of the people will have died and the rest of us will be cannibals," said Turner, 69. "Civilization will have broken down. The few people left will be living in a failed state — like Somalia or Sudan — and living conditions will be intolerable." 
Relations Reduces Prolif
 US Russian Relations restarts Nuclear Reductions talks, reducing proliferation

Barnes, ‘8 

(Joe, Bonner means baker fellow, “US- Russia Relations: Recommendations for the Next Administration”)

The Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) expires in 2009. This provides an occasion for negotiations aimed at further reduction in US and Russian arsenals. The sheer size of those arsenals- each capable of destroying much of the world – defies reason. Talks with Moscow could mark a first step toward an effort to reduce nuclear weapons worldwide. Whether this effort should include a formal endorsement of the zero nuclear weapons proposals of former Georgia Senator Sam Nunn, former Defense Secretary William Perry, and former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger is, perhaps, debateable. But, there is no doubt that the number of nuclear weapons worldwide exceeds any plausible strategic justification. A successor to START is a first and critical step in reducing their numbers.

Prolif deters nuclear war

Tepperman ‘9 
(Jonathan, Why Obama Should Learn to Love the Bomb, NATION; Pg. 44 Vol. 154 No. 10 ISSN: 0028-9604)
A growing and compelling body of research suggests that nuclear weapons may not, in fact, make the world more dangerous, as Obama and most people assume. The bomb may actually make us safer. In this era of rogue states and transnational terrorists, that idea sounds so obviously wrongheaded that few politicians or policymakers are willing to entertain it. But that's a mistake. Knowing the truth about nukes would have a profound impact on government policy. Obama's idealistic campaign, so out of character for a pragmatic administration, may be unlikely to get far (past presidents have tried and failed). But it's not even clear he should make the effort. There are more important measures the U.S. government can and should take to make the real world safer, and these mustn't be ignored in the name of a dreamy ideal (a nuke-free planet) that's both unrealistic and possibly undesirable. The argument that nuclear weapons can be agents of peace as well as destruction rests on two deceptively simple observations. First, nuclear weapons have not been used since 1945. Second, there's never been a nuclear, or even a nonnuclear, war between two states that possess them. Just stop for a second and think about that: it's hard to overstate how remarkable it is, especially given the singular viciousness of the 20th century. As Kenneth Waltz, the leading "nuclear optimist" and a professor emeritus of political science at UC Berkeley puts it, "We now have 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." To understand why--and why the next 64 years are likely to play out the same way--you need to start by recognizing that all states are rational on some basic level. Their leaders may be stupid, petty, venal, even evil, but they tend to do things only when they're pretty sure they can get away with them. Take war: a country will start a fight only when it's almost certain it can get what it wants at an acceptable price. Not even Hitler or Saddam waged wars they didn't think they could win. The problem historically has been that leaders often make the wrong gamble and underestimate the other side--and millions of innocents pay the price. Nuclear weapons change all that by making the costs of war obvious, inevitable, and unacceptable. Suddenly, when both sides have the ability to turn the other to ashes with the push of a button--and everybody knows it--the basic math shifts. Even the craziest tin-pot dictator is forced to accept that war with a nuclear state is unwinnable and thus not worth the effort. As Waltz puts it, "Why fight if you can't win and might lose everything?" Why indeed? The iron logic of deterrence and mutually assured destruction is so compelling, it's led to what's known as the nuclear peace: the virtually unprecedented stretch since the end of World War II in which all the world's major powers have avoided coming to blows. They did fight proxy wars, ranging from Korea to Vietnam to Angola to Latin America. But these never matched the furious destruction of full-on, great-power war (World War II alone was responsible for some 50 million to 70 million deaths). And since the end of the Cold War, such bloodshed has declined precipitously. Meanwhile, the nuclear powers have scrupulously avoided direct combat, and there's very good reason to think they always will. There have been some near misses, but a close look at these cases is fundamentally reassuring--because in each instance, very different leaders all came to the same safe conclusion.
Alliance Stops China Growth

US Russia Alliance stops China Growth

Graham, 08

(Thomas, “US- Russia Relations: Facing Reality Pragmatically”)
In the uncertain world, the United States and Russia are not strategic rivals, and neither poses a strategic threat to the other (despite some over wrought Russian rhetoric to the contrary), in contrast to the situation during the Cold War. Rather, they share a set of common strategic challenges. Russia, by virtue of its geographic location, and the United States, by virtue of its global role, must build new relationships with Europe that is expanding and deepening; they both must find a way to cope with the growing instability in the Middle East, the challenge to energy security that implies, and , at least for Russia, the threat that that instability will infect Russia’s southern reaches; and they both must manage relations with a rising China. In addition, both countries must deal with the dark side of globalization, and both have a keen interest in the role and effectiveness of the institutions of global governance, such as the United Nations, and the G-8, the World Bank, and the International Monetary Fund.
Chinese Growth is Good

Farnsworth, 7/2 2010

(Eric, Opinion columnist, “Is China good for the Americas?” , http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/commentary/la-oe-farnsworth-china-latin-20100702,0,3085954.story)

Oliver Stone is at it again. His new documentary, "South of the Border," blames the ills of the Western Hemisphere on the United States, global capitalism and corporate media. It's a tired line, but one that will fuel the debate about whether Latin America should seek political and economic alternatives to an overbearing and self-interested United States. Of course, as they say in politics, you can't beat something with nothing, which is why an increasing number of Latin America observers view with favor the possibility of closer Latin American ties with China. But China's emergence in the Americas is having far-reaching implications that may be little appreciated or understood.
China is a nation singularly pursuing economic growth as a means to maintain domestic political order. From 1979 to 2009, the country averaged 9.8% annual growth. Even in the worst global downturn since the Depression, China grew at 8.7% in 2009. As Europe teeters on the brink of another financial crisis and the United States struggles with high unemployment and sluggish growth, China has returned to its eye-popping pre-crisis growth rates.
Fueling China's expansion have been inputs and raw materials from much of the developing world. For Latin America, Chinese interest has been an economic boon. Exporters of raw materials, primarily in South America, have ridden the wave. Indeed, China's emergence as an economic power has created a shift in Latin America's terms of trade, giving the region attractive economic options that previously did not exist. Brazil and Chile count China now as their top export market; China is the second market for Argentina, Costa Rica, Cuba and Peru. If trends continue, China will soon displace the European Union as Latin America's second-largest trading partner after the United States.
***US/RUSSIA RELATIONS GOOD***
Relation Reduces Prolif

US Russian Relations restarts Nuclear Reductions talks, reducing proliferation

Barnes, ‘8 

(Joe, Bonner means baker fellow, “US- Russia Relations: Recommendations for the Next Administration”)

The Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) expires in 2009. This provides an occasion for negotiations aimed at further reduction in US and Russian arsenals. The sheer size of those arsenals- each capable of destroying much of the world – defies reason. Talks with Moscow could mark a first step toward an effort to reduce nuclear weapons worldwide. Whether this effort should include a formal endorsement of the zero nuclear weapons proposals of former Georgia Senator Sam Nunn, former Defense Secretary William Perry, and former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger is, perhaps, debateable. But, there is no doubt that the number of nuclear weapons worldwide exceeds any plausible strategic justification. A successor to START is a first and critical step in reducing their numbers.

Proliferation leads to nuclear war.

Utgoff 02, Deputy Director of Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of Institute for Defense Analysis

[Victor A., “Proliferation, Missile Defence and American Ambitions,” Survival, Summer, p. 87-90] bg

Further, the large number of states that became capable of building nuclear weapons over the years, but chose not to, can be reasonably well explained by the fact that most were formally allied with either the United States or the Soviet Union. Both these superpowers had strong nuclear forces and put great pressure on their allies not to build nuclear weapons. Since the Cold War, the US has retained all its allies. In addition, NATO has extended its protection to some of the previous allies of the Soviet Union and plans on taking in more. Nuclear proliferation by India and Pakistan, and proliferation programmes by North Korea, Iran and Iraq, all involve states in the opposite situation: all judged that they faced serious military opposition and had little prospect of establishing a reliable supporting alliance with a suitably strong, nuclear-armed state. What would await the world if strong protectors, especially the United States, were [was] no longer seen as willing to protect states from nuclear-backed aggression? At least a few additional states would begin to build their own nuclear weapons and the means to deliver them to distant targets, and these initiatives would spur increasing numbers of the world’s capable states to follow suit. Restraint would seem ever less necessary and ever more dangerous. Meanwhile, more states are becoming capable of building nuclear weapons and long-range missiles. Many, perhaps most, of the world’s states are becoming sufficiently wealthy, and the technology for building nuclear forces continues to improve and spread. Finally, it seems highly likely that at some point, halting proliferation will come to be seen as a lost cause and the restraints on it will disappear. Once that happens, the transition to a highly proliferated world would probably be very rapid. While some regions might be able to hold the line for a time, the threats posed by wildfire proliferation in most other areas could create pressures that would finally overcome all restraint. Many readers are probably willing to accept that nuclear proliferation is such a grave threat to world peace that every effort should be made to avoid it. However, every effort has not been made in the past, and we are talking about much more substantial efforts now. For new and substantially more burdensome efforts to be made to slow or stop nuclear proliferation, it needs to be established that the highly proliferated nuclear world that would sooner or later evolve without such efforts is not going to be acceptable. And, for many reasons, it is not. First, the dynamics of getting to a highly proliferated world could be very dangerous. Proliferating states will feel great pressures to obtain nuclear weapons and delivery systems before any potential opponent does. Those who succeed in outracing an opponent may consider preemptive nuclear war before the opponent becomes capable of nuclear retaliation. Those who lag behind might try to preempt their opponent’s nuclear programme or defeat the opponent using conventional forces. And those who feel threatened but are incapable of building nuclear weapons may still be able to join in this arms race by building other types of weapons of mass destruction, such as biological weapons. Second, as the world approaches complete proliferation, the hazards posed by nuclear weapons today will be magnified many times over. Fifty or more nations capable of launching nuclear weapons means that the risk of nuclear accidents that could cause serious damage not only to their own populations and environments, but those of others, is hugely increased. The chances of such weapons failing into the hands of renegade military units or terrorists is far greater, as is the number of nations carrying out hazardous manufacturing and storage activities. Worse still, in a highly proliferated world there would be more frequent opportunities for the use of nuclear weapons. And more frequent opportunities means shorter expected times between conflicts in which nuclear weapons get used, unless the probability of use at any opportunity is actually zero. To be sure, some theorists on nuclear deterrence appear to think that in any confrontation between two states known to have reliable nuclear capabilities, the probability of nuclear weapons being used is zero.’ These theorists think that such states will be so fearful of escalation to nuclear war that they would always avoid or terminate confrontations between them, short of even conventional war. They believe this to be true even if the two states have different cultures or leaders with very eccentric personalities. History and human nature, however, suggest that they are almost surely wrong. History includes instances in which states ‘known to possess nuclear weapons did engage in direct conventional conflict. China and Russia fought battles along their common border even after both had nuclear weapons. Moreover, logic suggests that if states with nuclear weapons always avoided conflict with one another, surely states without nuclear weapons would avoid conflict with states that had them. Again, history provides counter-examples Egypt attacked Israel in 1973 even though it saw Israel as a nuclear power at the time. Argentina invaded the Falkland Islands and fought Britain’s efforts to take them back, even though Britain had nuclear weapons. Those who claim that two states with reliable nuclear capabilities to devastate each other will not engage in conventional conflict risking nuclear war also assume that any leader from any culture would not choose suicide for his nation. But history provides unhappy examples of states whose leaders were ready to choose suicide for themselves and their fellow citizens. Hitler tried to impose a ‘victory or destruction’’ policy on his people as Nazi Germany was going down to defeat. And Japan’s war minister, during debates on how to respond to the American atomic bombing, suggested ‘Would it not be wondrous for the whole nation to be destroyed like a beautiful flower?” If leaders are willing to engage in conflict with nuclear-armed nations, use of nuclear weapons in any particular instance may not be likely, but its probability would still be dangerously significant. In particular, human nature suggests that the threat of retaliation with nuclear weapons is not a reliable guarantee against a disastrous first use of these weapons. While national leaders and their advisors everywhere are usually talented and experienced people, even their most important decisions cannot be counted on to be the product of well-informed and thorough assessments of all options from all relevant points of view. This is especially so when the stakes are so large as to defy assessment and there are substantial pressures to act quickly, as could be expected in intense and fast-moving crises between nuclear-armed states. Instead, like other human beings, national leaders can be seduced by wishful thinking. They can misinterpret the words or actions of opposing leaders. Their advisors may produce answers that they think the leader wants to hear, or coalesce around what they know is an inferior decision because the group urgently needs the confidence or the sharing of responsibility that results from settling on something. Moreover, leaders may not recognize clearly where their personal or party interests diverge from those of their citizens. Under great stress, human beings can lose their ability to think carefully. They can refuse to believe that the worst could really happen, oversimplify the problem at hand, think in terms of simplistic analogies and play hunches. The intuitive rules for how individuals should respond to insults or signs of weakness in an opponent may too readily suggest a rash course of action. Anger, fear, greed, ambition and pride can all lead to bad decisions. The desire for a decisive solution to the problem at hand may lead to an unnecessarily extreme course of action. We can almost hear the kinds of words that could flow from discussions in nuclear crises or war. ‘These people are not willing to die for this interest’. ‘No sane person would actually use such weapons’. ‘Perhaps the opponent will back down if we show him we mean business by demonstrating a willingness to use nuclear weapons’. ‘If I don’t hit them back really hard, I am going to be driven from office, if not killed’. Whether right or wrong, in the stressful atmosphere of a nuclear crisis or war, such words from others, or silently from within, might resonate too readily with a harried leader. Thus, both history and human nature suggest that nuclear deterrence can be expected to fail from time to time, and we are fortunate it has not happened yet. But the threat of nuclear war is not just a matter of a few weapons being used. It could get much worse. Once a conflict reaches the point where nuclear weapons are employed, the stresses felt by the leaderships would rise enormously. These stresses can be expected to further degrade their decision-making. The pressures to force the enemy to stop fighting or to surrender could argue for more forceful and decisive military action, which might be the right thing to do in the circumstances, but maybe not. And the horrors of the carnage already suffered may be seen as justification for visiting the most devastating punishment possible on the enemy.’ Again, history demonstrates how intense conflict can lead the combatants to escalate violence to the maximum possible levels. In the Second World War, early promises not to bomb cities soon gave way to essentially indiscriminate bombing of civilians. The war between Iran and Iraq during the 1980s led to the use of chemical weapons on both sides 
(UTGOFF CONTINUES…NO OMITS)

and exchanges of missiles against each other’s cities. And more recently, violence in the Middle East escalated in a few months from rocks and small arms to heavy weapons on one side, and from police actions to air strikes and armoured attacks on the other. Escalation of violence is also basic human nature. Once the violence starts, retaliatory exchanges of violent acts can escalate to levels unimagined by the participants before hand. Intense and blinding anger is a common response to fear or humiliation or abuse. And such anger can lead us to impose on our opponents whatever levels of violence are readily accessible. In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear ‘six-shooters’ on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations. This kind of world is in no nation’s interest. The means for preventing it must be pursued vigorously. And, as argued above, a most powerful way to prevent it or slow its emergence is to encourage the more capable states to provide reliable protection to others against aggression, even when that aggression could be backed with nuclear weapons. In other words, the world needs at least one state, preferably several, willing and able to play the role of sheriff, or to be members of a sheriff’s posse, even in the face of nuclear threats. 
Alliance Stops China Growth

US Russia Alliance stops China Growth

Graham, 08

(Thomas, “US- Russia Relations: Facing Reality Pragmatically”)
In the uncertain world, the United States and Russia are not strategic rivals, and neither poses a strategic threat to the other (despite some over wrought Russian rhetoric to the contrary), in contrast to the situation during the Cold War. Rather, they share a set of common strategic challenges. Russia, by virtue of its geographic location, and the United States, by virtue of its global role, must build new relationships with Europe that is expanding and deepening; they both must find a way to cope with the growing instability in the Middle East, the challenge to energy security that implies, and , at least for Russia, the threat that that instability will infect Russia’s southern reaches; and they both must manage relations with a rising China. In addition, both countries must deal with the dark side of globalization, and both have a keen interest in the role and effectiveness of the institutions of global governance, such as the United Nations, and the G-8, the World Bank, and the International Monetary Fund.
Relations Good

US Russia relations Good (Russia’s Neighbors)

Mohammed, 7/1

(Arshad, Reuters Reporter, “Clinton May Seek to ease worry about US-Russia Ties”, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE66010420100701) 
Clinton left on Thursday for Ukraine, Poland, Azerbaijan, Armenia and Georgia, making her first trip as the top U.S. diplomat to the countries, which all labored under Soviet domination for decades.

U.S. President Barack Obama's effort to "reset" relations with Russia has left lingering doubts in the region -- notably in Georgia -- that Washington may neglect their interests in the service of improved ties with Moscow.

U.S. officials deny this, arguing that better U.S.-Russian relations are good for Russia's neighbors and that countries should not have to choose between one or the other.

The Cold War came back with a vengeance this week when U.S. officials arrested 10 allegedRussian spies -- an eleventh was picked up in Cyprus -- but the United States and Russia said rolling up the alleged spy ring would not hurt their ties.

Clinton's trip -- over the July Fourth U.S. Independence Day holiday weekend -- may help counter regional concerns about the U.S.-Russian thaw, U.S. analysts and officials said.

"(She is) trying to roll back some of the damage that is perceived to have been done by the reset -- the idea that the United States has essentially abandoned its post-Soviet allies," said Matthew Rojansky, deputy director of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace Russia and Eurasia Program.

"Showing up there on the Fourth of July is not bad symbolism," he added, stressing he did not believe the Obama administration was giving short shrift to Russia's neighbors.

Relations Good For Econ

US Russian Relations Good (Econ)

Palmieri, 99

(Deborah A., Russian Commerce News, “NATO Expansion and its Implications for U.S.- Russian Relations”, http://www.russianamericanchamber.org/dap/pmsg_no297.html)

In this issue you will find a special focus on issues pertaining to the debate over NATO expansion and its implications for U.S.- Russian relations. You will also find analysis and discussion about the upcoming G-7 summit meeting in Denver and how Russia is expected to participate and define its objectives and priorities. What is striking is that when you step back to examine the meaning and context of both these sets of issues, what emerges is a picture of a curious dynamic at work.

On one hand, in the realm of economic cooperation and the development of business ties between the U.S. and Russia, a "full-speed ahead" mindset on both sides is driving the relationship forward in positive ways - encouraging investment and trade; promoting scientific and technological cooperation; encouraging Russian integration into the global economy by embracing Russia into major institutions - the IMF, WTO, OECD, G-7, etc. Earlier Cold War barriers that stymied commercial expansion - restrictive export controls, trade inhibiting legislation and social disapproval - have given way to the enthusiastic pursuit by American companies to explore Russia's business frontiers with an ever increasing degree of optimism, boldness and confidence.
***US/RUSSIA RELATIONS UNIQUENESS***
Relations Fail

US Russian relations will Fail
Kramer, 10

(David J., The Washington Quarterly, “Resetting US Russian relations: It takes Two”)

The problems Biden identified, in fact, make Russia’s leaders less, not more, likely to work with the United States on a whole host of issues. They are apt to deflect their population’s attention from the growing number of difficulties at home by shifting attention onto others, such as neighboring Georgia or Ukraine, or to clamp down even more against the slightest possible threats to their control inside Russia. That kind of Russia will be extremely difficult for the Obama administration to work with on issues such as Iran, missile defense, and the states along Russia’s borders. That kind of Russia will have fewer interests in common with the United States and expose a widening values gap between the two countries. Since Obama’s trip to Moscow, provocative visits to Abkhazia and South Ossetia by Medvedev and Putin respectively, Medvedev’s renewed threats to target Iskander missiles against the Czech Republic and Poland if U.S. missile defense plans move forward in those two countries, and the murders of human rights activists and charity heads in Chechnya have cast a shadow over the relationship. At the end of the day, Russia’s current leadership_corrupt, revisionist, and insecure as it is_will likely decide that perpetuating the image of the United States as a threat is more important to maintaining the Kremlin’s grip on power than a new, more positive chapter in U.S.—Russia relations.

Relation Will Work

US will work with Russia against Iran despite Spy Scandal

May, 6/30 2010
(Deirdre, reporter, “Will Russian Spy Scandal Upset US/Russian Relations?” , http://tothecenter.com/news.php?readmore=12974)

Washington was quick to announce that this weekend’s FBI crackdown on an alleged Russian spy ring would not be allowed to sour the United States’ relations with its former Cold War rival. In a press conference this Tuesday, White House spokesman Robert Gibbs praised the recent positive strides taken by the two countries towards building closer ties, citing new diplomatic gains as well as President Obama’s meeting with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev just last week. 
Gibbs stated, “I think we have made a new start to working together on things like the United Nations, dealing with North Korea and Iran… I do not think that this will affect those relations.”
A similar response was not so readily echoed in Moscow, perhaps due to the American government’s unwavering defense of the ongoing FBI investigation. The Russian Foreign Ministry immediately criticized the arrests as being “baseless and unseemly, ” and contended that the alleged spies “have not perpetrated any actions detrimental to the interests of the U.S.” 
Current Russian Prime Minister and former President Vladimir Putin also expressed some criticism of the United States’ actions during a meeting with former President Bill Clinton in Moscow. Putin, however, did speak optimistically on the whole: “I really expect that the positive that has been accumulated in the recent time in our international relations will not suffer and I also hope that those people who value the Russian-American relations understand this in today’s situation as well.”
To some U.S. intelligence experts, the results of the FBI’s investigation threatens to unearth buried hostilities between the two nations. Some point to the Russian spy ring as proof that Moscow had never fully relinquished aggressive espionage as a tool to use against the United States, while others argue that it is America that has not been able to let go of Cold War-era suspicions.
This scandal occurs at an exceptionally inconvenient time for the United States in light of recent events in world politics. The American administration has been actively seeking Russian support on a host of proposals, including sanctions aimed to curtail the nuclear ambitions of Iran. For this matter in particular, the U.S. would do very well to maintain a warm relationship with Russia.

Relations Will Fail

US Russia Relations are doomed to fail

Porter,  No Date

(Keith, former About.com guide, “The relationship of the United States with Russia”, http://usforeignpolicy.about.com/od/countryprofile1/p/usrussia.htm)
The United States and Russia have still found plenty over which to clash. The United States has pushed hard for further political and economic reforms in Russia, while Russia bristles at what they see as meddling in internal affairs. The United States and it allies in NATOhave invited new, former Soviet, nations to join the alliance in the face of deep Russian opposition. Russia and the United States have clashed over how best to settle the final status of Kosovo and how to treat Iran's efforts to gain nuclear weapons. Most recently, Russia's military action in Georgia highlighted the rift in U.S.-Russian relations.
No Trust

The US and Russia cannot trust each other its in their DNA

Watanabe, ‘10

(Tsuneo, Director of policy research and Senior Fellow at The Tokyo Fondation, “The Need for Japan-US Cooperation in Dealing with Russia”, http://www.tokyofoundation.org/en/series/eurasia-information-network/the-need-for-japan-us-cooperation-in-dealing-with-russia)
In the first panel discussion the respective participants from Japan and the United States presented and exchanged views on the topic “US-Russian Relations: Impact on Asia.” The discussion focused on whether or not the Barack Obama administration, which took power in 2009, was succeeding with a diplomatic experiment designed to “reset,” and thereby improve,relations with Russia. The American participants shared the view that the United States andRussia remain in a state of mutual mistrust, and they were doubtful that the relationship would actually be “reset.” The mistrust and hostility regarding the absence of democracy in Russiaopenly seen among the neocons in the Bush administration were cited as a form of “DNA” that commonly pervades American diplomatic policy and was also evident in the actions of the Clinton administration. The existence of this diplomatic DNA was reconfirmed on the occasion ofRussia’s invasion of the Republic of Georgia in the summer of 2008. In addition, the American participants expressed the view that while the United States hopes to enlist Russia’s cooperation in the effort to dissuade Iran from developing a nuclear capability, Russia seems amenable to having Iran maintain its current state of development and is thus viewed as taking a position contrary to that of the United States. The panelists cited several key factors governing futurerelations between the United States and Russia: President Obama’s cancelling of the deployment of a missile defense system in Eastern Europe, negotiations on a treaty to succeed the first Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START1), and progress in preventing Iran from developing a nuclear capability.

Russia Will Not Ally With China

The Russians will not ally themselves with China as tensions increase

Watanabe, ‘10

(Tsuneo, Director of policy research and Senior Fellow at The Tokyo Fondation, “The Need for Japan-US Cooperation in Dealing with Russia”, http://www.tokyofoundation.org/en/series/eurasia-information-network/the-need-for-japan-us-cooperation-in-dealing-with-russia
The second panel discussion was devoted to the topic “The Changing East Asian Security Environment: China and Russia.” The American panelists noted that a wave of so-called color revolutions beginning around 2000 has helped democratize countries in Eastern Europe and Central Asia, including Ukraine, Georgia, and Kyrgyzstan, and that China and Russia, feeling increasingly threatened by these developments, have strengthened their relationship. The Sino-Russian honeymoon extended to activities such as the holding of large-scale military exercises under the auspices of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization. The Japanese panelists pointed out, however, that Russia has recently become very wary of China’s rising influence and that, among other things, the 2009 SCO exercises were conducted in a relatively low-key manner. Asked whether China and Russia are rivals or partners, the American experts asserted that they are both. They also suggested that there is little likelihood of China and Russiaforming the sort of alliance that exists between Japan and the United States. On the contrary, they asserted, Japan and the United States should not underestimate Russian anxiety regarding China and should be mindful of tensions between those nations.

US Will Work With China
US will continue to work with Russia despite Spy Scandal

Yenikeev, 7/1 2010

(Victor, Moscow Times, “Spy row must not obstruct Russia-US ties”, http://english.ruvr.ru/2010/07/01/11190728.html)
The United States will further strenghten ties with Russia despite the “spy scandal”. A statement to that effect was made by State Department spokesman Phillip Crowley as he addressed a briefing in Washington. He also ruled out expulsion of Russian diplomats.

Russia hopes that the recent scandal will not affect the “reset” of Russian-US relations. Prime Minister Vladimir Putin made a point of it as he talked in Moscow with former US President Bill Clinton.  

Spy scandals have tarnished Russia-US and Russia-UK relations before. At some points, passions were running high between the US and Israel, the US and China and even between NATO allies.   

What makes the recent spy story different is that it was reported shortly after the Russian president’s visit to the US and might have been a well-planned provocation. Former National Security adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski sees the incident as “ridiculous” because of the small scale of suspected espionage activities. It looks like in ten years of meticulous and costly operations the US security services have dug up nothing to charge the suspected Russian spies with. Even the intercepting of telephone talks and computer messages and the search of their flats produced nothing.    

For this reason, the suspects are faced with no spying charges. Instead, they are accused of conspiracy to act as agents and of conspiracy to participate in money-laundering schemes. The prosecution can provide no proof that the group passed on classified information thereby inflicting damage on US national security. ‘The New York Times’ and ‘Fox News’ believe that the data the Russians have been accused of collecting are available to any Internet user. And there is no substantiated evidence to prove that these people were working for Russia. They could have been working for themselves, or an organization. Though the scandal is definitely a big one, it is hardly a “spy” scandal. What is encouraging is that this time Russia is not playing tit for tat or eye for eye, as it did before.  

Relations Will Fail - NATO

US Russia Relations will fail (NATO)

Palmieri, 99

(Deborah A., Russian Commerce News, “NATO Expansion and its Implications for U.S.- Russian Relations”, http://www.russianamericanchamber.org/dap/pmsg_no297.html)

But on the other hand, in the realm of military affairs, particularly with a focal point on the traditional NATO alliance system, trouble is brewing. The U.S. has taken the lead to promote the expansion of NATO to include former Warsaw Treaty Organization (WTO) countries of Eastern Europe, particularly Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic for starters. Russia has cried out in alarm over the move, with a range of responses from ultra-nationalists, who threaten dire results, to more moderates, who don't like it, but will push for the best positioning of Russian border and national security interests in the context of the new system.

Americans tend to forget what a thorn NATO is with Russians. The Soviets have long viewed it as a primary instrument of American domination rooted in Cold War conflict between East and West. [NATO was formed in April 1949 as a defensive alliance against what were perceived to be offensive expansionist moves by the Soviet Union.] Russians today have a high degree of anxiety over NATO's future. They don't want to be locked out of a Western security regime; they don't want to be perceived as an outcast or pariah. They crave legitimacy and recognition as a serious global player whose first order of preference is a balance of power alignment with the West. But they want such an alignment on their own terms and certainly based on agreements that don't go counter to their own national security. If that's not possible, it's not inconceivable that they'll shift their loyalties elsewhere (e.g. China or select Third World nations). We need to fully comprehend how disruptive the NATO issue can potentially be to our cooperative relations with Russia. We should start asking probing questions about the meaning and purpose of NATO expansion. Do we view Russia as a partner or adversary as we move into the 21st century? Do we fear a Russian variant of revanchism - a future resurgence of Russia's military might directed against our security interests? How do we want to develop a long-term partnership in realms of business and economics, politics and foreign policy and security and military affairs? One thing is for sure. We cannot move ahead with significant economic cooperation and at the same time engage in conflict over international security issues. History teaches us that the root of the Cold War in its very essence was a fundamental conflict between incompatible concepts of national security. Remember the types of issues that fueled the Cold War, even following a remarkable period of Soviet-Allied wartime cooperation against the fascists? Over the time span 1945-1953, those issues were primarily military-related disagreements, e.g. the formation and expansion of NATO, the Truman Doctrine, the disposition of nuclear weapons and disarmament issues, the Baruch Plan, the Berlin Blockade, the outbreak of war in Korea and so on.
Disagreements over mainly military, but also political, issues resulted in the absence of any semblance of normal economic ties between the Soviet Union and the West until the mid-seventies. They caused the disruption of business dealings that had developed during the 1920s and 1930s with companies including Ford Motor, General Electric, Westinghouse Electric, U.S. Steel and DuPont in areas like the acquisition of licenses and technical assistance, and equipment delivery. Such U.S. equipment and technical assistance was instrumental then in building the Gorki Auto Park, the Stalingrad Tractor Plant, the Yaroslavl Plant and many others. But then, minimal trade, investment and joint venture activity between the U.S. and Soviet Union followed as a result of the Cold War, with a host of anti-Soviet trade barriers erected in this country and exclusion of the U.S.S.R. from key international economic institutions, e.g. the Bretton Woods system and GATT. Isolation, autarky and non-participation were the norm for the almost non-existent involvement of the Soviet Union in the global economy from 1945 to the 1980s.

The opening of business ties that we have witnessed in the nineties cannot be taken for granted. The potential exists that disruption can take place and companies could experience investment loss due to political events beyond their control. Conflict and confrontation over NATO expansion, if that is the direction the debate and outcome will take, will absolutely and in significant ways erode gains that have been made in business cooperation. It could thwart the investment process significantly.

(continued on page 30)

Relations of cooperation and integration between the West and Russia must proceed on all fronts if indeed we genuinely perceive Russia as a partner and not an adversary. If instead we perceive Russia as an adversary, whose aims, objectives and motives are simply an extension of old Soviet imperialism and expansionist tendencies, then we will doggedly and indiscreetly plunge ahead doing our thing with NATO regardless of what the Russians think or feel, and despite the direct or indirect, intended or non-intended consequences such actions will cause. There will be guaranteed negative business impacts if this route is followed.

The American business community cannot leave the debate over NATO expansion to the military generals. Our vested interests are high enough so that business people who have staked their money and investments in Russia must have input on an issue that easily constitutes the number one political risk factor that could potentially negatively impact U.S. trade and investment flows with Russia.

A no-win for Russia on NATO is a no-win for American business interests in that marketplace. A first step companies should take is becoming educated on the NATO debate and its importance and seriousness, and then becoming actively involved in the national debate.
Relations Are Not Zero Sum
US Russian Relations is no longer a zero-sum game

Mohammed, 7/1

(Arshad, Reuters Reporter, “Clinton May Seek to ease worry about US-Russia Ties”, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE66010420100701) 
NO 'ZERO-SUM' GAME

"We want to get beyond the notion that European diplomacy and security is a zero-sum game and that countries in Central Europe need to choose whether they're going to be pro-Russian or pro-American," Philip Gordon, assistant secretary of state for European and Eurasian Affairs, told reporters this week.

"The better relationship with Russia does not come at the expense of our relationship with sovereign, independent countries that are near Russia," he said. "This is going to be an opportunity ... to reiterate and demonstrate that."

Clinton begins her trip in Kiev, where on Friday she will meet new Ukrainian President Viktor Yanukovich, who took office on February 25 and quickly fulfilled many pre-election predictions that he would tilt Ukraine back toward its old Soviet master.

Under Yanukovich, Ukraine has approved allowing the Russian Black Sea Fleet to maintain its base in Crimea until 2042 and has abandoned the aim of joining NATO, a goal championed by his pro-Western predecessor Viktor Yushchenko.

Yanukovich has said he plans to steer Ukraine along a middle path between Russia and Europe, improving ties with Moscow while bringing his nation into the European mainstream.

"One of the things that I hope the secretary does when she is in Kiev is say, 'look, from the outside it looks like you have leaned rather dramatically toward Russia,'" said Steven Pifer, an analyst at the Brookings Institution think tank.

"'If in fact you are interested in a more balanced relationship, you might want to pay some more attention to your relations with the United States and with Europe,'" Pifer, a former U.S. ambassador to Ukraine, added.

Clinton stops in Krakow, Poland, on Saturday for a gathering of the Community of Democracies, a group that promotes democratic norms, and then visits Azerbaijan and Armenia, which have long sparred over Azerbaijan's breakaway Nagorno-Karabakh region.

Relations No Longer Hindered By Georgia

US Russian Relations Are no longer Hindered by the Georgia Conflicts

Mohammed, 7/1

(Arshad, Reuters Reporter, “Clinton May Seek to ease worry about US-Russia Ties”, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE66010420100701) 
VIOLENCE NEAR NAGORNO-KARABAKH

On June 18, four ethnic Armenian troops and an Azeri soldier died in an exchange of fire near Nagorno-Karabakh, a small mountainous region under the control of ethnic Armenians who fought a six-year separatist war with support from Armenia.

"Nobody can take stability for granted when you have an armed standoff," Gordon, the U.S. diplomat, said, adding Clinton would try to promote a resolution to the conflict.

She ends the trip on Monday in Georgia for meetings with President Mikheil Saakashvili, who enjoyed warm relations with the Bush administration that seem to have cooled under Obama.

In a five-day war in August 2008, Russia crushed a Georgian assault on the breakaway region of South Ossetia launched after days of clashes between Georgian and rebel forces and years of growing tensions between Moscow and Tbilisi.

Russia's war against Georgia caused the worst rift with the West since the fall of the Soviet Union in 1991. It also led some U.S. officials to question Saakashvili's judgment and the wisdom of his warm embrace by the Bush administration.

"Georgia had an exaggerated role in U.S. policy under the previous administration," said Thomas de Waal, Caucasus expert at the Carnegie Endowment. "It is, after all, a small country that's not, at the end of the day, a vital U.S. interest so I think there had to be a recalibration at some point."

(Editing by Sandra Maler and Vicki Allen)
Relations Fail, No Trust

Relations fail, Russia doesn’t trust the West

Kramer, 10

(David J., The Washington Quarterly, “Resetting US Russian relations: It takes Two”)

Instead of looking in the mirror to see the cause of their problems, Russian

leaders see threats everywhere. If it isn’t the United States or NATO posing

threats in the region, it is the EU, which came under attack for its innocuous

Eastern Partnership initiative unveiled in May 2009 involving Armenia,

Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Moldova, and Ukraine.13 The foreign ministry

of Russia, reflecting its zero-sum approach to the region, criticized the Eastern

Partnership, which is designed to deepen the EU’s relations with these countries

in areas of trade, travel, and good governance,14 as an effort to lure these

countries away from Russia. Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov voiced his doubts

about EU intentions, asking during a visit to Brussels on May 22, 2009: ‘‘Is it

about pulling countries (away) from the decisions that they are supposed to take

freely?’’15 Pursuit of closer ties with the West, in turn, will only reinforce Russian

paranoia, leading to a dangerous circular effect. This will heighten the tensions

not only between Russia and the United States but also between Russia and its

neighbors.

Russia Econ Hurts Alliance

Russia’s economic problems will hurt its allies

Kramer, 10

(David J., The Washington Quarterly, “Resetting US Russian relations: It takes Two”)
Russia’s economic troubles_the World Bank predicts that gross domestic

product will decline 7.9 percent this year,36 while unemployment was measured

at 6.2 million people or 8.1 percent of the economically active population at the

end of August, according to official Russian statistics37_are compounded by its

continued dependence on the export of raw materials, such as energy and metals,

leaving it vulnerable to outside factors beyond its control. Medvedev has

criticized his government for this situation.38 In fact, the most damning

indictments of Russia’s current state of affairs came from Medvedev himself, in

an article he wrote and posted on Gazeta.ru website. ‘‘So, an inefficient

economy, a semi-Soviet social sphere, an immature democracy, negative

demographic trends, an unstable Caucasus,’’ Medvedev writes, ‘‘These are very

big problems even for such a state as Russia.’’39

Russia Doesn’t Trust

Medvedev Doesn’t Trust the US

Kramer, 10

(David J., The Washington Quarterly, “Resetting US Russian relations: It takes Two”)
Hopes that things would change for the better under a Medvedev presidency

have proven to be wishful thinking. More than a year into the job as president,

Medvedev has acquired a reputation in some circles as being more liberal than

Putin, partly because he is not from the KGB, unlike his predecessor. He also

likes to talk about his background as a lawyer (Putin has a law degree as well). At

the same time, it is important to remember that Medvedev has ridden on Putin’s

coattails for nearly 18 years, served under him in senior positions in the Kremlin,

and completely owes his current position as president to Putin’s endorsement of

his candidacy in December 2007. (Had Putin endorsed Sergei Ivanov that day,

Ivanov would likely be president of Russia today). Medvedev was in the Kremlin

and head of Gazprom while Khodorkovsky was being persecuted and his Yukos

company was being dismantled and sold off, and Russia’s invasion of Georgia in

August 2008 occurred with Medvedev in the president’s seat (with Putin

arguably calling the shots). Even Medvedev’s September 10, 2009 critique in

Gazeta.ru of the handling of Russia’s economic policy over the years suffers from

the fact that Medvedev himself was in a senior position of power during that

time, not simply sitting on the sidelines or in the opposition.

Relation Has Potential

US Russian Relations has potential 

Rfel.org, 09

(Radio Free Europe Radio Liberty, “Wexler: ‘American-Russian Relations Are not A zero-Sum Game’”, http://www.rferl.org/content/Wexler_AmericanRussian_Relations_Are_Not_A_ZeroSum_Game/1765862.html)
U.S. Congressman Robert Wexler (Democrat, Florida) was in the Czech Republic this week to attend an international conference on the assets of Holocaust victims. During his time in the Czech capital, Prague, Wexler visited RFE/RL's headquarters, where he sat down for a broad-ranging interview with correspondent Gregory Feifer. RFE/RL: U.S. President Barack Obama travels to Russia in about a week, and I wanted to ask you about an issue that many believe is at the center of Moscow's relationship with Washington, and that is Georgia. Washington and the rest of the world say they do not recognize spheres of influence, and yet Russia says there are new realities on the ground. As I'm sure you know, Russia has started major military exercises near Georgia's northern border. At the same time, Russia is barring international observers from the conflict area. And yet last Saturday, there was a meeting of the NATO-Russia Council to re-launch NATO's formal ties with Russia. Is NATO sacrificing its ideals on Georgia? Robert Wexler: I don't think it's a question of sacrificing ideals, and I would beg to differ a little bit with the predicate of the question. Georgia is an essentially important aspect of American-Georgian relations, and obviously it is important in the context of American-Russian relations, as well. But President Obama is traveling to Russia, I believe, for the purpose of improving the relations between the United States and Russia on a whole host of issues. Yes, Georgia is essentially important, and we do want to make certain that Russia does not overstep the bounds in which Georgian sovereignty and the like are going to be further compromised. But American-Russian relations are complex on a whole host of fronts. Russia plays an incredibly important role with respect to the opportunity to engage with the Iranian regime regarding its nuclear program. Russia announced that they hoped to host a Middle East conference. Russia's an important player -- possibly -- in Israeli-Palestinian, Israeli-Arab negotiations, should they happen. Energy issues -- American-Russian bilateral relations are very important in terms of energy security. A whole host of issues that will be negotiated over the next several months regarding nuclear weapons between the United States and Russia, whether we will be able to control the numbers of nuclear weapons. In fact, there really isn't an issue that is important to the national security interests of the United States, as well as Russia, in which improved relations between the United States and Russia would not benefit both countries. In terms of NATO, I think that NATO has an essential role to play in terms of helping to resolve the tension between Georgia and Russia. And I also think that there are positive signs in terms of the discussion that is beginning between the United States and Russia. For instance, not too long ago, the question of a missile-defense program in the Czech Republic and Poland was an issue of great divide between the United States and Russia. And it still may be an issue of divide, but now there are discussions, I think, in earnest on whether or not there is a role for Russia to participate in such an antimissile program.
So the discussion went from sporadic cooperation and, too often, confrontation between the United States and Russia, now to a discussion on how best can America and Russia cooperate together on a whole variety of issues -- one, of course, which is of urgent importance is the situation in Georgia.

RFE/RL: Another issue that's on the top of the agenda is nuclear arms reduction. This is an issue Washington has picked openly, stating that because Russia wants a deal, too, this is the best way to move forward in improving relations. And yet many believe that Russia's motive is to amplify its own role on the world stage, and that an agreement in any case may be very difficult. One of the main issues is that Russia is linking the U.S. missile-defense system to a nuclear arms deal. How optimistic are you that an arms deal is possible by the stated deadline of December? And is it the right strategy? Will going down this route make Washington able to increase its leverage over Russia? Wexler: I don't think it's a question necessarily of America increasing its leverage by virtue of using the nuclear talks in that regard. But what I think is at stake is a safer world in which, with the technology that has been advanced, can the United States and Russia provide the same nuclear umbrella with the same degree of national-security benefit with a smaller, more efficient nuclear force? And the answer is an unqualified yes. So in that the national security experts in both countries believe it is in each individual country's best interest to negotiate a smaller, more efficient nuclear force, then I believe it is likely to occur. Whether it will happen on the precise time-frame of the end of the year, I don't know, but it is clearly something that both nations have identified as being important to the national security interest of each nation. And you know what? We've had several years of difficult, rocky, tumultuous relations between the United States and Russia. This is a very important issue. If we can get off on a positive start on this issue, what I think it also suggests is that on other issues where there are differences of view, that if we can succeed with respect to nuclear disarmament talks, then that positive attitude can then present better opportunities on thornier issues, whether it be on the broader issue of antimissile defense, whether it be on stopping Iran's nuclear program, whether it be energy security, whether it be Georgia, whether it be in the future, NATO enlargement or NATO's role in certain areas -- all of these issues can hopefully be better addressed with a greater degree of trust than has been the case over the last several years. RFE/RL: Now Iran. You were an adviser on the Middle East for the Obama pre-election presidential campaign. I wanted to ask you about the fact that President Obama has been criticized for initially not coming down hard enough on Iran's crackdown on the opposition since the June 12 elections in Iran. Do you think that Washington is aware that in places such as Russia, that was seen as a sign of weakness? Wexler: I believe that President Obama had just the right degree of soberness and critical analysis and restraint. I don't believe it would have been in the interest of those in Iran that are seeking change, that are seeking greater human rights, to allow the parties in Iran who have denied those rights over the years to provide an excuse -- being the overreaching of an American president. President Obama spoke quite sternly over the last several days in terms of identifying the problems and the chaos as a result of what appears to be an election that is fraudulent in many respects. But this is an Iranian moment. It is not necessarily an American moment. It's an Iranian moment where the Iranian people have to determine their future, their fate. Do we, the United States, have an obligation to support those in Iran that seek greater freedoms, that seek greater human rights? Of course we do. And President Obama has done that in very direct and unequivocal terms.
But no one should be naive as to think if President Obama in some way stood and beat his hands on his chest more, that somehow there would be greater freedom in Iran, or that somehow the clerical forces in 
. Better relations with Russia, if they amount to greater cooperation for the purpose of thwarting Iran's nuclear program, will benefit all of our allies across the world. Better relations with Russia, if they were to occur, should help our allies in the Czech Republic and Poland because maybe at that point employing an antimissile defense program will be far more cooperative rather than confrontational.

And so a zero-sum analysis just does not apply. And, in part, that is one of President Obama's overall foreign policy messages: The analysis of the past doesn't necessarily have to always mean that the same analysis applies in the future. And the idea that talking with people, or the idea that discussing with people that may be your political opponents, or in fact your enemies, in any way indicates anything other than strength is what President Obama is talking about. It does not mean weakness. Refusing to talk to your opponents is not an indicator of strength. Just the opposite.
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