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***Japan***
FYI

The Okinawa CP is obviously supposed to be supplemented with a Kan Bad DA, but those are pretty sketchy as of now, four days before the Japanese midterms.  We’ll hopefully have one out soon.
North Korea Answers

The US and Japan are urging China to pressure North Korea now

RTHK 6-28-10 [“US, Japan urge China to condemn N Korea,” http://www.rthk.org.hk/rthk/news/englishnews/20100628/news_20100628_56_679262.htm]

President Obama says he's had what he called "blunt talks" with President Hu Jintao on the issue of the sinking -- allegedly by North Korea -- of a South Korean warship in March. The United States has been urging China to support a resolution in the UN Security Council condemning North Korea. Mr Obama said China must not show "willful blindness" towards its neighbour. Meanwhile, Japanese Prime Minister Naoto Kan said he also asked President Hu Jintao in talks in Toronto to condemn North Korea for the alleged sinking. Citing a G8 summit declaration Saturday condemning the attack that left 46 people dead, Mr Kan said he "encouraged China to move in a similar direction," pointing out to Mr Hu that Beijing's condemnation was "necessary." 

And, Chinese influence can’t solve- Asian countries won’t accept Chinese soft power

Chellaney ’09 [Brahma, professor of strategic studies at the privately funded Center for Policy Research in New Delhi, “Growing challenges to Asian stability: Caught between China and the U.S., regional powers face tough strategic choices,” Jan. 1, http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/eo20090101a3.html]

China, according to the National Intelligence Council, is "poised to have more impact on the world over the next 20 years than any other country." China's ascent, however, is dividing Asia, not bringing Asian states closer. Economic powerhouse Japan — whose economy is larger than that of China, India and Russia combined — is intent on shoring up its security and ensuring that Beijing does not call the shots in East Asia. Japan is set to reassert itself in world affairs by shedding decades of pacifism anchored in a U.S.-imposed Constitution. 
Asian Stability Answers

Alt causes to Asian instability- poverty, nationalism, refugee flows and resource scarcity
Chellaney ’09 [Brahma, professor of strategic studies at the privately funded Center for Policy Research in New Delhi, “Growing challenges to Asian stability: Caught between China and the U.S., regional powers face tough strategic choices,” Jan. 1, http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/eo20090101a3.html]

With the story of endemic poverty turning into a tale of spreading prosperity, today's Asian drama is very different. Even so, Asia faces major challenges. It has to cope with entrenched territorial and maritime disputes, sharpening competition over scarce resources, improved military capabilities, increasingly fervent nationalism and the spread of religious extremism. Diverse transborder trends — from nuclear proliferation and terrorism to illicit refugee flows and human trafficking — add to the challenges. But Asia is also becoming more interdependent through trade, investment, technology and tourism. The economic renaissance has been accompanied by a growing international recognition of Asia's soft power as symbolized by its arts, fashion and cuisine. 
US-Japan Relations Answers

Alt causes to relations- China rise, US terrorism list and F-22s
Chellaney ’09 [Brahma, professor of strategic studies at the privately funded Center for Policy Research in New Delhi, “Growing challenges to Asian stability: Caught between China and the U.S., regional powers face tough strategic choices,” Jan. 1, http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/eo20090101a3.html]

While South Korea's importance in the U.S.-led hub-and-spoke alliance system will continue to decline, doubts are bound to grow in Japan and Taiwan over the reliability of Washington's commitment to their security. In the near term, rising Chinese assertiveness has had the unintended effect of persuading Japan to jettison its doubts about U.S. security commitments and to reinvigorate its military relationship with Washington. In the long run, however, Tokyo is unlikely to remain comfortable with its security dependency on the U.S. Some recent U.S. actions — including the failure to consult with Tokyo before removing North Korea from the U.S. list of terrorism-sponsoring states and the refusal to sell Japan the next-generation F-22 Raptor fighter jets — are likely to sow further doubts among the Japanese. 

Japan-South Korea Relations Answers

Japan-South Korean relations are high- North Korean ships

Kyodo News International 6-26-10 “2ND LD: Japan, S. Korea agree to work closely over N. Korea ship sinking,” http://newsystocks.com/news/3567333]

Japan and South Korea agreed Saturday to continue their cooperation in dealing with North Korea at the U.N. Security Council over the sinking of a South Korean warship, allegedly by a North Korea torpedo, when their leaders met on the fringes of a Group of 20 summit meeting, a Japanese official said. Japanese Prime Minister Naoto Kan and South Korean President Lee Myung Bak reached an agreement that Tokyo and Seoul, as well as the United States, should closely coordinate their response in the U.N. council, the official said. At the outset of their meeting, Kan described the fatal sinking of the naval vessel Cheonan as ''intolerable'' and told Lee that such an act ''poses a threat to peace and security in the region.'' Lee expressed gratitude for the proactive support from Tokyo, as well as the United States, in addressing the problem.  Lee also thanked Kan for playing a leading role in drafting a Group of Eight statement condemning North Korea's act. The document was released Saturday following the G-8 summit held in the Canadian resort town of Huntsville on Friday and Saturday. Kan told Lee that he was pleased to find that leaders from Britain, Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Russia and the United States agreed on the statement reflecting the strong remarks that the Japanese prime minister made in a speech at the discussions on Saturday morning, the official said. Kan, who took office earlier this month following the abrupt resignation of his predecessor Yukio Hatoyama, also told Lee that he hopes to build future-oriented relations with South Korea, while looking back on the past. ''This year marks an important year in Japan-South Korea relations,'' Kan was quoted by the official as telling Lee. ''I will not turn my eyes away from the past and...I would like to build a friendly relationship by giving thought to bilateral ties for the next 100 years.'' Lee noted that it is important for the two Asian neighbors to move toward the future while reflecting on the past, the official said. During the 35-minute talks, Kan also expressed hope for an early resumption of the suspended preliminary talks on a free trade accord between the two countries. 
Japan Rearm DA 1NC

A. Uniqueness- the US is reaffirming its security commitments to Japan now
Greene 6-13-10 [Michael, senior advisor and Japan chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and associate professor at Georgetown University, “Mr. Kan Can Fix U.S.-Japan Ties,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703433704575303592164774492.html?mod=wsj_india_main]

Mr. Hatoyama's successor, Naoto Kan, has virtually no track record on foreign- and security-policy, but he appears keen to fix these mistakes. In his first week, he called the U.S.-Japan alliance the cornerstone of Japanese foreign policy; pledged to follow through on building the replacement for the Futenma air base; cancelled a trip to the Shanghai Expo so that he can meet President Obama before going to China; and presented plans at the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation trade-ministers' summit for a Pacific free-trade area that includes the U.S. Even more encouraging, Mr. Kan has weakened the influence of Mr. Ozawa and shifted the party's center of gravity toward national-security realists associated with Land and Transport Minister Seiji Maehara. These are all positive signs, yet some American pundits still charge that the Obama administration undercut Mr. Hatoyama and will now reap the vengeance of the Japanese people. Not quite: Washington exhibited as much "strategic patience" with the DPJ government as it could without jeopardizing the prospects for finding a realistic alternative to the troop realignments on Okinawa. Across the board, the Japanese media have put the blame for the deteriorating bilateral relationship squarely on the Hatoyama government. Meanwhile, public opinion polls about the alliance and the U.S. held steady while Mr. Hatoyama's support collapsed to less than 20%. The greater problem now is that the Obama administration might breathe a sigh of relief at Mr. Kan's rise to power and slip into complacent auto-pilot mode on bilateral relations. 
B. Link-
Troop presence is key- it’s the only way Japan views the alliance as “give and take”- otherwise they’ll cave to their worst fears and proliferate

Daisaku ‘09 [Sakaguchi,  Research Fellow, 2nd Research Office, Research Department at the National Institute for Defense Studies (NIDS); Lieutenant Colonel, JGSDF, “The Realignment of U.S. Forces in Japan and its Impact on the Interdependent Relationship between Japan and the U.S.” http://www.nids.go.jp/english/publication/kiyo/pdf/2009/bulletin_e2009_3.pdf]

What sort of changes will a realignment of U.S. forces in Japan that reduces Japan’s burden bring to the structure of the Japan-U.S. Alliance? The U.S. has found significance in its alliance with Japan as a result of having bases and stationing costs provided by Japan. The value of Japan’s geopolitical position and the bases that are located there is high; Japan assumes a vital role in the U.S.’ Asia strategy. At the same time, Japan receives a nuclear umbrella from the U.S. and is heavily reliant on the U.S. on the security front in terms of deterring and defending against threats. In particular, the reason why this awareness has been instilled in Japanese people is said to lie in the Standard Defense Force Concept that has been adopted as the basis for Japan’s defense policy. Some have observed that while the Standard Defense Force Concept sought to limit defense capability out of domestic considerations – namely, budget and public opinion – it ended up increasing the importance of the Japan-U.S. security relationship and as a result formed an “incentive to become dependent on the U.S.”23 Nevertheless, it can be said that Japan and the U.S. have a mutually dependent relationship in their security structure that is based on their alliance. And as a result, even if Japan came up for criticism from the U.S. regarding how it was contributing to the alliance, as long as the U.S. requires Japan’s bases and its support with stationing costs, labor, technology and so on, the U.S. possesses the weakness of having to depend on Japan and this is conversely Japan’s strength. At the same time, in its alliance relationship with the U.S., Japan has a constant “fear of being swallowed up” as well as a “fear of being discarded,”24 and it cannot be denied that this fear of being discarded that arises from the alliance dilemma has exerted considerable influence on Japan’s buildup of defense capabilities. 
Japan Rearm DA 1NC
C. Impacts- 

1. Confidence in the US nuclear umbrella is critical to prevent Japanese proliferation, which risks a cascade of proliferation and shatters the NPT
Richard Halloran, 5/27/2009 (http://www.taipeitimes.com/News/editorials/archives/2009/05/27/2003444613)

When the new US ambassador to Japan, John Roos, steps off the airplane in Tokyo, the first thing he might want to do is to reassure the Japanese people in public and the Japanese government in private that the US intends to fulfill its commitments to Japan’s security, particularly with its nuclear umbrella.  That obligation, rooted in a security treaty and US policy for decades, calls for the US to retaliate against an aggressor mounting a nuclear attack on Japan. That pledge has increasingly come into question as Japanese political leaders, defense analysts, and news commentators have wondered whether Washington, and notably US President Barack Obama, can be trusted with the nuclear defense of Japan.  Moreover, mutterings of Japanese distrust of the US’ extended deterrence, as the nuclear umbrella is known, have coursed through a skeptical underground discussion. Said a Japanese academic: “There are a lot of Gaullists in disguise in Japan.”  Japanese diplomat, Yukio Satoh, a onetime ambassador to the UN, wrote recently “extended nuclear deterrence will continue to be Japan’s only strategic option to neutralize potential or conceivable nuclear and other strategic threats.” Thus, Satoh wrote, “the Japanese have been more concerned about the credibility of the American commitment.”  DETERRENCE  That anxiety has reinvigorated a debate about whether Japan should acquire a nuclear deterrent of its own and reduce its reliance on the US. Japan has the technology, finances, industrial capacity and skilled personnel to build a nuclear force, although it would be costly and take many years.  The consequences of that decision would be earthshaking. It would likely cause opponents to riot in the streets and could bring down a government. South Korea, having sought at least once to acquire nuclear weapons, would almost certainly do so. Any hope of dissuading North Korea from building a nuclear force would disappear. China would redouble its nuclear programs.  And for the only nation ever to experience atomic bombing to acquire nuclear arms would surely shatter the already fragile international nuclear non-proliferation regime.

2. Proliferation causes extinction

Taylor '02 (Stuart Jr., Senior Writer with the National Journal and contributing editor at Newsweek, Legai Times, September 16, L/N)
The truth is, no matter what we do about Iraq, if we don't stop proliferation another five or ten potentially unstable nations may go nuclear before long, making it ever more likely that one or more bombs will be set off on our soil by terrorists or terrorist governments. Even an airtight missile defense will be useless against a nuke hidden in a truck, a shipping container, or a boat. Unless we get serious about stopping proliferation, we are headed for "a world filled with nuclear-weapons states where every crisis threatens to go nuclear," where "the survival of civilization truly is in question from day to day," and where "it would be impossible to keep these weapons out of the hands of terrorists, religious cults, and criminal organizations," So writes Ambassador Thomas Graham Jr., a moderate Republican who served as a career arms-controller under six presidents and led the successful Clinton administration effort to extend the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.
Japan Rearm DA- Uniqueness

The US and Japan are reaffirming their security alliance now

McAvoy 6-9-10 [Audrey, staff writer for the Associated Press, “US, Japan navy leaders discuss security alliance,” http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5iVfVgou5j4mVsh8ov00oW_hM9o4wD9G84QDG1]
The commanders of the U.S. and Japanese navies met Wednesday to discuss the 50th anniversary of their security alliance and its importance to each nation and regional security. U.S. Chief of Naval Operations Gary Roughead and Adm. Keiji Akahoshi, chief of staff of Japan's navy, met and had lunch at Pearl Harbor. They later spoke at a symposium on the alliance attended by junior officers from both countries. Roughead said the half-century-old alliance has provided for the security, stability and safety for the Asia-Pacific region. "This extraordinary milestone provides an opportunity to pass on the responsibility of a legacy to the leaders who are now stepping on to the stage," Roughead told reporters before the symposium. Akahoshi said exchanging opinions should enable officers to strengthen their alliance. "The cooperation between the U.S. navy and the Japanese Maritime Self-Defense Force over the past 50 years has supported the U.S.-Japan alliance," Akahoshi said. "It is our duty to pass on this past, the present, as well what the future should be."

The US is fulfilling its security commitments to Japan now

Kuwait Times1-14-10 [“US urges Japan to keep commitment on military base,” http://www.kuwaittimes.net/read_news.php?newsid=MTI0MjYxNzUzNg==]

The United States urged Japan on Tuesday to keep its commitment to move a U.S. military base on Okinawa island but the two vowed not to let the row derail their security alliance in the face of rising Chinese power. U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said she had asked Japanese Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada to adhere to an agreement to relocate the Futenma Air Station, home to about 4,000 U.S. Marines in crowded Ginowan City. We look to our Japanese friends and allies to follow through on their commitments, including on Futenma," Clinton told a news briefing after the meeting at which both sides affirmed their commitment to the 50-year-old security pact. "This is an issue that we view as very important," she said. "But we are also working on so many other aspects of the global challenges that we face and we are going to continue to do that. A senior administration official later said the U.S. side was moderately encouraged by the meeting, although he noted that no new Japanese proposals were put on the table. "We recognise that this is not going to play out over a couple of days but rather a couple of months," the official said, speaking on condition of anonymity. The talks came at the start of Clinton's nine-day visit to the region, part of a drive to boost Washington's engagement with its Pacific partners as China's influence grows. In a later speech in Hawaii, Clinton described the Obama administration as eager to participate in regional institutions like the Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation forum (APEC), saying that after sometimes lukewarm U.S. interest under former President George W. Bush, "the United States is back". Okada repeated Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's pledge to resolve the Futenma issue by May and said Tokyo remained committed to the broader U.S.-Japan security pact, telling Japanese reporters he wanted to avoid a loss of trust. 
Japan Rearm DA- Uniqueness

All eyes are on Obama to maintain our commitment to Japan

Greene 6-13-10 [Michael, senior advisor and Japan chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and associate professor at Georgetown University, “Mr. Kan Can Fix U.S.-Japan Ties,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703433704575303592164774492.html?mod=wsj_india_main]

Things are looking better for the U.S.-Japan alliance. Mr. Kan has taken important steps to remove uncertainty about Japan's foreign policy trajectory under the DPJ. Now the rest of Asia—friends and foes alike—will be watching to see if the Obama administration has a strategy with Japan that goes beyond defense of the status quo. 

Japan is content with the status quo status of US security commitments

Talmadge 6-22-10 [Eric, staff writer for the Associated Press, “US-Japan security pact turns 50, faces new strains,” http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5islkPj_84APsquFWNdqr2kuTwDQwD9GG68080]

The U.S.-Japan alliance, formalized over violent protests in 1960, provides for the defense of Japan while assuring the U.S. has regional bases that serve as a significant deterrent to hostilities over the Korean Peninsula or Taiwan. Under the pact, promulgated 50 years ago Wednesday, nearly 50,000 American troops are deployed throughout Japan. The U.S. forces include a key naval base south of Tokyo where the only permanently forward-deployed aircraft carrier has its home port; Kadena Air Base, which is one of the largest in Asia; and more than 10,000 U.S. Marines on the southern island of Okinawa. The large U.S. presence over the past five decades has allowed Japan to keep its own defense spending low, to about 1 percent of its GDP, and focus its spending elsewhere — a factor that helped it rebuild after World War II to become the world's second-largest economy. "Even though there are some small problems here and there, in the bigger sense the relationship remains strong," said Jun Iio, a professor at the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies in Tokyo. "Very few people think that it is actually necessary to make major changes in the alliance." 
Japan Rearm DA- Links- Conventional Forces key

US bases and troops in Japan are a key part of the security alliance- the plan removes the tit-for-tat cycle that has defined the alliance for decades
Daisaku ‘09 [Sakaguchi,  Research Fellow, 2nd Research Office, Research Department at the National Institute for Defense Studies (NIDS); Lieutenant Colonel, JGSDF, “The Realignment of U.S. Forces in Japan and its Impact on the Interdependent Relationship between Japan and the U.S.” http://www.nids.go.jp/english/publication/kiyo/pdf/2009/bulletin_e2009_3.pdf]
The Japan-U.S. Security Treaty (hereafter the Japan-U.S. Treaty) is said to be a relationship involving “cooperation regarding things and people,” formed by Japan providing things (the supply of bases and contributing to the cost of stationing troops) and the U.S. providing people (troops and the formulation of strategy).1 In other words, Japan is able to obtain cooperation on the security front by providing U.S. forces with bases and expenses, and the U.S. is able to achieve its strategy in Asia as a result of being granted bases and expenses from Japan. The Japan-U.S. Alliance is an asymmetric relationship of things and people, and consequently up to now both countries have harbored considerable doubts and dissatisfaction regarding the alliance, including the division of roles and various base problems. The second Armitage Nye Report, released by Richard L. Armitage and Joseph S. Nye in February 2007, stated that “Japan must make the alliance a more balanced relationship by contributing fully in more of the sectors needed for its own national defense”2 and as this shows, even half a century after the Japan-U.S. Alliance was formed, debate over the two countries’ contribution to the alliance continues. 
Japan perceives the plan as leaving them without a say in the alliance- it disrupts security agreements
Daisaku ‘09 [Sakaguchi,  Research Fellow, 2nd Research Office, Research Department at the National Institute for Defense Studies (NIDS); Lieutenant Colonel, JGSDF, “The Realignment of U.S. Forces in Japan and its Impact on the Interdependent Relationship between Japan and the U.S.” http://www.nids.go.jp/english/publication/kiyo/pdf/2009/bulletin_e2009_3.pdf]

Following the 1,000 nautical mile sea lane defense promise and the formation of the Japan-U.S. Mutual Defense Assistance Agreement (1983) that exempted the U.S. from the Three Principles of Arms Exports, Japan has taken part in research in the SDI (Strategic Defense Initiative) at the request of the U.S., abolished its one percent of GDP limit on defense spending, and created a medium-term defense buildup plan (1985) that includes the purchase of Aegis-equipped destroyers and 100 P-3C anti-submarine patrol aircraft. In all cases it can be seen that this was made possible against the backdrop of the fear of being discarded.25 That is to say, because both Japan and the U.S. have strengths and weaknesses the equilibrium of their alliance has been preserved. However, the U.S.’ military transformation and realignment of its forces in Japan will probably bring changes of some sort to this relation of interdependence. As previously stated, Japan has provided bases and contributed to stationing costs, and this has been Japan’s strength in the Japan-U.S. relationship. However, the realignment of U.S. forces in Japan will weaken this strength of Japan’s and create a concern that the balanced structure may be disrupted. This is because whatever the strategic backdrop may be, while a reduction in the U.S. military bases means a reduction in Okinawa’s burden, this will result in a weakening of the U.S.’ degree of dependence on Japan. U.S. military bases in Japan perform a hub role and it is possible to interpret this as meaning Japan’s importance has been emphasized as a result, but the withdrawal of U.S. military bases and troops will reduce Japan’s burden and lead to a weakening in the U.S.’ dependence on Japan. Generally, a lesser degree of dependence would be a source of power to the dependent nation. This is because between two mutually dependent parties, if one party’s degree of dependence is less than that of the other party, as far as both parties consider the relationship of interdependence to be important, the source of power will lie with the party with the lower degree of dependence.26 This sort of interdependent relationship, as previously described in Figures 1 to 3, behaves the same way as market principles. As Adam Smith pointed out in The Wealth of Nations, division of labor is a fundamental principle that enhances wealth, and the human nature of trading a certain item for another item and exchanging it, in other words the “propensity to exchange,” encourages the division of labor.27 Like the market, the Japan-U.S. Alliance arises out of the mutual exchange of desired items. Accordingly, the weakening in dependence toward Japan will be advantageous to the U.S. position in Japan-U.S. relations outside of security, such as diplomatic negotiations and economic negotiations, and the breadth of its concessions in negotiations can be expected to contract. As has been noted, “The consequences of the transformation conversely lie more in the sphere of diplomacy and politics than they do in the sphere of military affairs,”28 indicating that the realignment of U.S. forces in Japan is also likely to have an impact on the diplomatic and economic sectors. 
Conventional weapons have outmatched nukes for deterrent purposes
Ivan Oelrich, 2005 (Director, Strategic Security Program, Federation of American Scientists, Missions for Nuclear Weapons after the Cold War, http://www.fas.org/programs/ssp/nukes/non-proliferation_and_arms_control/missionsaftercwrptfull.pdf)
Second, on-going advances in U.S. non-nuclear technology allow conventional weapons to supplant nuclear weapons in those missions that remain. During the Cold War, nuclear explosives were developed for use in torpedoes, depth charges, demolition charges, air-to-air rockets and surface-to-air missiles, and for small-unit fire support. One by one, advances in modern sensor-guided munitions have made nuclear weapons obsolete for each of these missions. Perhaps the current emphasis on nuclear attack of deep and very hard targets comes about because it is the last mission, aside from destroying cities, for which nuclear weapons are not obviously displaced by conventional alternatives.
Japan Rearm DA- Internal Links- Now key

Rising tensions in the Asian theater means Japan is extremely susceptible to a freakout over the loss of US military backup

Talmadge 6-22-10 [Eric, staff writer for the Associated Press, “US-Japan security pact turns 50, faces new strains,” http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5islkPj_84APsquFWNdqr2kuTwDQwD9GG68080]

Kan was scheduled to visit Okinawa on Wednesday for ceremonies marking the end of the 1945 battle there that hastened Japan's surrender. Recent tension on the Korean peninsula and China's growing military assertiveness have undoubtedly driven home the importance of the U.S. security pact with Japanese leaders. Before he stepped down, Hatoyama suggested that the March sinking of a South Korean warship, allegedly by a North Korean torpedo, contributed to his decision keep Futenma on Okinawa — reversing a campaign pledge to move it off the island. Tokyo was alarmed in April when a Chinese helicopter came within 300 feet (90 meters) of a Japanese military monitoring vessel in the vicinity of a Chinese naval exercise. That same month, Chinese ships were also spotted in international waters off Okinawa. 
Now is not the time to take a gamble on the alliance- a number of rising hostilities in the region make it uniquely dangerous to leave Japan on their own

Greene 6-13-10 [Michael, senior advisor and Japan chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and associate professor at Georgetown University, “Mr. Kan Can Fix U.S.-Japan Ties,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703433704575303592164774492.html?mod=wsj_india_main]

This is not the time for the U.S. to ratchet down attention to the alliance. While Washington has been playing defense with Tokyo for the past nine months, Beijing has been on the move in the East and South China seas and Kim Jong Il has shown what he thinks of deterrence on the Korean peninsula now that he has nuclear capabilities. Pyongyang's sinking of the South Korean navy ship Cheonan has once again focused attention on security issues in North Asia. The U.S. and Japan need to build a new strategy for preventing further erosion of the strategic equilibrium in the Pacific. Tokyo is preparing a midterm defense plan with an initial advisory board panel report due in a few months. The panel is now likely to advise strengthened security cooperation with the U.S. and other like-minded states in Asia. The Obama administration should synchronize its Asia strategy with this effort so that President Obama's visit to Japan in November on the 50th anniversary of the bilateral security treaty provides clear future vision for the alliance. Key elements should include strengthening bilateral roles and missions for defense of the maritime commons; coordinating support for democratic norms and sustainable development in Asia; and working for a bilateral U.S.-Japan economic partnership agreement and trade liberalization in the region. 
Japan Rearm DA- Impacts- Asian Arms Race
Japanese rearmament causes an Asian arms race 

Zhou 2005 (Peter, “Military Mayhem: The Delcine in Japanese Pacifism, Harvard International Review Vol 27, Issue 2, 2005) 

In addition to domestic opposition, the remilitarization of Japan will likely bring about international disapproval and regional instability. China, North Korea, and South Korea still remember being victimized by the Japanese military during World War II. The possibility of a nuclear armedJapan, presently outlawed by Japan's "peace constitution," has reentered the public spotlight with support from top Japanese officials.Japan's nuclear ambitions would add a new dimension to East Asia's present fears. A belligerent North Korea and a threatened China would acquire more weapons and resources--leading to a potential Asian arms race that could destabilize the region. Although the rallying forces of nationalism have raised the spirits of the Japanese people, the militaristic actions of the government will only divide public opinion. Reasserting Japan's presence in the international arena may require strengthening its role as a peaceful negotiator, but breaking away from pacifism harms the credibility of Japan in the eyes of its people and its neighbors.
Japan Rearm DA- Impacts- Proliferation

Japan rearm leads to regional arms race and Chinese-North Korea nuclear wars
Martin ‘09 [Bradley, “Opinion: Time to encourage Japan and South Korea to go nuclear? The development of nuclear weapons in neighboring countries could delegitimize the regime- it could also backfire,” Global Post. May 27, http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/southkorea/090527/time-encourage-japan-and-south-korea-go-nuclear?page=0,1]
If Japan and South Korea used their vastly superior resources to out-nuke North Korea, where would that leave the legitimacy Kim and his cohorts think they are gaining from their own program, and how much longer could the regime last? But as emotionally satisfying as it might be for the United States to thumb its nose at the persistently and exasperatingly provocative Kim by encouraging its neighbors to stand up to him on his own terms, former State Department Korea desk chief David Straub cautions that it would likely backfire. The resulting increased tensions would probably bolster the regime internally even while driving it closer into the embrace of China, said Straub, now associate director of Korea studies at Stanford University’s Shorenstein Asia-Pacific Research Center, in an e-mail exchange. Nuclear arms in the hands of South Korea and Japan, alarming China, could trigger a “massive” Northeast Asian arms race and at the same time tempt countries in other regions to step over the nuclear threshold, making a hash of international nonproliferation arrangements.

Japanese rearmament would result in Nuclear Korean nuclearization, collapse of the NPT, and Asian proliferation 

Halloran 5/27/2009 (Richard, Freelance writer, Taipei Times, “Doubts Grow in Japan Over US Nuclear Umbrella”) http://www.taipeitimes.com/News/editorials/archives/2009/05/27/2003444613
That anxiety has reinvigorated a debate about whether Japan should acquire a nuclear deterrent of its own and reduce its reliance on the US. Japan has the technology, finances, industrial capacity and skilled personnel to build a nuclear force, although it would be costly and take many years. The consequences of that decision would be earthshaking. It would likely cause opponents to riot in the streets and could bring down a government. South Korea, having sought at least once to acquire nuclear weapons, would almost certainly do so. Any hope of dissuading North Korea from building a nuclear force would disappear. China would redouble its nuclear programs.  And for the only nation ever to experience atomic bombing to acquire nuclear arms would surely shatter the already fragile international nuclear non-proliferation regime.
Prolif risks regional instability, nuclear conflict, economic disruption, and terrorism

Lewis A. Dunn, Summer 2007, Deterrence Today Roles, Challenges and Responses, In collaboration with the Atomic Energy Commission (CEA), http://www.ifri.org/files/Securite_defense/Deterrence_Today_Dunn_2007.pdf
This line of argument should not be accepted at face value. To the contrary, in two different ways, the stakes for the United States (and other outsiders) in a crisis or confrontation with a regional nuclear adversary would be extremely high. To start, what is at stake is the likelihood of cas- cades of proliferation in Asia and the Middle East. Such proliferation cas- cades almost certainly would bring greater regional instability, global politi- cal and economic disruption, a heightened risk of nuclear conflict, and a jump in the risk of terrorist access to nuclear weapons. Equally important, nuclear blackmail let alone nuclear use against U.S. and other outsiders’ forces, those of U.S. regional allies and friends, or any of their homelands would greatly heighten the stakes for the United States and other outsiders. Perceptions of American resolve and credibility around the globe, the likeli- hood that an initial nuclear use would be followed by a virtual collapse of a six-decades’ plus nuclear taboo, and the danger of runaway proliferation all would be at issue. So viewed, how the United States and others respond is likely to have a far-reaching impact on their own security as well as longer- term global security and stability.

Japan Rearm DA- Impacts- Japanese Economy

Rearm devastates the Japanese economy
Bakanic et al ’08 [Elizabeth Bakanic, Mark Christopher, Sandya Das, Laurie Freeman, George Hodgson, Mike Hunzeker, R. Scott Kemp, Sung Hwan Lee, Florentina Mulaj, Ryan Phillips are researchers at the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs, “Preventing Nuclear Proliferation Chain Reactions: Japan, South Korea, and Egypt,” January, http://wws.princeton.edu/research/pwreports_f07/wws591f.pdf]

Japan’s relationship with the United States, its longstanding commitment to nuclear nonproliferation, its dependence on uranium imports for power, its established policies, and Japanese public opinion all discourage the country from pursuing nuclear weapons. The U.S.-Japan alliance is a key variable in Japan’s calculus on nuclear issues. Pursuing nuclear weapons would severely damage if not destroy Japan’s alliance with the United States, on which Japan relies for security guarantees including extended nuclear deterrence. Japan has long been a vocal supporter of the nonproliferation regime. Given the rigorous and intrusive inspections regime to which Japan subscribes under the Additional Protocol of the NPT, the country could not easily pursue a covert nuclear weapons program. As a result, any decision to pursue nuclear weapons would likely take place openly and involve withdrawing from the NPT. Reneging on its NPT obligations would severely damage Japan’s international reputation. Japan’s arrangements with uranium suppliers strictly prohibit Tokyo from using imported uranium for purposes other than fueling its civil nuclear energy program. Were Japan to launch a weapons program, uranium imports would be suspended. Given that nuclear energy accounts for approximately one-third of Japan’s electricity production,3 suspension of uranium imports would take a heavy toll on Japan’s economy. 
Japanese economic collapse regional war, Chinese authoritarianism, and global economic collapse

Michael Auslin, ,” 2/17/2009 Wall Street Journal, “Japan's Downturn Is Bad News for the World, 

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123483257056995903.html
 

Recently, many economists and scholars in the U.S. have been looking backward to Japan's banking disaster of the 1990s, hoping to learn lessons for America's current crisis. Instead, they should be looking ahead to what might occur if Japan goes into a full-fledged depression. If Japan's economy collapses, supply chains across the globe will be affected and numerous economies will face severe disruptions, most notably China's. China is currently Japan's largest import provider, and the Japanese slowdown is creating tremendous pressure on Chinese factories. Just last week, the Chinese government announced that 20 million rural migrants had lost their jobs. Closer to home, Japan may also start running out of surplus cash, which it has used to purchase U.S. securities for years. For the first time in a generation, Tokyo is running trade deficits -- five months in a row so far. The political and social fallout from a Japanese depression also would be devastating. In the face of economic instability, other Asian nations may feel forced to turn to more centralized -- even authoritarian -- control to try to limit the damage. Free-trade agreements may be rolled back and political freedom curtailed. Social stability in emerging, middle-class societies will be severely tested, and newly democratized states may find it impossible to maintain power. Progress toward a more open, integrated Asia is at risk, with the potential for increased political tension in the world's most heavily armed region. This is the backdrop upon which the U.S. government is set to expand the national debt by a trillion dollars or more. Without massive debt purchases by Japan and China, the U.S. may not be able to finance the cost of the stimulus package, creating a trapdoor under the U.S. economy. 
The impact is global nuclear war

 Landay, National Security and Intelligence Correspondent, (3/10/00, Jonathan S. ,“Top Administration Officials Warn Stakes for U.S. Are High in Asian Conflicts”, Knight Ridder/Tribune News Service, P.Nexis, Damien-AV)

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. In addition, globalization has made a stable Asia  with its massive markets, cheap labor, exports and resources  indispensable to the U.S. economy. Numerous U.S. firms and millions of American jobs depend on trade with Asia that totaled $600 billion last year, according to the Commerce Department.
Japan Rearm DA- Impacts- US-Japan Relations

Japan proliferation hurts US-Japan relations and US leadership 
Chanlett & Nikitin, Emma, Mary Beth. 2008. Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests May 9, 2008 Emma Chanlett-Avery Analyst in Asian Affairs Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division Mary Beth Nikitin Analyst in Nonproliferation Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division 

Japan’s development of its own nuclear arsenal could also have damaging impact on U.S. nonproliferation policy. It would be more difficult for the United States to convince non-nuclear weapon states to keep their non-nuclear status or to persuade countries such as North Korea to give up their weapons programs. The damage to the NPT as a guarantor of nuclear power for peaceful use and the IAEA as an inspection regime could be irreparable if Japan were to leave or violate the treaty. If a close ally under its nuclear umbrella chose to acquire the bomb, perhaps other countries enjoying a strong bilateral relationship with the United States would be less inhibited in pursuing their own option. It could also undermine confidence in U.S. security guarantees more generally.
Strong US-Japan alliance needed to bolster Japan’s deterrent versus China & Russia:

Hitoshi Tanaka, 2010 (senior fellow at Japan Centre for International Exchange).  Feb. 16, 2010.  “The US-Japan alliance:  beyond Futenma.”  Online.  Accessed from:  http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2010/02/16/the-us-japan-alliance-beyond-futenma/ on June 29, 2010.

The benefits for Japan are clear. The alliance was conceived during the Cold War as a mechanism to protect Japan from a single looming threat—the Soviet Union—that has since disappeared. However, the end of the Cold War has not eliminated Japan’s need for some sort of deterrence capacity. Nearby countries such as China and Russia have nuclear capabilities and North Korea is developing its capability. Japan cannot ignore this.
Nuclear war with Russia causes extinction

Bostrom 02 (Nick, PhD @ Oxford University, www.nickbostrom.com/existential/risks.html) 
A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4]  Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently. Such a war might however be a local terminal risk for the cities most likely to be targeted. Unfortunately, we shall see that nuclear Armageddon and comet or asteroid strikes are mere preludes to the existential risks that we will encounter in the 21st century. 
Japan Rearm DA- Impacts- Asian Stability

Japan proliferation destabilizes the security of the Asia Pacific region and beyond
Chanlett & Nikitin, Emma, Mary Beth. 2008. Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests May 9, 2008 Emma Chanlett-Avery Analyst in Asian Affairs Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division Mary Beth Nikitin Analyst in Nonproliferation Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division 

Any reconsideration and/or shift of Japan’s policy of nuclear abstention would have significant implications for U.S. policy in East Asia. In this report, an examination of the factors driving Japan’s decision-making — most prominently, the strength of the U.S. security guarantee — analyzes how the nuclear debate in Japan affects U.S. security interests in the region. Globally, Japan’s withdrawal from the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) would damage the world’s most durable international non-proliferation regime. Regionally, Japan “going nuclear” could set off an arms race with China, South Korea, and Taiwan. India and/or Pakistan may then feel compelled to further expand or modernize their own nuclear weapons capabilities. Bilaterally, assuming that Japan made the decision without U.S. support, the move could indicate a lack of trust in the U.S. commitment to defend Japan. Erosion in the U.S.-Japan alliance could upset the geopolitical balance in East Asia, a shift that could strengthen China’s position as an emerging hegemonic power. All of these ramifications would likely be deeply destabilizing for the security of the Asia Pacific region and beyond. 
The impact is global nuclear war

 Landay, National Security and Intelligence Correspondent, (3/10/00, Jonathan S. ,“Top Administration Officials Warn Stakes for U.S. Are High in Asian Conflicts”, Knight Ridder/Tribune News Service, P.Nexis, Damien-AV)

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. In addition, globalization has made a stable Asia  with its massive markets, cheap labor, exports and resources  indispensable to the U.S. economy. Numerous U.S. firms and millions of American jobs depend on trade with Asia that totaled $600 billion last year, according to the Commerce Department.
Japan Rearm DA- Impacts- Asian Stability Extensions

ASIAN REGIONAL CONFLICTS GO NUCLEAR

Mirza Aslam Beg; General; May 20, 1999 (Nuclearization of South Asia: Rational Diffusion of Holocaust; http://www.friends.org.pk/Beg/nuclearization%20of%20south%20asia.htm)

During the darkest days of the World War I, the Austrian poet, Karl Kraus wrote: “If we still had imagination, we would no longer wage war”. But human innovative proclivity towards destructive pursuits, it appears, often draws curtain over imagination. The creation of the doomsday machine - the atomic bomb - brings the most frightening prospect of what has been characterized as the “nuclear winter”. It is not a fantasized popular end-of-the-world-dread, but “gives concrete substance to that image; using a just small portion of our nuclear stockpiles, we may so impair our habitat, the earth, that it no longer can sustain human and other forms of life.”1 Andrei Sakharov also reiterated: “A very large nuclear war would be a calamity of indescribable proportions and absolutely unpredictable consequences, with the uncertainties tending towards the worst.... all-out nuclear war would mean the destruction of contemporary civilization, throw man back centuries, cause the death of hundreds of millions or billions of people, and with a certain degree of probability, would cause man to be destroyed as a biological species.”2 (continue…) Deterrence worked in the case of two super powers during the Cold War as has been dramatically brought to light by Gorbachev. Pleading for one standard, Jaswant Singh maintains: “India’s nuclear policy remains firmly committed to a basic tenet, that the country’s national security in a world of nuclear proliferation lies either in global disarmament or in exercise of the principle of equal and legitimate security for all.”31 He believes disarmament to be “unrealistic politics”, and discards the apprehensions with respect to India becoming nuclear. “If the permanent five’s possession of nuclear weapons increases security, he says, “why would India’s possession of nuclear weapons be dangerous?”32 To come at par with the five nuclear nations, is the driving motive. “If the permanent five continue to employ nuclear weapons, as an international currency of force and power, why should India voluntarily devalue its own state power and national security?33 He therefore poses a fundamental question: “If deterrence works in the West as it so obviously appears to, since western nations insist on continuing to possess nuclear weapons - by what reasoning will it not work for India”.34 Dr. Bowen, questions the efficiency of seductive super power model, which in his view, is wrong. “Such a logic”, he said, “would be persuasive if several things were always true; if leaders were always logical; and of perception of the situation in the real world were always reasonably accurate. After having gone through it, my take on the Cold War is that the super powers get through it with a consistent streak of luck as much as through the careful and wise decisions of national leaders. It was not western superiority that was decisive in preserving peace but prolonged luck”.35 The second argument is that US and USSR did not share common geography as the South Asian rivals do. The super powers shared a buffer -thousands of miles of Ocean between them - but this is not the case with South Asia. “Even with the fastest ballistic missiles”, he said, “the time from launch to impact was 30 minutes. A half-hour may not be much time, but it is generally enough to pause to assess a warning that something drastic is about to happen, to determine if the warning was a false one, or simply to give a chance for cooler heads to prevail.”36 In the case of South Asia, it would be “a tenth of the time the super powers had - 30 minutes isn’t much, but it’s a lot better than three minutes”. It is on this basis that “progress on weaponization, on inducting weapons into the armed forces, and deployment of these nuclear forces should stop. Each step up the ladder, each additional rung, places the region closer to the point where some accident or miscalculation could lead to nothing but disaster. The nuclear genie cannot be put back in the bottle - but the genie need not be allowed to dictate how weapons and missiles go from the drawing board to the battle field.”37 One can thus see the futility of “non-first-use” of nuclear weapons proposition put forward by India, as the geography makes it utterly impossible to determine as to who was the “trigger happy”, within a span of three minutes. The conflict-ridden South Asia has become all the more vulnerable after its nuclearization as historical animosities, may escalate into nuclear confrontation with horrendous consequences. Nuclearization is very often a precursor of nuclear competition, which exerts a dynamics of its own, where irrational fears, cloud rational thinking and misperceptions guide judgments. By altering the non-weaponised nuclear character of South Asia, India has triggered a snow-ball impact on the continent of Asia, and even beyond. Iran, may feel threatened and may opt to become nuclear. The nuclear fear waves may touch the shores of South East Asian countries, who would legitimately be concerned about their ‘security’ and maintaining the pace of their economic development. Similarly, with the prospect of Indian nuclear submarine, freely playing in the Indian Ocean - reportedly in the making in collaboration with Russia - Australia and Japan would have reasons to worry about and choose options to meet the threat.
Japan Rearm DA- AT: Rearm takes forever

Nuclear rearm for Japan could happen in ONE week – this card trumps all of their feasibility claims

CNIC 16 January 2009 “Japan's Nuclear Ambitions” Citizens' Nuclear Information Center (CNIC) was established in 1975 in Tokyo to collect and analyze information related to nuclear energy including safety, economic, and proliferation issues and to conduct studies and research on such issues. http://cnic.jp/english/topics/proliferation/articlesetc/japannuke.html

As the victim of the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, Japan is widely viewed as the last country that would consider developing nuclear weapons. We have no reason to believe that any post-war Japanese government has attempted to develop nuclear weapons. However, as discussed below, that might not always be the case for future governments. But before addressing the question of intentions, let us first consider the question of capabilities. (a) Japan's Fissile Material Production Capability. Any country wishing to obtain nuclear weapons must gain access to fissile material.1 The two available routes are enriching uranium and extracting plutonium from spent nuclear fuel. Japan has plants capable of carrying out both these processes. Besides the reprocessing facility at Tokai, Japan has plants for enrichment and reprocessing at Rokkasho in the northern tip of the island of Honshu. These plants are owned by Japan Nuclear Fuel Ltd. (JNFL), which is jointly owned by Japan's major power companies. Japan's enrichment and reprocessing facilities are subject to monitoring and verification under a safeguards agreement with the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). However, although the safeguards applied to Japan's nuclear program are the most extensive and expensive in the world, it is not possible to guarantee that the IAEA's safeguards objectives are met. IAEA's safeguards objectives are defined as "the timely detection of diversion of significant quantities of nuclear material".2 --Missing Plutonium--To illustrate this point, in 2003 it was discovered that of the 6.9 tons of plutonium separated at the Tokai reprocessing facility in the period from 1977 to 2002, the measured amount of plutonium was 206kg less than it should have been.3 Given that the IAEA defines a "significant quantity" of plutonium as 8kg, this means that since the Carter Administration agreed to let Japan operate the Tokai Reprocessing Facility, enough plutonium has gone missing to make about 26 bombs. After further investigations, the Japanese government claimed that it could explain where some of the missing plutonium had gone and reduced the figure to 59kg, but that is still enough for 7 bombs.Compared to the 6.9 tons of plutonium separated in the fourteen odd years up to 2002 at Tokai, the design capacity of the Rokkasho Reprocessing Plant is 8 tons per year. That represents a very significant safeguards challenge. Hironobu Nakamura et al of JNFL's Nuclear Material Control Department admitted that in large reprocessing plants, no matter how much measurement precision is improved, detecting "significant quantities" is "problematic" (a euphemism for "impossible"). They said that a simple estimate of "material unaccounted for" (MUF) at Rokkasho could be in the order of 20~30 kgPu at the end of a one year accountancy period.4 Japanese government and industry are quick to stress the other aspects of IAEA safeguards besides materials accountancy, namely containment and surveillance, but materials accountancy remains the central component of IAEA safeguards. --MOX--As mentioned above, the agreement between Japan and the US that allowed Japan to operate the Tokai reprocessing facility involved a compromise. Instead of storing the separated plutonium in pure form, Japan agreed to store it as a mixed oxide of uranium and plutonium (MOX). Japan trumpets the proliferation resistance of MOX, but the IAEA classifies MOX as a "direct use material", which can be converted to nuclear weapons usable form in the order of one to three weeks.6 The process of separating pure plutonium from MOX is chemically straightforward and unirradiated MOX (i.e. before it is loaded into reactors and irradiated as MOX fuel) does not involve the high levels of radiation that discourage separation of plutonium from spent fuel. --"Reactor Grade" versus "Weapons Grade" Plutonium-- Japan has amassed a total of about 46 tons of separated plutonium, almost 9 tons of which is held in Japan. Based on the conservatively high IAEA value for one significant quantity of 8 kgPu, 9 tons is enough for over 1,100 nuclear weapons. Japan loves to point out that this plutonium is "reactor grade plutonium" not "weapons grade plutonium". However, the term "reactor grade plutonium" is just a label. It does not mean that it cannot be used in nuclear weapons. The IAEA takes the view that any isotopic combination of plutonium, except if it contains more than 80% of the plutonium-238 isotope, is direct use nuclear weapons material.7 In a 2005 report published jointly by Oxford Research Group and Citizens' Nuclear Information Center, Barnaby and Burnie state, "A good nuclear-weapons designer could construct a nuclear weapon from three or four kilograms of the plutonium produced by the Rokkasho-Mura reprocessing plant."8 No one doubts that the plutonium stockpiled by Japan could be used in nuclear weapons and it is dishonest for Japan to suggest otherwise.--FBR "Super Weapons Grade" Plutonium--Japan's fast breeder reactor (FBR) program presents an additional proliferation problem. Japan's nuclear fuel cycle policy presumes that at least some of the plutonium separated at reprocessing plants in Japan and overseas will be used in FBR fuel. Due to the failure of the FBR program to date, the government and nuclear power companies decided that some of Japan's plutonium stockpile should be consumed as MOX fuel in light water reactors, but the FBR program has not been abandoned. The current restart date for the troubled Monju prototype FBR is February 2009, although further delays are likely. A special feature of fast breeder reactors is that they "breed" plutonium when neutrons produced by fission reactions in the reactor core are absorbed by uranium nuclei in a blanket of uranium placed around the reactor. The plutonium thus produced is composed almost entirely of the plutonium-239 isotope. This composition is sometimes referred to as "super weapons grade" plutonium, because it is the most convenient composition for producing nuclear weapons. People should be concerned that if Japan ever succeeds in breeding plutonium in this way it will accumulate a stockpile of this "super weapons grade" plutonium. --Uranium Enrichment-- The above discussion focused on reprocessing, but Japan also has a uranium enrichment program. The program has been spectacularly unsuccessful from a commercial point of view, but it gives Japan the capability to produce highly enriched uranium (HEU) if it wishes to do so. The purpose of the Rokkasho Uranium Enrichment Plant is to produce low enriched uranium (LEU) for Japan's light water reactors, but it could be reconfigured to produce HEU if a decision were made to do so. Such a reconfiguration might be detected by the IAEA inspectors, but there is no technical obstacle to using the plant to produce HEU for weapons use. Alternatively, the technology developed for the declared plant could be used in a clandestine plant. According to Thomas Cochrane, chief nuclear scientist at the Natural Resources Defense Council, "...a small centrifuge enrichment plant with up to a few hundred centrifuge stages can be readily hidden from the IAEA and from foreign intelligence efforts." There is no dispute about the fact that Japan is capable of producing the key ingredients of nuclear weapons, namely plutonium and HEU. If Japan were determined to produce nuclear weapons, it is highly likely that IAEA inspectors would not detect the diversion of plutonium or highly enriched uranium in time to prevent Japan from producing several nuclear weapons. In the end, a large part of the IAEA safeguards system depends on faith. At this point in history, Japan is regarded as a trustworthy state. The following section addresses the question of whether this faith is justified.
Japan Rearm DA- AT: Rearm isn’t feasible

Japan has the nuclear physicists and tech to build tactical nukes for defense against mainland threats

Sanders August 11, 2009 [Sol is an Asian specialist with more than 25 years in the region, and a former correspondent for Business Week, U.S. News & World Report and United Press International, How Obama's policies may lead Japan to finally go for the nuclear option http://www.worldtribune.com/worldtribune/WTARC/2009/s0636_08_07.asp]

Most observers acknowledge that Japanese technology could quickly produce nuclear devices and probably weaponized in record time — if and when such a political decision were made. Japanese world rank physicists with extensive nuclear experience in one of the world's most extensive nuclear power systems could handily master "the device" and plutonium abounds in the current power grid system. Japanese highly publicized failures with missile systems — perhaps because of too much dependence on U.S. licensed production and too little development of indigenous expertise — might compromise the delivery vehicle possibilities for a while. But that, too, might be less of an impediment given the nature of short distances to be reckoned with given the proximity of the Mainland threat and the possibility of tactical nukes as a principal part of adequate defense.

Japan Rearm DA- AT: No motive for rearm

The ruling elites are not opposed to rearm like the public – they even keep secret laws on the books allowing it

CNIC 16 January 2009 “Japan's Nuclear Ambitions” Citizens' Nuclear Information Center (CNIC) was established in 1975 in Tokyo to collect and analyze information related to nuclear energy including safety, economic, and proliferation issues and to conduct studies and research on such issues. http://cnic.jp/english/topics/proliferation/articlesetc/japannuke.html
(b) Japan's intentions concerning nuclear weapons. Disingenuous claims made by the Japanese government and nuclear industry about the proliferation resistance of MOX and reactor grade plutonium reflect their single-minded determination to develop a "closed nuclear fuel cycle". However, that doesn't mean the Australian government should believe their claims. Rather, their willful misrepresentation of the fact that MOX and reactor grade plutonium are not proliferation resistant should arouse suspicion. The question that arises is, does Japan have an intention to produce nuclear weapons? The simple answer would appear to be, "Not at the moment." There is no evidence that any post-war Japanese government has had a nuclear weapons program. However, there are reasons to be concerned about the potential for this situation to change at some time in the future. --Retaining the Nuclear Weapons Potential--The nearest thing to a smoking gun was a secret Ministry of Foreign Affairs report that stated, "The policy for the time being is not to have nuclear weapons, but the economic and technical potential to produce nuclear weapons will always be retained and care will be taken not to accept any restrictions on this".10 The report was produced in 1969, but its existence only became publicly known through an article published in the Mainichi Shimbun11 on 1 August 1994. On the face of it, this document is hard to reconcile with the "Three Non-Nuclear Principles" first articulated by Prime Minister Sato on 11 December 1967. The "Three Non-Nuclear Principles" are as follows: "not possessing, not producing and not permitting the introduction of nuclear weapons into Japan". This apparent inconsistency begs the question, what was the government's real policy? Was the single-minded determination to pursue, in defiance of the wishes of the US government, a problem-prone13, long-delayed and costly14 "closed nuclear fuel cycle" really a single-minded determination to retain "the economic and technical potential to produce nuclear weapons"? On the basis of the publicly available information, it is impossible to do more than speculate, but it is conceivable that both policies co-existed. To legalistically minded bureaucrats, the wording in the Foreign Affairs document might not necessarily contradict the "Three Non-Nuclear Principles". Alternatively, the existence of the two policies might have reflected tensions between a range of views held by different people within the government and the bureaucracy. It would be unfair to the many people who, however mistakenly, believed a "closed" nuclear fuel cycle would assure Japan's energy security to assume that they all shared a secret objective of retaining the option of developing nuclear weapons. Equally, however, it would be naive to assume that the nuclear weapons option played no role in decision makers' calculations. -- Politicians' Public Statements-- It is beyond dispute that the nuclear weapons option exercises the minds of some elements of the political elite. There is a long list of statements by senior politicians that demonstrate clearly that the "nuclear allergy" attributed to the general Japanese public does not afflict the political elite to the same degree. These statements are usually couched in terms of the need for a debate on the subject.15 In a world where the acquisition of nuclear weapons by non-nuclear weapons states is illegal, one wonders what useful purpose could be served by opening up a debate about something that is out of the question. It is hard to escape the conclusion that the real purpose of such statements is to reduce the resistance to the idea of Japan acquiring nuclear weapons. For the general public this is unthinkable, but it is not unthinkable for the political elite. For example, the official policy of the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP), which has been in power almost continuously since the war, is that possession of nuclear weapons would not be unconstitutional.16 A literal reading of the Japanese Constitution prohibits Japan from having a military in the first place. The original intention of the Constitution has long since been subverted, but the fact that the question of the constitutionality of nuclear weapons ever arose suggests that some people wanted to consider the possibility of obtaining them.
Japan Rearm DA- AT: We solve deterrence

Perception outweighs reality:  our allies need to feel confidence in order to prevent allied proliferation

U.S. Defense and Energy Departments, 2008

(National Security and Nuclear Weapons in the 21st Century, September, http: www.defenselink.mil/news/nuclearweaponspolicy.pdf)

Despite the best efforts of the U.S. and others, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) continues. The United States must ensure that its allies around the world continue to judge U.S. strategic capabilities to be credible and sufficient to guarantee their security. In the absence of allied confidence in U.S.  capabilities and commitments, these states could feel compelled to acquire nuclear weapons of their own. Thus, maintaining continued allied confidence in the U.S. extended nuclear deterrent is an essential element of U.S. nuclear nonproliferation policy.
Japan Rearm DA- AT: Nuclear umbrella checks

Obama’s nuclear cuts have put Japan on the edge- troops are the only buffer left

Denmark and Kliman ‘10 [Abraham M. Denmark is a Fellow at CNAS and Dr. Daniel M. Kliman is a Visiting Fellow at CNAS, “Cornerstone: A Future Agenda f J u n e 2 0 1 0 or the U.S.-Japan Alliance,” http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/USJapanPolicyBrief_DenmarkKliman_June2010.pdf] 

The alliance must address the inherent contradictions of America’s push for a world without nuclear weapons on the one hand and a continued commitment to provide Japan with extended deterrence on the other. For five decades, the United States has extended its nuclear umbrella over Japan, thereby giving confidence against external attack. With the Obama administration set to reduce the American nuclear stockpile, Tokyo has begun anew to question the long-term credibility of the U.S. security guarantee. Given China’s modernization of its nuclear forces, and North Korea’s nuclear weapons tests, such concern is inevitable. To directly address Japanese doubts about the future of extended deterrence, the United States should launch a bilateral dialogue discussing what configuration of nuclear weapons and conventional capabilities is sufficient to deter would-be aggressors and then take appropriate actions once decision-makers reach accord. Otherwise, Japan may be inclined to hedge against what it perceives as a diminished security guarantee by fielding long-range strike capabilities, a development that would not only destabilize the region, but also divert scarce Japanese resources to a military capability the United States can more cheaply provide. 
US nuclear umbrella isn’t the key factor in stopping allied prolif

Ivan Oelrich, 2005 (Director, Strategic Security Program, Federation of American Scientists, Missions for Nuclear Weapons after the Cold War, http://www.fas.org/programs/ssp/nukes/non-proliferation_and_arms_control/missionsaftercwrptfull.pdf)
Our assurance of allies should reduce pressures on allies to produce their own nuclear weapons, but the record of success is mixed here. Britain and France developed nuclear arsenals regardless of explicit or tacit U.S. nuclear guarantees. On the other hand, allies who faced or face potential nuclear threats, Germany, Japan, Taiwan, and South Korea, have not developed nuclear weapons even though they certainly have the technical resources to do so. Neutral Sweden and Switzerland have the technical capability to produce nuclear weapons, face potential nuclear threats, and do not enjoy explicit U.S. nuclear assurance, but neither one developed nuclear weapons. While a U.S. retaliato-ry capability has, no doubt, had an important effect on each nation's decisions about developing its own nuclear weapons, U.S. capability alone clearly does not overwhelm all the other particular consideration of each country. 

Arsenal size is unrelated to allied prolif

Ivan Oelrich, 2005 (Director, Strategic Security Program, Federation of American Scientists, Missions for Nuclear Weapons after the Cold War, http://www.fas.org/programs/ssp/nukes/non-proliferation_and_arms_control/missionsaftercwrptfull.pdf)
Moreover, experience from the nuclear age provides almost no insight into a quantifiable relationship between the size of the U.S. retaliatory force and the effects on allied proliferation. If the United States had had an arsenal twice as large, would Israel not have built nuclear weapons? Or if only half as large, would Japan have gone ahead with a nuclear program? Couching the questions in these terms at least suggests that there is at best a weak quantitative link between U.S. arsenal size and other nations' nuclear decisions.
Japan Rearm DA- AT: Constitution prevents

Japanese constitution does not prohibit nuclear program- there is NO legal barrier 

Kioyta ’09 [Tomoko- IPCS analyst . Japan & Nuclear Disarmament: Looking through the US Umbrella. Nuclear Security Programme (NSP), Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies, New Delhi. ONLINE. http://www.ipcs.org/pdf_file/issue/CBRNIB14-Tomoko-Japan.pdf. DA: 7-29]
Japan’s nuclear policy can be explained as follows: Article IX of Japan’s Constitution does not prohibit Japan from possessing nuclear weapons; it has, however, decided not to do so as a matter of policy rather than constitutional constraints. Japan is bound by the three non-nuclear principles - not to manufacture, possess or introduce nuclear weapons - known as “KOKUZE” (national promise) since the 1960s. The nuclear restraint is neither legal nor constitutional in nature, but emanates from the resolution of the Diet which is the Japanese parliament. In 1976, this promise was further strengthened and legally enforced by signing the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). While Tokyo was in the process of giving up its nuclear option, it also tried to consolidate its position under Washington’s nuclear umbrella. Although Japan acknowledges the difficulty for achieving a world that is free of nuclear weapons, it is firm in its commitment to non-proliferation and global nuclear disarmament.
Japanese constitution allows nuclear production
Chanlett-Avery and Nikitin ‘09 [Emma is a Specialist in Asian Affairs (CRS) and Mary Beth is an analyst in nonproliferation (CRS), February 19, “Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects and US Interests,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34487.pdf]

There are several legal factors that could restrict Japan’s ability to develop nuclear weapons. The most prominent is Article 9 of the Japanese constitution, drafted by American officials during the post-war occupation, that outlaws war as a “sovereign right” of Japan and prohibits “the right of belligerency.” However, Japan maintains a well-funded and well-equipped military for self defense purposes, and the current interpretation of the constitution would allow, in theory, the development of nuclear weapons for defensive purposes. Beginning with Prime Minister Nobusuke Kishi in 1957, and continuing through Shinzo Abe in 2006, Japanese administrations have repeatedly asserted that Article 9 is not the limiting factor to developing nuclear weapons.21 As Chief Cabinet Secretary in 2002, former Prime Minister Yasuo Fukuda said that the constitution did not prohibit nuclear weapons, adding that “depending upon the world situation, circumstances and public opinion could require Japan to possess nuclear weapons.”22

Japan Rearm DA- AT: No proliferation spillover

Rearm leads to NPT collapse- Japan is the central figure in global non-proliferation
Chanlett-Avery and Nikitin ‘09 [Emma is a Specialist in Asian Affairs (CRS) and Mary Beth is an analyst in nonproliferation (CRS), February 19, “Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects and US Interests,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34487.pdf]

Diplomatically, the policy turn-about would have profound implications. Japan has built a reputation as a leader in non-proliferation and as a promoter of nuclear disarmament. It has consistently called for a “safe world free of nuclear weapons on the earliest possible date.” Japan submits a resolution to the General Assembly’s First Committee each year on a nuclear-free world and submits working papers to the NPT review conferences and preparatory committees on disarmament. It has been a vocal advocate for IAEA verification and compliance and was the first to respond with sanctions to nuclear tests in South Asia and North Korea. It has been a constant voice in support of nuclear disarmament in international fora. An about-face on its non-nuclear weapon state status would dramatically change the global view of Japan, or might dramatically change the perception of nuclear weapons possession in the world. This move could have profound implications for nuclear proliferation elsewhere, perhaps leading to additional NPT withdrawals. Acquiring nuclear weapons could also hurt Japan’s long-term goal of permanent membership on the U.N. Security Council. 

Exclude Okinawa CP 1NC

Text: The United States Federal Government should withdraw all troops from Japan except those stationed in Okinawa.

The net benefit is politics-

The CP devastates Kan’s approval ratings- if he doesn’t see off US troops from Okinawa he’ll go the way of Hatoyama and lose all political support
VOA News 6-8-10 [“Incoming Japanese Prime Minister Pledges to Honor Okinawa Deal,” http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/asia/Japans-Incoming-PM-Names-New-Cabinet--95847009.html]

New Japanese Prime Minister Naoto Kan says he will honor a previous agreement with the United States to relocate a military air base on the southern island of Okinawa. Mr. Kan, inaugurated Tuesday, told reporters that Japan's relationship with the United States is at the core of its diplomacy. He said he hopes to meet with President Barack Obama later this month at a summit of the Group of Eight leading industrialized nations (Britain, Canada , France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Russia and the United States) in Canada. A controversy concerning the U.S. Marine air station on Okinawa contributed to the downfall of Mr. Kan's predecessor, Yukio Hatoyama. His approval ratings plunged after he reversed himself on a campaign promise to back out of the 2006 agreement to relocate the base. Mr. Kan, a fiscal conservative, also promised to reduce Japan's massive public debt, which is twice the size of the country's gross domestic product. The new prime minister is retaining 11 of Mr. Hatoyama's 17 ministers, including Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada and defense chief Toshimi Kitazawa. He has named Yoshihiko Hoda to succeed him as finance minister. 
Exclude Okinawa CP- AT: Perm- do the CP

And, the perm severs “substantially”- Okinawa houses over half of US troops in Japan

BBC News 5-23-10 [“Japan PM apologises for US bases in Okinawa,” http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/world/asia_pacific/10388407.stm]

"On behalf of all of our people, I apologise for the burden," Mr Kan said, but added that it was integral to the "peace and security of the Asia-Pacific region." Map "I promise to seriously try all the more to reduce Okinawa's burden related to the US bases and eliminate the associated dangers." Okinawa currently hosts more than half of the 47,000 US soldiers in Japan. Mr Kan was speaking at the ceremony to mark the 65th anniversary of the Battle of Okinawa, in which some 200,000 soldiers and civilians were killed. 

That’s a voting issue- makes the aff a moving target and means we couldn’t get PICs out of even the most significant sub-groups- makes it impossible to be negative
Exclude Okinawa CP- CP hurts Kan

Not removing the troops from Okinawa is politically devastating for Kan- public opposition is the same thing that killed Hatoyama
BBC News 5-23-10 [“Japan PM apologises for US bases in Okinawa,” http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/world/asia_pacific/10388407.stm]
Mr Kan was on his official first visit to Okinawa to mark 65 years since the end of a bloody World War II battle. His predecessor Yukio Hatoyama resigned earlier this month over the poor handling of a row over the relocation of the Futenma airbase. Mr Kan has assured US President Barack Obama he will relocate the base to the north of the island as agreed. His pledge comes despite anger from locals who have staged mass protests, demanding that it be moved off Okinawa entirely. Islanders have been angered by incidents involving US troops based there, including the 1995 rape of a 12-year-old Japanese girl and a helicopter crash in 2004. Other complaints have focused on noise levels and objections to the US military use of Japanese land. 

And, opposition parties will be able to use the Okinawa base against Kan

Reuters 6-23-10 [“Japan PM seeks to quell Okinawa anger over U.S. base,” http://news.yahoo.com/s/nm/20100623/wl_nm/us_japan_politics_okinawa]

The dispute over where to relocate the U.S. Marines' Futenma airbase has distracted Washington and Tokyo as the close allies try to cope with an unpredictable North Korea and a rising China. It has also hurt the popularity of the ruling Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) with voters ahead of a July 11 upper house election, which it needs to win for smooth policymaking, including efforts to rein in huge public debt. "I want to express my gratitude for the fact that this burden contributes to the peace and security of the Asia-Pacific region," Kan said at ceremony to mark the 65th anniversary of the Battle of Okinawa at the end of World War Two, in which about 150,000 Okinawan men, women and children were killed. "I promise to seriously try all the more to reduce Okinawa's burden related to the U.S. bases and eliminate the associated dangers." Kan, visiting Okinawa for the first time as prime minister, spoke at a memorial park where rows of black stones are engraved with names of those who died in the 82-day battle -- civilians and soldiers on both sides. Kan has made fiscal reform a top priority ahead of the election, but opposition parties have used the base dispute to blast the DPJ's diplomatic policies since the party took power for the first time last year. 

***Kuwait***

Iran Turn

A. US withdrawal from Kuwait results in Iranian domination of the region

Terrill ’07 [Andrew, Ph.D. in International Relations from Claremont Graduate University and General Douglas MacArthur Professor of National Security Affairs; Terrill served as a Middle East nonproliferation analyst for the International Assessments Division of the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, “Kuwaiti National Security and the U.S.-Kuwaiti Strategic Relationship After Saddam,” September, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub788.pdf]

Kuwait must also cope with a newly-empowered Iran which has at least partially filled the Gulf power vacuum created by Iraq’s political crisis. Kuwait, as a small country, has little desire to offend a major regional power such as Iran, and has occasionally sought Iranian support in its dealings with Iraq. Good Kuwaiti relations with Iran are often viewed with favor by significant elements of Kuwait’s Shi’ite community and therefore can be viewed as supporting Kuwaiti national unity. Nevertheless, the Kuwaiti leadership fears Iranian interest in domination of the Gulf and is especially opposed to Iranian efforts to compel the United States to withdraw its military forces from the region. For that reason, Kuwait and Iran will never fully trust each other. Moreover, the Kuwaitis, like other Gulf Arabs, are deeply concerned about the Iranian nuclear program, although they also oppose U.S. military strikes against Iran, fearing that they will be placed in the middle of an intense cycle of regional violence. Kuwait would probably view such strikes as an appalling breech of faith unless all diplomatic and economic options for dealing with the crisis were thoroughly explored and exhausted first. 
B. That can unsettle the entire Middle East

Knapp ‘10 [Patrick, second lieutenant in the Minnesota Army National Guard, “The Gulf States in the Shadow of Iran,” http://www.meforum.org/2580/gulf-states-shadow-of-iran]

Secretary of Defense Robert Gates has defined the six pillars of the Gulf Security Dialogue as defense cooperation, rehabilitation of Iraq, regional stability, energy infrastructure security, counter-proliferation, and counterterrorism.[25] These pillars renew the Clinton Cooperative Defense Initiative's goals, such as improving missile defense and systems integration. But more importantly, they put the talks into a post-9/11, post-Saddam context in which Iran—with its nuclear program and support for terrorists—is seen as the main threat to gulf security. Even if Iranian missiles and terrorist attacks are not aimed directly at the gulf states, their destabilizing threat to the Middle East as a whole is unsettling enough. As Iran's regional aggression grows, so does the need to strengthen the GSD's pillars. 

C. Middle Eastern war cause nuclear war
Steinbach ‘02 Steinbach, “Israeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: A threat to peace,” March 2002 www.wagingpeace.org/articles/02.03/0331steinbachisraeli.htm
Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum (and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major (if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon - for whatever reason - the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration."
Iran Turn Extensions

The US needs to maintain its security commitments to the Gulf region to motivate allies and check Iranian aggression and proliferation

Knapp ‘10 [Patrick, second lieutenant in the Minnesota Army National Guard, “The Gulf States in the Shadow of Iran,” http://www.meforum.org/2580/gulf-states-shadow-of-iran]

U.S. commitment to Persian Gulf security is important because it gives the gulf states the confidence and ability to resist Iranian intimidation. Without this commitment, the Persian Gulf states would accommodate the Islamic Republic. Iran's nuclear program and military ambitions would benefit from such a capitulation as it would give Tehran more access to the region's energy resources and would take pressure off the regime's weapons-trafficking efforts. U.S. policy in the Persian Gulf should continue the Bush administration's successful efforts to strengthen the region's security. Winning the trust of these vulnerable Persian Gulf states requires not only a commitment to arms sales and joint military exercises but also a broader foreign policy that values long-term relationships over shortsighted attempts at "mutual respect" with declared enemies such as Iran. Washington should use the Gulf Security Dialogue to counter Iran's regional ambitions. To this end, the dialogue has indeed made important inroads, especially in coordinating interoperable defense and augmenting the Persian Gulf's arms edge. In April 2008, Bahrain and Kuwait signed their first bilateral security accord. In July 2008, the Department of Defense notified Congress of the possibility of the first GSD-related defense sale to Qatar. But the future success of the dialogue depends on the Persian Gulf's perception of U.S. strategy in the rest of the region. If the Persian Gulf states suspect White House realism will sacrifice their defense on the altar of a deal with Tehran, they may decide they have no choice but to make accommodation with the Islamic Republic, a tendency that ultimately may undercut the U.S. ability to maintain a presence in the region. Indeed, such accommodation is already occurring. The UAE and Qatar were quick to congratulate Ahmadinejad on his reelection victory,[74] and Oman's sultan Qaboos bin Said Al Said traveled to Iran in August.[75] Qatar's emir Sheikh Hamad bin Khalifa al-Thani discussed ways to expand economic cooperation with Iran with Tehran's ambassador to Qatar on August 27, 2009, the day after Iran's envoy to Bahrain called on the Persian Gulf Cooperation Council states to stop "employing foreign forces."[76] The New York Times reported in May that Oman and the UAE increasingly rely on "mutual interest" trade with Iran, which is "an important political and economic ally that is too powerful and too potentially dangerous to ignore, let alone antagonize."[77] Iran's talk of "indigenizing" regional security shows signs of appealing, especially in Qatar. [78] In Bahrain, too, an eagerness to bow to growing Iranian power has taken the shape of bilateral energy agreements.[79] As the Obama administration's experiment with engagement has shown, the Gulf Security Dialogue is a necessary but insufficient measure for countering Iranian aggression. The dialogue is ineffective when conciliatory U.S. gestures towards Iran contradict it. President Obama got it right at his inauguration when he said America must fight its enemies "not just with missiles and tanks, but with sturdy alliances and enduring convictions." Among these convictions is that "our security emanates from the justness of our cause, the force of our example, the tempering qualities of humility and restraint." 
US-Kuwait Relations Turn

A. The plan’s immediate and unilateral withdrawal hurts US-Kuwaiti relations- they want a say in what happens 

Terrill ’07 [Andrew, Ph.D. in International Relations from Claremont Graduate University and General Douglas MacArthur Professor of National Security Affairs; Terrill served as a Middle East nonproliferation analyst for the International Assessments Division of the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, “Kuwaiti National Security and the U.S.-Kuwaiti Strategic Relationship After Saddam,” September, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/summary.cfm?q=788]

This monograph notes that the United States can, if insufficiently careful, neglect the Kuwaiti relationship and fail to adequately consult the leadership and take Kuwaiti interests into account. Kuwaitis have the potential to become more jaded and less cooperative in their relations with the United States if they view themselves as taken for granted or dealt with as subordinates. The United States has a long history of resentful allies carefully measuring the degree of cooperation they will give in return for security guarantees. There is no need for this to occur with Kuwait. Moves to strengthen U.S.-Kuwait relations thus become important and may become especially vital if setbacks in Iraq eventually prompt a U.S. withdrawal under less than optimal conditions. Strong efforts should be made to prevent sectarian warfare in Iraq from spreading to Kuwait under such scenarios. Such efforts may require a great deal of new and creative thinking by both Kuwaitis and Americans as the threat of a conventional Iraq attack has now been overshadowed by the dangers of spillover from an Iraqi civil war, new and deadlier terrorism, and large-scale subversion. 
B. US-Kuwaiti relations are key to Middle Eastern stability and fighting terrorism

Terrill ’07 [Andrew, Ph.D. in International Relations from Claremont Graduate University and General Douglas MacArthur Professor of National Security Affairs; Terrill served as a Middle East nonproliferation analyst for the International Assessments Division of the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, “Kuwaiti National Security and the U.S.-Kuwaiti Strategic Relationship After Saddam,” September, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/summary.cfm?q=788]

The U.S.-Kuwait military relationship has been of considerable value to both countries since at least 1990. This alliance was formed in the aftermath of Iraqi leader Saddam Hussein's brutal invasion of Kuwait and the U.S. decision to free Kuwait with military force in 1991. Saddam's later defeat and removal from power in 2003 eliminated an important rationale for the alliance, but a close look at current strategic realities in the Gulf suggests that Kuwait remains an important U.S. ally. It is also an ally that faces a number of serious national security concerns in the turbulent postSaddam era, some of which will require both Kuwaitis and Americans to rethink and revise previous security approaches, particularly to meet the shared goals of reducing terrorism and regional instability. Since its independence in 1961, Kuwait has struggled to manage a number of difficult challenges related to protecting its citizens and its territory from the predatory designs of large and dangerous neighbors. The most menacing neighbors have been Iraq and Iran. While Iran has proven a threatening and subversive enemy on key occasions, Iraq is even more problematic. Kuwait has maintained a long and often extremely difficult relationship with Iraq, and a series of Iraqi governments have either pressured Kuwait for territorial concessions or suggested that Kuwait is a lost province of Iraq. Additionally, within Kuwait a widely held belief is that large, if not overwhelming, portions of the Iraqi public share this viewpoint. Iraq-Kuwait tensions are therefore unlikely to disappear in the aftermath of Saddam's trial and execution. Iraq, even without Saddam, is often viewed as a danger to Kuwait given this history, and ongoing Kuwaiti concerns about Iraq underscore the need for continuing U.S.-Kuwait security ties. Furthermore, both Kuwait and the United States fear a rise in region-wide terrorism and sectarian violence resulting from the current civil strife in Iraq, as well as other factors. Should Iraqi's sectarian strife reach new levels of intensity, it is important that it does not spread to other nations such as Kuwait. Kuwaiti diplomacy and security planning must seek ways to minimize the impact of the Iraq civil war in ways that do not cause the vast majority of loyal Kuwaiti Shi'ites to become alienated from their government. 
US-Kuwait Relations Turn
C. 1. Terrorism causes extinction
Yonah Alexander, Inter-University for Terrorism Studies Director and Professor, WASHINGTON TIMES, August 28, 2003, p. A20. 

Last week's brutal suicide bombings in Baghdad and Jerusalem have once again illustrated dramatically that the international community failed, thus far at least, to understand the magnitude and implications of the terrorist threats to the very survival of civilization itself. Even the United States and Israel have for decades tended to regard terrorism as a mere tactical nuisance or irritant rather than a critical strategic challenge to their national security concerns. It is not surprising, therefore, that on September 11, 2001, Americans were stunned by the unprecedented tragedy of 19 al Qaeda terrorists striking a devastating blow at the center of the nation's commercial and military powers. Likewise, Israel and its citizens, despite the collapse of the Oslo Agreements of 1993 and numerous acts of terrorism triggered by the second intifada that began almost three years ago, are still "shocked" by each suicide attack at a time of intensive diplomatic efforts to revive the moribund peace process through the now revoked cease-fire arrangements [hudna]. Why are the United States and Israel, as well as scores of other countries affected by the universal nightmare of modern terrorism surprised by new terrorist "surprises"? There are many reasons, including misunderstanding of the manifold specific factors that contribute to terrorism's expansion, such as lack of a universal definition of terrorism, the religionization of politics, double standards of morality, weak punishment of terrorists, and the exploitation of the media by terrorist propaganda and psychological warfare. Unlike their historical counterparts, contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact. The internationalization and brutalization of current and future terrorism make it clear we have entered an Age of Super Terrorism [e.g. biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear and cyber] with its serious implications concerning national, regional and global security concerns.

2. Middle Eastern war cause nuclear war
Steinbach ‘02 Steinbach, “Israeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: A threat to peace,” March 2002 www.wagingpeace.org/articles/02.03/0331steinbachisraeli.htm
Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum (and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major (if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon - for whatever reason - the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration."
US-Kuwait Relations Impacts- Terrorism Extensions

US-Kuwaiti cooperation is vital to curtailing terrorism in the Gulf

Terrill ’07 [Andrew, Ph.D. in International Relations from Claremont Graduate University and General Douglas MacArthur Professor of National Security Affairs; Terrill served as a Middle East nonproliferation analyst for the International Assessments Division of the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, “Kuwaiti National Security and the U.S.-Kuwaiti Strategic Relationship After Saddam,” September, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/summary.cfm?q=788]

Yet, despite an enormous sense of relief, Kuwait's national security problems have not disappeared with Saddam's removal and death on the gallows. Rather, the end of his dictatorship has created new and extremely serious national security challenges for Kuwait. Iran has viewed Saddam's replacement with a weak and divided Iraqi government as an opportunity to expand its political influence throughout the Gulf in ways that are potentially threatening to Kuwait. Moreover, a variety of alternative Iraqi political futures concern Kuwait, and whatever future Iraq eventually finds will occur only after a prolonged period of instability and violence that could well involve Kuwait. Additionally, Kuwaitis are concerned about an expansion of terrorism in the Gulf due to increased regional sectarianism and radicalism that may emerge as a by-product of Iraqi factional and intercommunal warfare. All of these problems are of special concern to the United States as well, and addressing them effectively is vital to both nations. 
US-Kuwait Relations Impacts- Middle Eastern Democracy

A. US-Kuwaiti relations are key to Middle Eastern democracy

Terrill ’07 [Andrew, Ph.D. in International Relations from Claremont Graduate University and General Douglas MacArthur Professor of National Security Affairs; Terrill served as a Middle East nonproliferation analyst for the International Assessments Division of the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, “Kuwaiti National Security and the U.S.-Kuwaiti Strategic Relationship After Saddam,” September, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/summary.cfm?q=788]

Kuwait has been a close military partner of the United States since a U.S.-led military coalition liberated it from the iron grip of Iraqi occupation in 1991. The U.S.-Kuwait relationship since that time has been consolidated as an important alliance for both countries. Although Kuwait is a small country, it is also strategically located and supports ongoing security relations with the United States. The importance of Kuwait's strategic position can be expected to increase as the United States reduces its presence in postSaddam Iraq but still seeks to influence events there and throughout the Gulf region. Kuwait's strategic importance also increased following the U.S. decision to remove its combat forces from Saudi Arabia in 2003.3 Additionally, Kuwait rests upon approximately 10 percent of the world's known oil reserves and is expanding its efforts to explore for natural gas, making it a vital economic ally. More recently, and also of interest to the United States, the Kuwaiti experience is emerging as an especially important ongoing experiment in democratic institution-building and the expansion of democratic practices. This approach to governance is being implemented in ways that support U.S. goals for increased democratization of the region, although elections have also helped to empower some extremely conservative Islamists, such as members of the Kuwaiti Islamic Constitutional Movement, which is the political arm of the Kuwaiti Muslim Brotherhood.4 
B. That’s key to prevent nuclear war and terrorism

Natan Sharansky, deputy prime minister of Israel and a former Soviet dissident, October 10, 2001, Wall Street Journal, “What Are We Fighting For?,” p. A16, proquest

The democratic world must export freedom throughout the Middle East not only for the sake of people who live under repressive regimes, but for the sake of our own security. For only when the world is free will the world be safe. The consequences of merely eradicating an enemy rather than building a friend were made crystal clear in the decades following World War II. In Eastern Europe, the evils of Nazism were replaced with the evils of Communism. One dictatorship replaced another and the effect was continued internal repression and external belligerence. In contrast, democracy was forced on Germany and Japan and the result has been over 50 years of peace and stability -- both within those states and in their relations with the outside world. The logic of why democracies do not go to war with each other is ironclad. When political power is a function of popular will, the incentive system works towards maintaining peace and providing prosperity. For nondemocratic regimes, war and terror are essential to survival. In order to justify the internal repression that is inherent in nondemocratic rule, dictators and autocrats must mobilize their nation for wars against both internal and external enemies. Democratic leaders can be corrupt, prejudiced and xenophobic. But they will not survive long in office if they impoverish their people and sacrifice their sons in wars that are not vital to their nations’ existence. That is why war is always the last option for democratic states.
US-Kuwait Relations Impacts- Middle Eastern Democracy Extensions

US-Kuwaiti cooperation bolsters democratization in the Middle East

Terrill ’07 [Andrew, Ph.D. in International Relations from Claremont Graduate University and General Douglas MacArthur Professor of National Security Affairs; Terrill served as a Middle East nonproliferation analyst for the International Assessments Division of the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, “Kuwaiti National Security and the U.S.-Kuwaiti Strategic Relationship After Saddam,” September, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/summary.cfm?q=788]

The United States also has a vested interest in regional political reform and ongoing democratization in Kuwait. Beyond being a valuable strategic ally, Ku- wait has also shown a commitment to expanding de- mocracy in an evolutionary way that supports U.S. aspirations for both stability and more inclusive government within the region. Kuwaitis have a long-standing democratic tradition that they have attempted to blend with the continued authority of a ruling monarchy that has been in power since the 1750s. The existence of this monarchy and the history of democratic expression are key components of the Kuwaiti national identity. Additionally, Kuwaitis may be especially concerned about maintaining their democratic image abroad because of their continuing need for international support against potential enemies. Kuwait is clearly the most democratic country among the Gulf Arab states, and the Kuwait democratization effort serves as an important if still incomplete example to the region. Kuwaiti democratization has shown particular vitality over the last year, and the United States needs to continue supporting such efforts to ensure that they are not ephemeral. The United States must also remain aware that democracy and moderation are not the same thing, and that elections in Kuwait have empowered a number of Islamists who appear deeply unsympathetic to U.S. goals for the region. 

US-Kuwait Relations Advantage Answers

Obama is reaffirming Kuwaiti ties- relations are strong

Baxter ’09 [Elsa, staff writer for Arabian Business, “Obama stresses 'strong' Kuwait relations,” August 4, http://www.arabianbusiness.com/563770-obama-stresses-strong-kuwait-relations]

Sheikh Sabah Al-Ahmad Al-Jaber Al-Sabah and Barack Obama met to discuss bilateral relations as well as the Middle East peace process. Following the meeting, Obama said the two nations shared strong ties which the leaders were “looking to make even stronger”, according to KUNA news agency.Obama added that Kuwait has been an "outstanding host for the United States armed forces during its operations in Iraq." According to the agency the President stressed "not only our gratitude to Kuwait but also our ongoing commitment to Kuwait's security.” Sheikh Sabah said: "I affirmed to President Obama that we are interested in bringing about peace for the Middle East.” The Emir said it was in the interests of the region that a solution for the Arab Peace Initiative be found, but he stressed that Kuwait would only “implement this peace initiative when Israel implements and fulfills its obligations.” 
US-Kuwaiti relations are high

Kuwait Samachar ’09 [“U.S.-Kuwait relations broad, deep,” August 5, http://www.kuwaitsamachar.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=21648:us-kuwait-relations-broad-deep&catid=152:kuna&Itemid=473]

The U.S.-Kuwait relations remain "broad and deep and anchored in our shared commitment to stability and prosperity in the region and beyond," a U.S. official affirmed here Tuesday. A State Department official, who requested anonymity, told KUNA that his country "appreciates the role that Kuwait has long played in efforts to bring stability to the region." The official shed light on Kuwaits "success in expanding political participation, which includes the election of four women to Parliament earlier this year, and congratulated H.H. the Amir of Kuwait Sheikh Sabah Al-Ahmad Al-Jaber Al-Sabah on this accomplishment." The State Department official affirmed that the U.S. support for Kuwaits "security and territorial integrity remains unchanged." He added that his country also supports "Iraqs goal of ending Chapter VII resolutions, and that "are working to help Iraq to take necessary steps to that end," and voiced belief that "this will advance the security of the entire region." "We encourage continuing discussions between the governments of Iraq and Kuwait on this and other issues," the official source stressed. The source welcomed, in particular, Kuwaits dispatch of an Ambassador to Baghdad "to facilitate this dialogue." H.H. the Amir held on Monday at the White House talks with U.S. President Barack Obama during which several regional issues were discussed, including the Mideast Peace Process, Afghanistan and Iran. Following these talks, Kuwaits Foreign Minister Sheikh Dr. Mohammed Sabah Al-Salem Al-Sabah said "We are ready to meet with our Iraqi brothers under the UN umbrella, as called upon by the Secretary General to discuss the speed-up and facilitation of Iraqs implementation of the international resolutions, which would speed up Iraqs exit of Chapter VII." Sheikh Dr. Mohammed has also affirmed "We want to help and cooperate with Iraq in this matter and we have agreed to hold several meetings under the UN umbrella to help Iraq implement these commitments." 

US-Kuwait Relations Advantage Answers

And, Kuwait would hate the plan- they want the US to stay and protect them

Bowman ’08 [Bradley, The Washington Quarterly, “After Iraq: Future U.S. Military Posture in the Middle East,” Spring, http://www.twq.com/08spring/docs/08spring_bowman.pdf]

Both the private words and the public actions of al Qaeda support this less sweeping yet equally important assertion. In July 2005, U.S. forces in Iraq intercepted a confidential letter from Zawahiri to Zarqawi, the leader of al Qaeda in Iraq. In this private letter presumably not intended for public dissemination, Zawahiri wrote, “The Muslim masses … do not rally except against an outside occupying enemy, especially if the enemy is firstly Jewish, and secondly American.”33 Analysis of al Qaeda–connected terrorist attacks corroborates this revealing insight provided by al Qaeda’s second-most senior leader. According to one study, the 71 al Qaeda operatives who committed suicide terrorism between 1995 and 2003 were 10 times more likely to come from Muslim countries where a U.S. military presence for combat operations existed than from other Muslim countries. Furthermore, when the U.S. military presence occupies a country with a larger proportion of Islamist radicals, al Qaeda suicide terrorists are 20 times more likely to come from that country. 34 Although this evidence does not irrefutably demonstrate that the U.S. military presence in the Middle East is the leading source of radicalization, it suggests a U.S. military presence is strongly correlated with the recruitment and motivation of al Qaeda’s most radicalized members. Yet, the unique conditions in Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, and the UAE make these five countries less susceptible to radicalization sparked by a U.S. military presence, thus allowing a minimal U.S. posture to continue. In Kuwait, the distance between the primary population center of Kuwait City and the bulk of U.S. military forces largely places U.S. forces “out of sight, out of mind.” Prudent adjustments by Central Command in recent years have further reduced the visibility and footprint of U.S. military operations in Kuwait. Furthermore, despite the strong disapproval of U.S. foreign policy by the average Kuwaiti, the United States still enjoys a significant reservoir of goodwill thanks to the U.S. military’s 1991 liberation of Kuwait from Saddam. Instability in southern Iraq and the increasingly assertive Iranian regime only serve to increase the desire of Kuwait to maintain a significant long-term U.S. military presence. 

Exclude Patriots CP

Text: The United States Federal Government should remove all of its military presence from Kuwait except Patriot missiles and the crews necessary for maintenance and launch.
Patriot missiles deter Iran, maintain stability by reassuring Gulf allies and prevent Israeli strikes on Iran
The Guardian 1-31-10 [“US raises stakes on Iran by sending in ships and missiles,” http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/jan/31/iran-nuclear-us-missiles-gulf]

Tension between the US and Iran heightened dramatically today with the disclosure that Barack Obama is deploying a missile shield to protect American allies in the Gulf from attack by Tehran. The US is dispatching Patriot defensive missiles to four countries – Qatar, United Arab Emirates, Bahrain and Kuwait – and keeping two ships in the Gulf capable of shooting down Iranian missiles. Washington is also helping Saudi Arabia develop a force to protect its oil installations. American officials said the move is aimed at deterring an attack by Iran and reassuring Gulf states fearful that Tehran might react to sanctions by striking at US allies in the region. Washington is also seeking to discourage Israel from a strike against Iran by demonstrating that the US is prepared to contain any threat. The deployment comes after Obama's attempts to emphasise diplomacy over confrontation in dealing with Iran – a contrast to the Bush administration's approach – have failed to persuade Tehran to open its nuclear installations to international controls. The White House is now trying to engineer agreement for sanctions focused on Iran's Revolutionary Guard, believed to be in charge of the atomic programme. Washington has not formally announced the deployment of the Patriots and other anti-missile systems, but by leaking it to American newspapers the administration is evidently seeking to alert Tehran to a hardening of its position. The administration is deploying two Patriot batteries, capable of shooting down incoming missiles, in each of the four Gulf countries. Kuwait already has an older version of the missile, deployed after Iraq's invasion. Saudi Arabia has long had the missiles, as has Israel. An unnamed senior administration official told the New York Times: "Our first goal is to deter the Iranians. A second is to reassure the Arab states, so they don't feel they have to go nuclear themselves. But there is certainly an element of calming the Israelis as well." The chief of the US central command, General David Petraeus, said in a speech 10 days ago that countries in the region are concerned about Tehran's military ambitions and the prospect of it becoming a dominant power in the Gulf: "Iran is clearly seen as a very serious threat by those on the other side of the Gulf front." Petraeus said the US is keeping cruisers equipped with advanced anti-missile systems in the Gulf at all times to act as a buffer between Iran and the Gulf states. Washington is also concerned at the threat of action by Israel, which is predicting that Iran will be able to build a nuclear missile within a year, a much faster timetable than assessed by the US, and is warning that it will not let Tehran come close to completion if diplomacy fails. 

Israeli strikes on Iran will draw in the US, causing nuclear war

Baklin ‘07 [Dmitriy, “On US-Israeli Plans For a Nuclear War” Global Researcher, January 20, 2007, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=4529]
Joseph J. Sisco asked Secretary of State William Rogers to try and curb Israeli ambitions before it is too late. «If this process continues, and it becomes generally assumed that Israel has the bomb, it will have far-reaching and even dangerous implications for the U.S.», —the Assistant Secretary of State wrote. Speaking of the perilous consequences, he especially emphasized that «Israel’s possession of nuclear weapons would do nothing to deter Arab guerrilla warfare…, on the contrary it would add a dangerous new element to Arab-Israel hostility …». This gives added substance to the warning that came in Dmitry Sedov’s article «2007 to open a new page in the world’s history», in which the author refers to motivations underlying Teheran’s aspirations for nuclear parity with Israel and the likelihood of a regional nuclear conflict. Dmitry Sedov also refers to ways of avoiding this conflict. If the world community is genuinely interested in finding a solution for this problem, «there immediately emerges an option for establishing a regional nuclear-free zone in the Middle East. Under this option, Israel would get an official guarantee of military assistance from the US in the event of a military aggression and would destroy its bombs, whereas Iran would light-heartedly renounce uranium enrichment, buying finished fuel elements from Russia». In this case, however, one would need to «take a step towards settlement of the Middle Eastern problem on principles of equality, which appears unthinkable to the US and Israel. For the following step would mean radical concessions on the part of Israel, which would be the only way to peace, – withdrawal from occupied territories to the boundaries defined by the UN, and establishment of an independent Palestinian state». And this is something to which Washington and Tel Aviv are adamantly opposed. It should be unambiguously stated that, in the event of an Israeli nuclear attack against Iran, the US will automatically become an accessory of the aggressor in creating nuclear weapons, their proliferation in the Middle East and their use in an armed conflict that cannot help growing into a big nuclear war.   
Exclude Patriots CP- Iran Net Benefit

The US keeps Patriots in Kuwait to check Iranian aggression
Press TV 1-31-10 [“US beefs up military presence off Iranian shores,” http://www.presstv.ir/detail.aspx?id=117487&sectionid=351020104]

In addition to imposing new sanctions on the Tehran government, the US has reportedly begun beefing up its military presence and war paraphernalia off the Iranian coast. US military officials told AP on condition of anonymity that Washington has taken silent steps to increase the capability of land-based Patriot missiles on the territory of some of its Arab allies in the Persian Gulf region. Patriot missile systems were originally deployed to the Persian Gulf region to target aircrafts and shoot down missiles before they reach their target. According to the officials, who were expounding on the classified information in a Sunday interview, the US Navy is also upgrading the presence of ships capable of intercepting missiles. The officials claimed that details are kept secret, because a number of Arab states fear Iran's military capabilities, but at the same time, are cautious about acknowledging their cooperation with the US. Arab states have a long history of housing US military bases and combat equipments. Kuwait plays host to US Patriots, while the United Arab Emirates and Bahrain are home to the US Navy's 5th Fleet headquarters. 
Consult Kuwait CP

Text: The United States Federal Government will enter into prior, binding consultation on the mandates of the affirmative plan with the State of Kuwait. The United States will advocate the mandates of the plan during consultation. We’ll clarify.
Observation 1- Not topical- it’s contingent on Kuwait’s decision

Observation 2 is solvency and net benefits- 

Kuwait wants to be consulted over the plan- unilateral withdrawal risks the alliance
Terrill ’07 [Andrew, Ph.D. in International Relations from Claremont Graduate University and General Douglas MacArthur Professor of National Security Affairs; Terrill served as a Middle East nonproliferation analyst for the International Assessments Division of the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, “Kuwaiti National Security and the U.S.-Kuwaiti Strategic Relationship After Saddam,” September, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub788.pdf]

Another problem that has sometimes bothered Kuwaitis is the perception that the United States does not make a serious effort to consult them or their Gulf neighbors on regional issues. Pique over this issue was apparent in a remark by Kuwaiti Foreign Minister Mohammad Sabah stating, “Yes we are allies of the U.S. but we are not its puppies . . . . Our interests compel transparency in delivering our concerns . . . and to cooperate with the U.S. only where this is needed.”189 This demand for respect is especially compelling since it comes from one of Kuwait’s most pro-American political figures. The Kuwaitis have also made it clear that they do not like to be harshly scolded by the United States over such issues as the price of fuel for the U.S. military. The Kuwaitis supplied free fuel to the military during the 2003 war against Saddam, but did request payment for some fuel at a preferential rate of $21 per barrel as the conflict in Iraq continued. The U.S. leadership agreed to pay $7 per barrel, but they did so only after the Kuwaiti leadership received a letter from the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) scolding them for their ingratitude for the 1991 liberation.190 This matter could have been settled satisfactorily without such harshness which is often more painful when a powerful state addresses a weaker ally, since it implies a subordinate status relationship. 

And, US-Kuwaiti relations are key to Middle Eastern stability and fighting terrorism

Terrill ’07 [Andrew, Ph.D. in International Relations from Claremont Graduate University and General Douglas MacArthur Professor of National Security Affairs; Terrill served as a Middle East nonproliferation analyst for the International Assessments Division of the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, “Kuwaiti National Security and the U.S.-Kuwaiti Strategic Relationship After Saddam,” September, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/summary.cfm?q=788]

The U.S.-Kuwait military relationship has been of considerable value to both countries since at least 1990. This alliance was formed in the aftermath of Iraqi leader Saddam Hussein's brutal invasion of Kuwait and the U.S. decision to free Kuwait with military force in 1991. Saddam's later defeat and removal from power in 2003 eliminated an important rationale for the alliance, but a close look at current strategic realities in the Gulf suggests that Kuwait remains an important U.S. ally. It is also an ally that faces a number of serious national security concerns in the turbulent postSaddam era, some of which will require both Kuwaitis and Americans to rethink and revise previous security approaches, particularly to meet the shared goals of reducing terrorism and regional instability. Since its independence in 1961, Kuwait has struggled to manage a number of difficult challenges related to protecting its citizens and its territory from the predatory designs of large and dangerous neighbors. The most menacing neighbors have been Iraq and Iran. While Iran has proven a threatening and subversive enemy on key occasions, Iraq is even more problematic. Kuwait has maintained a long and often extremely difficult relationship with Iraq, and a series of Iraqi governments have either pressured Kuwait for territorial concessions or suggested that Kuwait is a lost province of Iraq. Additionally, within Kuwait a widely held belief is that large, if not overwhelming, portions of the Iraqi public share this viewpoint. Iraq-Kuwait tensions are therefore unlikely to disappear in the aftermath of Saddam's trial and execution. Iraq, even without Saddam, is often viewed as a danger to Kuwait given this history, and ongoing Kuwaiti concerns about Iraq underscore the need for continuing U.S.-Kuwait security ties. Furthermore, both Kuwait and the United States fear a rise in region-wide terrorism and sectarian violence resulting from the current civil strife in Iraq, as well as other factors. Should Iraqi's sectarian strife reach new levels of intensity, it is important that it does not spread to other nations such as Kuwait. Kuwaiti diplomacy and security planning must seek ways to minimize the impact of the Iraq civil war in ways that do not cause the vast majority of loyal Kuwaiti Shi'ites to become alienated from their government. 
Consult Kuwait CP
Terrorism causes extinction
Yonah Alexander, Inter-University for Terrorism Studies Director and Professor, WASHINGTON TIMES, August 28, 2003, p. A20. 

Last week's brutal suicide bombings in Baghdad and Jerusalem have once again illustrated dramatically that the international community failed, thus far at least, to understand the magnitude and implications of the terrorist threats to the very survival of civilization itself. Even the United States and Israel have for decades tended to regard terrorism as a mere tactical nuisance or irritant rather than a critical strategic challenge to their national security concerns. It is not surprising, therefore, that on September 11, 2001, Americans were stunned by the unprecedented tragedy of 19 al Qaeda terrorists striking a devastating blow at the center of the nation's commercial and military powers. Likewise, Israel and its citizens, despite the collapse of the Oslo Agreements of 1993 and numerous acts of terrorism triggered by the second intifada that began almost three years ago, are still "shocked" by each suicide attack at a time of intensive diplomatic efforts to revive the moribund peace process through the now revoked cease-fire arrangements [hudna]. Why are the United States and Israel, as well as scores of other countries affected by the universal nightmare of modern terrorism surprised by new terrorist "surprises"? There are many reasons, including misunderstanding of the manifold specific factors that contribute to terrorism's expansion, such as lack of a universal definition of terrorism, the religionization of politics, double standards of morality, weak punishment of terrorists, and the exploitation of the media by terrorist propaganda and psychological warfare. Unlike their historical counterparts, contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact. The internationalization and brutalization of current and future terrorism make it clear we have entered an Age of Super Terrorism [e.g. biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear and cyber] with its serious implications concerning national, regional and global security concerns.

And Middle Eastern war cause nuclear war
Steinbach ‘02 Steinbach, “Israeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: A threat to peace,” March 2002 www.wagingpeace.org/articles/02.03/0331steinbachisraeli.htm
Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum (and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major (if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon - for whatever reason - the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration."
Consult Kuwait CP- CP key to the alliance

Kuwait wants to be consulted- the plan alone shatters the alliance
Terrill ’07 [Andrew, Ph.D. in International Relations from Claremont Graduate University and General Douglas MacArthur Professor of National Security Affairs; Terrill served as a Middle East nonproliferation analyst for the International Assessments Division of the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, “Kuwaiti National Security and the U.S.-Kuwaiti Strategic Relationship After Saddam,” September, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/summary.cfm?q=788]

This monograph notes that the United States can, if insufficiently careful, neglect the Kuwaiti relationship and fail to adequately consult the leadership and take Kuwaiti interests into account. Kuwaitis have the potential to become more jaded and less cooperative in their relations with the United States if they view themselves as taken for granted or dealt with as subordinates. The United States has a long history of resentful allies carefully measuring the degree of cooperation they will give in return for security guarantees. There is no need for this to occur with Kuwait. Moves to strengthen U.S.-Kuwait relations thus become important and may become especially vital if setbacks in Iraq eventually prompt a U.S. withdrawal under less than optimal conditions. Strong efforts should be made to prevent sectarian warfare in Iraq from spreading to Kuwait under such scenarios. Such efforts may require a great deal of new and creative thinking by both Kuwaitis and Americans as the threat of a conventional Iraq attack has now been overshadowed by the dangers of spillover from an Iraqi civil war, new and deadlier terrorism, and large-scale subversion. 

***Afghanistan***

Terrorism Turn

A. Withdrawal from Afghanistan leads to nuclear terror threats 

Flynn ‘10 [Paul, British Labour Party politician who has been the Member of Parliament (MP) for Newport West since 1987,  http://findarticles.com/p/news-articles/daily-mirror-the-london-uk/mi_8006/is_20100622/troops/ai_n54161623/pg_2/?tag=content;col1]
As control of these areas is wrested from the Taliban, we can hope to see a decrease in casualty figures - perhaps later this year. Will that mark a new dawn? The Taliban won't accept defeat, and will continue to attack our forces and the civilian population so before we can withdraw we have to reduce their capability to a level that can be handled by the Afghan government and security forces. As well as killing the insurgents, we must split away those individuals that can be persuaded to change sides - a tricky process with uncertain results. If we can succeed in decisively undermining the Taliban, will the Afghan security forces be capable of taking on the residual insurgency unaided? The police are still in a woeful state of indiscipline and corruption, and much more work will be needed to develop the organisation of the Afghan National Army.But whatever progress is made in all of these areas will be wasted without a government in Kabul that is strong enough to command the loyalty of the security forces as well as the support of the population. These challenges are massive. But the stakes are too high for us to fail. If the Taliban re-take Afghanistan, al-Qaeda will follow, re- establishing a base to launch terror attacks against the West. A Taliban-controlled Afghanistan would provide a safe haven to strengthen and support the increasingly dangerous insurgency that is bent on bringing down the government of Pakistan. The risks to our own security of a nuclear-armed state in extremist hands don't bear thinking about.
B. That causes extinction

Sid Ahmed 2004. (Mohammed. Extinction! http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm                 What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.
Terrorism Turn Extensions

Pulling out of Afghanistan causes terrorism

Reuters 6-5-10 [“U.S. lawmakers press Afghanistan's Karzai on graft,” 
http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE6642P620100705?feedType=RSS&feedName=topNews         

Senior U.S. lawmakers pressed Afghanistan's president to do more to stop graft, but said on Monday that threats to pull U.S. aid over the issue would only hobble a war strategy that stands a good chance of success.Former U.S. presidential candidate and Republican senator John McCain and Democratic Senator Joseph Lieberman urged President Hamid Karzai at a private dinner to put more effort into battling the endemic corruption giving oxygen to a growing Taliban insurgency. "I believe that there are still serious problems with corruption here, there are serious problems with contracting, and those we have discussed with the president and other members of the government, as well as our government," McCain told reporters at the end of a tour of the country's restive south. "But I am convinced we can succeed and will succeed, and Kandahar is obviously the key area. If we succeed there, we will succeed in the rest of this struggle." McCain, a former Vietnam prisoner of war, said he agreed with new U.S. and NATO forces commander General David Petraeus that the war in Afghanistan was at a make-or-break stage, with the Taliban at their strongest since their 2001 overthrow. 

Withdrawal causes Karzai to make peace with Taliban and Pakistan
Spencer Ackerman July 6, 2010 is a Reporter/Blogger for TPMmuckraker.com, covering national security. Additionally, he's a senior correspondent for The American Prospect and national security correspondent for the Washington Monthly. His writing has appeared in Slate, Salon, Men's Journal, the Atlantic Monthly, The Nation, New York Press and The New Republic. http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2010/06/is-obamas-2011-afghanistan-deadline-actually-a-mistake/
But Sen. John McCain and company are right that the July 2011 date is problematic. Even the most stalwart defender of the administration’s decision to set the date has to concede that it hasn’t been quite the “forcing mechanism” for the Afghan government that Obama intended. Since the date was unveiled, Hamid Karzai has shown himself to be far more inclined to cut a deal with the Taliban than he has to govern. His “peace jirga” started to build a consensus for offering the Taliban peace terms. Reportedly, he and the Pakistanis are working on the contours of what the New York Times reported could amount to a “separate peace” on terms that may or may not support U.S. interests against al-Qaeda, with the Pakistanis offering to bring its quasi-proxies in the Haqqani extremist network and the Taliban in from the cold if Karzai agrees to share power.
Taliban will fill withdrawn US troops

AFP 7-4-10 [“McCain slams US withdrawal date from Afghanistan,” http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5jQab3hsRiqB3rDCDdMtEToKjo0oQ
US Senator John McCain Sunday slammed the July 2011 target for beginning to pull US troops out of Afghanistan, saying setting a firm date for withdrawal would raise questions about US commitment there. "I'm concerned about the perception of our friends and our enemies as well as the people in Afghanistan, as to the depth of our commitment," McCain told ABC news in an interview from Kabul. The Republican lawmaker and former prisoner of war said the policy of announcing a planned draw down date was a "bad idea," and that the United States should only leave Afghanistan when the country is stable enough to maintain a strong government. "I'm all for dates of withdrawal, but that's after the strategy succeeds, not before. That's a dramatic difference," he said. Afghanistan's ambassador to the United States, Said Jawad, agreed on CNN. He said any deadline must be "based on the reality on the ground," to send a clear message that "NATO and Afghans are there to finish the job." "If we had a fully functioning system in Afghanistan, there would be no need for the rest of the world to be there. It will take some time," he said. "The threat of terrorism is still imminent." McCain warned that the Taliban would fill any vacuum left by departing US troops. "I know enough about warfare," he said. "I know enough about what strategy and tactics are about." "If you tell the enemy that you're leaving on a date certain, unequivocally, then that enemy will wait until you leave," he said.

Terrorism Turn Extensions
Pulling out of Afghanistan means Taliban will take control

Shahid R. Siddiqi. Axis of Logic Axis of Logic Monday, Jun 21, 2010 http://axisoflogic.com/artman/publish/Article_60412.shtml
The Taliban refuse to talk peace unless the foreign forces leave Afghanistan, a precondition they always have insisted on, even during back channel negotiations. They have so far refused to deal with Karzai because of credibility issues. They are not in a hurry either. They know the time is on their side, they are fighting and dying for a just cause, their ranks continue to swell, they get battle hardened every day, they are fighting on their own turf and terms, they control bulk of the southern and eastern parts of the country where they are even winning over the Afghan people by providing good governance and the Americans, weary of this long irregular warfare, are getting drained of resources and patience. They are, therefore, willing to wait out their adversary, believing their victory to be a matter of time. A reality check in this backdrop seems to have convinced Karzai that the Americans will pull out of Afghanistan sooner rather than later, leaving his country in a mess. “Karzai told me that he can’t trust the Americans to fix the situation here,” said a Western diplomat in Kabul who did not want to be named. Karzai is also conscious that Taliban will remain the main players in the country’s post American political dispensation and the only viable option for him is to make peace with these fellow Pashtuns and all stake holders. Karzai has also come to realize that cordial relations with Pakistan, against whom he has been leading a tirade of allegations until recently, will not only be inevitable but in Afghanistan’s best interests because the two countries share a long, sensitive and restive border, with Pashtun tribes straddling both sides. Pakistan is in a position to play an important role in bringing about this reconciliation, an opportunity that the Karzai government should not fritter away.

Afghan Minerals Disad 1/2

A. Afghanistan has 1 trillion dollars in minerals that haven’t been accessed. 

Risen 6-13-10 [James,Pulitzer Prize-winning American journalist for The New York Times who worked previously for the Los Angeles Times. He has written or co-written many articles concerning U.S. government activities and is the author or co-author of two books about the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA)  http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/06/13/afghanistan-mineral-depos_n_610692.html]

The United States has discovered nearly $1 trillion in untapped mineral deposits in Afghanistan, far beyond any previously known reserves and enough to fundamentally alter the Afghan economy and perhaps the Afghan war itself, according to senior American government officials. The previously unknown deposits — including huge veins of iron, copper, cobalt, gold and critical industrial metals like lithium — are so big and include so many minerals that are essential to modern industry that Afghanistan could eventually be transformed into one of the most important mining centers in the world, the United States officials believe. An internal Pentagon memo, for example, states that Afghanistan could become the “Saudi Arabia of lithium,” a key raw material in the manufacture of batteries for laptops and BlackBerrys. The vast scale of Afghanistan’s mineral wealth was discovered by a small team of Pentagon officials and American geologists. The Afghan government and President Hamid Karzai were recently briefed, American officials said. While it could take many years to develop a mining industry, the potential is so great that officials and executives in the industry believe it could attract heavy investment even before mines are profitable, providing the possibility of jobs that could distract from generations of war. “There is stunning potential here,” Gen. David H. Petraeus, commander of the United States Central Command, said in an interview on Saturday. “There are a lot of ifs, of course, but I think potentially it is hugely significant.” The value of the newly discovered mineral deposits dwarfs the size of Afghanistan’s existing war-bedraggled economy, which is based largely on opium production and narcotics trafficking as well as aid from the United States and other industrialized countries. Afghanistan’s gross domestic product is only about $12 billion. “This will become the backbone of the Afghan economy,” said Jalil Jumriany, an adviser to the Afghan minister of mines. American and Afghan officials agreed to discuss the mineral discoveries at a difficult moment in the war in Afghanistan. The American-led offensive in Marja in southern Afghanistan has achieved only limited gains. Meanwhile, charges of corruption and favoritism continue to plague the Karzai government, and Mr. Karzai seems increasingly embittered toward the White House. So the Obama administration is hungry for some positive news to come out of Afghanistan. Yet the American officials also recognize that the mineral discoveries will almost certainly have a double-edged impact. Instead of bringing peace, the newfound mineral wealth could lead the Taliban to battle even more fiercely to regain control of the country. The corruption that is already rampant in the Karzai government could also be amplified by the new wealth, particularly if a handful of well-connected oligarchs, some with personal ties to the president, gain control of the resources. Just last year, Afghanistan’s minister of mines was accused by American officials of accepting a $30 million bribe to award China the rights to develop its copper mine. The minister has since been replaced. Endless fights could erupt between the central government in Kabul and provincial and tribal leaders in mineral-rich districts. Afghanistan has a national mining law, written with the help of advisers from the World Bank, but it has never faced a serious challenge. “No one has tested that law; no one knows how it will stand up in a fight between the central government and the provinces,” observed Paul A. Brinkley, deputy undersecretary of defense for business and leader of the Pentagon team that discovered the deposits. At the same time, American officials fear resource-hungry China will try to dominate the development of Afghanistan’s mineral wealth, which could upset the United States, given its heavy investment in the region. After winning the bid for its Aynak copper mine in Logar Province, China clearly wants more, American officials said. Another complication is that because Afghanistan has never had much heavy industry before, it has little or no history of environmental protection either. “The big question is, can this be developed in a responsible way, in a way that is environmentally and socially responsible?” Mr. Brinkley said. “No one knows how this will work.” With virtually no mining industry or infrastructure in place today, it will take decades for Afghanistan to exploit its mineral wealth fully. “This is a country that has no mining culture,” said Jack Medlin, a geologist in the United States Geological Survey’s international affairs program. “They’ve had some small artisanal mines, but now there could be some very, very large mines that will require more than just a gold pan.” The mineral deposits are scattered throughout the country, including in the southern and eastern regions along the border with Pakistan that have had some of the most intense combat in the American-led war against the Taliban insurgency The Pentagon task force has already started trying to help the Afghans set up a system to deal with mineral development. 

B. Pulling out of Afghanistan causes China to grab the mineral supply, rapidly boosting expansionism

Chang 6-16-10 [Gordon, Forbes columnist, “Announcements About $ Trillions of Afghanistan Minerals an Attempt Stop Obama's Withdrawal Plan in 2011,” http://www.ccun.org/News/2010/June/18%20n/Announcements%20About%20$%20Trillions%20of%20Afghanistan%20Minerals%20an%20Attempt%20Stop%20Obama's%20Withdrawal%20Plan%20in%202011.htm]
This week the U.S. Defense Department revealed that Afghanistan possesses at least $908.9 billion in untapped mineral resources. Iron accounts for $420.9 billion of the total, and copper $274.0 billion. There is cobalt, gold and molybdenum. The country could become, according to a Pentagon memo, the “Saudi Arabia of lithium.” Just as interesting, there is niobium, used to make superconducting steel. Most significantly, Afghanistan has substantial deposits of rare earth minerals, estimated to be worth $7.4 billion. And why is this so important? At present, China has a near monopoly over them. It possesses about 36% of world reserves, by far the biggest share for any nation, and accounts for around 97% of global production. Five years ago Beijing substantially tightened export controls on these minerals. At this moment, officials are building a strategic reserve of them. Last August China's Ministry of Industry and Information Technology announced it would prohibit exports of some heavy rare earth minerals and restrict exports of other rare earths to levels far below current global needs. The complete prohibition may go into effect by 2015. Beijing, unfortunately, is not content to control just its own rare earth resources. The Chinese are buying deposits around the world, including those in the U.S. and Canada. And that brings us back to Afghanistan. Beijing, not surprisingly, has already shown great interest in the resources of its troubled neighbor to the west. In 2007 a Chinese company won the concession to the Aynak copper mine in Afghanistan's Logar province--after paying, according to American officials, a bribe of $30 million to the now-former minister of mines. As the New York Times reports, the Chinese want to buy up even more of Afghanistan's resources. They will surely succeed in exploiting most of the trillion dollars of minerals if the Taliban fighters take back control of the country, as they will if President Obama adheres to his plan to begin withdrawing troops next July. The Taliban, in short, could become a minerals superpower in a few years time. That will surely mean an even larger portion of the world's rare earth deposits will be under Chinese control. Beijing has traditionally maintained strong ties to the Taliban, continuing relations even after Sept. 11. Since that horrible event, for instance, China went through with the sale of a telephone system for Kabul and, after the group's ouster, has supplied it with weapons used against NATO forces. The Pentagon, in September, is scheduled to complete its report identifying “national security risks due to rare earth material dependencies.” Yet we don't have to wait until then to know what it will say. 
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C. Chinese expansionism leads to conflict over Taiwan

James Woolsey, CIA Ex Director, FDCH, February 12, 1998                                                                           The one issue which might cause a major rupture between China and the United States is Taiwan. After we demonstrated weakness and vacillation for several years, I believe that the Chinese were genuinely surprised nearly two years ago when they launched ballistic missiles into the waters near Taiwan and the United States responded by sending two aircraft carriers. It is dangerous to give China reason to doubt our resolve, as we had done before that incident. Wars can result, and have resulted, from such miscalculations. Beijing must be quite clear that we insist that there be only a peaceful settlement of the Taiwan issue. Taiwan's healthy democracy is, in a sense, an affront to the dictators in Beijing, and the affront will be doubly galling to Beijing if China begins to have severe economic problems and Taiwan continues to prosper. Taiwan could thus easily become the focus for the nationalistic fervor which Chinese leaders may be tempted to stir up in order to distract the Chinese people from political oppression and economic disruption. A Chinese invasion of Taiwan itself is not militarily feasible for many years, but the seizure of one or more of the offshore islands, such as Quemoy, or a ballistic missile attack against key targets on Taiwan using conventional warheads with high accuracy (e.g. by using GPS guidance) could bring us into a serious military confrontation with China.
D. Taiwan conflict causes nuclear holocaust

Chalmers Johnson, author of Blowback: The Costs and Consequences of American Empire, 5/14/2001, The Nation, Pg. 20

Taiwan, whose status constitutes the still incomplete last act of the Chinese civil war, remains the most dangerous place on earth. Much as the 1914 assassination of the Austrian crown prince in Sarajevo led to a war that no wanted, a misstep in Taiwan by any side could bring the United States and China into a conflict that neither wants. Such a war would bankrupt the United States, deeply divide Japan and probably end in a Chinese victory, given that China is the world's most populous country and would be defending itself against a foreign aggressor. More seriously, it could easily escalate into a nuclear holocaust. However, given the nationalistic challenge to China's sovereignty of any Taiwanese attempt to declare its independence formally, forward-deployed US forces on China's borders have virtually no deterrent effect.

Power Struggle Turn

A. Afghan withdrawal causes a power struggle as multiple parties attempt to fill the void

Farrell 6-25-10 [John Aloysius, contributing editor at U.S. News & World Report and award-winning Washington reporter, “In Afghanistan, a Troop Withdrawal Deadline Is Good Policy,” http://politics.usnews.com/opinion/blogs/john-farrell]

But what if you know the Western troops are leaving? And that, in not too many months, you'll be staring at the gun barrels of the well-armed troops of your foes. This scenario gives you two immediate needs: to whip your own act into shape, and to make those tough political deals, even with age-old enemies, that will give you a chance to survive. It may be happening in Afghanistan, as there now are reports that the Afghan and Pakistani governments, and various Taliban and tribal warlords, seem to be jockeying for position, as they hear the clock ticking. Call it a power struggle, or call it a political solution, but it is how this war will end.

B. Middle East conflict will escalate – causes worldwide nuclear war

Steinbach ‘02 [Steinbach, “Israeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: A threat to peace,” March 2002 www.wagingpeace.org/articles/02.03/0331steinbachisraeli.htm]
Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum (and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major (if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon - for whatever reason - the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration."
Surge working

The surge is working- stabilizing effects are kicking in
Evyatar 6-18, 2010 [Ilan, citing  Richard Kemp, who served in the British army for 30 years before retiring in 2006 with the rank of colonel, The Jerusalem Post, “‘The surge is not yet complete’” http://www.jpost.com/Features/InThespotlight/Article.aspx?id=178738]

It’s not a failure. The surge is not yet complete. American forces are still building up in Afghanistan. Operation Moshtarak, which began a few months back and is still ongoing, has succeeded driving large elements of the Taliban out of areas they formerly controlled. There was reinfiltration and in that situation there will always be reinfiltration, but now there are more forces on the ground to prevent that reinfiltration and to retain greater control of areas that have been taken and I’m optimistic about that. We’re about to see, I think, an offensive begin against the Taliban in the Kandahar area. That’s probably the heartland of the Taliban, and I think they’re going to be quite tenacious in their desire to hold on to that territory, so I think we might see some pretty stiff resistance being put up. We’ve already seen signs of them building up their forces in the area and trying to extend their influence before the inevitable operation against them commences. But I don’t think we could in any way say the troop surge has been a failure.
The surge is stabilizing the region
Lubold 4-28-10 [Gordon, staff writer for the Christian Science Monitor, April 28, 2010 http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Military/2010/0428/Afghanistan-war-surge-on-cusp-of-bringing-real-change]

Insurgents in Afghanistan think last year was their most successful year of operations since 2002, according to a new Pentagon report. That perception stems from a plentiful supply of weapons, including roadside bombs, and money, and also from the narrative in Washington for the last several years that the US was losing the Afghanistan war. But armed with the confidence that comes from a surge of 100,000 American forces, US officials now believe they are on the cusp of change, and that insurgent perceptions of their own strength will begin to change, too.“We have the beginnings for the potential for real change,” says a senior defense official, who spoke on background to reporters at the Pentagon.
Troop surge working, more stable and insurgents losing favor

Lubold 4-28-10 [Gordon, staff writer for the Christian Science Monitor, April 28, 2010 http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Military/2010/0428/Afghanistan-war-surge-on-cusp-of-bringing-real-change]

The defense official spoke as the Pentagon released a progress report on Afghanistan that the defense official characterized as a “serious and sober” illustration of the challenges the US faces there. Six months ago, the Pentagon issued a similar report that showed that security was stable, not declining, but “fragile.” Today it appears as if the military is still in wait-and-see mode. The trends are mixed. For example, insurgent groups are losing favor among the Afghan people, says the report. And according to a poll taken last month, 52 percent of Afghans believe insurgents are the greatest source of insecurity. On the other hand, only about 24 percent of the population supports the government of Afghanistan in 121 of the districts that are critical to turning the country.

Surge working
Surge will work with more troops coming in 

Lubold 4-28-10 [Gordon, staff writer for the Christian Science Monitor, April 28, 2010 http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Military/2010/0428/Afghanistan-war-surge-on-cusp-of-bringing-real-change]

But the trends will favor the US and NATO in coming months as the number of American troops Mr. Obama ordered to Afghanistan arrive there and more of the population centers can be protected, defense officials say. At the same time, the strength of the Afghan national security forces, including the army and police, will improve over time. Insurgent groups are so decentralized, and command-and-control sometimes so difficult, that they are often less effective than they can be, according to the report. And, few groups are on the same page: “Persistent fissures among insurgent leadership persist at the local levels,” the report says.

“Afghanistan” PIC 1NC

Text: The United States Federal government should:

(replace “Afghanistan” with “Khorasan”)

A. “Afghanistan” is an identity constructed by imperialist powers to oppress and dehumanize the Khorasan people.

Arizona Afghan Community Association ’07 [Feb. 5,  “I am Tajik, not Afghan,” http://www.fravahr.org/spip.php?article424]

There are many ways to oppress people. One way is by taking away their identity. Afghanistan as a country of different ethnicities has always seemed to be troubled with its identities, yet another taboo topic amongst the people. The threat of being called a “traitor” and a “foreigner” hangs over those who dare tread upon the topic of national identity. For the longest time, the term “Afghan” has been pushed upon every ethnic group of Afghanistan and for years, that is what Tajiks, Hazaras, Uzbeks, Turkmans, and other non-Pashtuns were known by the rest of the world. Today, however, it needs to be made clear that “Afghan” is not the rightful national identity for the country.The history behind the word “Afghan” is disputable due to various sources of where it originated from. However, one thing is clear: “Afghan” has always been synonymous with Pashtun. Writers and travelers to and from the country have stated that the word “Afghan” was always used to distinguish between the Pashtuns and non-Pashtuns such as the Tajiks, Hazaras, etc. The name of country is believed to have been given by the British when they first invaded the country in the 19th Century. The areas that they encountered were predominantly Pashtun and since they knew “Afghan” as synonymous with “Pashtun” they therefore erroneously declared the entire country as “Land of the Afghan” or “Afghanistan.” And even though the majority of Afghanistan isn’t even Afghans, the name has stuck since then.Before the invention of the “Afghanistan,” the land used to be known as other names: Ariana and Khorasan, with the most recent being Khorasan. The region was called Khorasan for 1500 years and the name was fairer and represented the state as well as the people better. It clearly doesn’t favor one ethnicity over another. As Khorasan, the region was once an advancing civilization and embodied many ethnicities. However, as the Pashtun nomads entered and invaded the regions, they scattered and spread over, imposing their existence as well as a need for a country.Now, it doesn’t take a Ph.D.—self-taught or not—to figure out that those events were not just. And no matter what changes the country and the people have gone through, the term “Afghan” is not a legitimate one. Tajiks and Hazaras and Uzbeks and other non-Pashtuns were never and will never be Afghan. When the literal term of a word obviously means something you are not why would you be crazy enough to fight for the right to be called one? By non-Pashtuns adamantly choosing to call themselves Afghan just because they want peace and quiet, they are inadvertently throwing their rights and their heritage away. Losing your identity as a Hazara or a Tajik, Uzbek, or Turkman, you are being oppressed and your heritage and history is being rewritten to those who crawled out of the Suleiman Mountains. When you don’t even speak the language of an Afghan (supposedly Pashto) then why call yourself one? There are a lot of people that will threaten you if you refuse to call yourself an Afghan when you aren’t one. They will call you a “traitor” or “foreigner” and try to get the mass against you. There is a full culture and history behind the names of “Tajik” and “Hazara,” etc. When the world thinks of “Afghans” hardly anything good will come to mind. It is often associated with the horrors of Ahmad Shah Abdali, pedophilia, the Taliban, and now drug dealers. Though there are some bad within non-Pashtuns, they, however, have contributed greatly to the world and to civilization. When you begin to associate yourself with what you rightfully are, you will see just how rich your past is. Rumi, Avicenna, Sa’adi, they were not Afghans and would never have called themselves one.When the slaves were brought from Africa to America, the first thing the enslavers did was change the names of the slaves because they knew that was the only way to completely rid them of their identity and utterly deter them. They knew it would give them total control over them and help their oppression because they weren’t even allowed their own natural, rightful names. During the Holocaust, the Nazis took away the names and identity of the Jews and just replaced them with numbers because they knew it was a way to dehumanize them. Taking away someone’s name and identity is the surest way to destroy them as a people. Every evildoer has known this.

“Afghanistan” PIC 1NC
B. Mislabeling the Khorasan people is genocidal
Nazary ’07 [Ali, March 11, “Persian Language and Culture is Under Attack!” http://alimaisam.blogspot.com/]

Even to this day most people did not know when the name ‘Afghanistan’ was initially used. However, the name has caused rifts and tension between people, especially Pashtuns and non-Pashtuns. Today in Afghanistan we have a so-called Theocratic Democracy and so it is the people’s right and responsibility to choose the name of their own country. We know that ‘Afghanistan’ means “land of Afghans” or “land of Pashtuns” and the non-Pashtun majority were never asked whether or not they wish to accept this name. This is one of the major reasons why Afghanistan has always had ethnic tensions and ethnic discriminations. Non-Pashtuns feel that their rights as citizens have been undermined or taken away by naming this land “The land of Pashtuns.” Unlike other countries in the region, Afghanistan is made up of ethnic minorities and there has never been an ethnic majority. Nowadays when a Tajik or Hazara says “We need a name change” the government labels them as foreign agents and “sellouts.” One example is Latif Pedram, the co-founder of the National Congress Party of Afghanistan. During the presidential elections Pedram said that the country needed a name change and as a consequence he was almost thrown out of the elections.

The word ‘Afghanistan’ was first mentioned in English. When the British invaded Afghanistan there invasion spread from Attock to Kabul. Most of the invaded lands were predominantly Afghans or Pashtuns and therefore the British had no clue that there were also non-Pashtuns in other parts of the country. When the British overthrew Dost Mohammad Khan they proclaimed Shah Shuja the king of the Afghans and they started calling this little kingdom which was from Kabul to the Indus River ‘Afghan land.’ This proves that it wasn’t the Pashtuns who named this country ‘Afghanistan’ but the foreign imperialist British. But this name was not officially recognized and when Dost Mohamad Khan becomes Amir again he named himself “Amir e Khorasan” or “Amir of Khorasan.” The oldest recorded document that has the Farsi version of Afghan land is the Gandomak Treaty signed by Yaquob Khan, the great grandson of Dost Mohamad Khan. The Farsi version of the Gandomak Treaty has the word Afghanistan written on it. “Afghan” is synonymous with Pashtun and “Istan” translates to ‘land’ in Persian. This treaty was dictated and written by the British. This illustrates that Afghanistan was not a name that the citizens chose or even agreed upon. Instead, it was a name that Imperialist powers forced upon us. The first time which a ruler proclaimed that the official name of this land was Afghanistan was during the era of Abdur Rahman Khan. After the Durand Treaty in 1893, the government of Afghanistan officially recognized the name ‘Afghanistan.’ Abdur Rahman Khan tried to Pashtunize the country by forcing non-Pashtuns—especially those in the south and east—to move northward. He also started the Hazara Genocide which killed 75% of the Hazara population. Praising the name ‘Afghanistan’ is praising Abdur Rahman Khan and the English and their actions. 

Ext. – “Afghanistan” Doesn’t Exist

Afghanistan is a county – not a country

Afghan Newspaper ’07 [2-17, “Afghanistan is a county I would love to visit. It is possible with some care,” http://philiprobinson.blogspot.com/2005_11_01_archive.html]

Afghanistan is a county I would love to visit. It is possible with some care. If you have the time I encourage you to view this wonderful site of photos of Afghanistan. http://www.lukepowell.com/ I do not know what the fate of Afghanistan is. One can hope that their new democratic government can succeed. But many of the members are warlords and former warlords with local sources of power and influence.  Many should be prosecuted as war criminals. Who will speak for Afghanistan? The likes of Fauzai Gailani perhaps, http://www.thestate.com/mld/thestate/13097589.htm The peoples of Afghanistan deserve some peace after 25 years of war. It has the potential of being a great tourist destination. The Agha Khan Foundation has just built a five star hotel in Kabul, which will house rich foreigners, and do little for ordinary Afghanis, but it is a start. In the end, it will be Afghanis who will determine the fate of this mysterious county that waves of history, Asian and European has washed over. One can only wish it well and trust the day will come when the foreign troups will leave.
Ext. – Erases Identity

“Afghanistan” erases the identity of ethnic groups in Khorasan

Afghan Mirror, 2007 (National Anthem, http://afghanmirror.tripod.com/id19.html)
A national identity is supposed to be representative of the entire nation.  One needs to know what the word 'nation' means before applying it to an anthem.  'Nation' is defined as "A people who share common customs, origins, history, and frequently language."  The closest common custom, history, and language that all the ethnicities of Afghanistan share is Persian/Khorasani.  Dari, the Persian language, is spoken by Pashtuns, Tajiks, Hazaras, Uzbeks, etc.  The ethnicities follow Persian/Khorasani customs/culture i.e. Now Roz, the Persian New Year which is celebrated by not only everyone in Afghanistan but by everyone in the neighboring countries like Tajikistan, Iran, and Uzbekistan.  The history of all the ethnicities in Afghanistan intermingles with one another since Ariana, the Persian Empire, Khorasan until modern-day Afghanistan.  These facts blatantly illustrates that Persian/Khorasani is the common link between all the ethnicities in the country.  Pashtu is not a commonality within the ethnicities, it is only a part of a subculture which belongs solely to the Pashtuns.  The national anthem is supposed to reflect the nation and this new anthem of Afghanistan only represents the Pashtuns, which is just one minority group among other minority groups in the country.  You cannot apply one ethnicity to represent all the other ethnicities.  Through such a monstrosity, they are implying that the national identity lies in the Pashtun identity.  How are the other ethnicities supposed to relate to a language that they do not even understand?   
’Afghan’ is not the rightful national identity for the country” – it has been pushed upon every ethnic group

Sorab (with Ariye), 2007 (National Identity, http://www.ariaye.com/english/faiq6.html)

There are many ways to oppress people.  One way is by taking away their identity.  Afghanistan as a country of different ethnicities has always seemed to be troubled with its identities, yet another taboo topic amongst the people.  The threat of being called a “traitor” and a “foreigner” hangs over those who dare tread upon the topic of national identity.  For the longest time, the term “Afghan” has been pushed upon every ethnic group of Afghanistan and for years, that is what Tajiks, Hazaras, Uzbeks, Turkmans, and other non-Pashtuns were known by the rest of the world.  Today, however, it needs to be made clear that “Afghan” is not the rightful national identity for the country.
Language Matters / Creates Reality

Their language is a Bush-style political tool that dominates others.

Brooks ’03, Clinical Psychologist [“Language Creates Reality,” http://blog.wirearchy.com/blog/_archives/2004/7/21/109601.html]
George W. Bush is generally regarded as a mangler of the English language. What is overlooked is his mastery of emotional language -- especially negatively charged emotional language – as a political tool.  Take a closer look at his speeches and public utterances and his political success turns out to be no surprise.  It is the predictable result of the intentional use of language to dominate others. Bush, like many dominant personality types, uses dependency-creating language.  He employs language of contempt and intimidation to shame others into submission and desperate admiration.

Empty language (like the use of term “Afghanistan” to refer to non-Afghanis) is used to control and dominate.

Brooks ’03, Clinical Psychologist [“Language Creates Reality,” http://blog.wirearchy.com/blog/_archives/2004/7/21/109601.html]
While we tend to think of the dominator as using physical force, in fact most dominators use verbal abuse to control others.  Abusive language has been a major theme of psychological researchers on marital problems, such as John Gottman, and of philosophers and theologians, such as Josef Pieper. But little has been said about the key role it has come to play in political discourse and in such "hot media" as talk radio and television. Bush uses several dominating linguistic techniques to induce surrender to his will.  The first is empty language.  This term refers to broad statements that are so abstract and mean so little that they are virtually impossible to oppose.  Empty language is the emotional equivalent of empty calories. ust as we seldom question the content of potato chips while enjoying their pleasurable taste, recipients of empty language are usually distracted from examining the content of what they are hearing.  Dominators use empty language to conceal faulty generalizations; to ridicule viable alternatives; to attribute negative motivations to others, thus making them appear contemptible; and to rename and "reframe" opposing viewpoints.

***Iraq***

Iran advantage frontline

1. Turn: Diplomatic overtures risk Iran crossing invisible diplomatic lines and triggering accidental conflict
Rubin 2007 (Michael, Resident Scholar at the American Enterprise Institute. May 2nd  http://www.aei.org/publications/pubID.26073,filter.all/pub_detail.asp)
First, it is important that Arab states in the Persian Gulf recognize that the United States is going to defend its interests and protect our allies. Second, while Washington assumes events revolve around our decisions, the danger is Iranian overconfidence. Decision-makers in Iran, those in the office of the Supreme Leader and the Revolutionary Guard, may confuse democratic debate with weakness and inadvertently cross a red line. We know from their statements that they do not take U.S. diplomatic demarches seriously. That the United States is willing to demonstrate red lines aids transparency and reduces the risk of accidental conflict.

2. Empirically Denied: Iran has been destabilizing Iraq for years, the impact has not happened.
3. The advantage is non-inherent: U.S. and Iran are confrontational now

Lobe 2010 (Jim, chief of the Washington Bureau of the Inter Press Service “U.S. Congress Approves Strong Unilateral Sanctions on Iran” June 24th. http://www.ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=51946)

Escalating Washington's growing confrontation with Iran, both houses of Congress Thursday approved a sweeping unilateral sanctions package designed to pressure Tehran into curbing its nuclear programme.

The package, which President Barack Obama is expected to sign into law before the Jul. 4 holiday, would punish foreign companies that do business with Iran's energy sector, with "key Iranian banks", or with enterprises believed to be controlled by the Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC). 

Iran advantage frontline

No internal link: Iran will not miscalculate or be aggressive 
Boroujerdi and Fine 2007 (Mehrzad, Professor of Political Science at Syracuse University, and Todd, MA in International Relations and an editor at Princeton University. Syracuse Law Review, 57 Syracuse L. Rev. 619; Lexis)

Even though Ahmadinejad uses foreign policy issues to gain authority, his greatest immediate challenge lies in the stated domestic agenda of improving the economy and reducing inequality. 14 Unlike as in completely totalitarian regimes, Ahmadinejad is directly subject to public criticism from the media and other elites. 15 Although he has shown some affirmative assertion of authority in purging certain institutions like academia, total reversion to a closed society under one leader seems unlikely. 16 Segments of Iranian society that are accustomed to greater openness after the era of reformist governments will tolerate blustering rhetoric on foreign policy so long as reasonable levels of societal openness and economic function remain. 17 The only scenario where the political environment would permit unified power would be in crisis after an external attack on Iran or after a major internal threat to the regime. Altogether, in the present environment, foreign observers often underestimate the role of consensus and group-based decision-making in Iran, and frequently overestimate President Ahmadinejad's power.  The potential for groupthink miscalculations is also thwarted by the existence of multiple consensus-based decision bodies within the overall multilayered structure. 18 While this complex process can sometimes make Iranian policy confusing and contradictory, it does not necessarily lend itself to high risk behavior. Even if one agent makes a hasty decision or issues an aggressive policy statement, it may be immediately contradicted by another authority. 19 Individual leaders also have difficulty muting  [*623]  criticism within the regime and forcing all agents to agree on one course of action. While miscalculations and hasty behavior may be the rule at the micro-level, at the macro-level hasty action is checked by the competing nodes of power. While this structure could admittedly be problematic with regard to the nuclear program depending on what form of command and control system to control accidents and illicit transfer is established, it makes the prospect of Iran engaging in a boldly offensive or miscalculated action less realistic.
Turn: Past unilateral gestures toward Iran have led to a backlash against the U.S.
Brzezinski and Gates 2004 (Zbignew, Robert E. Osgood Professor of American foreign policy at Johns Hopkins University's School of Advanced International Studies and scholar at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, and Robert M., Secretary of Defense. “Iran:Time for a New Approach”, http://www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/Iran_TF. pdf) 

Although the bulk of the sanctions regime was maintained, Washington experimented with the possibility of engaging Tehran through modest unilateral gestures. The result was equally unsatisfying, producing only a frustrating exchange of missed opportunities as well as a continuation—and, in some important areas, an intensification—of the very Iranian policies that Washington sought to thwart. As with other aspects of his Middle East policy, President Clinton invested considerable personal attention with the intention of generating a breakthrough with Iran that might serve as a lasting legacy, only to find enhanced Iranian obstructionism as his reward.  

Iran advantage frontline

Iran is angry with the latest U.S. sanctions

Daragahi 2010 (Borzou, . “Tehran sets conditions for talks; Ahmadinejad also warns U.S. Congress against imposing its own sanctions.” June 29. Nexis)

President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad said Monday that stalled talks could continue only if the United States, Russia, China and Western Europe included other countries in the discussions, clarified their stance on Israel's undeclared nuclear weapons arsenal, submitted to the rules of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty and specified whether the talks would be friendly or hostile.

He said that as punishment for new sanctions, Iran would not be prepared to resume talks until late summer.

Ahmadinejad, speaking at a news conference in Tehran, also vowed that Iran would retaliate if there were any attempt to board its ships in search of nuclear components, as demanded by U.S. lawmakers in legislation wending its way through Congress.

"We reserve our right to retaliate against any error on the part of the U.S. Congress," he said. "We are capable of defending our rights and we will make them, including Mr. Obama -- who arrived with his slogan of change -- remorseful of any hostile action against us."

Iran is at odds with world powers over its pursuit of nuclear technology that the West alleges is aimed at building atomic bombs. Iran insists its program is peaceful and within its rights as a signatory to the Nonproliferation Treaty.

Ahmadinejad was dismissive of concerns raised Sunday by CIA Director Leon E. Panetta that Iran might have the capacity to build two nuclear weapons within two years; instead, he questioned the major powers' arsenals. "We wonder why the CIA boss is not afraid of the stockpile of 20,000 nuclear weapons, but he fears the possibility of two bombs in Iran," he said.

The United Nations, the U.S. and the European Union recently tightened restrictions on trade with Iran in an effort to punish it for refusing to abide by Security Council demands that it halt its continued production of enriched uranium.

Iraq Stability High

Iraq is stable

Pollack 2010 (Kenneth, Director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at The Brookings Institution “The Political Battle in Iraq” June 30th. http://www.brookings.edu/reports/2010/0630_iraq_trip_pollack.aspx)

In most important respects, security in Iraq continues to improve apace.  Attacks on U.S. and Iraqi forces, and even attacks on civilians are down even from the already low-levels achieved last year.  The terrorist “spectaculars” that al-Qa’ida in Iraq (AQI) and other groups attempt to pull off every few months have become less and less spectacular, with fewer and fewer people dying in each attack.  According to U.S. and Iraqi intelligence information, al-Qai’da in Iraq itself is having very significant problems now because few foreign fighters are coming to Iraq and the organization can’t raise money—which is the life blood of its operations.  Without the money to “buy” Iraqis to conduct operations, AQI is being forced to ruthlessly prioritize its own efforts and effectively concede defeat in important areas of the country where it previously wrought havoc.

Of greater importance still, the political problems among Iraq’s feuding parties have not yet spilled over into significant violence.  There was (and still is) a very real risk that parties will use violence to intimidate or eliminate rivals, or otherwise manipulate the political bargaining to their advantage.  No doubt there are many former militia leaders who believe that still another way to break the deadlock beyond those listed above would be to simply assassinate or bully key leaders in rival groups.  The fact that, so far, there have been relatively few such acts—and all of these seem to be related to settling local scores, not influencing the national political struggle—is an extremely positive development.  However, by Iraqi standards it is still early and there is plenty of time for the frustration to build to the point where the political leaders may turn to violence to secure what their bargaining so far has not.

Meanwhile, the Iraqi Security Forces (ISF) continue to mature and improve.  The extent to which Iraqi forces, particularly the army and the federal police, are operating independently is striking.  The majority of operations conducted in Iraq these days are initiated, planned and conducted entirely by the Iraqis.  Numerous American military personnel report that they often hear about them only after the fact (and sometimes, not at all—a potentially worrisome development).  Increasingly, the Iraqis are able to handle even some forms of reconnaissance, surveillance and air support on their own.  Local police forces are a more mixed bag, and it is unlikely that the Iraqis will achieve their goal of full “police primacy” for several more years.

Iraq is stable – World Cup participation proves

Satti 2010 (Ammar,  Baghdadi Journalist “World Cup lifts Iraqi gloom” June 24th http://www.middle-east-online.com/english/features/?id=39744)

Football lovers across Iraq are taking advantage of the country’s relative stability to enjoy the World Cup in public spaces for the first time since the United States-led invasion in 2003. The absence of the Iraqi national team has done little to dampen enthusiasm for the competition which in recent days has captivated the nation, providing a distraction from the slow process of forming the country’s next government and, in some places, its grinding social problems and security concerns. “The whole country is obsessed with the World Cup; my brothers, my father, my friends, even my mother – her mood is just like ours,” said Ali Emad, 15-year-old student as he cheered for Spain in its June 16 match against Switzerland, at a café in the Karada district of central Baghdad. “I would bet that 90 per cent of Iraqis are interested in this World Cup. We loved football just as much in 2006, but we couldn’t gather and watch like now because security was terrible. Even if I had wanted to risk going to a café, my parents would have never let me.” The 2006 World Cup held in Germany came during one of the worst periods of sectarian violence in Iraq. In Baghdad, restaurants and tea shops were mostly empty over fears of roaming insurgent groups and suicide bombings. A year later, as Iraqis celebrated their team’s triumph in the Asian Cup, car bombs killed 50 revellers in Baghdad’s Mansour district. Security has greatly improved over the last four years, but sporadic attacks are still common. On June 16, at least 19 people were wounded in unrelated attacks across the country. Security forces in Baghdad are taking no chances as citizens gather in unprecedented numbers to watch this year’s World Cup. “We have circulated notices to all the posts in Baghdad to protect the most populated places. We have a strategic security plan for this month of World Cup games and the priority will be on protecting entertainment places such as coffee shops, parks and teahouses where the games are being shown to crowds,” Mohammad Askari, spokesman for the ministry of defence, said.

Withdrawal bad- Oil prices, Terrorism, Iran
Premature withdrawal triggers a massive Middle Eastern war, hikes oil prices, causes terrorism, emboldens Iran, and devastates US leadership—we can blow any of these up in the block:

James Jay Carafano, 2006 Senior Research Fellow for National Security and Homeland Security, THE DANGEROUS CONSEQUENCES OF CUTTING AND RUNNING IN IRAQ, October 5,2006, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Iraq/em1012.cfm, 

The premature withdrawal of American troops from Iraq would have disastrous consequences for Iraq, for the Middle East, and for American foreign policy and would lead to a full-scale humanitarian disaster. Congress should reject outright calls for America to cut and run and in­stead should insist that the Bush Administration finish the job of training Iraqi security forces that are capable of supporting the gov­ernment, dealing with sectarian violence, and providing for the safety of the civilian population.  Failure as an Option. There are at least five likely consequences that would flow from abruptly abandoning the people of Iraq. Such a shortsighted U.S. policy would be a severe blow to the Iraqi security situation, Iraqi oil exports, U.S. allies in the region, the global war against terrorism, and the future of all Iraqis.  Consequence #1: An Army Up for Grabs. A sudden U.S. withdrawal would raise the risks of full-fledged civil war and disintegration of the army into hostile factions. The defection of soldiers to various militias, taking with them their heavy equipment, would bolster the militias’ firepower and capacity to seize and hold terrain. The result would be a bloody and protracted civil war such as the conflict in Bosnia following the breakup of Yugoslavia in the 1990s.  Consequence #2: Energy Uncertainty. Growing anarchy in Iraq and the possible breakup of the country into autonomous regions would severely affect Iraq’s oil exports. In 2005, Iraq produced about 1.9 million barrels per day (MBD) of oil and exported about 1.4 MBD. By June 2006, Iraqi oil production had risen to 2.5 MBD, and the govern­ment hopes to increase produc­tion to 2.7 MBD by the end of the year. A U.S. withdrawal would undermine the security of oil pipelines and other facilities and increase the vulnerability of Iraqi oil production to sabotage. The resulting drop in Iraqi oil exports would increase the upward pressure on world oil prices in an already tight oil market. Energy uncer­tainty would be increased further if Iraq splintered and Iran gained domination over a Shia-dominated rump state in the oil-rich south.  Consequence #3: Allies in Jeopardy. The chief bene­ficiary of a rapid U.S. pullout would be Iran, which has considerable influence over the dominant Shiite political parties, which represent most Iraqi Shiites: about 60–65 percent of the population. If Iraq imploded, Iran quickly could gain dominance over an emerging “Shiastan” rump state endowed with the bulk of Iraq’s oil reserves. This would give Iran additional resources and a staging area to escalate subversive efforts targeted at the Shiite majority in Bahrain and Shiite minorities in Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. These and other countries look to the United States to serve as a guarantor against an aggressive Iran. If the United States fails to follow through on its commitment to establish a stable government in Iraq, it will severely undermine its credibility. Abandon­ing Iraqi allies would erode the confidence of other allies in U.S. leadership and further fuel conspiracy theories about American plots to carve up Iraq to keep Arabs weak and divided.  Consequence #4: Al-Qaeda Triumphant. Osama bin Laden would trumpet an abrupt  U.S. withdrawal as a victory for al-Qaeda and proof that America is a “paper tiger,” just as he claimed after the U.S. with­drawal from Somalia in 1994. An unstable, failed state in Iraq would also provide al-Qaeda and other radical groups with a sanctuary for recruiting a new generation of suicide bombers and a strategically located staging area for deploying terrorists for attacks on Jordan, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, and elsewhere around the world. The recently declassi­fied “key judgments” of the April 2006 National Intelligence Estimate, “Trends in Global Terrorism: Implications for the United States,” pointed out that a perceived victory for jihadists in Iraq would boost their strength and ability to threaten Americans.  Consequence #5: A Humanitarian Catastrophe. Iraq is a mosaic of ethnic, sectarian, and tribal sub­groups. Baghdad and other major cities include sig­nificant intermingling of Sunni and Shiite Arabs, Kurds, Turcomans, Assyrians, Chaldeans, and other Christians. Instability and civil war would put many of these people to flight, creating a vast human­itarian crisis that would dwarf those seen in Bosnia and Kosovo and rival the scenes of horror and pri­vation witnessed in Cambodia, Congo, Rwanda, and Sudan. Not only would Iraqis be put at risk of disease, starvation, and violence, but with the gov­ernment unable to meet their basic needs, the Iraqi refugees would fall under the control of the sectar­ian militias, turning Iraq into Lebanon on steroids.  An Alternative to Failure. A continued U.S. mil­itary presence cannot ensure success in Iraq unless Iraqis cooperate in building an effective govern­ment, but a precipitous withdrawal of U.S. support would unquestionably guarantee failure, with disas­trous results for Iraq, its neighbors, and U.S. nat ional interests. The only winners would be an expan­sionist Iran and an increasingly lethal al-Qaeda.
Withdrawal causes Middle East war

Israeli response will lead to global nuclear war
Carol Moore, 2004 ISRAEL NUCLEAR THREATS AND BLACKMAIL, 2004, http://www.carolmoore.net/nuclearwar/israelithreats.html, 
If Israel is attacked or is about to be attacked with unconventional weapons (or overwhelming conventional forces), there will be a "Share the Pain" response... Therefore, Israel would be wise to notify each country that, either pre-emptively or as a vicious second-strike option, Israel will hit all hostile parties with nuclear weapons, regardless of who launched the first attack. Israel will hold all collectively and severally responsible - as if they had met and conspired together.  ...One hundred or 200 nukes will reduce the hostile cities and army sites of the Middle East to rubble in minutes. Of course, the ensuing debris would also envelope those nations who sold the Arab world the weapons of nightmares. After all, they enjoyed the money and clearly understood that what they were selling was to be targeted at Israel. Perhaps with a dedicated and credible deterrence, the Europeans selling weapons will make some effort, along with American Arabists, to have the Arab nations stand down their plans which call for the destruction of Israel and its replacement by an Islamic State.... Prof. Martin Van Crevel, a professor of military history at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem, recently put it this way... “Our armed forces are not the thirtieth strongest in the world, but rather the second or third.  Israel has the capability of hitting most European capitals with nuclear weapons.  We have the capability to take the world down with us.
MIDDLE EAST WAR GOES NUCLEAR 

Frank Barnaby, 1993 Consultant with the UK Oxford Research Group THE INVISIBLE BOMB, 1993, p. xii. (DRG/C457)

Vanunu's defence is based on the danger that a future war in the Middle East may begin with conventional weapons, escalate to a local nuclear war in which Israeli nuclear weapons, for example, are used, and then develop into an all-out nuclear war between the superpowers. A glimpse of this possibility can be had from events in the 1973 Yom Kippur war in which Israel is believed to have deployed nuclear weapons, and the Soviet Union is understood to have sent nuclear weapons to Egypt, and probably Syria, for SCUD surface-to-surface missiles, and both superpowers put their nuclear forces on alert. The USA and the USSR are inevitablv involved in wars in the Middle East because they supply the bulk of the weapons used in these conflicts. Modern warfare uses weapons, particularly missiles, at a great rate, as was shown dramatically in the 1973 war. Within a few days, both sides ran short of weapons and were saved from defeat only by deliveries of Soviet and US arms in massive airlifts. The arms supplier thus becomes the guarantor of his client's survival. Neither superpower will readily allow a client to be defeated in war; to do so would be to lose much of its credibility as an ally. If the USA, for example, stood by while Israel was destroyed by the Arab countries, it would no longer be a credible partner in NATO. If the superpowers are committed to opposite sides in a Middle East war, the potential for escalation right up to a strategic nuclear war is obvious.
Withdrawal causes Middle East war

Middle Eastern war will draw in Russia against the US escalating to global nuclear war. 

John Steinbach, Hiroshima/Nagasaki Peace Committee, March 2002, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2002/03/00_steinbach_israeli-wmd.htm
Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and  disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East  again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once  unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability." and Ezar Weissman, Israel's  current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum (and the) next war will not be  conventional." Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major (if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the  principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S.  nuclear targeting strategy. (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian  heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is  enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the  familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon - for whatever reason - the deepening  Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration.
MIDDLE EAST WAR MEANS NUCLEAR ESCALATION

Stephen Blank, prof @ Strategic Studies Institute @ US Army War College, World and I, 2/1/2001 
After seven or more years of America's best efforts, we now should see with whom we are dealing and the multiple fronts of the real Middle East war. In today's Middle East, every form of conflict along the spectrum from rock throwing to nuclear war can take place. Governments there have long since used weapons of mass destruction in other states' civil wars. Further opportunities to start these civil wars or use such weapons must be firmly deterred and discouraged.
Withdrawal causes Middle East war

Instability in Iraq pulls in Iran, causing a US strike on Iran and war with Russia.

Webster Griffin Tarpley, 2004 activist and historian, August 29, 2004, http://inn.globalfreepress.com/modules/news/article.php?storyid=743
Just as Chinese entry into the Korean conflict in late November 1950 created a wholly new and wider war, Iranian entry into the US-Iraq war would have similarly incalculable consequences. The choices might quickly narrow to the large-scale use of nuclear weapons or defeat for the current US hollow army of just 10 divisions. ANOTHER STEP TOWARDS WORLD WAR III In the case of Iran, the use of nuclear weapons by the US would have a dangerous complication: Iran is an important neighbor and trading partner of the Russian Federation, which is helping with Iran’s nuclear power reactor program. The threatened US/Israeli raid on Iran might kill Russian citizens as well. Such a US attack on Iran might prod the Russian government into drawing its own line in the sand, rather than sitting idle as the tide of US aggression swept closer and closer to Russia’s borders, as one country after another in central Asia was occupied. In other words, a US attack on Iran bids fair to be the opening of World War III, making explicit was already implicit in the invasion of Iraq. The Iran war project of the neocons is the very midsummer of madness, and it must be stopped. 

Withdrawal causes Middle East war

Rapid withdrawal triggers wars that will engulf the Middle East
David Ignatius, 2007 Washington Times Staff Writer, REAL CLEAR POLITICS, July 12, 2007, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/crockers_lebanon_experience_fi.html

So when Crocker tells the New York Times that a rapid U.S. withdrawal from Iraq could produce a human tragedy on a far larger scale, people should take notice. He has seen it happen before. Iraq's foreign minister, Hoshyar Zebari, described the dangers starkly on Monday in explaining what might happen if the United States withdraws its troops too quickly from Iraq: "The dangers could be a civil war, dividing the country, regional wars and the collapse of the state." Those are the stakes as the Senate debates the military authorization bill this week. The daily death toll measures the cost America and the Iraqis already are paying, but Crocker and Zebari are right in warning that a sudden U.S. withdrawal could be even more costly: The violence that is destroying Iraq could spread throughout the region -- an inferno stretching across Lebanon, the Palestinian territories, Jordan, Syria, and even Egypt and Saudi Arabia -- with devastating consequences for global security. Getting into Iraq was President Bush's decision, and history will judge his administration harshly for its mistakes in the postwar occupation. But getting out of Iraq is now partly in the hands of the Democrats who control both houses of Congress. History will be equally unforgiving if their agitation for withdrawal results in a pell-mell retreat that causes lasting damage.
Iran Nuclearization Turn
A) Improving Iraqi situation needed to allow for Iranian denuclearization:

Richard N. Haass and Martin Indyk, 2009 (Haass is President of the Council on Foreign Relations, Indyk is Director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution, Foreign Affairs, Jan/Feb, http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20090101faessay88104/richard-n-haass-martin-indyk/beyond-iraq.html)

The improved situation in Iraq will allow the new administration to shift its focus to Iran, where the clock is ticking on a dangerous and destabilizing nuclear program. Obama should offer direct official engagement with the Iranian government, without preconditions, along with other incentives in an attempt to turn Tehran away from developing the capacity to rapidly produce substantial amounts of nuclear-weapons-grade fuel. At the same time, he should lay the groundwork for an international effort to impose harsher sanctions on Iran if it proves unwilling to change course.
B) Iranian nuclearization risks Israeli pre-emption and a full scale Middle East nuclear war:

Sadr, 2005 (Ehsaneh, Middle East Policy,  Summer 2005 http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_qa5400/is_200507/ai_n21374107/pg_4?tag=artBody;col1)
The technical and logistical difficulties of such an attack are not, however, likely to pose insurmountable challenges to an Israeli air force that has demonstrated its tactical creativity on a number of earlier occasions. Military acquisitions have already been made that might overcome some of these challenges. The United States recently delivered F-161 aircraft with extra fuel tanks, whose range would preclude the need for a refueling stop on the way from Tel Aviv to Iran. In September 2004, the United States also signed a deal for the sale of "bunker busting" bombs that can penetrate at least six feet of concrete, possibly putting even underground targets within range.32 Further indications that Israel will not be daunted by the difficulties of attacking Iran's nuclear installations came in newspaper reports over the summer in which Israeli sources discussed military preparations and rehearsals for a possible campaign against Iran.33 The military and political ramifications of an attack on Iran cannot, however, be so easily remedied by clever planning or arms acquisitions. The worst-case scenario, which cannot be entirely dismissed, is that Iran already has a deliverable nuclear weapon that might survive and be used in retaliation for an Israeli attack. A more likely result is that the Israeli attack, far from permanently eliminating Iran's nuclear program, will delay it by only a few years while simultaneously stimulating (and justifying) Iranian efforts to acquire such weapons as quickly as possible. Conventional responses are also likely. Iran's medium-range Shahab-3 missiles are likely to be launched at Israel's Dimona nuclear reactor or at an easier target like Tel Aviv. 
Israeli Nuclearization Impacts
Iranian nuclearization risks Israeli strikes and a huge Middle East war:

Richard N. Haass and Martin Indyk, 2009 (Haass is President of the Council on Foreign Relations, Indyk is Director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution, Foreign Affairs, Jan/Feb, http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20090101faessay88104/richard-n-haass-martin-indyk/beyond-iraq.html)

Should Tehran's uranium-enrichment efforts proceed at their current pace, during Obama's first year in office or soon after, Iran may have stockpiled enough low-enriched uranium to produce weapons-grade material for at least one nuclear bomb. Iran would likely still be another year or two away from having a more extensive nuclear weapons capability. But once it has the potential to produce large amounts of weapons-grade fuel, it will essentially have crossed the nuclear threshold and forced all its neighbors, as well as the United States, to change their security calculations.  Israel, which has maintained a nuclear monopoly in the region through preventive military strikes on Iraq and Syria, will be sorely tempted to do the same with Iran. If Israel does strike, Iranian retaliation could spark a war in Lebanon, closure of the Strait of Hormuz, dramatic increases in the price of oil, and attacks on U.S. forces in Afghanistan and Iraq. If Israel does not strike, the two countries will be on hair-trigger alert with a high potential for miscalculation.
Terrorism Turn

A) Turn- US forces are needed in Iraq to stop terrorism

Reuters, 7/3/10

(http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE6640YP20100705?feedType=RSS&feedName=topNews)

Operations that to outsiders will look pretty much like combat will continue in areas where a stubborn Sunni Islamist insurgency remains entrenched, despite a sharp fall in overall violence since the height of the sectarian slaughter in 2006/07. They will, however, be called "stability operations," loosely defined as advising, assisting, training and equipping Iraqi forces -- a role U.S. forces have had for some time. U.S. troops will "continue to conduct partnered counter terrorism operations to maintain pressure on extremist terrorist networks," said chief spokesman Major General Stephen Lanza. U.S. troop numbers will fall to 50,000 on September 1 from around 77,000 now. Bases are closing, hardware going to Afghanistan and units flying home without replacement. In disputed territories adjacent to Iraq's semi-autonomous Kurdistan region, where Arabs and Kurds wrestle over land and power, insurgent cells have regrouped after being driven out of much of Iraq's Sunni heartland. Here, U.S. soldiers will still occasionally shoot, and be shot at after September 1. Al Qaeda "is down but not out," said U.S. forces Division North commander Major General Tony Cucolo. "We take down a cell, but on a smaller, less capable level it re-forms." The threat "can't be handled" by Iraqi Security Forces "as they are," he said on a Blackhawk helicopter flight over Diyala.
B) Terrorism causes extinction

Yonah Alexander, Inter-University for Terrorism Studies Director and Professor, WASHINGTON TIMES, August 28, 2003, p. A20. Last week's brutal suicide bombings in Baghdad and Jerusalem have once again illustrated dramatically that the international community failed, thus far at least, to understand the magnitude and implications of the terrorist threats to the very survival of civilization itself. Even the United States and Israel have for decades tended to regard terrorism as a mere tactical nuisance or irritant rather than a critical strategic challenge to their national security concerns. It is not surprising, therefore, that on September 11, 2001, Americans were stunned by the unprecedented tragedy of 19 al Qaeda terrorists striking a devastating blow at the center of the nation's commercial and military powers. Likewise, Israel and its citizens, despite the collapse of the Oslo Agreements of 1993 and numerous acts of terrorism triggered by the second intifada that began almost three years ago, are still "shocked" by each suicide attack at a time of intensive diplomatic efforts to revive the moribund peace process through the now revoked cease-fire arrangements [hudna]. Why are the United States and Israel, as well as scores of other countries affected by the universal nightmare of modern terrorism surprised by new terrorist "surprises"? There are many reasons, including misunderstanding of the manifold specific factors that contribute to terrorism's expansion, such as lack of a universal definition of terrorism, the religionization of politics, double standards of morality, weak punishment of terrorists, and the exploitation of the media by terrorist propaganda and psychological warfare. Unlike their historical counterparts, contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact. The internationalization and brutalization of current and future terrorism make it clear we have entered an Age of Super Terrorism [e.g. biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear and cyber] with its serious implications concerning national, regional and global security concerns

Quick withdrawal Bad- Instability

Their withdrawal good evidence is irrelevant:  the timing and pace of the drawdown is crucial—too rapid a reduction regenerates instability in Iraq:

Richard N. Haass and Martin Indyk, 2009 (Haass is President of the Council on Foreign Relations, Indyk is Director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution, Foreign Affairs, Jan/Feb, http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20090101faessay88104/richard-n-haass-martin-indyk/beyond-iraq.html)

The timing and pace of the drawdown will be critical: too rapid a reduction could regenerate instability and create opportunities for Iran and al Qaeda, whereas too slow a reduction would leave U.S. forces tied down in Iraq and unavailable for other tasks. Still, a well-executed drawdown of U.S. troops should enable Obama to make clear to Iraq's leaders and neighbors that he is shifting responsibility to their shoulders while demonstrating to the American people that their country's involvement in the Iraq war is coming to an end. Implemented gradually, a drawdown of U.S. troops should not raise questions about Washington's reliability given all that the United States has done over the past two years to bolster Iraq's stability and normalize life for its citizens.
Quick withdrawal bad- Security gains

Iraqis perceive a slow withdrawal; fast withdrawal reverses security gains

 EuroNews, 11/8/2008 
The Iraqi government says it is confident that US President-elect Barack Obama will not jeopardise the country's improving security by hastening the withdrawal of American troops. Obama opposed the war from the start, and his promise to pull out by mid-2010 was a cornerstone of his campaign: "As President, I will end this war (in Iraq). I will ask the Iraqi government to step up for their future, and we will finally finish the fight against bin Laden and the al-Qaeda terrorists who killed three thousand Americans on 9/11. I will never hesitate to defend this nation, but I will use our military wisely." The US has just 151 thousand troops stationed in Iraq and many gave Obama a cautious welcome: "First I would like to say congratulations, we have got a lot of soldiers over here, in Afghanistan and back home in the States, and we are looking forward for you to keep the military strong. Also, to our families back home, we are looking forward to you hopefully bringing back the economy to where it was before." said Lieutenant Mark de la Sella. Obama's election win comes as US and Iraqi officials scramble to reach a deal on a new security agreement that would end the US military presence in the country by 2011 and give Iraqis a greater role in managing combat operations. Violence has dropped sharply in the country recently and experts fear a hasty withdrawal would reverse any gains made.
Security gains in Iraq are fragile and reversible:

Marc Lynch, 1/15/2009 (http://www.familysecuritymatters.org/publications/id.2269/pub_detail.asp)

Those who warn that security gains in Iraq are fragile and reversible are correct, even if they argued the contrary before the election. We should be under no illusions that Iraq will be stable or peaceful, or that its political divides have been overcome. As Brian Katulis of the Center for American Progress and I argued in September, beneath the superficial veneer of improved security upon which most Americans have focused, Iraq continues to be torn apart by deep divides over ethnicity and religion and by escalating battles between political insiders and popular forces. Despite some promising developments, little political reconciliation has taken place since the "surge" began.

Quick withdrawal bad- Phase out key to hege
A gradual troop withdrawal wouldn’t threaten US leadership—only we control the middle ground:

Richard N. Haass and Martin Indyk, 2009 (Haass is President of the Council on Foreign Relations, Indyk is Director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution, Foreign Affairs, Jan/Feb, http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20090101faessay88104/richard-n-haass-martin-indyk/beyond-iraq.html)

The timing and pace of the drawdown will be critical: too rapid a reduction could regenerate instability and create opportunities for Iran and al Qaeda, whereas too slow a reduction would leave U.S. forces tied down in Iraq and unavailable for other tasks. Still, a well-executed drawdown of U.S. troops should enable Obama to make clear to Iraq's leaders and neighbors that he is shifting responsibility to their shoulders while demonstrating to the American people that their country's involvement in the Iraq war is coming to an end. Implemented gradually, a drawdown of U.S. troops should not raise questions about Washington's reliability given all that the United States has done over the past two years to bolster Iraq's stability and normalize life for its citizens.

Quick withdrawal bad- Iraq stability

Turn- Current time table is bad for war in Iraq- slower time is key to post election stability

James Phillips, Senior Researcher at the Heritage Institute, 2010

(“Charting U.S. Policy after Iraq’s Election,” The Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/03/Charting-US-Policy-after-Iraqs-Elections)
The Obama Administration wisely departed from the President’s campaign pledge to withdraw one combat brigade from Iraq every month after entering office. Another adjustment in the drawdown timetable is necessary due to the fact that current plans to pull out approximately 10,000 troops every month, beginning in late spring, were based on the assumption that the Iraqi elections would be held by the end of 2009. The delay in the election timetable also requires a delay in the schedule for troop withdrawals so that adequate forces remain available during the sensitive post-election period.
Quick withdrawal bad- Violence
Racial violence will force troops to be put back into Iraq

Goodenough, Internatinoal Editor for CNS, 3/8/10

(Patrick, “timetable for U.S. troops withdrawal on Track Obama says, after Iraqis vote,” CNS News, http://www.cnsnews.com/news/article/62406)

The 2005 elections were boycotted by many Sunnis, and in the ensuing months Iraq spiraled into deadly sectarian conflict, eventually checked by the anti-al-Qaeda Sunni awakening movement in Anbar province and the Bush administration’s troop “surge” in 2007. Under a security agreement that entered into force at the beginning of 2009, U.S. troops redeployed out of cities and towns by the end of last June. By the end of August of this year combat operations are due to end, and all troops are scheduled to withdraw from the country by the end of 2011. Whether that timetable – and particularly the August target – can be met may well depend on circumstances on the ground.  “As U.S. forces draw down in accordance with the president's guidance, resurgent ethno-sectarian violence or a resurgent Sunni nationalist insurgency may impel the Iraqi government to request U.S. military support,” say Stephanie Sanok and Nathan Freier, senior fellows in the International Security Program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies.  They say it is important that senior U.S. officials “decide now where, when, under what circumstances, and to what extent the United States will respond.”
Violence in Iraq means that troops will need to be pulled out

Associated Press, 5-12-10

(“US may slow pace of Iraq Troop pullout,” http://www.military.com/news/article/us-may-slow-pace-of-iraq-troop-pullout.html)

American commanders, worried about increased violence in the wake of Iraq's inconclusive elections, are now reconsidering the pace of a major troop pullout this summer, U.S. officials said. The withdrawal of the first major wave of troops is expected to be delayed by about a month, the officials said Tuesday. Waiting much longer could endanger President Obama's goal of reducing the force level from 92,000 to 50,000 troops by Aug. 31. More than two months after parliamentary elections, the Iraqis have still not formed a new government, and militants aiming to exploit the void have carried out attacks like Monday's bombings and shootings that killed at least 119 people -- the country's bloodiest day of 2010. The threat has prompted military officials to look at keeping as many troops on the ground, for as long as possible, without missing the Aug. 31 deadline. A security agreement between the two nations requires American troops to be out of Iraq by the end of 2011.
Violence in Iraq means that troops will not be pulled out at a fast pace

Associated Press, 5-12-10

(“US may slow pace of Iraq Troop pullout,” http://www.military.com/news/article/us-may-slow-pace-of-iraq-troop-pullout.html)

In Baghdad and Washington, U.S. officials say they remain committed to the deadline, which Obama has said he would extend only if Iraq's security deteriorates. Getting out of Iraq quickly and responsibly was among Obama's top campaign promises in 2008. Extending the deadline could be politically risky back home -- but so could anarchy and a bloodbath following a hasty retreat.

Two senior administration officials said the White House is closely watching to see if the Aug. 31 date needs to be pushed back -- if only to ensure enough security forces are in place to prevent or respond to militant attacks. Both spoke on condition of anonymity because of the sensitivity of the administration's internal discussions.  Already, the violence, fueled by Iraq's political instability, will likely postpone the start of what the top U.S. commander in Iraq, Army Gen. Ray Odierno, has called the withdrawal "waterfall" -- sending home large numbers of troops in a very swift period.
Quick withdrawal bad- Violence

Increase in violence could mean troop surge will fail

Reuters, 4/3/10

(“Biden visits Iraq amid election deadlock,” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE6621AK20100703?type=politicsNews)

Instead of setting Iraq on a path to greater security and prosperity, the election has been followed by political uncertainty after no one won the vote outright and agreement over forming the next government proved elusive.  Sunni insurgents linked to al Qaeda have sought to exploit the political vacuum through suicide bombings and killings, raising questions about the U.S. military's plan to end combat operations in August ahead of a full withdrawal by end-2011. A cross-sectarian bloc headed by Allawi took a two-seat lead on strong backing from Sunnis who view Allawi, a secular Shi'ite, as a strongman capable of defending their rights. But a union between the Shi'ite blocs, including Maliki's State of Law, is expected to beat Allawi's Iraqiya in the tussle to gain the majority needed to form a coalition government.  "We believe our problems should be solved by Iraqis. This includes the formation of the government," said Osama al-Nujaifi, a senior Sunni member of Iraqiya.  "Contributions from others, whether from Americans or not, should be framed as advice. Their efforts shouldn't be a magnetic pole determining the direction of talks and the creation of alliances," Nujaifi said in phone interview.  Sunnis could react angrily if Allawi fails to become prime minister, reinvigorating a wounded but still lethal insurgency.  Any increase in violence could put pressure on Obama to slow down the U.S. plan for redeploying troops and materiel to the war in Afghanistan, where the Taliban is staging a resurgence.  U.S. officials said their military plans are not tied to the formation of a government in Iraq.  "The nature of our engagement is changing. As our military presence ramps down, our diplomatic, political and economical engagements are ramping up," the official with Biden said.
Iraqi desire for a rapid withdrawal is only posturing, they want a careful, calculated withdrawal to prevent violence

The Atlanta Journal-Constitution, 11/9/2008 p. 1

To succeed as president, Obama will have to keep Iraq off the front pages. Indeed, the more Iraq remains on the back pages in coming months, the better. He needs to delicately withdraw from Iraq and move forces into Afghanistan while keeping Iraq on a low burner and quelling gradually the fires in Afghanistan. He can't do that by rushing for the exits. Yes, the Iraqi government, by virtue of the status of forces agreement it is negotiating with the United States, is committed to a quick American troop pullout. But that is the public display; behind the scenes, Iraqi defense officials are hoping for a slower, more careful withdrawal. 
The surge is solving, but more than modest troop reductions risk a revitalization of sectarian violence:

Richard N. Haass and Martin Indyk, 2009 (Haass is President of the Council on Foreign Relations, Indyk is Director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution, Foreign Affairs, Jan/Feb, http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20090101faessay88104/richard-n-haass-martin-indyk/beyond-iraq.html)
One of the most important steps the Obama administration can take is to extend Washington's vision beyond Iraq. The "surge" in U.S. troops, and arguably even more a change in U.S. tactics and the willingness of Sunni and Shiite leaders to establish and maintain order in their communities, has created an opening for the United States to devote attention to other regional issues. Sectarian violence in the country has been effectively suppressed, and al Qaeda in Iraq has been radically weakened. But the situation remains fragile, and the need to pursue a host of second-order tasks should preclude more than modest reductions in U.S. combat and support forces in Iraq through 2009. 
Quick withdrawal bad- Violence

Insurgent violence has increased substantially with no government and will get worse without troops

News Oklahoma, July 6, 2010

(“Iraq and the War on Terrorism: U.S. vice president urges Iraqis to form new government,” http://www.newsok.com/iraq-and-the-war-on-terrorism-u.s.-vice-president-urges-iraqis-to-form-new-government/article/3473741?custom_click=headlines_widget)

Vice President Joe Biden on Monday made a final effort to push Iraqi leaders to bridge their differences, which have created a dangerous political vacuum as U.S. troops head home. The vice president met with senior Iraqi officials, including President Jalal Talabani, before wrapping up a Fourth of July visit designed to help Iraq overcome a four-month post-election stalemate in efforts to form a new government. Biden urged rival Iraqi politicians to select new leaders for their wobbly democracy without further delays, emphasizing that a government that does not represent all sides would not be successful. Iraq has been without a new government since the March 7 election, which produced no clear winner. The bickering has raised fears that insurgents could exploit the uncertainty to re-ignite sectarian violence.
Quick withdrawal bad- Iraqi security forces

Iraqi security force is not ready for US troop withdrawal

Hanna, fellow at The Century foundation, April 4, 2010

(Michael, “Stay the Course of withdrawal,” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/66188/michael-wahid-hanna/stay-the-course-of-withdrawal)

Having held parliamentary elections on March 7 and endured a protracted period of vote counting, Iraqis are now focused on the arduous process of government formation. As this Iraqi drama unfolds, U.S. military forces are preparing to redeploy according to the U.S.-Iraq security agreement of November 2008 and President Barack Obama’s announced timetable for withdrawal. The impending drawdown -- from 96,000 troops today to about 50,000 on September 1, 2010, and zero on January 1, 2012 -- will require the United States to defer increasingly to Iraqis as they dictate their own future.  This, in turn, requires that the Iraqi Security Forces (ISF) continue their development. The increased proficiency of the ISF is a main reason why, though Iraqis will continue to endure grievous violence in coming years, there is no longer a broad-based insurgency that poses a strategic threat to the political process or the government. But the ISF’s progress is relatively new: although President George W. Bush said in 2005 that “as the Iraqis stand up, we will stand down,” the ISF has only recently achieved a substantial level of operational independence.  Over the past year, the United States has drawn down more than 40,000 troops while turning over control of Iraqi population centers to the ISF. In September 2009, the Department of Defense reported that the Iraqi army had 189 combat battalions, most of which qualified as being “in the lead” for the purposes of conducting operations. Relatively few of those battalions have achieved Operational Readiness Assessment (ORA) Level 1, meaning that they are logistics-capable units with the ability to function wholly independently. The vast majority of “in the lead” battalions have achieved ORA Level 2; they can plan, execute, and sustain counterinsurgency operations -- but only with U.S. assistance.
Iraqi security forces aren’t ready yet – a quick withdrawal will trigger a civil war
The Economist, 11/8/2008 

One bright spot is that Mr Obama's promise to withdraw most combat forces from Iraq by May 2010 looks more achievable than it did when he started campaigning. Mr Bush's "surge" and America's exploitation of a Sunni backlash against al-Qaeda have slashed the rate of killing this year. America has at last trained a half-decent Iraqi army, which has boosted the self-confidence of Iraq's government (so much so that it might order American troops in Iraq into their barracks when America's UN mandate ends this December). Even so, Iraq is far from stable. The present calm flatters to deceive. The government is dominated by Shias who have neither accepted a big enough place for the formerly dominant Sunnis nor resolved an explosive argument with the Kurds over the control of Kirkuk. If these flaws remain unfixed, the civil war could resume. Mr Obama may be tempted to get out while the going is good, pocketing a "victory" earned mainly on Mr Bush's watch. But too fast a rush for the exit might itself be the catalyst for new slaughter. 
Slow withdrawal good
Slow & careful drawdown in Iraq is necessary to prevent undoing recent progress

Richard N. Haass and Martin Indyk, 2009 (Haass is President of the Council on Foreign Relations, Indyk is Director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution, Foreign Affairs, Jan/Feb, http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20090101faessay88104/richard-n-haass-martin-indyk/beyond-iraq.html)

For six years, U.S. policy in the Middle East has been dominated by Iraq. This need not, and should not, continue. The Obama administration will be able to gradually reduce the number of U.S. troops in Iraq, limit their combat role, and increasingly shift responsibility to Iraqi forces. The drawdown will have to be executed carefully and deliberately, however, so as not to risk undoing recent progress.
Obama shouldn’t bow to politics to pull troops out early—it would bolster terrorism:

News-Register, 1/16/2009 (http://www.news-register.net/page/content.detail/id/519558.html?nav=511)

Officials at the Pentagon have made it clear that when President-elect Barack Obama takes office next week, they will be ready to present him a plan to withdraw all U.S. troops from Iraq within 16 months. The generals are preparing that plan because Obama has pledged that he will end U.S. involvement in Iraq quickly - perhaps more so than has been recommended from a military point of view.   U.S. and Iraqi officials already have agreed on a careful, phased drawdown of U.S. troops in Iraq. That plan takes into account the best interests of the democratic government in Iraq, as well as those of Americans serving there.  Obama should allow the military to set the timetable for withdrawal - without bowing to the demands of politics.  Precipitous withdrawal from Iraq would be a gift to Islamic extremists. It is one we should not give them.
Civil War Answers
Violence levels down in Iraq, and  Iraqi authority is up—little risk of Civil War in the status quo:

Charles Recknagel, 1/2/2009 (Jan 02, http://www.rferl.org/content/Hopes_Rise_For_Iraq_Amid_Signs_Of_New_Stability/1365911.html Hopes Rise For Iraq Amid Signs Of New Stability)

After five years of fighting and with Iraqi authority now at unprecedented levels since the launch of the U.S.-led invasion to oust Saddam Hussein, the level of violence appears to have finally eased to the point that Iraqi citizens can again plan for the future. The number of Iraqi civilian deaths has fallen from a high of some 3,800 a month two years ago to some 600 a month today. And with that, the danger of a civil war sparked by sectarian-based killings has finally receded.
Iraq could fall back into instability at any second – history proves

Pollack 2010 (Kenneth, Director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at The Brookings Institution “The Political Battle in Iraq” June 30th. http://www.brookings.edu/reports/2010/0630_iraq_trip_pollack.aspx)

First off, it is always important to recognize that states like Iraq that have undergone a major intercommunal civil war have a very high rate of recidivism. Extensive academic work on intercommunal civil wars akin to what Iraq experienced in 2005-2007 demonstrates that roughly fifty percent of the time the country falls back into civil war within five years of a ceasefire.  Moreover, when the country in question possesses valuable natural resources like diamonds, gold or oil, the likelihood rises even higher.[2]  Thus, Iraq remains highly vulnerable to a resurgence of civil war, and the forces that could drag it back down are easily and frequently encountered, floating just below the surface of Iraqi politics.  The militias and insurgents have been suppressed (very effectively suppressed), but they have not yet withered away altogether.  The fear and anger remains pervasive.  It is also important to keep in mind that the war-weariness of the population is irrelevant to the resurgence of civil wars; the history of such wars has demonstrated repeatedly and definitively that it is the circumstances and the leadership, not the  sentiments of the masses, that spark and then re-ignite intercommunal civil wars.  The conditions for a resurgence remain present, and a small but alarming number of Iraqi leaders still seem to believe that they would be better off with a return to violence than a continuation of peace.
Politics Link- Dems don’t want a quick withdrawal

Left is willing to hammer Obama on a quick withdrawal from Iraq:
The Washington Post, 11/11/2008 November 11, 2008, p. A17

An Uncomfortable State of Affairs   Speaking of secretary of state, it's looking increasingly like Sen. John Kerry (D-Mass.) may get the nod for that post, a possibility that is driving some Senate Democrats to distraction. No, not that they oppose Kerry. Not at all. The problem is that the chairman of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Sen. Joe Biden (D-Del.), has picked up a new job. The second-ranking Democrat, Sen. Christopher Dodd (Conn.), has announced that he's staying on as head of the Senate Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs, what with all the troubles in the industry these days. Well, no problem, Kerry can take . . . oh, wait. So he's going to the State Department? That means, yes indeed, next in line to chair the committee is Sen. Russ Feingold (Wis.), who tends to approach foreign policy and related matters from, let's say, a leftward direction. Feingold was the only senator to vote against the Patriot Act and is the leading advocate of cutting and running out of Iraq. That means the Obama administration, in addition to getting smacked around from the right on foreign policy matters, could find itself hammered from the left as well.

Politics Links- AT: Same old Warhawks

People who protested Iraq’s initial invasion are starting to defect against withdrawal 

Ricks 2010 (Thomas, Senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security, contributing editor of Foreign Policy magazine, special military correspondent for the Washington Post, and author of multiple books on Iraq. “Extending America's stay in Iraq” International Herald Tribune, February 25. Nexis)

As a longtime critic of the American invasion of Iraq, I am not happy about advocating a continued military presence there. Yet, to echo the counterinsurgency expert David Kilcullen, just because you invade a country stupidly doesn't mean you should leave it stupidly. The best argument against keeping troops in Iraq is the one some American military officers make, which is that a civil war is inevitable, and that by staying all we are doing is postponing it. That may be so, but I don't think it is worth gambling to find out.
30k CP Shell (1/2)
Text: The United States Federal Government should follow its current withdrawal plan until 30,000 troops are left in Iraq, which will stay there until the end of Obama’s term

Competition: You can’t withdrawal all troops from Iraq and keep some there at the same time.

Solvency: The Counterplan allows Obama to take a firm stance Iraq, solving their leadership advantage.

Iraq is very unstable now – the U.S. leaving is a terrible idea

Tisdall 2010 (Simon, assistant editor of the Guardian and a foreign affairs columnist. “The US just wants out of Iraq ... but Iraq is not finished with America” April 28. Nexis)

If Barack Obama hopes American troops will leave behind a stable, secure and democratic Iraq when most of them withdraw in August, he's in for a big disappointment. In many respects the country remains on a knife edge and could yet tip back into sectarianism and inter-communal strife. Given all the blood and treasure the US has expended there since 2003, this is not an impressive result.
Intensifying disputes over March's general election results, renewed weekend bomb attacks on civilian targets and Shia mosques, and persistent interference by Iran and Syria are raising fears that the country could again descend into the sectarian warfare that followed the 2005 polls. Three recent incidents demonstrate the potential for mayhem that could yet force the Americans to delay their withdrawal.

Last Friday saw bomb attacks on Shia targets in Baghdad and Anbar, in the Sunni Triangle. Some of the carnage was attributed to al-Qaida in Mesopotamia, purportedly to avenge the killing by US forces of its two most senior leaders. But the savagery was reminiscent of the mosque bombings in 2006 that sparked Sunni-Shia sectarian warfare - and was seen as an attempt to rekindle it.

Iraqi soldiers who arrived on the scene of one bombing were stoned by angry Sunnis who oppose the Shia-led government. Ominously, Moqtada al-Sadr, the Iran-based foe of prime minister Nouri al-Maliki, has said his Shia Mehdi Army, demobilised under a 2008 truce, is ready to step in to protect worshippers. His "offer" resurrected the spectre of the militia battles of old.

In a separate incident last week, the family of a Sunni tribal chief who supported the US-initiated programme to build a Sunni alliance against al-Qaida was butchered after gunmen stormed their home in Tarmiya, north of Baghdad. Police said the man's three young sons had their throats cut while his wife and daughter were shot in the head.

Meanwhile, the Washington Post's Leila Fadel reported that troops from Iraq's predominantly Shia army beat and tortured dozens of Sunni men in Radwaniyah, west of Baghdad, after the killing of five soldiers. The incident was said to have underscored the gulf of mistrust separating the two communities.

Supporters of Iyad Allawi, whose secular Shia-Sunni alliance claimed a narrow election victory over Maliki, say sectarian considerations influenced decisions to recount votes and disqualify some candidates. Some are calling for fresh elections supervised by the UN. Analysts warn that if next week's Baghdad recount results in Maliki's coalition retaining power, Sunni alienation could mutate into violent opposition. Others predict Iraq will still be without a government when US partial withdrawal is supposed to be completed in August.

Optimists argue Iraq is much changed from 2006. They say the al-Qaida threat, despite recent bombings, has diminished; that neither Sunnis nor Shias want a return to the bad old ways; that fewer people voted along sectarian lines; and that a Shia-Sunni-Kurd coalition government will eventually emerge from the haggling. According to the UAE's National newspaper, "it will be almost the same as the last government. Mr al-Maliki appears to be the one preventing this, based solely on his desire to stay in charge". It urged the prime minister to step down "for the good of the country".

General Ray Odierno, the US commander in Iraq, said this month he was confident the withdrawal would take place on schedule, with the remaining 50,000 troops set to leave in 2011. But he warned that Iran was trying to further undermine Iraq's shaky democracy.
"They (Iran) still provide lethal aid. They provide training for those who continue to try to create instability in Iraq. They are involved in attempting to influence the results of the elections. They do not respect Iraq's sovereignty," Odierno said. In similar vein, Maliki accused Syria of harbouring and helping Sunni Ba'athist militants in its efforts to manipulate events. Damascus denies doing anything of the sort.

"Iraq is not out of danger and the US must not abandon the country to face inevitable turbulence and malicious regional interference . . . The process of government formation, if mishandled, could re-energise sectarian forces," said Zalmay Khalilzad, the former US ambassador to Baghdad, writing in the Financial Times. Seven years on, with George Bush, Dick Cheney, Donald Rumsfeld and the rest out of office, the US just wants out of Iraq. It wants done with it. But Iraq isn't finished with America.
30k CP Shell (2/2)

Iraq instability escalates into regional war and tanks the global economy. Fortunately, a U.S. force of 30,000 is key to preventing civil war and solving political issues

Ricks 2010 (Thomas, Senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security, contributing editor of Foreign Policy magazine, special military correspondent for the Washington Post, and author of multiple books on Iraq. “Extending America's stay in Iraq” International Herald Tribune, February 25. Nexis)

Extending the American military presence will be even more politically controversial in Iraq, and for that reason, it would be best to let Iraqi leaders make the first public move to re-open the status of forces agreement of 2008, which calls for American troops to be out of the country by the end of next year. But I think leaders in both countries may come to recognize that the best way to deter a return to civil war is to find a way to keep 30,000 to 50,000 United States service members in Iraq for many years to come.
These troops' missions would be far narrower than during the surge era; their primary goal would be to train and advise Iraqi security forces and to carry out counterterrorism missions. (It is actually hard to get below 30,000 and still have an effective force; many troops are needed for logistics, maintenance, medical, intelligence, communications and headquarters jobs, and additional infantry units are then needed to protect the people performing those tasks.)

Such a relatively small, tailored force would not be big enough to wage a war, but it might be enough to deter a new one from breaking out. An Iraqi civil war would likely be a three- or four-sided affair, with the Shiites breaking into pro- and anti-Iranian factions. It could also easily metastasize into a regional war. Neighboring powers like Turkey and Iran are already involved in Iraqi affairs, and the Sunni Arab states would be unlikely to stand by and watch a Shiite-dominated regime in Baghdad slaughter the Sunni minority. A regional war in the middle of the world's oil patch could shake the global economy to its foundations and make the current recession look mild.
In addition, a continued American military presence could help Iraq move forward politically. No one there particularly likes having the Americans around, but many groups seem to trust the Americans as honest brokers. And there would be a moral, humanitarian and political benefit: Having American soldiers accompany Iraqi units may improve the behavior of Iraqi forces, discouraging relapses to Saddam Hussein-era abuses, or the use of force for private ends and feuds. Advisers not only instruct Iraqi commanders, they also monitor them.
Continued economic decline will result in global war. 

Mead 2009 (Walter Russell Mead, Henry A. Kissinger senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations. The New Republic, “Only Makes You Stronger,” February 4 2009.  http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2 AD 6/30/09) JM 
Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well.If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.

Counterplan solvency extension

We shouldn’t risk Iraq instability – we need to keep troops in Iraq after 2011

Pollack 2010 (Kenneth, Director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at The Brookings Institution “The Political Battle in Iraq” June 30th. http://www.brookings.edu/reports/2010/0630_iraq_trip_pollack.aspx)

At this point in time, it is equally impossible to know whether Iraq will need a continued, large American military presence after the current Security Agreement ends in December 2011, but it would be taking a huge risk with Iraqi security and stability to assume that it will not.  Again, the scholarly work on civil wars shows a very high propensity for recidivism that would be catastrophic for U.S. interests in the Persian Gulf region.  While the Iraqis may well be able to do without U.S. forces for counterterrorism operations and combat enablers, and the State Department successors to the PRTs may not need the protection of U.S. military forces, the need for American forces to continue to play peacekeeping and civil-military roles will likely persist, albeit at reduced levels.  As an example, NATO forces maintained a peace-keeping presence in Bosnia for a decade, although troop levels declined quickly from 54,000 troops in 1996, to 12,000 in 2002 and just 7,000 in 2004.  Consequently, it may be that U.S. troop levels could be responsibly further reduced after 2011, but the evidence suggests that they will be needed at some level for several years after 2011.  This underlines the need for a follow-on agreement to the current Security Agreement between Iraq and the United States after 2011.

AT: CP links to Politics

Plan won’t sap political capital – Obama can sell the CP and the people will understand

Ricks 2010 (Thomas, Senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security, contributing editor of Foreign Policy magazine, special military correspondent for the Washington Post, and author of multiple books on Iraq. “Extending America's stay in Iraq” International Herald Tribune, February 25. Nexis)

By late summer, the Obama administration could find itself in the uncomfortable position of reconsidering its vows to get out of combat in Iraq by August and to remove all troops by the end of next year. This will be politically difficult for the president, but he has shown admirable flexibility in his handling of Iraq. My impression is that the American people now wish they had never heard of Iraq, but understand just what a mess it is and are willing to give the president a surprising amount of leeway.
Iraq Econ Low

Don’t be fooled by numbers and statistics – Iraq’s economy is terrible
The Economist 2010 (“Iraq’s economy: Why business is still in the dumps”  July 1st http://www.economist.com/node/16488938?story_id=16488938&fsrc=rss)

Iraq is an industrial pygmy if you exclude the oil sector, which provides 95% of government revenue, but employs only 1% of the workforce. Beyond oil, Iraq does not export much of anything. It ranks 175th out of 183 countries surveyed by the World Bank for ease of starting a business. The economy is growing by more than 7% this year, says the IMF, but that is mostly due to investment by foreign oil companies, and they have relatively few jobs to offer. Most Iraqis still have no full-time job. Businesses face so many obstacles in Iraq that you wonder how people like Mr Reqabi get by. For instance, bosses struggle with transport. Iraq has a good network of roads built for Saddam Hussein’s tanks. Yet in order to thwart suicide car-bombers, the government lets lorries enter big cities such as Baghdad only between 4pm and midnight. Mr Reqabi says he may have to rename his barbecue sauce Good Night. On Iraq’s big arterial roads lorries face even more problems. A few years ago policemen set up hundreds of checkpoints under American tutelage. On the 190km (118 miles) of road between Baghdad and Tikrit, to the north, there are more than 40. Once vital for fighting insurgents, they have turned into shady customs stations. Officers demand a $9 bribe if a lorry driver’s papers are in order and multiples of that if not. The checkpoints have become so lucrative that officers buy and sell them. Some on the road north to Turkey go for $45,000. Others on the road west to Jordan fetch $20,000. Entrepreneurs say they would happily pay such “police taxes” if only they could borrow money to get their businesses to grow. But banks charge up to 20% in interest on small loans and sometimes demand 300% in collateral should they need to recoup capital in a fire sale. Recent insurgent attacks are likely to make banks even more reticent. The central bank was bombed on June 13th and the state Trade Bank of Iraq a week later, killing a total of 44 people. But the biggest obstacle to doing business is a lack of electricity. Few areas across the country get more than three or four hours a day. Mr Reqabi gets just an hour or two, making it impossible to produce mayonnaise, as he has no reliable refrigeration. 
Iraq Econ High

Iraq’s economy is growing

Companiesandmarkets.com 2010 (A provider a wide range of industry statistics, market research reports and industry reports providing market size, trends, analysis, competitive intelligence, company profiles, SWOT analysis reports, company analysis and forecasts.  “Iraq Business Forecast Report Q3 2010” June 2nd. http://www.companiesandmarkets.com/Summary-Country/iraq-business-forecast-report-q3-2010-317022.asp)

Bright Growth Outlook Despite Political Impasse ; In spite of the delays in the formation of a new Iraqi government following March 7’s national elections, we maintain our sanguine outlook on the economy. Indeed, we believe that regardless of the formation of the next government, Baghdad will remain welcoming to foreign companies, and increasingly those in sectors other than just oil and gas. As such, we have kept our GDP forecasts for Iraq broadly unchanged this quarter: between 2010 and 2014, we are pencilling in average growth of 5.6% per annum. We see real growth coming in at a relatively subdued 3.8% and 4.5% in 2010 and 2011 respectively, before expansion accelerates towards the end of the five-year forecast period on the back of increases in oil production capacity.

Iraq’s economy will continue to grow under new development plan

Xinhua News Agency 2010 (“Iraq launches five-year plan for economic development” July 4th http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-07/05/c_13383404.htm)

Iraq on Sunday announced its five- year National Development Plan (NDP) targeting annual economic growth of 9.4 percent with attempts to cut unemployment. The country's 2010-2014 NDP was announced in a televised celebration in Baghdad and was attended by top Iraqi official, including Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki and the Minister of Planning Ali Baban. The plan will include more than 2,700 projects worth about 186 billion U.S. dollars and is aiming at diversifying the Iraqi economy away from oil, as the crude exports represented some 90 percent of the country's revenue. The NDP is also designed to achieve annual economic growth of 9. 4 percent with the goal of cutting the estimated rate of the now 15 percent of unemployment by providing some 3-4 million jobs.
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