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**Iraq Conditions**


[bookmark: _Toc142799017]Article 140 Popular - Kurds Lobby


[bookmark: _Toc142799018]The Kurds are a major lobbying force in congress – and want article 140 passed.
Nick Amies, “Kurdish Autonomy Campaign puts Obama between Iraq and a hard place”, Deutsche Welle, 7.21.10, http://www.dw-world.de/dw/article/0,,5819233,00.html )
Obama is not only feeling the pressure from Iraq. The Kurds have developed an impressive lobbying system in Washington based on their contacts with former politicians from the Bush administration, many of which remain advocates of the Kurdish cause and supporters of the right of statehood for the strategically important region between Iran, Syria and Turkey. According to the US lobby watchdog the Foreign Lobbyist Influence Tracker, the Kurdish region ranks among the top 10 buyers of lobbying services in the United States. The Kurds are using their lobbying and public relations machine to apply pressure on the Obama administration to cement a "strategic and institutional relationship" with the US akin to that enjoyed by Israel and Taiwan and push the US to influence Baghdad over their territorial rights in the north of Iraq. "The Kurds certainly seek a 'special relationship' with the US within Iraq and probably also support on contentious issues like the so-called Article 140 matters concerning disputed territories where Kurdistan meets Arab – and Turkomen – Iraq," Michael O'Hanlon, a senior fellow in foreign, national security and defence policy at the Brookings Institution in Washington, told Deutsche Welle. "In earlier eras, the Kurds probably hoped that a relationship with the US could be preserved even if the rest of Iraq fell apart. That has probably changed. But as a back-up plan, the Kurds do like thinking of the US as their ultimate security guarantor, although this is not stated explicitly" According to O'Hanlon, "the Kurds are pushing for a more favorable resolution of disputed territorial matters than autonomy. There is a kernel of truth to the concept of more autonomy though as they apparently want flexibility to sign oil contracts with foreign firms without the need for a blessing from Baghdad – and that would be problematic if it makes the Sunnis in particular feel left out."




[bookmark: _Toc142799019]Kurdish lobbies want article 140 passed
Nick Amies, “Kurdish Autonomy Campaign puts Obama between Iraq and a hard place”, Deutsche Welle, 7.21.10, http://www.dw-world.de/dw/article/0,,5819233,00.html )

While the Kurds haven't been involved in the business of lobbying in the US capital for very long, they develped a knack for it quickly. "The Kurds are doing a lot of lobbying in Washington, and they are learning the game rather well, sending people not only to congressional hearings but to all meetings in Washington that touch on the politics of the region, not only Iraq – and of course the lobbying firms do their job behind the scenes," Marina Ottaway, the Director of the Middle East Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace told Deutsche Welle. "From the point of view of Washington, the Kurds were useful to the US in the days of Saddam Hussein, but now they make things more complicated with the issue of the contentious region of Kirkuk and indeed tensions along the entire order between Kurdistan and Iraq," she added. "The Kurds are not exactly demanding more autonomy; they want to keep what they have. The changes they want are territorial adjustments. Nobody is going to try and reduce their autonomy."
 
[bookmark: _Toc142799020]
 Article 140 Unpopular – Congress

[bookmark: _Toc142799021]US officials oppose kurdish autonomy because it could destabilize Iraq and Turkey
Nick Amies, “Kurdish Autonomy Campaign puts Obama between Iraq and a hard place”, Deutsche Welle, 7.21.10, http://www.dw-world.de/dw/article/0,,5819233,00.html )

While the Kurds have influential friends both in Washington and back in Erbil, many power-brokers in the current US government are wary of supporting the Kurdish campaign for increased autonomy as it goes against the policy of a unified Iraq espoused by the White House and the Iraqi government. Some senior US officials still believe that giving in to Kurdish demands could break up Iraq and destabilize Turkey."The danger of instability and even disintegration in Iraq is there, but it is not the result of Kurdish autonomy, rather of the incapacity of the factions and above all of top personalities to compromise," said Ottaway. "There could be strife over territory and that could be extremely destabilizing. If something goes wrong, the next step may be a push for independence, but it would only happen if the Iraqi government tries to limit Kurdish autonomy, and I do not think they will try."



[bookmark: _Toc142799022]**Japan Conditions**
[bookmark: _Toc142799023]
Free Trade –Not Precieved in Congress

[bookmark: _Toc142799024]Congress won’t pay attention to policies involving Japan
Emma  Chanlett-Avery, a specialist in Asian Affairs, William H. Cooper, a specialist in International Trade and Finance,  Mark E. Manyin, a Specialist in Asian Affairs, Weston S. Konishi, an analyst in Asian Affairs, “Japan US Relations: Issues for Congress”, Congressional Research Service, November 25, 2009, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL33436.pdf 

Congressional powers, actions, and oversight form a backdrop against which both the Administration and the Japanese government must formulate their policies. In the 111th Congress, it is unlikely that Members’ attention to Japan will increase significantly, with the exception of the issue of whether to allow the sale next-generation F-22 fighter jets to Japan.  In the 109th, Congress held four hearings on Japan in 2005-2006, after holding only two Japan-specific public hearings from 2001 through 2004. Members of Congress were particularly critical of Japan’s two- year ban on imports of U.S. beef and of the Bush Administration’s handling of the beef dispute. On security issues, members expressed concern that steps taken by the Japanese government are harming U.S. interests in East Asia by worsening Sino-Japanese and South Korean-Japanese relations. Former Chairman of the House International Relations Committee Henry Hyde suggested in an April 2006 letter to Speaker Dennis Hastert that Prime Minister Koizumi should not address a joint session of Congress unless he pledged to stop visiting Yasukuni Shrine, which enshrines the names of several Class A war criminals from World War II, and convened a hearing on Japan’s “history problem” in September 2006. 



[bookmark: _Toc142799025]Free Trade – Popular in Congress

[bookmark: _Toc142799026]US – Japan trade agreements – are popular in congress
Emma  Chanlett-Avery, a specialist in Asian Affairs, William H. Cooper, a specialist in International Trade and Finance,  Mark E. Manyin, a Specialist in Asian Affairs, Weston S. Konishi, an analyst in Asian Affairs, “Japan US Relations: Issues for Congress”, Congressional Research Service, November 25, 2009, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL33436.pdf 
Trade and other economic ties with Japan remain highly important to U.S. national interests and, therefore, to the U.S. Congress.14 By the most conventional method of measurement, the United States and Japan are the world’s two largest economies,15 accounting for around 40% of world gross domestic product (GDP), and their mutual relationship not only has an impact on each other but on the world as a whole. Furthermore, their economies are intertwined by merchandise trade, trade in services, and foreign investments. 


[bookmark: _Toc142799027]Free Trade Good

[bookmark: _Toc142740669][bookmark: _Toc142799028]Protectionism causes environmental degradation 
Boin and Okonski 8 - * Director of International Policy Network’s Environment Program ** Coordinator of the Sustainable Development Network 
(“Protectionism harms consumers and the environment.” In Defense of Liberty. Caroline and Kendra, http://indefenceofliberty.org/story.aspx?id=950&pubid=668)
In January, European leaders suggested that, to sell their goods in Europe, companies from the U.S., China, India and other countries should be forced to purchase emissions permits in the EU's Emissions Trading Scheme. Although the U.S. trade representative criticized this proposal, legislation being considered in the U.S. Senate -- the Lieberman-Warner bill -- would have a similar effect, applying a carbon tax to imports from countries that do not cap their emissions. The idea behind such protectionism is to create a "level playing field" -- where European and American producers are not disadvantaged by their self-imposed restrictions on greenhouse gas emissions. But instead of leveling the playing field, this game would artificially make all players one-legged and one-armed. The benefits of trade would be replaced by losses in consumer welfare and environmental degradation. Whereas the beneficiaries of liberalization are widely dispersed, the beneficiaries of trade restrictions are concentrated and tend to be very effective in lobbying national governments to "protect" their business from competition, especially when supported by moralists, such as environmentalists, who claim that such protections benefit the earth. Thus, Greens, big business and organised labor unite. The Lieberman-Warner bill is endorsed not only by major Green groups but also by electricity providers and their associated trade unions. Similarly, various European trade unions have applauded calls for punitive trade measures against non-EU competitors. But in reality, it is far more moral to support liberalization. Trade barriers of any kind, including "green" subsidies, tariffs and quotas, harm both consumers and producers. They artificially increase costs, leading to unnecessary waste of scarce natural and human resources. Consumers and producers spend more to purchase the same goods and services, so have less to invest in new technologies or to save for the future. Although some claim that trade barriers would help the environment, they are actually counterproductive. They favor the status quo by rewarding inefficient producers and thus delaying the adoption of cleaner, resource-saving technologies. Consider bananas. These could be grown in the cold climates of Finland, Canada, and Russia. But to do so would be far more costly than growing them in warm places, and then exporting them to consumers around the world. Which is why they are grown in places such as Costa Rica and the Ivory Coast. As a result bananas are less expensive and resources are used more sustainably. Poor countries would suffer disproportionately from green trade barriers -- with adverse effects on both people and the environment. Protectionism will mean fewer products from poor countries being sold to industrialized countries. So local companies will have less money to invest in new, cleaner technologies. 

[bookmark: _Toc142740670][bookmark: _Toc142799029]Ecosystem collapse causes extinction.
Cairns, 2004
[John Cairns, 2004. Department of Biology, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University. “Future of Life on Earth,” Ethics in Science and Environmental Politics, www.int-res.com/esepbooks/EB2Pt2.pdf] 
One lesson from the five great global extinctions is that species and ecosystems come and go, but the evolutionary process continues. In short, life forms have a future on Earth, but humankind’s future depends on its stewardship of ecosystems that favor Homo sapiens. By practicing sustainability ethics, humankind can protect and preserve ecosystems that have services favorable to it. Earth has reached its present state through an estimated 4550 million years and may last for 15000 million more years. The sixth mass extinction, now underway, is unique because humankind is a major contributor to the process. Excessive damage to the ecological life support system will markedly alter civilization, as it is presently known, and might even result in human extinction. However, if humankind learns to live sustainably, the likelihood of leaving a habitable planet for posterity will dramatically increase. The 21st century represents a defining moment for humankind—will present generations become good ancestors for their descendants by living sustainably or will they leave a less habitable planet for posterity by continuing to live unsustainably?


[bookmark: _Toc142799030]Free Trade Good – Heg

[bookmark: _Toc142740672][bookmark: _Toc142799031]Trade key to U.S. leadership 
O’Driscoll, 2 – Former Director at the Center for International Trade and Economics at the Heritage Foundation 
(Gerald, December 18, “Trade Promotes Prosperity and Security” Backgrounder, www.heritage.org/Research/TradeandForeignAid/BG1617.cfm)
It is fitting that economic freedom be included as part of the national security strategy. A strong economy undergirds a strong national defense, and the strong U.S. economy is one source of the military strength of the United States. The national security strategy also argues, however, that the economic strength of other friendly countries will enhance U.S. security. Economic freedom sustains economic growth and wealth creation. Free markets foster the spirit of entrepreneurship and innovation that creates new products and jobs. This creative economic process in turn generates higher incomes, savings and wealth creation, and economic development in nations. According to the Office of the U.S. Trade Representative, for instance, the North American Free Trade Agreement and the Uruguay Round together "generate annual benefits of $1,300-$2,000 for the average American family of four."8 Such benefits equal more than $100 per month and would greatly assist struggling families throughout the world. According to a World Bank study, "growth generally does benefit the poor as much as everyone else, so that the growth-enhancing policies of good rule of law, fiscal discipline, and openness to international trade should be at the center of successful poverty reduction strategies."9 Chapter VI of the Administration's national security strategy describes the process succinctly: "Ignite a New Era of Global Economic Growth Through Free Markets and Free Trade." Specifically: A strong world economy enhances our national security by advancing prosperity and freedom in the rest of the world. Economic growth supported by free trade and free markets creates new jobs and higher incomes. It allows people to lift their lives out of poverty, spurs economic and legal reform, and the fight against corruption, and it reinforces the habits of liberty.10
[bookmark: _Toc142799032]
Free Trade Good – Democracy

[bookmark: _Toc142740674][bookmark: _Toc142799033]Trade Increases Democracy—Promotes Freedoms, Checks Government Power
Griswold, 4 – Director of Center for Trade Policy Studies
(Daniel Cato Institute, “Free Trade Sows Seeds for Democracy,” February 18, 2004, http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,111819,00.html)
Political scientists have long noted the connection between economic development, political reform and democracy. Increased trade and economic integration promote civil and political freedoms directly by opening a society to new technology, communications and democratic ideas. Economic liberalization provides a counterweight to governmental power and creates space for civil society. And by promoting faster growth, trade promotes political freedom indirectly by creating an economically independent and politically aware middle class. In an April 2002 speech urging Congress to grant him trade promotion authority, President Bush argued, "Societies that are open to commerce across their borders are more open to democracy within their borders." In a new study for the Cato Institute, "Trading Tyranny for Freedom: How Open Markets Till the Soil for Democracy," I conclude that that those assumptions rest on solid ground.2 Around the globe, the recent trend towards globalization has been accompanied by a trend toward greater political and civil liberty. In the past 30 years, cross-border flows of trade, investment and currency have increased dramatically, and far faster than output itself. During that same period, political and civil liberties have been spreading around the world.

[bookmark: _Toc142740675][bookmark: _Toc142799034]Extinction. 
Diamond, 1995 
[Larry, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, “Promoting Democracy in the 1990s,” http://wwwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/1.htm, December]

This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness. LESSONS OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built.
[bookmark: _Toc142799035]
Trade War Bad – War, Econ Decline

[bookmark: _Toc142740677][bookmark: _Toc142799036]A trade war would cause nations to turn inward, increase economic issues, and cause  a global war.
Mario Seiglie, March/April 2009 , “What’s Next?  a looming Trade War?”, World News and Prophecy Online, http://www.wnponline.org/wnp/wnp0903/ )
The term "trade war" strikes a nerve in me. Over 30 years ago, I remember taking an economics class at college where the professor, an avid Bible prophecy reader, mentioned that the most feasible end-time scenario would be one where an international trade war begins the process. We asked, "Why is that?" He answered, in effect, "Because it would disrupt the world economic system to the point where unemployment would reach unacceptable levels and nations would turn inward for solutions, hoarding the money for themselves and causing further economic decline. People would then demand that a different economic system emerge that placed jobs, security and order over freedom and a free-market system." This is precisely what happened in Germany in the 1930s, as the trade war and economic and political weaknesses helped bring Adolf Hitler to power and led to World War II. For several decades, we have not experienced the devastating effects of a trade war. As long as nations continue to trade among themselves, each contributes to the welfare of the other and each can help prop the other up. But a trade war turns your economic friend into an adversary and much ill-will is generated. In a short time, a trade war can also lead to another type of war—of the military genre.
[bookmark: _Toc142799037]
** Turkey **


[bookmark: _Toc142799038]Armenia Protocol – Unpopular

[bookmark: _Toc142799039]The protocol barely passed and was politically controversial
CNN Politics, CNN's Ivan Watson, Elise Labott and Alan Silverleib contributed to this report., “Turkey recalls envoy to U.S. over panel's 'genocide' vote”, March 5, 2010 http://www.cnn.com/2010/POLITICS/03/04/turkey.armenia/index.html )
Washington (CNN) -- Turkey recalled its envoy to the United States following a vote by a congressional panel passing a resolution calling the killing of Armenians in Ottoman Turkey genocide. The House Foreign Affairs Committee narrowly passed a measure Thursday recommending that the United States recognize the killings as genocide. The measure passed 23-22 and will now head to the full House. In response, Turkey ordered its ambassador to the United States home for "consultation," foreign ministry spokesman Burak Ozugergin told CNN. The nearly century-old issue has placed Congress and the White House in the middle of a political minefield, balancing moral considerations with domestic and international concerns. The Obama administration had urged the House Foreign Affairs Committee not to pass the resolution, warning it could damage U.S.-Turkish relations and jeopardize efforts to normalize relations between Turkey and its neighbor Armenia. The two do not share formal diplomatic relations.

[bookmark: _Toc142799040]The genocide resolution is highly unpopular in congress and would spark fights if brought back up
CNN Politics, CNN's Ivan Watson, Elise Labott and Alan Silverleib contributed to this report., “Turkey recalls envoy to U.S. over panel's 'genocide' vote”, March, 5, 2010 http://www.cnn.com/2010/POLITICS/03/04/turkey.armenia/index.html 

Opponents of the resolution had expressed sympathy toward the victims of the 1915 killings but said current political concerns took priority. Rep. Mike Pence, R-Indiana, praised the committee's "sincere effort" to  illuminate "a dark chapter in history" but said the committee should not pass the measure. "I do not minimize the horror that took place," he said. But "now is not the time for this committee of the American Congress to take up the measure that is now before us." Turkey is a strategic partner of U.S. efforts in Iraq and Afghanistan, Pence said. Furthermore, the logistical support provided by the U.S. base in Incirlik, Turkey, is a "staple" of American power in the Middle East, he said. "In a time of war," the United States should not "take the relationship [with Turkey] for granted." Rep. Gerry Connolly, D-Virginia, said Congress should not do anything to undermine the Turkish government, which is a "secular alternative model for the Muslim world." "I hate this vote," he said. "The United States has a great deal at stake in the Turkish relationship," and passing the resolution would jeopardize that relationship. Congress shouldn't "pontificate on this issue" and then pretend "there will be no consequences," he said.
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