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***AFGHANISTAN***

1NC – Afghan, Indo-Pak, Terrorism (1/3)
Withdrawal causes Afghanistan collapse that escalates globally, terrorist attacks on the US, Paki collapse and Indo-Pak war. 
Holmes, 2009 
[Kim, VP of foreign and defense policy studies at the Heritage Foundation, “Victory or Defeat: Obama Is Now 'the Decider'”, http://heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2009/12/Victory-or-Defeat-Obama-Is-Now-the-Decider]
President Obama has finally made a decision on Afghanistan, which he will communicate to an anxious nation tomorrow night. The White House announcement no doubt has already fueled many kitchen-table conversations during this Thanksgiving weekend, maybe even heated debates. For the sake of our national security, let's hope most families have concluded that abandoning Afghanistan without achieving our aims is not an option. Some will still waver of course, which is why the president must use his bully pulpit to explain why it is in the vital interests of the United States to defeat the Taliban, destroy al-Qaeda, and establish a free, sovereign Afghanistan that can govern itself and look after its own people. He will be speaking from West Point, and his audience surely knows what is at stake. Failure to achieve these goals is not an option, for it would be a direct threat to our national well-being. That's not theory; it's historical fact. We've already walked away from Afghanistan once, in the early 1990s, thinking that what happened there couldn't possibly hurt us here. We were wrong. The alternative to victory in Afghanistan is a return to chaos and, quite possibly, genocide. Al-Qaeda and its local Taliban enablers would immediately fill the ensuing power vacuum, turning that benighted land into an apocalyptic failed state. This would recreate the exact conditions that produced the 9/11 attacks. Only this time, things could be worse. We could witness a regional conflagration that quickly turned nuclear and went global. Afghanistan borders on Pakistan, a nuclear nation with many Taliban sympathizers (especially among its ethnic Pashtuns). A Taliban-dominated Afghanistan could easily inject further instability in Pakistan, strengthening extremist forces in the region that also threaten India. The likelihood of war between India and Pakistan -- a war that could potentially go nuclear -- would rise significantly. Remember, these two countries have already fought three wars since the partition of British India in 1947, and enmity between the two still abounds. These are the stakes in Afghanistan. Defeating our enemies there and leaving behind a stable state is a national-security priority. President Obama must make this case without hesitation, obfuscation, or qualification. Unfortunately, the president has thus far displayed irresoluteness on this key security issue. The publicized uncertainty in his decision-making augurs ill on several fronts. It is inexcusable that he has taken so long to reach a decision on troop levels. The man requesting more troops, Gen. Stanley McChrystal, was personally chosen by President Obama to lead the operation in Afghanistan. His request for troops was based on months of quite deliberative strategy reviews. Yet the president has indulged in many more months of "review," involving more and more people with less and less knowledge of the military situation in Afghanistan. The needless delay has put the mission in graver jeopardy and left the lives of American servicemen unnecessarily at risk. Then there's the matter of troop strength. News reports based on White House leaks indicate that the president will tell the nation he is sending somewhere in the neighborhood of 35,000 troops, possibly arguing that these are only 5,000 fewer than General McChrystal asked for. The political calculation is that sending a smaller number of troops would pacify the Democratic party's leftist base, which wants an immediate U.S. withdrawal. But the military calculation should take precedence. TheNew York Times has revealed that Gen. McChrystal's original assessment called for an additional 60,000 to 80,000 troops to maximize the chance of success. A decision to send in less than that incurs a greater risk of failure. General McChrystal was quickly muzzled by a White House apprehensive that he was asking for bigger numbers of troops. Some Democrats even called for the president to fire his general if McChrystal continued speaking to the press. None of this, however, should make us forget that the president reportedly will announce that he will send in fewer troops than his commander on the ground says is needed to achieve maximum success. Whatever troop level is announced, the president should refrain from confusing the nation with talk of "an exit strategy." We all want our troops to come home. But the president's strategy should focus on creating the conditions for that outcome -- which is a stable Afghan government capable of preventing Taliban and al-Qaeda safe havens. Talking about "exits" rather than "victory" sends the wrong message to our enemies. It tells them that we are not in the war to win, and that we may very well throw in the towel if they offer more resistance. One final point: Yes, it will be extremely disappointing if the president fails to commit all the troops requested by the field command. But even if that happens, we should be wary of the argument that "if we're not in to win, we should pull out now." That's a false choice, because a pullout is a de facto defeat. This war is winnable if the president will deploy the resources and strategy to achieve victory. If he does not, then a choice will indeed have been made. Defeat carries dire consequences.

1NC – Afghan, Indo-Pak, Terrorism (2/3)

Afghan collapse causes nuclear power wars. 

Starr, 2001

[S. Frederick, Chairman of Central Asia-Caucasus Institute @ Nitze School of Advanced Int’l. Studies @ Johns Hopkins U., Federal Document Clearing House Congressional Testimony, “CENTRAL ASIAN NATIONS AND THE CAMPAIGN AGAINST TERRORISM”, 12-13, L/N]

There exists a fundamental misunderstanding about the relationship of Central Asian states (and Russia, for that matter) to the war on terrorism. We hear about their "cooperation with the US," as if they are doing us a favor that should be rewarded. Nothing could be further from the truth. For a decade, the Central Asian states have faced the threat of Islamic radicalism, terrorism, and drug trafficking, with which the first two are closely linked. All of the Central Asian states have identified these issues as their main security threat, and Afghanistan as the locus of that threat. So has Russia, which has used the issue to justify the stationing of troops in four of the five countries of the region.  To address this threat, Central Asian governments have arrested countless suspects, abrogating the civil rights of many who are doubtless innocent. All of the countries have resorted to the same primitive policies, the differences among them being only of degree, not of kind.  Some commentators have argued that these measures are largely responsible for the growth of terrorism in the first place. There is some truth in this, but we must be careful in levying this charge. When we demand that Messers, Musharraf, Arafat, or Mubarrak crack down hard on jihhadist groups, Palestinian terrorists, or Muslim brotherhoods, are we not asking them to do exactly what we criticize Central Asian governments for doing? Americans bridle when our critics abroad blame September 11 on the US' actions, yet we come close to doing the same thing with respect to the Central Asians.  Both the Central Asians and the Russians, who have claimed a special role in the region, have been notably unsuccessful in their campaigns against terrorism. But now the situation is changing, thanks to the United States. We are risking American soldiers' lives and expending billions of our citizens' resources to address a threat that hangs over their countries as much as ours. The fact that we have our own interests at heart in no way qualifies this truth. Early signs of progress in the war on terrorism already exceed what has been accomplished locally in a decade.  And so let us cease all talk of some payment owed Central Asians (or Russians) for their cooperation. If anything, it is they who should thank us.  However, this does not mean that US actions are without risk to the Central Asian states. Quite the contrary. For a decade they have faced not only the dangers arising from Afghanistan but also the constant threat posed by certain groups in Russia, notably the military and security forces, who are not yet reconciled to the loss of empire. This "imperial hangover" is not unique to Russia. France exhibited the same tendencies in Algeria, the Spanish in Cuba and Chile, and the British when they burned the White House in 1812. This imperial hangover will eventually pass, but for the time being it remains a threat. It means that the Central Asians, after cooperating with the US, will inevitably face redoubled pressure from Russia if we leave abruptly and without attending to the long-term security needs of the region. That we have looked kindly into Mr. Putin's soul does not change this reality.  The Central Asians face a similar danger with respect to our efforts in Afghanistan. Some Americans hold that we should destroy Bin Laden, Al Queda, and the Taliban and then leave the post-war stabilization and reconstruction to others. Such a course runs the danger of condemning all Central Asia to further waves of instability from the South. But in the next round it will not only be Russia that is tempted to throw its weight around in the region but possibly China, or even Iran or India. All have as much right to claim Central Asia as their "backyard" as Russia has had until now. Central Asia may be a distant region but when these nuclear powers begin bumping heads there it will create terrifying threats to world peace that the U.S. cannot ignore.
Indo-Pak nuclear war escalates quickly and causes extinction – computer models prove. 
GSN, 3-16-2010 
[Global Security Newswire, “Regional Nuclear War Could Devastate World Population, Report Warns,” http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20100315_4193.php]

Computer modeling suggests a nuclear exchange between India and Pakistan would block out the sun with large amounts of airborne debris, disrupting global agriculture and leading to the starvation of around 1 billion people, Scientific American reported in its January issue (see GSN, March 4). The nuclear winter scenario assumes that cities and industrial zones in each nation would be hit by 50 bombs the size of the atomic bomb dropped on Hiroshima, Japan, in World War II. Although some analysts have suggested a nuclear exchange would involve fewer weapons, researchers who created the computer models contended that the panic from an initial nuclear exchange could cause a conflict to quickly escalate. Pakistan, especially, might attempt to fire all of its nuclear weapons in case India's conventional forces overtake the country's military sites, according to Peter Lavoy, an analyst with the Naval Postgraduate School. The nuclear blasts and subsequent blazes and radiation could kill more than 20 million people in India and Pakistan, according to the article. Assuming that each of the 100 bombs would burn an area equivalent to that seen at Hiroshima, U.S. researchers determined that the weapons used against Pakistan would generate 3 million metric tons of smoke and the bombs dropped on India would produce 4 million metric tons of smoke. Winds would blow the material around the world, covering the atmosphere over all continents within two weeks. The reduction in sunlight would cause temperatures to drop by 2.3 degrees Fahrenheit for several years and precipitation to drop by one-tenth. The climate changes and other environmental effects of the nuclear war would have a devastating affect on crop yields unless farmers prepared for such an occurrence in advance. The observed effects of volcano eruptions, smoke from forest fires and other events support the findings of the computer modeling, the researchers said. "A nuclear war could trigger declines in yield nearly everywhere at once, and a worldwide panic could bring the global agricultural trading system to a halt, with severe shortages in many places. Around 1 billion people worldwide who now live on marginal food supplies would be directly threatened with starvation by a nuclear war between India and Pakistan or between other regional nuclear powers," wrote Alan Robock, a climatology professor at Rutgers University in New Jersey, and Owen Brian Toon, head of the Atmospheric and Oceanic Sciences Department at the University of Colorado at Boulder.
1NC – Afghan, Indo-Pak, Terrorism (3/3)

US retaliates to a terrorist attack, causes extinction. 

Corsi, 2005   

[Jerome, Ph.D. in Political Science from Harvard University, Expert in Antiwar movements and political violence, Atomic Iran, pg. 176-178]

The United States retaliates: 'End of the world' scenarios  The combination of horror and outrage that will surge upon the nation will demand that the president retaliate for the incomprehensible damage done by the attack. The problem will be that the president will not immediately know how to respond or against whom.The perpetrators will have been incinerated by the explosion that destroyed New York City. Unlike 9-11, there will have been no interval during the attack when those hijacked could make phone calls to loved ones telling them before they died that the hijackers were radical Islamic extremists.There will be no such phone calls when the attack will not have been anticipated until the instant the terrorists detonate their improvised nuclear device inside the truck parked on a curb at the Empire State Building. Nor will there be any possibility of finding any clues, which either were vaporized instantly or are now lying physically inaccessible under tons of radioactive rubble.Still, the president, members of Congress, the military, and the public at large will suspect another attack by our known enemy –Islamic terrorists. The first impulse will be to launch a nuclear strike on Mecca, to destroy the whole religion of Islam. Medina could possibly be added to the target list just to make the point with crystal clarity. Yet what would we gain? The moment Mecca and Medina were wiped off the map, the Islamic world – more than 1 billion human beings in countless different nations – would feel attacked. Nothing would emerge intact after a war between the United States and Islam. The apocalypse would be upon us.Then, too, we would face an immediate threat from our long-term enemy, the former Soviet Union. Many in the Kremlin would see this as an  opportunity to grasp the victory that had been snatched from them by Ronald Reagan when the Berlin Wall came down. A missile strike by the Russians on a score of American cities could possibly be pre-emptive. Would the U.S. strategic defense system be so in shock that immediate retaliation would not be possible? Hardliners in Moscow might argue that there was never a better opportunity to destroy America. In China, our newer Communist enemies might not care if we could retaliate. With a population already over 1.3 billion people and with their population not concentrated in a few major cities, the Chinese might calculate to initiate a nuclear blow on the United States. What if the United States retaliated with a nuclear counterattack upon China? The Chinese might be able to absorb the blow and recover. The North Koreans might calculate even more recklessly. Why not launch upon America the few missiles they have that could reach our soil? More confusion and chaos might only advance their position. If Russia, China, and the United States could be drawn into attacking one another, North Korea might emerge stronger just because it was overlooked while the great nations focus on attacking one another. So, too, our supposed allies in Europe might relish the immediate reduction in power suddenly inflicted upon America. Many of the great egos in Europe have never fully recovered from the disgrace of World War II, when in the last century the Americans a second time in just over two decades had been forced to come to their rescue. If the French did not start launching nuclear weapons themselves, they might be happy to fan the diplomatic fire beginning to burn under the Russians and the Chinese. Or the president might decide simply to launch a limited nuclear strike on Tehran itself. This might be the most rational option in the attempt to retaliate but still communicate restraint. The problem is that a strike on Tehran would add more nuclear devastation to the world calculation. Muslims around the world would still see the retaliation as an attack on Islam, especially when the United States had no positive proof that the destruction of New York City had been triggered by radical Islamic extremists with assistance from Iran. But for the president not to retaliate might be unacceptable to the American people. So weakened by the loss of New York, Americans would feel vulnerable in every city in the nation. "Who is going to be next?" would be the question on everyone's mind. For this there would be no effective answer. That the president might think politically at this instant seems almost petty, yet every president is by nature a politician. The political party in power at the time of the attack would be destroyed unless the president retaliated with a nuclear strike against somebody. The American people would feel a price had to be paid while the country was still capable of exacting revenge.

1NC – Afghan, Heg, Terrorism (1/5) 

Withdrawal guarantees Afghan collapse, devastates hegemony and spurs terrorism. 
Stephens, 2009 

[Bret, foreign-affairs columnist of the Wall Street Journal and deputy editorial page editor, responsible for the editorial pages of the Journal's European and Asian editions, was editor-in-chief of the Jerusalem Post in 2002-2004, “The Afghan Stakes,” 9-7,  http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970203440104574398442481337048.html#articleTabs%3Darticle]

So George Will has noticed that Afghanistan is a backward place ill-suited to nation-building, and Nicholas Kristof thinks that war is a tricky, dirty business, and Tom Friedman is hedging his bets on yet another conflict he once supported but which now disturbs his moral equilibrium. Thus do three paladins of the right, left and center combine to erode support for a war that, if lost, would be to the United States roughly what the battle of Adrianople in 378 A.D. —you can look it up—was to the Roman Empire. Things did not go well for Western civilization for 1,100 or so years thereafter. Overstated? I don't think so. The simplistic case for NATO's mission in Afghanistan is that it's the country that harbored al Qaeda when the plans for 9/11 were hatched. The simplistic rebuttal is that nothing prevents al Qaeda from planning another attack from another country, if not in the Pakistan hinterland then perhaps in Somalia or Yemen—and the U.S. has no plans to physically occupy any of these places. Ergo, goes the argument, we should "offshore" our military and intelligence capabilities so we can strike at will while leaving Afghans to their own incompetent and tragic devices. But Afghanistan matters not because that's where 9/11 was conceived. It matters because that's where it was imagined. In 1979 the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan. A little less than a decade later, the Soviets left, humiliated and defeated. Within months the Berlin Wall fell and two years later the USSR was no more. Westerners may debate whether credit for these events belongs chiefly to Mikhail Gorbachev, Ronald Reagan, Pope John Paul II, Charlie Wilson or any number of people who stuck a needle in the Soviet balloon. But in Islamist mythology, it was Afghan and Arab mujahedeen who brought down the godless superpower. And if one superpower could be brought down, why not the other? Put simply, it was the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan that laid much of the imaginative groundwork for 9/11. So imagine the sorts of notions that would take root in the minds of jihadists—and the possibilities that would open up to them—if the U.S. was to withdraw from Afghanistan in its own turn. Notion One: Attacks on the scale of 9/11 are by no means fatal to the cause of radical Islam. On the contrary, despite the huge losses the movement has suffered over the past eight years, it would emerge from a U.S. defeat in Afghanistan with something it was denied in Iraq: a monumental political and ideological victory from which it could recruit a new field of avid jihadists. Ergo, further attacks on the U.S. homeland could yield similar long-term benefits. Notion Two: The U.S. has no stomach for long-term counterinsurgency. Ergo, surrender or political accommodation to apparent U.S. military success is pointless; if you hold out long enough, they leave and you win. Notion Three: The U.S. is not prepared to stand by its clients in the Third World if it believes those clients are morally tainted. That happened to South Vietnam's Nguyen Van Thieu, it happened to the Shah of Iran and, if the U.S. leaves Afghanistan, it will happen to the lamentable Hamid Karzai. Ergo, other shaky or dubious U.S. allies in the Muslim world—Algeria, for instance, or, yes, Saudi Arabia—are prime targets for renewed assault. Notion Four: A U.S. that doesn't have the stomach for a relatively easy fight like Afghanistan, where even now casualties are a fraction of what they were in Iraq during the worst of the fighting, will have even less stomach for much tougher fights. Ergo, maximum efforts should go into destabilizing and, not implausibly, taking over Pakistan, a country that, as Mr. Will says, "actually matters." And from here the possibilities flow. Withdrawal from Afghanistan, and a Taliban takeover in Kandahar and perhaps Kabul, would plunge Afghanistan into another civil war infinitely bloodier than what we have now. Withdrawal would force Islamabad to abandon its war on terror and again come to terms with its own militants, as it did in the 1990s. Only this time, it wouldn't be clear who is patron and who is client. Withdrawal would give Pakistan's jihadists the freedom to shift fronts to India, with all the nightmare scenarios that entails. Withdrawal would invite the al Qaeda remnant in Iraq—already on an upswing—to redouble its efforts, and do so with the confidence that the U.S. has permanently soured on Middle Eastern interventions.  This is a partial list. The alternative is a winding and bloody struggle to defend and improve a hapless and often corrupt government in a godforsaken land of often (though by no means pervasively) ungrateful people. This is not the noblest fight, and no sane nation would wage it by choice. But we did not choose it and, if we keep our nerve, we can win it. Otherwise, the consequence will be ashes flying again in our own streets, something to remember on the eve of another 9/11 anniversary.

1NC – Afghan, Heg, Terrorism (2/5) 

Afghanistan spills over, goes nuclear.
Morgan, 2007

[Stephen, Former Member of the British Labour Party Executive committee, “Better another Taliban Afghanistan, than a Taliban NUCLEAR Pakistan!?” http://www.electricarticles.com/display.aspx?id=639]

However events may prove him sorely wrong. Indeed, his policy could completely backfire upon him. As the war intensifies, he has no guarantees that the current autonomy may yet burgeon into a separatist movement. Appetite comes with eating, as they say. Moreover, should the Taliban fail to re-conquer al of Afghanistan, as looks likely, but captures at least half of the country, then a Taliban Pashtun caliphate could be established which would act as a magnet to separatist Pashtuns in Pakistan. Then, the likely break up of Afghanistan along ethnic lines, could, indeed, lead the way to the break up of Pakistan, as well.  Strong centrifugal forces have always bedevilled the stability and unity of Pakistan, and, in the context of the new world situation, the country could be faced with civil wars and popular fundamentalist uprisings, probably including a military-fundamentalist coup d’état.  Fundamentalism is deeply rooted in Pakistan society. The fact that in the year following 9/11, the most popular name given to male children born that year was “Osama” (not a Pakistani name) is a small indication of the mood. Given the weakening base of the traditional, secular opposition parties, conditions would be ripe for a coup d’état by the fundamentalist wing of the Army and ISI, leaning on the radicalised masses to take power. Some form of radical, military Islamic regime, where legal powers would shift to Islamic courts and forms of shira law would be likely. Although, even then, this might not take place outside of a protracted crisis of upheaval and civil war conditions, mixing fundamentalist movements with nationalist uprisings and sectarian violence between the Sunni and minority Shia populations.  The nightmare that is now Iraq would take on gothic proportions across the continent. The prophesy of an arc of civil war over Lebanon, Palestine and Iraq would spread to south Asia, stretching from Pakistan to Palestine, through Afghanistan into Iraq and up to the Mediterranean coast.  Undoubtedly, this would also spill over into India both with regards to the Muslim community and Kashmir. Border clashes, terrorist attacks, sectarian pogroms and insurgency would break out. A new war, and possibly nuclear war, between Pakistan and India could no be ruled out.  Atomic Al Qaeda Should Pakistan break down completely, a Taliban-style government with strong Al Qaeda influence is a real possibility. Such deep chaos would, of course, open a “Pandora's box” for the region and the world. With the possibility of unstable clerical and military fundamentalist elements being in control of the Pakistan nuclear arsenal, not only their use against India, but Israel becomes a possibility, as well as the acquisition of nuclear and other deadly weapons secrets by Al Qaeda. Invading Pakistan would not be an option for America. Therefore a nuclear war would now again become a real strategic possibility. This would bring a shift in the tectonic plates of global relations. It could usher in a new Cold War with China and Russia pitted against the US.   
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US retaliates to a terrorist attack, causes extinction. 

Corsi, 2005   

[Jerome, Ph.D. in Political Science from Harvard University, Expert in Antiwar movements and political violence, Atomic Iran, pg. 176-178]

The United States retaliates: 'End of the world' scenarios  The combination of horror and outrage that will surge upon the nation will demand that the president retaliate for the incomprehensible damage done by the attack. The problem will be that the president will not immediately know how to respond or against whom.The perpetrators will have been incinerated by the explosion that destroyed New York City. Unlike 9-11, there will have been no interval during the attack when those hijacked could make phone calls to loved ones telling them before they died that the hijackers were radical Islamic extremists.There will be no such phone calls when the attack will not have been anticipated until the instant the terrorists detonate their improvised nuclear device inside the truck parked on a curb at the Empire State Building. Nor will there be any possibility of finding any clues, which either were vaporized instantly or are now lying physically inaccessible under tons of radioactive rubble.Still, the president, members of Congress, the military, and the public at large will suspect another attack by our known enemy –Islamic terrorists. The first impulse will be to launch a nuclear strike on Mecca, to destroy the whole religion of Islam. Medina could possibly be added to the target list just to make the point with crystal clarity. Yet what would we gain? The moment Mecca and Medina were wiped off the map, the Islamic world – more than 1 billion human beings in countless different nations – would feel attacked. Nothing would emerge intact after a war between the United States and Islam. The apocalypse would be upon us.Then, too, we would face an immediate threat from our long-term enemy, the former Soviet Union. Many in the Kremlin would see this as an  opportunity to grasp the victory that had been snatched from them by Ronald Reagan when the Berlin Wall came down. A missile strike by the Russians on a score of American cities could possibly be pre-emptive. Would the U.S. strategic defense system be so in shock that immediate retaliation would not be possible? Hardliners in Moscow might argue that there was never a better opportunity to destroy America. In China, our newer Communist enemies might not care if we could retaliate. With a population already over 1.3 billion people and with their population not concentrated in a few major cities, the Chinese might calculate to initiate a nuclear blow on the United States. What if the United States retaliated with a nuclear counterattack upon China? The Chinese might be able to absorb the blow and recover. The North Koreans might calculate even more recklessly. Why not launch upon America the few missiles they have that could reach our soil? More confusion and chaos might only advance their position. If Russia, China, and the United States could be drawn into attacking one another, North Korea might emerge stronger just because it was overlooked while the great nations focus on attacking one another. So, too, our supposed allies in Europe might relish the immediate reduction in power suddenly inflicted upon America. Many of the great egos in Europe have never fully recovered from the disgrace of World War II, when in the last century the Americans a second time in just over two decades had been forced to come to their rescue. If the French did not start launching nuclear weapons themselves, they might be happy to fan the diplomatic fire beginning to burn under the Russians and the Chinese. Or the president might decide simply to launch a limited nuclear strike on Tehran itself. This might be the most rational option in the attempt to retaliate but still communicate restraint. The problem is that a strike on Tehran would add more nuclear devastation to the world calculation. Muslims around the world would still see the retaliation as an attack on Islam, especially when the United States had no positive proof that the destruction of New York City had been triggered by radical Islamic extremists with assistance from Iran. But for the president not to retaliate might be unacceptable to the American people. So weakened by the loss of New York, Americans would feel vulnerable in every city in the nation. "Who is going to be next?" would be the question on everyone's mind. For this there would be no effective answer. That the president might think politically at this instant seems almost petty, yet every president is by nature a politician. The political party in power at the time of the attack would be destroyed unless the president retaliated with a nuclear strike against somebody. The American people would feel a price had to be paid while the country was still capable of exacting revenge.
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Heg collapse guarantees nuclear wars around the globe. 

Kagan, 2007  

[Robert, Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “End of Dreams, Return of History” Policy Review, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html#n10]
This is a good thing, and it should continue to be a primary goal of American foreign policy to perpetuate this relatively benign international configuration of power. The unipolar order with the United States as the predominant power is unavoidably riddled with flaws and contradictions. It inspires fears and jealousies. The United States is not immune to error, like all other nations, and because of its size and importance in the international system those errors are magnified and take on greater significance than the errors of less powerful nations. Compared to the ideal Kantian international order, in which all the world's powers would be peace-loving equals, conducting themselves wisely, prudently, and in strict obeisance to international law, the unipolar system is both dangerous and unjust. Compared to any plausible alternative in the real world, however, it is relatively stable and less likely to produce a major war between great powers. It is also comparatively benevolent, from a liberal perspective, for it is more conducive to the principles of economic and political liberalism that Americans and many others value. American predominance does not stand in the way of progress toward a better world, therefore. It stands in the way of regression toward a more dangerous world. The choice is not between an American-dominated order and a world that looks like the European Union. The future international order will be shaped by those who have the power to shape it. The leaders of a post-American world will not meet in Brussels but in Beijing, Moscow, and Washington.   The return of great powers and great games If the world is marked by the persistence of unipolarity, it is nevertheless also being shaped by the reemergence of competitive national ambitions of the kind that have shaped human affairs from time immemorial. During the Cold War, this historical tendency of great powers to jostle with one another for status and influence as well as for wealth and power was largely suppressed by the two superpowers and their rigid bipolar order. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has not been powerful enough, and probably could never be powerful enough, to suppress by itself the normal ambitions of nations. This does not mean the world has returned to multipolarity, since none of the large powers is in range of competing with the superpower for global influence. Nevertheless, several large powers are now competing for regional predominance, both with the United States and with each other. National ambition drives China's foreign policy today, and although it is tempered by prudence and the desire to appear as unthreatening as possible to the rest of the world, the Chinese are powerfully motivated to return their nation to what they regard as its traditional position as the  preeminent power in East Asia. They do not share a European, postmodern view that power is passé; hence their now two-decades-long military buildup and modernization. Like the Americans, they believe power, including military power, is a good thing to have and that it is better to have more of it than less. Perhaps more significant is the Chinese perception, also shared by Americans, that status and honor, and not just wealth and security, are important for a nation. Japan, meanwhile, which in the past could have been counted as an aspiring postmodern power -- with its pacifist constitution and low defense spending -- now appears embarked on a more traditional national course. Partly this is in reaction to the rising power of China and concerns about North Korea's nuclear weapons. But it is also driven by Japan's own national ambition to be a leader in East Asia or at least not to play second fiddle or "little brother" to China. China and Japan are now in a competitive quest with each trying to augment its own status and power and to prevent the other 's rise to predominance, and this competition has a military and strategic as well as an economic and political component. Their competition is such that a nation like South Korea, with a long unhappy history as a pawn between the two powers, is once again worrying both about a "greater China" and about the return of Japanese nationalism. As Aaron Friedberg commented, the East Asian future looks more like Europe's past than its present. But it also looks like Asia's past. Russian foreign policy, too, looks more like something from the nineteenth century. It is being driven by a typical, and typically Russian, blend of national resentment and ambition. A postmodern Russia simply seeking integration into the new European order, the Russia of Andrei Kozyrev, would not be troubled by the eastward enlargement of the EU and NATO, would not insist on predominant influence over its "near abroad," and would not use its natural resources as means of gaining geopolitical leverage and enhancing Russia 's international status in an attempt to regain the lost glories of the Soviet empire and Peter the Great. But Russia, like China and Japan, is moved by more traditional great-power considerations, including the pursuit of those valuable if intangible national interests: honor and respect. Although Russian leaders complain about threats to their security from NATO and the United States, the Russian sense of insecurity has more to do with resentment and national identity than with plausible external military threats. 16 Russia's complaint today is not with this or that weapons system. It is the entire post-Cold War settlement of the 1990s that Russia resents and wants to revise. But that does not make insecurity less a factor in Russia 's relations with the world; indeed, it makes finding compromise with the Russians all the more difficult. One could add others to this list of great powers with traditional rather than postmodern aspirations. India's regional ambitions are more muted, or are focused most intently on Pakistan,  but it is clearly engaged in competition with China for dominance in the Indian Ocean and sees itself, correctly, as an emerging great power on the world scene. In the Middle East there is Iran, which mingles religious fervor with a historical sense of superiority and leadership in its region. 17 Its nuclear program is as much about the desire for regional hegemony as about defending Iranian territory from attack by the United States. Even the European Union, in its way, expresses a pan-European national ambition to play a significant role in the world, and it has become the vehicle for channeling German, French, and British ambitions in what Europeans regard as a safe supranational direction. Europeans seek honor and respect, too, but of a postmodern variety. The honor they seek is to occupy the moral high ground in the world, to exercise moral authority, to wield political and economic influence as an antidote to militarism, to be the keeper of the global conscience, and to be recognized and admired by others for playing this role. Islam is not a nation, but many Muslims express a kind of religious nationalism, and the leaders of radical Islam, including al Qaeda, do seek to establish a theocratic nation or confederation of nations that would encompass a wide swath of the Middle East and beyond. Like national movements elsewhere, Islamists have a yearning for respect, including self-respect, and a desire for honor. Their national identity has been molded in defiance against stronger and often oppressive outside powers, and also by memories of ancient superiority over those same powers. China had its "century of humiliation." Islamists have more than a century of humiliation to look back on, a humiliation of which Israel has become the living symbol, which is partly why even Muslims who are neither radical nor fundamentalist proffer their sympathy and even their support to violent extremists who can turn the tables on the dominant liberal West, and particularly on a dominant America which implanted and still feeds the Israeli cancer in their midst. Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as "No. 1" and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying -- its regional as well as its global  predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes 
through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a 
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multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic.  It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War I and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe's stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that 's not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world's great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China 's neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene -- even if it remained the world's most powerful nation -- could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe -- if it adopted what some call a strategy of "offshore balancing" -- this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, "offshore" role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more "even-handed" policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel 's aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn't change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn 't changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to "normal" or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.
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Afghanistan presence is essential for winning the war on terror, maintaining Paki stability, and deterring Iran, and new strategies guarantee success in the absence of withdrawal.  

Caroll, 2009 

[Conn, assistant director for The Heritage Foundation’s Strategic Communications and he serves as editor of The Foundry, a think tank blog, 12-2, “19 Reasons To Win In Afghanistan”, http://blog.heritage.org/?p=16195]
3. U.S. Presence in Afghanistan has served as a proximity deterrent for Al Qaeda. From a severely weakened position, Al Qaeda has been forced to accept the condition of awaiting more opportune circumstances before relaunching its campaign against the U.S. Having U.S. soldiers on the border of Waziristan, is a realistic deterrent from initiating offense operations that are so close to cross-border retaliation. Crossing the border into Pakistan is only one nuclear incident away. If, on the other hand, U.S. soldiers are ordered to abandoned Afghanistan, Al Qaeda will then have the freedom of action to recommence operations. 4. Counterterrorist campaigns cannot be waged from a distance. Critics of the U.S. force presence claim that there are alternatives to holding Al Qaeda at bay such as intensive intelligence, Predator drones, cruise missiles, Special Operations raids, and monetary payments to Warlords to deny safe havens. However, most specialists on counterinsurgency and counterterrorism claim terrorists cannot be confronted at a distance. 5. Abandoning Afghanistan will move the War’s Frontline from Overseas to the Homeland. U.S. military forces in Afghanistan are essentially hardened targets that can easily kill far more Taliban than can be similarly inflicted on U.S. troops. Moving the frontlines from overseas to CONUS will expose the soft underbelly of the U.S. civilian population to potentially horrific casualties. While one American casualty is too many; the scope and scale of potential casualties would remain far less in relative comparison by continuing the fight overseas. 6. Cost-Benefit Analysis favors Forward Presence. Alan Greenspan recently claimed that the long term repercussions of the 9/11 attack contributed to the making of the 2008 global economic crisis, large federal government deficit spending, and the current recession. Greenspan indicated that to stimulate the economy immediately after the 9/11 attack the Federal Reserve needed to cut interest rates dramatically to spur domestic spending. Rates quickly moved from 3.5% to 1%. This reduced Federal Reserve rate helped to fuel speculative borrowing to homeowners who would not normally qualify for home mortgages. Post 9/11 interest rates were also a contributing factor leading to the real estate bubble that burst in 2007. The recent economic crisis has cost the global economy over $11.9 trillion dollars. Can the U.S. taxpayer afford another 9/11 type of attack, which coupled with nuclear devices, could have far worse second and third order effects? Spending $60 billion annually is a far less expense than a potential $11.9 trillion dollar impact related to another 9/11 incident. 7. President Obama and GEN Stanley McChrystal have both claimed that the fight to stabilize Afghanistan is winnable. http://www.swamppolitics.com/news/politics/blog/2009/02/obama_afghanistan_still_winnab.html; http://www.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/08/31/afghanistan.mcchrystal/index.html; http://www.whitehouse.gov/blog/09/03/27/A-New-Strategy-for-Afghanistan-and-Pakistan/ 8. Today’s U.S. All Volunteer force is qualitatively a more capable military force than Vietnam predecessor. Despite the challenges of facing multiple deployments to both Iraq and Afghanistan, the All Volunteer force still retains advantages in education, training, hard-won experience, superior leadership and proven equipment compared to its Vietnam counterparts. Joint, Interagency and multi-national coordination has improved. 9. U.S. Precedent for Bringing Stability in Iraq and Kosovo. The U.S. government has experienced recent successes against hostile adversaries during transition phase of war. Although skeptics denounced the potential for U.S. success in these recent conflicts, the track record for success resides with the U.S. government. 10. Afghanistan provides the venue to Learn about the Long Term Adversary. If observers believe that Al Qaeda is a long term enemy of the United States, where is the best location to study the threat than in the actual region? Residing in Afghanistan provides the opportunity to develop language skills, foster culture apperception, discern tribal networks, study vulnerabilities, learn weaknesses, and to recruit the next generation of informants to eventually penetrate Islamic networks. The intelligence preparation of the battlefield (IPB) begins with cultural appreciation that can be gained first-hand by living in the region. 11. U.S. Presence Denies Sanctuary of the Adversary within Ungoverned Spaces. The Al Qaeda selection of Afghanistan is no accident. Terrorist networks have managed to find the ungoverned spaces in Somalia and Afghanistan to construct training camps for future terrorists. Remaining in Afghanistan denies this remote country from becoming a host for terrorist training activities. 12. U.S. Presence, if managed properly, can serve to Drain the Terrorist Recruitment Swamp. This is a delicate balance. Merely occupying a country, does not guaranteed setting the conditions to diminish hostile recruitment. Nonetheless, if presence can be performed in a manner which engenders hope, fosters rule of law, exhibits benefits of governance and development, then the seeds of peace can be sown into a war torn region. 13. The Germany Precedent. Unless a determined adversary is convinced of defeat, the second war becomes much more pronounced, highly probable, and devastating. World Wars I and II were the same war. Germany merely brought about a strategic pause to regroup and refine its war 
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winning strategy. The Peace treaty of 1918 was nothing more a temporary cessation of conflict. Germany convinced the world that it was militarily weakened. A strategic deception plan was underway that only became apparent in 1939. The Wehrmacht’s “stab in the back” thesis led by WWI veterans kept the interwar sentiments strong and thriving. Similarly, Al Qaeda must be taught that it has been defeated to prevent a far worst catastrophy. If, as a decentralized network, it cannot be made to accept defeat, then a generational strategy to await the natural death of key Al Qaeda leadership may be a more thorough and calculating approach. 14. Loss of Superior Force and Infrastructure Posture against Iran. If Iran is truly one of the most likely and most dangerous near-term adversaries of the United States, it makes little sense to abandon a mature base infrastructure and a means for a Second Front against a potential War with Iran. Multiple Lines of Communications complicates Iranian defense planning, splits their leadership focus, undermines soldier morale, and can lead to a much shorter Iran war with superior U.S. force posture. 15. Strategic rhetoric of an early withdrawal prolongs any conflict. During later phases of a war (Phases 4 and 5), one of the greatest challenges is to cause the mid-level managerial “fence sitters” to choose sides. The Fence sitters are the local leaders who will eventually make a support decision, encourage the reporting of concealed identification of Taliban adversaries, and buttress a regime when it becomes apparent that the presence is for the long term. The irony is that public indecision and senior official debate weakens the U.S. position. A firm strategic communications plan to express long-term presence will speed the commitment of mid-level managerial fence-sitters to align with U.S. supporters. 16. Other Models of U.S. Occupation Beyond Vietnam. Although Vietnam resulted in a failed U.S. position, there are other examples of successful U.S. presence with a much smaller footprint. Following the Spanish-American War, U.S. military presence existed in the Philippines from 1899 through the 1980s. A violent insurgency existed but was able to be overcome. General Blackjack Pershing, General Arthur MacArthur and others were participants in this long term presence. The strategic key is to minimize the Army’s footprint and scale of presence to be capable of sustaining posture for the long term. Still other examples include Kosovo, Germany, Japan and Liberia. Liberia is particularly interesting. LURD and MODEL combatants remained fence sitters for nearly two years after the Civil War ended in 2003. When they became convinced that U.S. and U.N. presence was for the long term, their leaders accepted political positions working for the central Monrovian government. 17. U.S. Needs to Honor the Ultimate Sacrifice of U.S. soldiers on the fields of Afghanistan by staying the course. Dedicated families, friends, and communities have stood behind the very real sacrifices of sons and daughters to fight for defense of the nation. Woe to the nation that forgets the sacrifices of its heroes- will there be a next generation that are willing to commit its defense. 18. Whole of Government Approach A whole of government approach is being implemented in Afghanistan in an unprecedented way, offering a better chance of success than in previous engagments of this type. According to a State Department blog, “In Afghanistan, the new Interagency Civil-Military Action Group (ICMAG) within the U.S. Embassy is the lead body for policy implementation and problem solving. Already, ICMAG has facilitated integrated guidance and geographically-based plans for Regional Command-East and is now moving to Regional Command-South. It has supported development of functional sectoral efforts in areas such as health and focused district development and is increasingly coordinating with international actors such as the International Security Assistance Force (on metrics), the United Nations Assistance Mission in Afghanistan (on district mapping) and with the United Kingdom (Helmand Provincial Reconstruction Team). ICMAG is also working on developing an integrated metrics system in-country.” Moreover the U.S. military is continuing to leverage the knowledge and expertise of various kinds of civilian social scientists in winning the hearts and minds campaign. Parts of this approach were obviously used in other ewcwnt conflicts, but perhaps with less emphasis and resources. 19. The Taliban is largely unpopular and can be defeated. While the Taliban have some following among their Pashtun co-ethnics, especially in the southern part of the country, the Taliban are generally hated by the Uzbeks, Tajiks, Hazarra and other non-Pashtun groups that together make up a numerical majority in Afghanistan. The memory of Taliban persecution is fresh and motivational for all the non-Pashtun groups. Wherever they have gone since 2004, the Taliban have used barbaric tactics to win the obedience of the local populations. They win “hearts and minds” by murder, violence and coercion. Nearly all opinion polls indicate very little support for the Taliban. The Taliban can be defeated and blocked by strategies that protect the population and build up the security capacity of the Afghan state, its provinces and its districts. Counter-sanctuary activities by Pakistani forces could easily disrupt their base areas and training grounds. Better coordination with Persian Gulf allies and stronger counternarcotics efforts could dry up their financial base. The Taliban cannot win unless the West quits. In Summary, multiple threats are being addressed by the U.S. presence in Afghanistan. They include: dealing with the primary threats of Al Qaeda and the Taliban, preparing for a destabilized Pakistan with nuclear weapons, posturing for a future hostile Iran, and reducing the long-term recruitment of radical Islamic terrorists from this region. At the center of debate, however, is the question of whether the average U.S. voter truly believes that Al Qaeda and Taliban can seriously pose a threat to U.S. national security interests at home and abroad? If yes, then it becomes questionable for a decision to willfully deliver strategic victory to a weakened terrorist network by pulling out of Afghanistan. There are significant ramifications for U.S. credibility abroad to our detriment. When the first nuclear device explodes in a heavily populated U.S. city, who will be held responsible for this incident? 
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US retaliates to a terrorist attack, causes extinction. 

Corsi, 2005   

[Jerome, Ph.D. in Political Science from Harvard University, Expert in Antiwar movements and political violence, Atomic Iran, pg. 176-178]

The United States retaliates: 'End of the world' scenarios  The combination of horror and outrage that will surge upon the nation will demand that the president retaliate for the incomprehensible damage done by the attack. The problem will be that the president will not immediately know how to respond or against whom.The perpetrators will have been incinerated by the explosion that destroyed New York City. Unlike 9-11, there will have been no interval during the attack when those hijacked could make phone calls to loved ones telling them before they died that the hijackers were radical Islamic extremists.There will be no such phone calls when the attack will not have been anticipated until the instant the terrorists detonate their improvised nuclear device inside the truck parked on a curb at the Empire State Building. Nor will there be any possibility of finding any clues, which either were vaporized instantly or are now lying physically inaccessible under tons of radioactive rubble.Still, the president, members of Congress, the military, and the public at large will suspect another attack by our known enemy –Islamic terrorists. The first impulse will be to launch a nuclear strike on Mecca, to destroy the whole religion of Islam. Medina could possibly be added to the target list just to make the point with crystal clarity. Yet what would we gain? The moment Mecca and Medina were wiped off the map, the Islamic world – more than 1 billion human beings in countless different nations – would feel attacked. Nothing would emerge intact after a war between the United States and Islam. The apocalypse would be upon us.Then, too, we would face an immediate threat from our long-term enemy, the former Soviet Union. Many in the Kremlin would see this as an  opportunity to grasp the victory that had been snatched from them by Ronald Reagan when the Berlin Wall came down. A missile strike by the Russians on a score of American cities could possibly be pre-emptive. Would the U.S. strategic defense system be so in shock that immediate retaliation would not be possible? Hardliners in Moscow might argue that there was never a better opportunity to destroy America. In China, our newer Communist enemies might not care if we could retaliate. With a population already over 1.3 billion people and with their population not concentrated in a few major cities, the Chinese might calculate to initiate a nuclear blow on the United States. What if the United States retaliated with a nuclear counterattack upon China? The Chinese might be able to absorb the blow and recover. The North Koreans might calculate even more recklessly. Why not launch upon America the few missiles they have that could reach our soil? More confusion and chaos might only advance their position. If Russia, China, and the United States could be drawn into attacking one another, North Korea might emerge stronger just because it was overlooked while the great nations focus on attacking one another. So, too, our supposed allies in Europe might relish the immediate reduction in power suddenly inflicted upon America. Many of the great egos in Europe have never fully recovered from the disgrace of World War II, when in the last century the Americans a second time in just over two decades had been forced to come to their rescue. If the French did not start launching nuclear weapons themselves, they might be happy to fan the diplomatic fire beginning to burn under the Russians and the Chinese. Or the president might decide simply to launch a limited nuclear strike on Tehran itself. This might be the most rational option in the attempt to retaliate but still communicate restraint. The problem is that a strike on Tehran would add more nuclear devastation to the world calculation. Muslims around the world would still see the retaliation as an attack on Islam, especially when the United States had no positive proof that the destruction of New York City had been triggered by radical Islamic extremists with assistance from Iran. But for the president not to retaliate might be unacceptable to the American people. So weakened by the loss of New York, Americans would feel vulnerable in every city in the nation. "Who is going to be next?" would be the question on everyone's mind. For this there would be no effective answer. That the president might think politically at this instant seems almost petty, yet every president is by nature a politician. The political party in power at the time of the attack would be destroyed unless the president retaliated with a nuclear strike against somebody. The American people would feel a price had to be paid while the country was still capable of exacting revenge.

1NC – Iran, Terrorism, Paki (4/5)

Iranian aggression causes World War 3. 

Bosco, 2006

[David, 7/23/2006. Senior Editor at Foreign Policy Magazine. “Could This Be the Start of World War III?” http://usc.glo.org/forums/0016/viewtopic.php?p=403&sid=95896c43b66ffa28f9932774a408bb4b] 

ARMAGEDDON   Could This Be the Start of World War III?   As the Middle East erupts, there are plenty of scenarios for global conflagration.   By David Bosco, David Bosco is a senior editor at Foreign Policy magazine.   July 23, 2006   IT WAS LATE JUNE in Sarajevo when Gavrilo Princip shot Archduke Franz Ferdinand and his wife. After emptying his revolver, the young Serb nationalist jumped into the shallow river that runs through the city and was quickly seized. But the events he set in motion could not be so easily restrained. Two months later, Europe was at war.  The understanding that small but violent acts can spark global conflagration is etched into the world's consciousness. The reverberations from Princip's shots in the summer of 1914 ultimately took the lives of more than 10 million people, shattered four empires and dragged more than two dozen countries into war.  This hot summer, as the world watches the violence in the Middle East, the awareness of peace's fragility is particularly acute. The bloodshed in Lebanon appears to be part of a broader upsurge in unrest. Iraq is suffering through one of its bloodiest months since the U.S.-led invasion in 2003. Taliban militants are burning schools and attacking villages in southern Afghanistan as the United States and NATO struggle to defend that country's fragile government. Nuclear-armed India is still cleaning up the wreckage from a large terrorist attack in which it suspects militants from rival Pakistan. The world is awash in weapons, North Korea and Iran are developing nuclear capabilities, and long-range missile technology is spreading like a virus.  Some see the start of a global conflict. "We're in the early stages of what I would describe as the Third World War," former House Speaker Newt Gingrich said last week. Certain religious websites are abuzz with talk of Armageddon. There may be as much hyperbole as prophecy in the forecasts for world war. But it's not hard to conjure ways that today's hot spots could ignite.  Consider the following scenarios:   • Targeting Iran: As Israeli troops seek out and destroy Hezbollah forces in southern Lebanon, intelligence officials spot a shipment of longer-range Iranian missiles heading for Lebanon. The Israeli government decides to strike the convoy and Iranian nuclear facilities simultaneously. After Iran has recovered from the shock, Revolutionary Guards surging across the border into Iraq, bent on striking Israel's American allies. Governments in Syria, Jordan, Egypt and Saudi Arabia face violent street protests demanding retribution against Israel — and they eventually yield, triggering a major regional war.
1NC – Iran, Terrorism, Paki (5/5)

Pakistan collapse causes global nuclear conflict – draws in China, India and Russia. 
Pitt, 2009 

[William, a New York Times and internationally bestselling author of two books: "War on Iraq: What Team Bush Doesn't Want You to Know" and "The Greatest Sedition Is Silence”, “Unstable Pakistan Threatens the World,” 5-8, http://www.arabamericannews.com/news/index.php?mod=article&cat=commentary&article=2183]
	

	


But a suicide bomber in Pakistan rammed a car packed with explosives into a jeep filled with troops today, killing five and wounding as many as 21, including several children who were waiting for a ride to school. Residents of the region where the attack took place are fleeing in terror as gunfire rings out around them, and government forces have been unable to quell the violence. Two regional government officials were beheaded by militants in retaliation for the killing of other militants by government forces. As familiar as this sounds, it did not take place where we have come to expect such terrible events. This, unfortunately, is a whole new ballgame. It is part of another conflict that is brewing, one which puts what is happening in Iraq and Afghanistan in deep shade, and which represents a grave and growing threat to us all. Pakistan is now trembling on the edge of violent chaos, and is doing so with nuclear weapons in its hip pocket, right in the middle of one of the most dangerous neighborhoods in the world. The situation in brief: Pakistan for years has been a nation in turmoil, run by a shaky government supported by a corrupted system, dominated by a blatantly criminal security service, and threatened by a large fundamentalist Islamic population with deep ties to the Taliban in Afghanistan. All this is piled atop an ongoing standoff with neighboring India that has been the center of political gravity in the region for more than half a century. The fact that Pakistan, and India, and Russia, and China all possess nuclear weapons and share the same space means any ongoing or escalating violence over there has the real potential to crack open the very gates of Hell itself.
	

	


Recently, the Taliban made a military push into the northwest Pakistani region around the Swat Valley. According to a recent Reuters report: The (Pakistani) army deployed troops in Swat in October 2007 and used artillery and gunship helicopters to reassert control. But insecurity mounted after a civilian government came to power last year and tried to reach a negotiated settlement. A peace accord fell apart in May 2008. After that, hundreds — including soldiers, militants and civilians — died in battles. Militants unleashed a reign of terror, killing and beheading politicians, singers, soldiers and opponents. They banned female education and destroyed nearly 200 girls' schools. About 1,200 people were killed since late 2007 and 250,000 to 500,000 fled, leaving the militants in virtual control. Pakistan offered on February 16 to introduce Islamic law in the Swat valley and neighboring areas in a bid to take the steam out of the insurgency. The militants announced an indefinite cease-fire after the army said it was halting operations in the region. President Asif Ali Zardari signed a 
regulation imposing sharia in the area last month. But the Taliban refused to give up their guns and pushed into Buner and another district adjacent to Swat, intent on spreading their rule. The United States, already embroiled in a war against Taliban forces in Afghanistan, must now face the possibility that Pakistan could collapse under the mounting threat of Taliban forces there. Military and diplomatic advisers to President Obama, uncertain how best to proceed, now face one of the great nightmare scenarios of our time. "Recent militant gains in Pakistan," reported The New York Times on Monday, "have so alarmed the White House that the national security adviser, Gen. James L. Jones, described the situation as 'one of the very most serious problems we face.'" "Security was deteriorating rapidly," reported The Washington Post on Monday, "particularly in the mountains along the Afghan border that harbor al-Qaeda and the Taliban, intelligence chiefs reported, and there were signs that those groups were working with indigenous extremists in Pakistan's populous Punjabi heartland. The Pakistani government was mired in political bickering. The army, still fixated on its historical adversary India, remained ill-equipped and unwilling to throw its full weight into the counterinsurgency fight. But despite the threat the intelligence conveyed, Obama has only limited options for dealing with it. Anti-American feeling in Pakistan is high, and a U.S. combat presence is prohibited. The United States is fighting Pakistan-based extremists by proxy, through an army over which it has little control, in alliance with a government in which it has little confidence." It is believed Pakistan is currently in possession of between 60 and 100 nuclear weapons. Because Pakistan's stability is threatened by the wide swath of its population that shares ethnic, cultural and religious connections to the fundamentalist Islamic populace of Afghanistan, fears over what could happen to those nuclear weapons if the Pakistani government collapses are very real. "As the insurgency of the Taliban and Al Qaeda spreads in Pakistan," reported the Times last week, "senior American officials say they are increasingly concerned about new vulnerabilities for Pakistan's nuclear arsenal, including the potential for militants to snatch a weapon in transport or to insert sympathizers into laboratories or fuel-production facilities. In public, the administration has only hinted at those concerns, repeating the formulation that the Bush administration used: that it has faith in the Pakistani Army. But that cooperation, according to officials who would not speak for attribution because of the sensitivity surrounding the exchanges between Washington and Islamabad, has been sharply limited when the subject has turned to the vulnerabilities in the Pakistani nuclear infrastructure." "The prospect of turmoil in Pakistan sends shivers up the spines of those U.S. officials charged with keeping tabs on foreign nuclear weapons," reported Time Magazine last month. "Pakistan is thought to possess about 100 — the U.S. isn't sure of the total, and may not know where all of them are. Still, if Pakistan collapses, the U.S. military is primed to enter the country and secure as many of those weapons as it can, according to U.S. officials. Pakistani officials insist their personnel safeguards are stringent, but a sleeper cell could cause big trouble, U.S. officials say." In other words, a shaky Pakistan spells trouble for everyone, especially if America loses the footrace to secure those weapons in the event of the worst-case scenario. If Pakistani militants ever succeed in toppling the government, several very dangerous events could happen at once. Nuclear-armed India could be galvanized into military action of some kind, as could nuclear-armed China or nuclear-armed Russia. If the Pakistani government does fall, and all those Pakistani nukes are not immediately accounted for and secured, the specter (or reality) of loose nukes falling into the hands of terrorist organizations could place the entire world on a collision course with unimaginable disaster. We have all been paying a great deal of attention to Iraq and Afghanistan, and rightly so. The developing situation in Pakistan, however, needs to be placed immediately on the front burner. The Obama administration appears to be gravely serious about addressing the situation. So should we all.
UQ – Yes Afghanistan Commitment – General (1/3)
US commitment to continued fighting in Afghanistan for years – Petraeus appointment proves. 

Press TV, 6-24-2010 

[“Long US stay in Afghanistan foreseen,” http://www.presstv.ir/detail.aspx?id=131799&sectionid=3510203]

Major US policy analysts say the appointment of David Petraeus as new commander of American forces in Afghanistan signals a long US military presence in the country. Former member of George Bush's national security team and US State Department's Policy Chief Richard N. Haass states that since a dramatic increase in an Afghan government force in a near future appears unlikely, "a large number of US forces will remain fighting in Afghanistan for many years to come." In a statement published by influential US think tank Council on Foreign Relations, Haass writes that the Obama administration's desire to withdraw US forces from Afghanistan within the next 12 months can either come significantly boosting "the effectiveness" of Afghan government forces, "both in absolute terms and relative to the Taliban" -- or "that a large number of U.S. forces will remain fighting in Afghanistan for many years to come." "Everything about Afghanistan points to the latter as being more likely," Haass emphasizes, adding that since the Afghan government is "riddled with corruption" and the Taliban benefit from "sanctuary in Pakistan," such a policy is unlikely to succeed given the enormous costs. Additionally, Haass observes, the US is faced with a "looming fiscal crisis" as well as growing "strategic challenges in Iran and North Korea." Anthony Cordesman, a prominent military analyst with the Center for Strategic and International Studies, has welcomed recent appointment of Gen. Petraeus as the new US military commander in Afghanistan, stressing, in a NPR report, that putting him "in charge of the war" has the benefit of showing the Afghans that the United States "does not intend to leave - that it is going to be a partner."
Gates statements prove. 

BBC, 6-24-2010 
[“Multinational Afghan force faces 'complex challenge',” http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/world/us_and_canada/10406752.stm]
US Defence Secretary Robert Gates has said America remains "committed" to the Afghan war effort and the decision to name a new commander should not be seen as a "slackening" of that position. He told reporters on Thursday that the war in Afghanistan was turning out to be "slower and harder than anticipated" but did not believe the US was "bogged down". Speaking at a Pentagon news conference, Mr Gates said he did not feel that Gen McChrystal's published criticism of his civilian superiors resulted from any management breakdown or lapse at the Department of Defense. He described the appointment of Gen Petraeus as "the best possible outcome to an awful situation". Nato's top civilian representative, Mark Sedwill, has said the Western military alliance's strategy in Afghanistan "remains on course", despite the sacking of Gen McChrystal.
UQ – Yes Afghanistan Commitment – General (2/3)

Tons of troops in Afghanistan.

St. Petersburg Times, 5-30-2010 

[“Obama has increased troops in Afghanistan,” http://www.politifact.com/truth-o-meter/statements/2010/may/30/colin-powell/obama-has-increased-troops-afghanistan/]

Is the Obama administration "adhering to the Powell doctrine?" Tapper asked. Powell didn't give a yes or no answer, instead explaining, "The president has added close to 68,000 troops in the last year, since he came into office, not just the 30,000 you hear, but the others that were added before that. So 68,000 troops were added to it. That is a significant number. And, remember, they're not going after a fixed enemy. They're trying to control ground. They're trying to give some comfort to people that their life is going to get better." Powell said the rest will be up to the government and people of Afghanistan. "The challenge here -- and the president will have to face this late next year, as he said he would -- is, okay, we have had this additional input of 68,000 soldiers, bringing it to over 100,000 soldiers. We have done what we said we were going to do. Have the Afghans done what they must do, build an army that is capable, an army that is connected to the central government, an army that the people believe in? And do we have a police force that is not corrupt? And do we have a government in Kabul that is really reaching out and connecting the people together into some kind of political system that people believe in?" We wanted to fact-check Powell's statement that Obama has added 68,000 troops, "not just the 30,000 you hear." After weeks of deliberations, Obama in late 2009 decided to send an additional 30,000 troops to Afghanistan. He announced his decision in a major address at U.S. Military Academy at West Point, N.Y., on Dec. 1, 2009. But Obama had sent more troops to Afghanistan long before that, to fulfill a campaign promise. On Feb. 17, 2009, Obama issued an order to send two additional brigades -- each with about 2,500 troops -- to Afghanistan. With those troops plus other additions, the total deployment steadily increased from the roughly 34,000 that were in Afghanistan when Obama took office. Last week, the Pentagon announced there were 94,000 troops in Afghanistan. The number was a milestone because it was the first time troops there had exceeded the number of troops in Iraq, which now has 92,000. (At the height of the Iraq war, there were between 130,000 and 172,000 troops there.) About 4,000 more troops are expected to deploy to Afghanistan by the summer, bringing the total to 98,000.

Statements prove US commitment to Afghanistan still strong.

Lengell, 6-15-2010 

[Sean Lengell, The Washington Times, “Petraeus hedges on Afghanistan withdrawal,” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/jun/15/petraeus-hedges-on-afghanistan-withdrawal/print/]

Gen. David H. Petraeus on Tuesday softened Obama administration rhetoric that a U.S. troop withdrawal from Afghanistan would begin in July 2011, telling a Capitol Hill panel that such a move would be "based on conditions." "July 2011 is not the date where we race for the exits," the general told the Senate Armed Services Committee. "It is the date where, having done an assessment, we begin a process of transition of tasks to Afghan security forces." Gen. Petraeus gave the testimony moments before he slumped at the witness table and excused himself from the room. The general returned about 20 minutes later, but committee Chairman Carl Levin, Michigan Democrat, postponed the rest the hearing. A spokesman for Gen. Petraeus, commander of U.S. Central Command, which oversees all U.S. forces in Afghanistan, said the general was likely dehydrated and jet-lagged from recent travels. Mr. Levin, prior to adjourning the hearing, asked the general whether the president's promise to begin withdrawing troops by July 2011 "represent[ed] your best personal professional judgment." After a pause, the general said that "in a perfect world, Mr. Chairman, we have to be very careful with timeliness." Gen. Petraeus said that, like the withdrawal of U.S. troops in Iraq that began months ago, the drawdown in Afghanistan would be based on predetermined conditions. "We are assuming that we will have those kinds of conditions [in Afghanistan] that will enable that by that time in July 2011," he said. "That's the projection. And that is what again we have supported." Sen. John McCain of Arizona, the committee's top Republican, questioned the wisdom of establishing a withdrawal timeline, saying that it could convince "the key actors inside and outside of Afghanistan that the United States is more interested in leaving than succeeding in this conflict." "As a result, they're all making the necessary accommodations for a post-American Afghanistan," Mr. McCain said. Gen. Petraeus, in response to Mr. McCain, reiterated that his goal is for a "responsible drawdown of our forces." President Obama announced in December that 30,000 additional military personnel would be sent to Afghanistan this year. Almost 21,000 have been deployed, which is slightly ahead of schedule, the general said. The president at the time said the troop surge would allow the U.S. and its allies to accelerate their goal of handing over security responsibilities to Afghan forces and would "allow us to begin the transfer of our forces out of Afghanistan in July of 2011." The president added that, "Just as we have done in Iraq, we will execute this transition responsibly, taking into account conditions on the ground."

UQ – Yes Afghanistan Commitment – General (3/3)

The US is still committed to the mission in Afghanistan. 
Lengell, 6-15-2010 
[Sean Lengell, The Washington Times, “Petraeus hedges on Afghanistan withdrawal,” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/jun/15/petraeus-hedges-on-afghanistan-withdrawal/print/]
Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates, while visiting Afghanistan in March, said that some of the troops involved in the surge could be withdrawn before July 2011, though he added that those decisions would be "conditions-based." Gen. Petraeus said the recent troop surge has helped stabilize Afghanistan, particularly in former Taliban strongholds in the south. The general added that efforts to increase the size and capability of the Afghan army and police are "now on track," though he said there "clearly is considerable work to be done in that critical area and to sustain the gains that have been made recently in recruiting and attrition." The general also said he disagreed with comments by Afghanistan's former intelligence chief, Amrullah Saleh, in a recent New York Times interview that Afghan President Hamid Karzai has lost confidence in the ability of the U.S. and its coalition to succeed in the country. Gen. Petraeus said that Army Gen., Stanley A. McChrystal NATO's commander in Afghanistan, spent Sunday with Mr. Karzai and that "there was certainly no sense on Gen. McChrystal's part, nor on those of the others who were with him, that there was a lack of confidence in the United States commitment to Afghanistan."
Obama committing troops to maintain Afghan stability. 
Xinhua 5-13-2010 
[“Obama reaffirms U.S. commitment to Afghanistan's stability”, http://www.china.org.cn/world/2010-05/13/content_20030944.htm]
President Barack Obama on Wednesday reaffirmed U.S. commitment to Afghanistan's security and prosperity, saying the country is still facing severe challenges although some progress have been made.  "I have reaffirmed the commitment of the United States to an Afghanistan that is stable, strong and prosperous," Obama told reporters at the joint press conference with Afghan President Hamid Karzai in the White House.  According to Obama, Karzai's visit is an opportunity for both sides to assess the progress of U.S. strategy in Afghanistan and to advance the strong partnership between the two countries which is based on mutual interest and respect.  After 30 years of war, Afghanistan still faces daily challenges in delivering basic services and security to its people while confronting a brutal insurgency," said Obama.  He reiterated that U.S. strategy in Afghanistan is centered at disrupting, dismantling and defeating al-Qaida and its extremist allies in Afghanistan and Pakistan and to prevent its capacity to threaten America and U.S. allies in the future.  He promised that the United States will continue to work with our Afghan and international partners to do everything in their power to avoid actions that harm the Afghan people during the implementation of the strategy.  According to Obama, during the White House meeting, he convinced Karzai that Washington supports the efforts the Afghan government has made on combating corruption, taking good governance, and negotiating with the Taliban.  "The United States supports the efforts of the Afghan government to open the door to Taliban who cut their ties to al- Qaida, abandon violence, and accept the Afghan constitution, including respect for human rights," said the president.  President Karzai, who is paying a four-day visit to the United States, has met with Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates and other senior U.S. officials, as well as top military officers in Washington.  After months of review, the Obama administration renewed its strategy for Afghanistan last December by sending 30,000 additional troops to the country in a decisive war against al- Qaida network and extremists.  The U.S. army forces stationed in Afghanistan would surge to about 100,000 troops.
Yes troop surge. 
Kruzel 3-24-2010 
[John, American Forces Press Service, “Afghanistan Troop Level to Eclipse Iraq by Midyear”, 

http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=58461]
WASHINGTON, March 24, 2010 – This summer will mark the first time since 2003 that the number of U.S. troops in Afghanistan will overshadow the American presence in Iraq, the top U.S. military officer told Congress today. Driving the eclipse is the 30,000-troop surge President Barack Obama announced for Afghanistan in December, roughly a third of which is in place, and with 18,000 of the additional forces expected to be in Afghanistan by late spring as troop levels in Iraq continue to drop.   “Indeed, by the middle of this year, Afghanistan will surpass Iraq, for the first time since 2003, as the location with the most deployed American forces,” said Navy Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.   Mullen told members of the House Appropriations Committee the remainder of the 30,000 will arrive as rapidly as possible over the summer and early fall, making a major contribution to reversing Taliban momentum in 2010. 

UQ – Yes Afghanistan Commitment/Winning Now (1/2)
Troop surge focusing on Kandahar now – will be successful. 
Shanker and Bumiller, 6-16-2010 
[Thom Shanker and Elisabeth Bumiller, New York Times, “Patience is Urged in Afhganistan,” http://www.startribune.com/world/96521459.html?elr=KArksLckD8EQDUoaEyqyP4O:DW3ckUiD3aPc:_Yyc:aUUsZ]
WASHINGTON - Senior Pentagon officials urged patience Wednesday as U.S. troops begin operations to stabilize the southern Afghan city of Kandahar, and Gen. David Petraeus, the commander of U.S. forces in the Mideast, returned to Capitol Hill to offer a full-throated endorsement of President Obama's order to pull out of Afghanistan starting next summer. "As goes Kandahar, so goes Afghanistan," Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, told the Senate Appropriations Committee. Both Mullen and Defense Secretary Robert Gates asked the Senate -- and, by extension, the American people -- for time and understanding as the military carried out the mission across Afghanistan, especially in the south. A number of senators responded with pointed questions about the increasing casualties and the continuing fight in Marjah, a Taliban haven in the south that is not yet under control. Buildup still in progress Gates responded that nearly 10,000 of the 30,000 U.S. troops scheduled to be part of the buildup had yet to arrive in Afghanistan, that the military was "only a few months" into the execution of Obama's new strategy and that he himself was satisfied with the progress so far.
Securing Kandahar before withdrawal is crucial to defeating the Taliban and maintaining peace in Afghanistan.

Trofimov, 2-1-2010 

[Yaroslav, Wall Street Journal, “US Plans Defense of Kandahar,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703422904575038831080594928.html]

But coalition commanders and Afghan officials say that in the coming months the U.S. troop surge and a new strategy will allow the coalition to block the annual militant advances—and possibly change the course of the war by reversing the Taliban's momentum. With new forces deployed against the Taliban, "I can literally break their back," says Canadian Brig. Gen. Daniel Menard, the commander of Task Force Kandahar, which will include 5,800 Canadian and U.S. troops by March. "They will not fight us when and where they want. We will fight them when and where we want, and that is huge change. They cannot sustain the pressure we're putting them under forever." Throughout the history of Afghanistan, whoever secured the city of Kandahar has controlled the rest of the country. It is the biggest population center of the Pashtuns, the nation's largest ethnic group and traditional rulers, and the place where the Taliban's one-eyed leader, Mullah Omar, wrapped himself in a cloak once used by Prophet Muhammad and claimed to lead the world's Muslims. "If Kandahar falls, so goes Afghanistan. Everyone understands that it's a jewel that needs to be protected," says U.S. Army Lt. Col. Reik Andersen, commander of the 1st Battalion of the 12th Infantry Regiment, which has been deployed to secure northwestern approaches to the city. Until American units started pouring into Kandahar province in the second half of last year, Canadian troops tackled the Taliban here largely on their own—and lacked the numbers to hold the ground around the city. In recent months, two American battalions under Gen. Menard's command took over restive areas north and west of Kandahar, and an American military police battalion focused on patrols within the city limits. Fresh American forces scheduled to arrive in mid-March would take over the southern approaches to Kandahar, letting the Canadian troops concentrate on the violent Panjway district in the southwest. Upcoming operations in Kandahar are expected to follow a massive U.S. military push against the Taliban, announced Monday, beginning in coming days in the neighboring province of Helmand, another center of the Taliban-ledinsurgency. The central Helmand offensive, Operation Moshtarak, or Together, will focus on the Nad Ali district and involve Afghan and British troops in addition to the U.S. Marines and Army units. 
UQ – Yes Afghanistan Commitment/Winning Now (2/2)

Kandahar operations  beginning soon – guarantees mission success. 
AP, 5-30-2010  
[“Mullen Says Kandahar Campaign Will Take Months,” http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5iqyaFh_efr-brDq0rMLF1hkop0tgD9

G1645G2]
WASHINGTON — The chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is predicting that it'll be clear by year's end whether a NATO-led counterinsurgency effort in the Afghan Taliban stronghold of Kandahar is successful. Adm. Mike Mullen says the Kandahar campaign, which is planned to go forward next month, is vital to turning around the war. He says the southern Afghanistan city is as important to the overall war effort as Baghdad was to the U.S. troop increase in Iraq in 2007. Mullen says improving security in Kandahar will be important. But he says the key will be improving governance in the city. That's a reference to the importance of the Afghan government playing a lead role in providing basic services in the area. Mullen appeared on CNN's "State of the Union."

Kandahar operations beginning this summer – continuing them is vital to winning in Afghanistan. 

BBC News, 6-10-2010 
[“Nato-led Kandahar operation 'to go slower than planned',” http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/world/south_asia/10282647.stm]
Nato has said that taking control of Kandahar will be the key to reversing the momentum of the Taliban in Afghanistan. Unlike an anti-Taliban offensive in neighbouring Helmand province which began with a military push, the campaign in Kandahar is being led by a major emphasis on politics. Gen McChrystal did not specify any timeframe for the offensive, but US forces had planned to start the Kandahar operation this summer. "It's more important we get it right than we get it fast," Gen McChrystal told reporters. "I think it will take a number of months to play out," he added. A meeting of 1,500 tribesmen in Kandahar in April told Gen McChrystal and Mr Karzai that they were not ready for any major military operation. Nato has hailed as a success the campaign in Helmand, but locals report continued violence. The Taliban have been waging a battle to overthrow the US-backed government and expel the 130,000 foreign troops there. UK Prime Minister David Cameron is in Afghanistan for talks with President Karzai, in a week in which nearly 20 Western soldiers have been killed fighting the militants. Last week, Afghanistan held a national peace council. Delegates invited by the president endorsed a plan to seek peace with the Taliban, who did not attend.

More ev. 
AP, 3-30-2010 
[“Military gears for Kandahar offensive,” http://www.kxan.com/dpps/military/AP-source-Kandahar-offensive-to-begin-in-June_3294713]
WASHINGTON (AP) - The U.S. military this summer is looking toward a lengthy offensive in the Taliban heartland of Kandahar, an operation that could ultimately define the outcome of the war. The two-month campaign, expected to begin in June, also will test President Barack Obama's bet that tens of thousands more troops can make the difference in an 8-year war that has shown only modest progress. "This is really a strategic moment in the history of our involvement," national security adviser Jim Jones told reporters aboard Air Force One during Obama's covert overnight flight to Afghanistan last weekend. Kandahar has long been considered crucial to winning the war. U.S. officials believe it was where al-Qaida leaders planned the Sept. 11 attacks, and it served as a governing capital to the Taliban before the 2001 invasion. That the Taliban still enjoys considerable influence in the city and other areas in the south was a primary reason that Obama decided last fall to send 30,000 more troops. Under his plan, there will be nearly 100,000 U.S. forces in Afghanistan this year -- nearly triple the level when he took office. Military officials have already reported progress in other areas, as fresh troops have begun to trickle in. But officials hope wrestling Kandahar away from the Taliban would deal a fatal blow to the insurgency and help persuade the Afghan people to swing behind the central government in Kabul.

UQ – Yes Central Asian Commitment 

Strong US commitment to Central Asian security now. 

Rao, 2010 – (1-29-10, Malladi Rama Rao, analyst and writer on the Indian political scene and geo-political and security issues of South Asia, India Editor of the Asian Tribune, “Afghanistan: Withdrawal Symptoms,” Policy Research Group, http://policyresearchgroup.com/regional_weekly/545.html)

To the dismay of his acolytes, President Obama’s honeymoon in and out of the US looks like ending sooner than was expected at the time of his inauguration a year ago. So, it is quite possible that he may revise many of his domestic and foreign policies to regain the lost domestic support. One of these policies relates to the Afghan theatre and his timetable for the withdrawal of American troops from Kabul, which is the summer of 2011. The ordinary Americans do not share the perception of the White House and Pentagon on the dangers from resurgent Taliban. In fact, if not all, considerable sections, refuse to see that leaving Afghanistan may expose them to a danger that had come when Afghanistan was under Taliban rule in the 1990s. The Americans only want to see that their youth are not sent to be killed in a distant and inhospitable zone. While nobody can say with certainty at this stage, the year 2011 has to be treated as the final year of the presence of large number of US combat troops in Afghanistan, whether the Taliban and other fundamentalist-militia are subdued or not. The US administration will have invented some justification to beat the retreat from that mountainous and rugged country. Already some ground is prepared by projecting Yemen as the new danger zone, where the US is limiting its role to supplying some high-tech hardware and lets the Yemenis do the actual fighting. In Central Asia too, the United States is on a similar mission training Special Forces in Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan to prevent the Taliban menace from spreading to former Soviet republics. This fits in well with the new found Obama resolve. Also, as the leaked ‘confidential’ cables from America's ambassador in Kabul to Washington show, the emphasis will be against ‘reliance on simply military superiority’ and on a pat to Pakistan for what Gen David Petraeus, the US central command chief, terms as ‘causing considerable setback to the Tehrik-i-Taliban Pakistan’. The buzzword today is ‘partnership’ and it is going to see ‘reintegration’ of Taliban fighters, 80 percent of whom, according to the State Department projections, are simple mercenaries, fighting for money. This ‘partnership’ approach hasn't been articulated by the Obama administration as a formal strategy thus far though Gen. Stanley McChrystal, US Commander in Afghanistan has outlined the new thinking. An influential Washington Post columnist has seconded the strategy as worth a careful look to ‘make clear to the world that the United States isn't an anti-terrorist Robocop’.
UQ – AT 2011 Withdrawal Deadline (1/2)
2011 withdrawal unlikely. 

CBS News, 6-24-2010 

[“July 2011 Deadline for Afghanistan Troop Withdrawal: Politics Over Policy?” http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-20008781-503544.html]

The vagueness of the message coming out of the White House - we have a deadline, only we don't have a deadline, we'll be withdrawing lots of troops, only we might not - is meant to try to placate both sides of the debate as the battle continues. Members of the military stress that they are on board with a strategy they helped craft, and say there are benefits to a deadline - it conveys a sense of urgency for Afghan leaders to take greater responsibility, as Petraeus argues. But they also don't want to be boxed in: "In a perfect world," Petraeus said last week, "...we have to be very careful with timelines." What appears most likely to happen in July 2011 is a drawdown of some and perhaps all of the 30,000 troops that were part of the surge - political pressure from the left may simply be too significant for the White House not to make at least some concessions to their deadline. But with the counterinsurgency strategy that the president is adamantly standing by not showing significant dividends - Gates said today the fight is "slower and harder than we anticipated" - a significant troop withdrawal next July looks relatively unlikely.
Deadline won’t translate into actual withdrawal.  

NY Daily News, 6-24-2010
[“Obama hedges on July 2011 drawdown date for Afghanistan, giving leeway to Gen. Petraeus,” http://www.nydailynews.com/news/politics/

2010/06/25/2010-06-25_uh_about_that_date_to_get_out_bam_hedges.html]

WASHINGTON - President Obama went squishy Thursday on July 2011 as a hard-and-fast date for troop withdrawals from Afghanistan, giving some leeway to new commander Gen. David Petraeus. The drawdown date was set last year in the agreement to send 30,000 more U.S. troops to the combat zone, but "we did not say that starting July 2011 suddenly there would be no troops from the U.S. or allied countries in Afghanistan," Obama said. "We didn't say we'd be switching off the lights and closing the door behind us," Obama added during a joint news conference with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev at the White House. Obama said July 2011 should be seen more as a date for a transfer of responsibility to Afghan forces. He also said he will be relying heavily on Petraeus' advice when the pullout date and war strategy come up for another major administration review in December. Petraeus sought to avoid comment on troop withdrawals as he went to Capitol Hill to visit members of the Senate Armed Services Committee. That panel will hold hearings next week on his certain confirmation to replace Gen. Stanley McChrystal as commander of U.S. and allied forces in Afghanistan.

UQ – AT 2011 Withdrawal Deadline (2/2)

The 2011 deadline isn’t relevant – troops will remain committed for a long time.

CBS News, 6/24 – (6/24/10, CBS News, “July 2011 Deadline for Afghanistan Troop Withdrawal: Politics Over Policy?” http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503544_162-20008781-503544.html)

When President Obama announced late last year he was deploying 30,000 additional troops to Afghanistan, he said the troop surge would "allow us to begin the transfer of our forces out of Afghanistan in July of 2011." But it's become increasingly clear that the July 2011 deadline is more about politics than policy. That's true for a few reasons. First off, the president said from the beginning that July 2011 was only when forces would begin to be brought home - which means he could conceivably bring back just a few thousand troops and still technically meet the deadline. But more importantly, the White House and military have made clear the deadline can simply be changed depending on conditions on the ground. Adm. Mike Mullen, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs, said Thursday that if the strategy doesn't look like it's working at the end of the year, the military may recommend that the timeline be altered. Defense Secretary Robert Gates, meanwhile, stressed that the drawdown plan is "conditions-based," and said while General David Petraeus agrees with the president's overall strategy, "when he gets on the ground, he will assess the situation for himself." "And at some point, he will make recommendations to the president," Gates said. "And that's what any military commander should do. And the president will welcome those recommendations. But at the end of the day, the president will decide whether changes are to be made in the strategy." Mr. Obama, for his part, maintained today that the current plan still stands - but he made clear that there would not be a mass exodus of U.S. forces from Afghanistan. "We didn't say we'd be switching off the lights and closing the door behind us," the president said. "We said we'd begin a transition phase that would allow the Afghan government to take more and more responsibility."

The withdrawal date isn’t set in stone – Obama more committed to stability.
All Headline News 6-24-2010 
[“US, Russia Reiterate Commitment To Bring Peace To Afghanistan”, http://www.allheadlinenews.com/articles/7019098383]
Washington, DC, United States (AHN) - President Barack Obama appeared along with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev at a joint press conference on Thursday, taking questions on varied subjects. On the timetable for the Afghan war and its progress in view of the change of command, Obama noted that a December assessment of the war's progress will help determine the pace of withdrawal from the region. "We are in the midpoint of implementing the strategy that we came up with last year," Obama said. "We did not say that, starting July 2011, suddenly there would be no troops from the United States or allied countries in Afghanistan. We didn't say we should be switching off the lights or closing the door behind us," he added. There would be no change in Afghan war strategy as the U.S. president said, “We will not miss a beat because of a change in command in the Afghan theater.”
UQ – AT Petraeus → Withdrawal 
US commitment despite commander changes. 
Buel 6-24-2010 

[Meredith, writer for Voice of America news, “Defense Chief Reiterates US Commitment to Afghan Mission”, http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/Defense-Chief-Reiterates-US-Commitment-to-Afghan-Mission-97110334.html]

U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates said Thursday that he fully supports President Barack Obama's decision to replace the commander of NATO and American forces in Afghanistan. Gates said the change does not mean a reduction in America's commitment to the war.  Speaking to reporters at the Pentagon, Secretary Gates said he deeply regrets the circumstances leading to the decision to replace Army General Stanley McChrystal. Gates said the move does not signal a change in America's determination in Afghanistan. "No one, be they adversaries or friends or especially our troops, should misinterpret these personnel changes as a slackening of this government's commitment to the mission in Afghanistan.  We remain committed to that mission and to the comprehensive civil-military strategy ordered by the president to achieve our goals there," he said. 

Impact Exts – Afghan Instability 

Afghanistan withdrawal ensures escalating instability, Taliban takeover, and civil war. 

Phillips, 2009 

[James, Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs at the Heritage Foundation,  “Obama Risks Failure in Afghanistan By Not Sending More Troops”, 12-2, http://heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2009/12/Obama-Risks-Failure-in-Afghanistan-By-Not-Sending-More-Troops]

President Obama’s decision on how to proceed in Afghanistan is one of the most important he’s likely to face in office. Unfortunately it appears that he will risk the success of his administration’s new strategy for Afghanistan by providing less troop reinforcements than his military commanders have recommended. The Obama administration deserved praise earlier this year for recognizing that Afghanistan needed more high-level attention, resources and U.S. troops. In March the president announced the adoption of a new counterinsurgency strategy to protect Afghan civilians, build up the Afghan army and police, provide more foreign aid and help Afghans build a more effective national government. He also dispatched 21,000 more U.S. troops to lay the foundation of the new strategy and selected Gen. Stanley McChrystal to lead the effort. In late August McChrystal submitted a situation report that concluded that more U.S. troops were required to carry out the strategy. McChrystal reportedly requested about 40,000 more troops. But the White House apparently has gotten cold feet about implementing its own strategy, announced with much fanfare last March, opting for a commitment to provide 30,000 more troops for a period of three years. This downsizing of urgently requested troop reinforcements could lead to a dangerous and tragic outcome. If Obama retreats to a “McChrystal Light” option that shortchanges his own hand-picked commander, it will greatly increase the risk of failure, not only in Afghanistan but in the struggle against Islamist radicals in neighboring Pakistan. It could result in a downward spiral of security in Afghanistan: a resurgent Taliban, eventual collapse of the Afghan government, an even bloodier civil war, renewed humanitarian crisis and a refugee exodus. Moreover, the Taliban will bring back not just their ally al-Qaida, but a rogues’ gallery of almost every major Islamist insurgent movement in the world today. Resorting to half-measures would be courting disaster. Like it or not, Obama is a wartime president who must make timely decisions on difficult issues, sometimes with no guarantee of success. The United States needs a decisive commander in chief, not a professorial hair-splitter trying to transcend the differences of opinion of his staff. The basic concept of the McChrystal strategy is sound. U.S. troops must increase the focus on protecting Afghan civilians to reduce the space in which the Taliban can operate freely. A major part of this effort must be a “civilian surge” to help build the capacity of the Afghans to govern, fight corruption, restore the rule of law and revitalize the Afghan economy. But security must come first. There must be additional American “boots. 

Impact Exts – Terrorism (1/6)
Withdrawal causes nuclear terrorism. 

Political Transcript Wire, 2009 (4/27, Andrew Bacevich is a professor of IRAQ and history at Boston University, Chase is a recipient of the purple heart, “SEN. JOHN KERRY HOLDS A HEARING ON SOLDIERS' STORIES FROM THE AFGHAN WAR”, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_8167/is_20090427/ai_n50869482/pg_30/) 

CHASE: With all due respect, sir, if you have suggestions on what could be done, more in-depth, I think that's, kind of, what we're here for is to find out what are our alternatives -- what are the alternatives.  Personally, a blanket withdrawal from Afghanistan would be devastating to Muslim extremism in the world. It would send a message very clearly to the rest of the world and the rest of the extremists that they had not only won and defeated us in Afghanistan; they've now -- they would now gain momentum for their cause. That would be my fear.  I'm not a policy person. I'm also not a scholar. But pulling out of there would devastate Afghanistan and, I think, the entire region, and just an example of that was when we left after the Soviets.  SHAHEEN: Thank you.  BACEVICH: It's, kind of, what I've been saying all along and what I said in my initial remarks. I think that just to not even try, just to, you know, unilateral withdrawal and then say "sorry" is just not going to cut it. I honestly think that the type of vacuum that would be created, you would have more insurgents, more Taliban pouring across the Pakistan border.  I think you'd have -- to a degree, I think that you would, kind of, take away any legitimacy that the Pakistan government has currently. It'll be completely done. Pakistan is a nuclear state.  And I think you would have a people that would be more prone or seemingly more apt to allowing a regime like the Taliban into their country, because at least they provide a measure of security, whereas we just decided to leave and leave them to their devices. 

Withdrawal emboldens global terrorism.  

Gilmore, 2009 (10/5, Gerry J. Gilmore, American Forces Press Service, “Gates: Withdrawal from Afghanistan Would Embolden Radicals”, http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=56106)

WASHINGTON, Oct. 5, 2009 – Withdrawing U.S. forces from Afghanistan before accomplishing the mission there would greatly embolden Islamic radicals worldwide, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates said here today.  Afghanistan -- particularly the region that abuts the Afghan-Pakistan border -- is “the modern epicenter of jihad,” Gates said, noting that area is where the Soviet Union’s military forces eventually were defeated by Afghan insurgents during the 1979-89 Soviet-Afghan War.  Gates joined Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton at George Washington University’s Lisner Auditorium this evening, where the two senior Cabinet officers were interviewed by veteran journalists Frank Sesno, director of the university’s School of Media and Public Affairs directorate, and Christiane Amanpour, CNN’s chief international correspondent.  Gates said a symbiotic relationship exists among al-Qaida, the Taliban and other Islamic insurgent groups in the Afghanistan-Pakistan region. Those groups, he said, would like nothing more than to chase the United States -– another superpower -- and NATO out of Afghanistan, just as the Soviets were made to leave in the late 1980s.  “It’s a hugely empowering message … should they be successful,” Gates said of the insurgents’ desire to take back Afghanistan.  And if the Taliban regained control of significant portions of Afghanistan, Gates said, “that would be added space for al-Qaida to strengthen itself” and embark on expanded recruitment and fund raising activities there.

Impact Exts – Terrorism (2/6)

Withdrawal causes terrorist takeover of Afghanistan causing attacks, winning the war prevents global terrorism. 

Brookes, 2009 – senior fellow at the Heritage Foundation (9/9, Peter, “Why We Can't Walk Away”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2009/11/Why-We-Cant-Walk-Away

War assessments range from "serious" to "dire" to "deteriorating." Some long-term supporters of the war are saying it is time for Uncle Sam to pull up his tent stakes and come home. Others agitate for the U.S. to reduce its footprint and opt instead for a strategy where American troops support Afghan indigenous forces with training, intelligence, logistics, air and special operations capabilities. So while the Obama administration -- and the American public -- mull Afghanistan, it is important to remember, especially in the long shadow of the eighth anniversary of Sept. 11, that the stakes are still high for us in that seemingly remote South Asian nation. Of course, we do not want to turn Afghanistan over to the Taliban, a repressive, Islamist terrorist group, which has surged in recent years from safe havens in the Pakistani tribal belt along the inhospitable border with Afghanistan. Indeed, after battling American and coalition (largely NATO) forces for years, the current breed of Taliban fighter is reportedly even more anti-West than his predecessors were in the 1990s. This is not good news; they are serious about the fight. The Taliban is set on having control over Afghanistan (again), which is a distinct possibility without appropriate opposition, according to recent assessments. Already making plans for such a takeover, the Taliban has killed more than 100 Afghan tribal leaders who might block their ascent to power in Kabul. The creation of a fundamentalist "Talibanistan" would put the country in the hands of an acknowledged terrorist group, resulting in serious security repercussions for the region -- and beyond. With the Taliban in charge in Afghanistan, al-Qaida would almost certainly have a free hand to return and set up camps similar -- or larger -- to what they had in the late 1990s in the run-up to Sept. 11, allowing them to recruit, plan and train for terrorist attacks abroad -- including against the U.S. With military pressure being applied on the Pakistani side of the border, al-Qaida would surely return to its old stomping grounds in large numbers, where it would almost certainly be able once again to strike a deal with its former landlords, the Taliban. And as some have suggested, even if al-Qaida were not invited back by the Taliban, could they keep its inspirational leader Osama bin Laden from returning if he wanted to, making Afghanistan a magnet for followers? This means that failing to defeat the Taliban insurgency will have global consequences in that Afghanistan would become, once again, an al-Qaida safe haven from which it could freely propagandize, plot and operate, advancing its global jihad. Simply put: Al-Qaida in Afghanistan cannot be defeated without prevailing over the Taliban as well. Like a parasite in a symbiotic relationship, al-Qaida feeds off host Islamist insurgencies such as the Taliban's -- and from them, gains strength. (Likewise, the Taliban benefits from its links to al-Qaida, including ideological inspiration and military and terrorist training.) Losing to the Taliban in Afghanistan would also put wind in the sails of other violent Islamist movements across the planet, which would see hope in the defeat of the world's most powerful country by a relatively small group of insurgents. Indeed, like al-Qaida, some might also choose to make Afghanistan an operating base. For instance, the Taliban has long had ties with the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan -- or IMU -- which fought alongside Mullah Omar's group during the Afghan civil war in the 1990s and is active in nearby Uzbekistan, Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan. With the fall of Kabul to the Taliban -- and with the Taliban's assistance -- we could very well see the creeping "Talibanization" of Central Asia and the strengthening of terrorist groups such as the IMU, undermining the already-threatened stability of that region. Dealing a blow to the Taliban in Afghanistan, on the other hand, would have a salutary effect well beyond that country, increasing the security of those who find themselves in terrorist cross-hairs, whether in Europe or Asia.
Impact Exts – Terrorism (3/6)

Withdrawal devastates war on terror. 

The Independent, 2009 – (11/5/09, The Independent, “The case for withdrawal from Afghanistan is not yet made,” http://www.independent.co.uk/opinion/leading-articles/leading-article-the-case-for-withdrawal-from-afghanistan-is-not-yet-made-1814807.html)

So has the time come to withdraw? This newspaper supported the Western intervention to topple the Taliban in 2001 after the regime refused to expel the leaders of al-Qa'ida who had masterminded the 11 September terror attacks. And we have backed Western efforts in the years since to help rebuild the shattered Afghan state. Yet circumstances have plainly changed in recent years. And the case for withdrawal has grown considerably stronger. However, the case is not yet overwhelming; not least because no convincing alternative strategy for protecting Western security interests in the region has been put forward. We need to consider the consequences of letting the Afghan government face the growing Taliban insurgency without Western military assistance. There is a significant risk that the Taliban would return to power. And such an ideologically driven regime might well decide to host al-Qa'ida once again. Some appear to believe that such a threat would be manageable. Kim Howells, the chairman of the Commons intelligence and security committee, argued this week that British resources should be channelled to strengthening our domestic border controls and building up our intelligence networks. And the US Vice-President, Jo Biden, has reportedly proposed a stripped-down Western counter-terrorism strategy in Afghanistan, based on remote drone attacks on terrorist operations in the Afghan-Pakistan border region. Domestic intelligence is, of course, vital. But the notion that Britain can manage its security threat entirely from within its own borders is unconvincing. As for stepping up drone attacks, these weapons are already causing heavy civilian casualties and provoking popular anger in Afghanistan and Pakistan. Such strikes might succeed in eliminating terrorist targets, but the problem is that, in the long term, they merely feed the problem of Western resentment. Then there is Pakistan. In the event of a Western withdrawal from the region, the Pakistan military might well decide to rekindle its old alliance with the Taliban across the border and make peace with its own domestic jihadists. That would be disastrous for Britain's security interests. Unlike Iraq, Afghanistan was not a "war of choice". And the Pashtun tribal areas are still at the centre of global terror networks. Those advocating Western military withdrawal from Afghanistan need to do more than simply urge a rush for the exit. They need to provide a realistic replacement strategy for protecting Britain's national security and promoting stability in this most dangerous of regions.
US withdrawal would strengthen the Taliban. 

BBC, 2010 – (5/24/10, British Broadcasting Company Monitoring South Asia, “US pull-out from Afghan east strengthening Taleban,” Lexis)
[Presenter] The withdrawal of the US forces from Korangal District of [eastern] Konar Province will lead to failure of the Pakistani army in the fight against terrorism. The NATO officials believe that the withdrawal of NATO forces from Konar Province is posing a serious threat to Kabul. They said that when the US forces withdrew from Korangal, the Taleban militants entered Konar from tribal areas of Pakistan and spread their presence to Kapisa Province. [Correspondent] Asia Times quotes US officials as saying that after the NATO forces pulled out from Korangal, the ground was prepared for both Afghan and Pakistani Taleban to cross the border and hide in Tagab District of Kapisa Province. It says that the Taleban have presence in this district and that they can pose a threat to the city of Kabul. The officials said that the NATO and Pakistani forces simultaneously launched operation in Konar Province and Momand and Bajawor agencies of Pakistan in 2008 and regarded their operation as successful. They said that they had killed a number of senior Taleban commanders during the operation. However, the officials said that later it become clear that the claim was incorrect and the Taleban had hidden in Hindokosh mountains. The militants succeeded to attack NATO forces from four points in Nurestan Province.

Impact Exts – Terrorism (4/6)

Withdrawal emboldens terrorists and destroys any possibility of winning the war on terror. 

Curtis, 2009 – Senior Research fellow for South Asia in the Asian Studies Center at the Heritage Foundation (9/23, Lisa, “Scaling Back in Afghanistan Would Jeopardize Security of U.S. Homeland”, http://heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/09/Scaling-Back-in-Afghanistan-Would-Jeopardize-Security-of-US-Homeland)

A faulty Afghan election and decreasing American public support for the war in Afghanistan are leading President Obama to question his Administration's strategy for defeating the terrorist threat centered in both Afghanistan and Pakistan. American domestic politics and a complicated regional picture are apparently coloring President Obama's thinking on U.S. strategy toward these two countries, potentially prompting him to scale back U.S. goals in the region. That would be a mistake. While there is a need to carefully review and refine tactics and strategies, President Obama must shun the temptation to believe that the U.S. can somehow defeat al-Qaeda without preventing Afghanistan from being engulfed by the Taliban-led insurgency. In his comprehensive assessment of the situation in Afghanistan, which was leaked to the U.S. media earlier this week, U.S. Commander General Stanley McChrystal lays out a strategy for moving forward that would require the deployment of fresh U.S. troops. This is not surprising. On several occasions, President Obama himself has pronounced that the war in Afghanistan has not received the appropriate resources--such as U.S. leadership, troop levels, and financial commitments--necessary to achieve U.S. objectives. General McChrystal argues for increasing the focus on protecting the Afghan population from Taliban advances, a recommendation based in part on the recent American experience in Iraq, where General Petraeus's "people-centric" approach to counterinsurgency paid dividends and ultimately discredited al-Qaeda and its harsh tactics. General McChrystal also makes the case that new U.S. troop deployments must come quickly or the U.S. risks facing a situation in which it will be impossible to defeat the Taliban insurgency. Separating Taliban Leadership from al-Qaeda: An Unrealistic Goal In a March 27speech, President Obama was clear on the link between the Taliban and al-Qaeda and the threat posed by al-Qaeda to the governing regimes in both Afghanistan and Pakistan. He rightly said, "And if the Afghan government falls to the Taliban--or allows al Qaeda to go unchallenged--that country will again be a base for terrorists who want to kill as many of our people as they possibly can." But his remarks on Afghanistan at Wednesday's United Nations General Assembly reveal that he may be second-guessing U.S. strategy in the region. While he repeated his commitment to not allowing al-Qaeda to find sanctuary in Afghanistan or "any other nation" (i.e., Pakistan), he failed to mention the Taliban insurgency that is threatening to destabilize Afghanistan and the necessity of preventing such an outcome. His apparent backtracking on Afghanistan can also be found in statements he made on this past Sunday's morning talk shows in which he openly questioned whether fighting the Taliban insurgency is necessary to stopping al-Qaeda. According to media reports, President Obama is considering implementing a plan supported by Vice President Joe Biden to scale back the American military presence in Afghanistan and focus on targeting al-Qaeda cells primarily in western Pakistan. This strategy would be insufficient to curb the terrorist threat emanating from the region. Ceding territory to the Taliban in Afghanistan would embolden international terrorists in the region, including in nuclear-armed Pakistan. Over the last year U.S. predator strikes in the tribal areas of Pakistan have been effective at disrupting the al-Qaeda leadership, and President Obama deserves credit for aggressively employing this tactic. However, the predator strikes in Pakistan must be accompanied by sustained U.S. and NATO military action against the Taliban in Afghanistan. The Taliban and al-Qaeda have a symbiotic relationship, and they support each other's harsh Islamist, anti-West goals. It would be folly to think a Taliban-controlled Afghanistan would be anything but a deadly international terrorist safe haven. Success in Afghanistan requires that those Taliban who support international terrorists are not in a position to threaten the stability of the government. This will ultimately require a strong, well-equipped, and well-trained Afghan national army and police force. But this will take time. In the meantime, the U.S. must prevent the Taliban from regaining influence in Afghanistan, which requires increasing U.S. troop levels. Success in Afghanistan does not require the complete elimination of anyone who has ever associated with the Taliban. But it does require that the Taliban leaders still allied with al-Qaeda and supportive of its destructive global agenda do not have the ability to reassert power in Afghanistan.

Impact Exts – Terrorism (5/6)

Winning in Afghanistan is uniquely key to solving terrorism. 

Curtis and Phillips, 2009 – Lisa Curtis is a Senior Research Fellow for South Asia in the Asian Studies Center, and James Phillips is a Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs (10/5, Lisa Curtis and James Phillips, “Shortsighted U.S. Policies on Afghanistan to Bring Long-Term Problems”, http://heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/10/Shortsighted-US-Policies-on-Afghanistan-to-Bring-Long-Term-Problems)

It is difficult to overstate the importance of the outcome of the current White House debate on Afghanistan to the future of vital U.S. national security interests. Early discussions have been characterized by wishful thinking about the U.S.’s ability to negotiate a political solution in the near term and confusion about the relationship between al-Qaeda and the Taliban insurgency in Afghanistan. A shortsighted view of the long-entrenched problems in Afghanistan and Pakistan  risks plunging the region into deeper instability, thus reversing recent gains against al-Qaeda and the Pakistani Taliban.  The success of increased drone strikes against al-Qaeda and senior Taliban leaders in Pakistan’s tribal border areas over the last year has apparently led some U.S. officials to mistakenly conclude that these types of operations alone can end the threat from al-Qaeda and its extremist allies. Analysis of the Taliban and its evolution over the last 15 years reveals, however, that its ideology, operational capabilities, and close ties with al-Qaeda and other Pakistan-based extremist organizations allows the movement to wield tremendous influence in both Afghanistan and Pakistan. Thus the U.S. cannot hope to uproot extremism from the region without denying the Taliban the ability to again consolidate power in Afghanistan.[1]  Voices in Pakistan  There have been several positive developments in Pakistan over the last six months, such as the Pakistan military’s thrust into the Swat Valley to evict pro-Taliban elements and significant improvement in U.S.-Pakistani joint operations along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border that led to the elimination of Baitullah Mehsud in August. Moreover, the Pakistani military is reportedly preparing for an offensive in South Waziristan, where al-Qaeda and other extremists have been deeply entrenched for the last few years.  But this recent success in Pakistan should not mislead U.S. policymakers into thinking that the U.S. can turn its attention away from Afghanistan. In fact, now is the time to demonstrate military resolve in Afghanistan so that al-Qaeda and its affiliates will be squeezed on both sides of the border.  If the U.S. scales back the mission in Afghanistan at a time when the Taliban views itself as winning the war there, it is possible that the recent gains in Pakistan will be squandered. Anti-extremist constituencies in Pakistan that are fighting for their lives and the future of Pakistan are begging the U.S. to “stay the course” in Afghanistan, with full knowledge that a U.S. retreat would embolden extremists region-wide. Washington should listen to these voices.  Negotiation from Position of Weakness Equals Surrender  There appears to be some wishful thinking within the Obama Administration regarding the U.S.’s ability to negotiate a political solution with the Taliban in the near term. A survey of the failed attempts by U.S. diplomats in the late 1990s to convince the Taliban to improve their record on human rights and to turn over Osama bin Laden should inform current U.S. deliberations about the efficacy of such attempts at engagement.  After eight years of battling coalition forces, the Taliban ideology is even more anti-West and visceral now than it was in the 1990s, and the bonds between al-Qaeda and the senior Taliban leadership are stronger. In addition to close ties forged on the battlefield and congruent ideological goals, the symbiotic relationship between the two Islamist organizations has been reinforced by intermarriage. For example, Mullah Mohammed Omar, the top leader of the Taliban, is reportedly married to one of bin Laden’s daughters.  Despite these strong ties, there is a perpetual desire in Washington to try to distinguish the Taliban leadership from al-Qaeda and its global agenda—a desire that has little basis in reality. The goals espoused by the senior Taliban leadership and al-Qaeda do not differ enough to justify separating the two organizations with regard to the threat they pose to U.S. national security interests. If the Taliban increases its influence in Afghanistan, so does al-Qaeda.  Some in the Obama Administration appear to advocate allowing the Taliban to control certain parts of Afghanistan or including their leaders in governing structures. The risk of pursuing these “top-down” negotiations right now is that the Taliban is in a relatively strong position in Afghanistan and would be able to cow moderate Afghans who support a democratic process.  A top-down negotiation with hard-line elements of the Taliban at this time would also constitute an abandonment of America’s Afghan partners who are fighting for a better future for their country. These Afghans are fighting to avoid a return to Taliban rule, which included complete disregard for citizens’ rights—particularly of women (including outlawing education for girls)—and the systematic destruction of the rich historical and cultural traditions of the country in order to force a barbaric interpretation of Islam on the Afghan people. If the U.S. caves in to the Taliban, America would be seen the world over as a weak and unreliable partner, unwilling to defend the very ideals upon which the U.S. itself is founded.  Although there are no signs that the senior Taliban leadership is ready to compromise on a political solution or break its ties with al-Qaeda’s destructive global agenda, there is advantage in pursuing local reconciliation efforts that bring the non-ideological “foot soldiers” of the Taliban into the political process. The goal of such a strategy is to put military pressure on the top Taliban leaders and to protect the population from intimidation by the Taliban while simultaneously convincing local insurgents that they are on the losing side and would benefit by laying down their arms and joining the mainstream political process.  Do Not Undermine Friends and Embolden Enemies  President Obama must give his military commanders the best chance for success by meeting their requests for the troops and resources necessary to fully implement the counterinsurgency strategy adopted by his Administration in March.[2] As General McChrystal warned in his October 1 speech: “We must show resolve. Uncertainty disheartens our allies, emboldens our foe.”  If the Obama Administration chooses to deny its field commander’s request for more troops and instead seeks to engage Taliban leaders in negotiations with the vain hope that these militants will break from their al-Qaeda allies, the results would likely be disastrous. Many Afghans that currently support the Kabul government would be tempted to hedge their bets and establish ties with the Taliban, while Afghans sitting on the fence would be much more likely to come down on the Taliban’s side. President Obama must take the long view and avoid shortsighted policies that undermine U.S. friends in Afghanistan and Pakistan while encouraging America’s enemies.

Impact Exts – Terrorism (6/6)

Withdrawal kills the war on terror. 

Rao, 2010 (1-29-10, Malladi Rama Rao, analyst and writer on the Indian political scene and geo-political and security issues of South Asia, India Editor of the Asian Tribune, “Afghanistan: Withdrawal Symptoms,” Policy Research Group, http://policyresearchgroup.com/regional_weekly/545.html)


Whatever be the domestic compulsions of President Obama, Afghanistan will need foreign assistance for a long period to keep the menace of Taliban at bay. Having started the global war against terrorism with wrong allies, the United States cannot afford to leave Kabul in the hands of countries that have no commitment to continue the fight against Islamist terrorism and the mindset the Taliban have come to represent. In the larger interests of its own security interests. Also in the interests of India and other Afghan neighbours.

Alternate strategies fail – only staying in Afghanistan prevents Taliban takeover. 

Shuck, 3-12-2010 

[Colonel Roger L. Shuck, US Army, “Afghanistan: A War of Necessity?” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA518327]

Training the ANSF is a key and essential part of the President’s strategy, but on its own is insufficient.  Once Afghanistan is secure, a Multi-national peacekeeping force should be stationed there similar to the forces in the Sinai who observe and report to ensure that both Egypt and Israel are keeping within the signed Camp David peace accords.  This is the level of international assistance that will be required for Afghanistan over the next ten years in order to establish a sustainable national security  (military and police) capability sufficient to protect the nation against insurgents.  Another approach both Pakistan and President Karzai have recently endorsed is  to negotiate and reconcile with certain factions of the Taliban.  Essentially this would allow the Taliban to reacquire portions of Afghanistan and possibly be represented in  the current Karzai government.  This strategy is worth exploring, but Senator John Kerry  believes that, “A narrow mission that cedes half the country to the Taliban could lead to  civil war and put Pakistan at risk.”77 Many in the administration are convinced the Taliban is too ingrained in Afghanistan's culture to ever be entirely defeated.  Secretary  of State Hillary Rodham Clinton pointed out, “Not every Taliban is an extremist ally.”78  America must assume risk and assist the Afghan government in sorting out who  is the real enemy.  Sorting the reconcilable is not an easy task for anyone to undertake.   On the flipside, it is a foolish and dangerous idea to assume the Taliban would not provide a safe haven to al Qaeda or any other militant group seeking to attack the  United States.  For the Afghan people, a return to Taliban rule would condemn their  country to brutal governance, international isolation, a paralyzed economy, and deny  basic human rights to the Afghan people-especially women.  This is the same treatment  they experienced for five years under an oppressive Taliban.  The return of al Qaeda  terrorists who would accompany the Taliban would subject Afghanistan to a continued  state of violent unrest and dismal existence.  A common enemy threatens the United  States, its friends and allies, and the people of Afghanistan who have suffered the most  at the hands of violent extremists. Allowing the Taliban to return to Afghanistan goes  against President Obama’s strategy of disrupting, dismantling and defeating al Qaeda.   However, the United States must take a long-term look at having the Taliban represented in the Afghan central government. 

Impacts Exts – Terrorism, Heg (1/3)
Withdrawal guarantees terrorist attacks on the US and destroys leadership – expert consensus. 
Sinha, 2009 

[Sylvana, attorney working in Afghanistan on development projects, “President Obama, don’t listen to the public on Afghanistan”, 9-14, http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/09/14/president_obama_don_t_listen_to_the_public_on_afghanistan]

To anyone who has been paying attention to the geopolitics of the region, the consequences of withdrawal of American and NATO troops from Afghanistan would be too dire to bear. Terrorism expert Bruce Hoffman has urged that disengaging from Afghanistan could destabilize Pakistan and even "guarantee" a future attack on the U.S. from the region -- a sentiment that is shared by other regional experts, such as AfPak Channel editor Peter Bergen, who has said, "The United States can neither precipitously withdraw from Afghanistan nor help foster the emergence of a stable Afghan state by doing it on the cheap; the consequences would be the return of the Taliban and al-Qaeda." Likewise, over the weekend, Sir Sherard Cowper-Coles, the British foreign secretary's special representative for Afghanistan and a former British ambassador to Afghanistan, Saudi Arabia and Israel, emphasized the crucial role of the U.S. and declared that "walking away would destroy everything that has been achieved. ... The pullout option is not one that any government could responsibly follow." U.S. military officials have echoed these concerns. For example, top NATO commander in Afghanistan General Stanley McChrystal's confidential war review report emphasizes that the Taliban insurgency is more dangerous and will require greater resolve than previously acknowledged, according to anonymous staffers who spoke with The Washington Post. The Post reported: "The administration has narrowly defined its goal as defeating al Qaeda and other extremist groups and denying them sanctuary, but that in turn requires a sweeping counterinsurgency campaign aimed at protecting the Afghan population, establishing good governance and rebuilding the economy." The symbolism of ending our engagement in Afghanistan without concrete results would also send a dangerous message to the rest of the world, a fact that has not gone unnoticed by senior administration officials and other advisors. Secretary of State Hillary R. Clinton asserted recently on MSNBC's Meet the Press: "To withdraw our presence or keep it on the low-level limited effectiveness...would have sent a message to al Qaeda and their allies that the US and our allies were willing to leave the field to them." Similarly, former CIA officer and leader of the Obama administration's Afghanistan/Pakistan strategy review Bruce Riedel insisted that the U.S. could not abandon Afghanistan because "the triumph of the jihadism of al Qaeda and the Taliban in driving NATO out of Afghanistan would resonate throughout the Islamic world." America's commitment in Afghanistan is also fundamentally a question of accountability -- accountability the U.S. must take for the messes that were borne out of years of neglect and under-resourcing during the Bush era. In light of all we know about Afghanistan after nearly eight years, it appears the only reason for President Obama to lead the U.S. to pull out of Afghanistan is because the public is tired of war. This is not a good enough reason, and making a decision based on it would not be an act of true leadership. The U.S. lacks credibility in Afghanistan partly because it hasn't truly invested in building trust with leaders on the local and tribal levels, and it hasn't yet delivered on its promises to provide basic security, improve rule of law, and strengthen the government's capacity at local and national levels. I wasn't in Afghanistan after the fall of the Taliban in 2001, but I have heard it was a period of great optimism. But the war was then badly mismanaged and neglected in favor of the war in Iraq, and the U.S. and NATO have failed to provide enough basic security to the Afghan people. Sarah Chayes pointed out in March: "The result [of America's mismanagement of Afghanistan] has been that a country that in 2002 enthusiastically welcomed the young government of Karzai and the international presence is now turning back to the Taliban. This is not out of affinity or ideological bent but because -- as was the case in 1994, when the Taliban first arrived on the scene -- it represents a practical alternative to the reigning chaos." Indeed, in some parts of the country, some Afghans say they want Mullah Omar and the Taliban to return to power. Perhaps their daughters couldn't go to school when the Taliban was in control, but at least so long as their daughters didn't go to school and followed all of the Taliban's other rules, they believed they would probably be safe. My guess is that most people would rather have peace and security, today, than the promise of rights or the ability to go to school, someday. U.S. special envoy to the region Richard Holbrooke made a similar point to the BBC in March: "It's wonderful to build a health clinic or school. It takes a long time and resources. But it takes a nanosecond to blow up that school or behead a teacher." Today, many Afghans do not feel secure in their own homes, and they are anxious and uncertain about the future. Their faith in the U.S. and NATO has waned; the military operation has squandered much of the good will toward the U.S. that existed in 2001. The civilian death toll continues to mount despite repeated NATO and U.S. assurances that civilian protection is at the heart of Gen. McChrystal's tactics and strategy in Afghanistan. Development and nation-building projects have also been under-resourced and mismanaged and have rarely, if ever, adapted to the business and political realities on the ground. So much of donor aid activity reeks of desperation, often seeking quick fixes for problems that demand long-term solutions. Foreign aid money that has poured into the country -- $168 billion from the U.S. alone through FY 2008 -- has inadvertently helped to line the pockets of the Taliban and strengthen the insurgents. It would be irresponsible to pull out of Afghanistan now. It is fair to say that President Bush's policies created, or at best failed to avoid, many of the current problems in Afghanistan. With every day that passes, the U.S. becomes more deeply implicated in the failures of the Afghan state. As of today, Afghanistan's August 20 presidential election remains unresolved due to thousands of claims of fraud, corruption, and voter intimidation, and, depending on what happens next, the U.S. may soon be seen as standing behind a new government that lacks real legitimacy. At this stage, if the administration fails to hunker down and finish what its predecessor started in Afghanistan, only President Obama will be left to blame for what ensues. Abandoning Afghanistan now would create a regional nightmare that would almost certainly wake us up at night for many years to come. President Obama should not be swayed by a war-weary and ill-informed American public. The U.S. needs to adopt a strategy, hinted at in reports of Gen. Stanley 
Impacts Exts – Terrorism, Heg (2/3)

McChrystal's war review, that addresses its past and existing mistakes and lays a foundation for the eventual transition of security responsibilities to a self-sustaining Afghan army and police force. This is not only smart from a geo-political perspective -- it is also simply the responsible, respectable thing to do. The election of Barack Obama offered a chance for America to re-earn some of its moral and political legitimacy. The international sensation when Barack Obama was elected President was a testament to the fact that people actually want to believe in the idea of a country that Barack Obama reminded us that America could be -- a country that has integrity, behaves responsibly, and holds itself accountable for its mistakes. In my short time working in Afghanistan on development projects, I have been inspired and humbled by the bright young Afghans with whom I've worked who desperately want to reclaim their country. They have the capacity and passion to do so if given a real chance. These young people have known primarily war during their lifetimes -- from birth or early childhood, they were ruled by the Soviets and then the Taliban and now the U.S./NATO presence. Somehow, they maintain hope and patriotism despite very real experiences of pain, personal tragedy, and disillusionment. Still, most of them didn't vote on August 20. They didn't believe it would make any difference who was elected, because neither their central government, nor the U.S. support propping it up, was to be trusted. Moreover, some did not return to their home districts to vote out of fear for their safety. My Afghan friends deserve a real chance for their country. At the same time, the U.S. can earn credibility -- in Afghanistan and abroad -- only through a real commitment to the Afghan people. Top experts on counterinsurgency, terrorism, and South Asia have been working closely with the Obama administration to craft an Afghanistan strategy. A real commitment will require patience and hard work. It will also require time. It may not be popular. It is, however, President Obama's responsibility to use the bully pulpit of his presidency to present his evidence and experts and convince the American public why we must keep it up in Afghanistan. We do not elect our leaders to act as our puppets. We elect our leaders because we trust them to make educated decisions that are true to American values -- even when those decisions are not the most popular ones. I hope President Obama does not let me, and Afghanistan, down. 

Withdrawal devastates heg and causes attacks on the US – strong commitment key. 

Shuck, 2010 – (3/12/10, Colonel Roger L. Shuck, US Army, “Afghanistan: A War of Necessity?” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA518327)

On 17 August 2009, President Obama said, “This is not a war of choice. This is a war of necessity. Those who attacked America on 9/11 are plotting to do so again. If left unchecked, the Taliban insurgency will mean an even larger safe haven from which al Qaeda would plot to kill more Americans. So this is not only a war worth fighting; this is fundamental to the defense of our people.” 39 President Obama’s statement highlights the importance of the war of necessity, but it is much more than that. A House Republican report released in September 2009 stated that a loss in Afghanistan would inspire the enemies that would project harm on the United States.40 Afghanistan has a history for allowing Islamic extremists a place to train and promote their radical views. This became all too familiar in 1993 when six Arab extremists, trained in Afghanistan, tried to blow-up the World Trade Center in New York.41 As a result of the attack, six people were killed and 1,000 were injured. The radicals believed they could defeat another super power just as Afghanistan did to the Soviet Union in 1989.42 America must show a long-term commitment to the Afghan people. The Afghan people have a reason to mistrust American intentions based on what it did in 1989. Shortly after the Soviets withdrew from Afghanistan, the United States essentially abandoned the Afghan people by withdrawing support. Support in terms of billions of dollars and arms to the Mujahedeen, who fought for 10 years against the Soviets. The coalition must succeed in Afghanistan in order to continue to protect America and preserve its role as a true superpower.

Impacts Exts – Terrorism, Heg (3/3)

Withdrawal from Afghanistan ensures nuclear terrorism and signals lack of resolve that collapses primacy. 
Holmes, 5-19-2010 
[Kim, Ph.D, VP of the Foreign and Defense Policy Studies at the Heritage Foundation, “America’s Decline is Not Inevitable”, http://blog.heritage.org/?p=34069]
Naming the very able Gen. David Petraeus to replace Gen. McChrystal may help heal this sad state of affairs, and we hope it does.  But the drama behind Gen. Stanley McChrystal’s firing masks a far greater and troubling issue: Is the Obama administration fully committed to victory in Afghanistan? Whatever one may say about Gen. McChrystal’s behavior, the larger and more important question is why President Obama tolerates fundamental disagreements among his team on how and even whether to win the war in Afghanistan.  Clearly our Ambassador in Kabul, Karl Eikenberry, is not fully on board with Gen. McChrystal’s counterinsurgency strategy. And neither is Vice President Joe Biden, who also seems to be at odds with Obama’s own Secretary of Defense, Robert Gates, on the meaning of the Afghanistan withdrawal timeline.  All of this spells chaos in the President’s strategy. Tragically, President Obama split the difference between his warring advisers when he chose a “mini” surge of troops, and one conditioned on a timeline for withdrawal. The timeline raised suspicions about the depth of the President’s commitment to victory. The backbiting among his advisers sowed confusion and contradictory strategies that are undermining the effectiveness of the war effort.  This confusion is the President’s fault—not General McChrystal’s—and if the strategy in Afghanistan fails as a result, the responsibility will be Obama’s, not the general’s.  And let’s make something completely clear: the stakes are high. A defeat such as this would be a tremendous tragedy for our nation. The sacrifice of our men and women in uniform have would have been in vain. And the financial and geopolitical investments this nation made in establishing a stable regime capable of keeping out terrorists would be deemed a complete waste.  What is even worse, defeat will inevitably return to power a Taliban regime that will make Afghanistan a safe haven for terrorists, just as it was prior to the attacks of September 11. We neglected Afghanistan in the 1990s and paid dearly for it in lives in New York City, Washington, D.C., and Pennsylvania. Winning in Afghanistan is directly related to preventing another “9/11,” and it truly is the central front in the war on terrorists.  Winning in Afghanistan means ensuring a stable nation that can govern and defend itself, and where the Taliban and other terrorists cannot thrive, continuing to pose a threat to the United States.  To achieve victory — a word the President has admitted being averse to — he needs to get away from inflexible artificial timelines that are divorced from conditions on the ground.  The sad thing is that we have been here before, and the outcome was just as tragic and dangerous then as it could be today. There was war weariness at the end of the Vietnam War. Forgetting why were fighting there in the first place, we deluded ourselves into thinking that a loss in Vietnam could be tolerated. The false peace agreement between the United States and North Vietnam dissolved as soon as it became clear that the U.S. government and Congress would not even lift a finger to aid its old ally in South Vietnam.  This subsequent loss was not merely a humiliation for the nation — one that resulted in the state of U.S. armed forces falling to a nadir that is embarrassing to this day.  It also unleashed genocide in Cambodia and untold suffering in Vietnam.  Not only that, it signaled America’s weakness and lack of resolve.  Taking its measure of the new paper American tiger, the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan, and other communist movements in South America spun themselves up to challenge what they believed to be a declining power. We don’t need Afghanistan to become our next Vietnam. History never repeats itself exactly, and, yes, there are differences both in circumstances and even outcomes. But if we fail in Afghanistan, this nation will pay a terrible price. We will not only see the threat of terrorism to our shores grow, but could even see the regime in nuclear-armed Pakistan fall either into terrorist hands or a military in league with them. And that is a danger far, far greater than what we now face on the battlefields of Afghanistan.

Impact Exts – Terrorism, Central Asia 
Afghanistan is a war of necessity – withdrawal destabilizes Central Asia and spurs terrorism. 

Shuck, 2010 – (3/12/10, Colonel Roger L. Shuck, US Army, “Afghanistan: A War of Necessity?” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA518327)

In the wake of 9/11, invading Afghanistan was a war of necessity.  The United States needed to act in self-defense to defeat al Qaeda, and minimize the chance of a terrorist attack on American citizens.  President Obama was correct when he called the war in Afghanistan “a war of necessity.”86 Yes, it is vital to our national interests, but only if we fully commit the proper resources needed to defeat al Qaeda and Taliban forces.  A United States and allied retreat from Afghanistan would have a negative and destabilizing effect in Central Asia. Imagine the perceptions that would set in the minds of extremists and the endless possibilities it could open up.  The insecure Afghans are frustrated by nine years of poorly measured progress.  The Taliban continues to gain strength on the Pakistani border.  A United States withdrawal would embolden the extremists just as it did in 1993 when they attacked the World Trade Center the first time.  The ideological image of defeating the United States would help create the conditions for a massive global recruiting effort. Afghanistan continues to be central to the war on terrorism and the United States and allies cannot withdraw until the country is secure. The country won’t be secured until the severe training shortfalls of the Afghan security forces is fixed.  Governance is still appalling and corruption is rampant.  Only the United States has the resources to fix it.  If the Bush Doctrine is correct, and the United States is to remain a leader in spreading democracy across the globe, it is imperative to implement the recommendations outlined above.  Henry Kissinger worries that a bad result in Afghanistan will create a big bang, but not a good one.  Still, I believe the war in Afghanistan is, indeed, a necessity at this time.  
Impact Exts – Paki Terrorism 
Withdrawal increases risk of Paki nuclear insecurity. 
Bromund and Roach, 2009 – Ted Bromund is a Senior Research Fellow and Morgan L. Roach is a Research Assistant in the Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom at the Heritage Foundation [10/26, The Heritage Foundation, “Islamist Terrorist Plots in Great Britain: Uncovering the Global Network”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/10/Islamist-terrorist-Plots-in-Great-Britain-Uncovering-the-Global-Network)

Britain and the U.S. need to recognize the importance of this issue when they consider their policies toward Pakistan and their commitment in Afghanistan. A premature U.S. and British military retreat from Afghanistan would allow that country to serve again as an international terrorist haven and would embolden al-Qaeda and its affiliate organizations to expand their ambitions regionally and globally. Furthermore, premature withdrawal from Afghanistan would reduce Pakistan's incentive to crack down on the Afghan Taliban, who would continue to serve as Pakistan's proxies in Afghanistan. This in turn would strengthen other domestic extremists in Pakistan and place Pakistan's nuclear weapons at greater risk.
Withdrawal causes Pakistan collapse and nuclear terrorism. 
Brookes, 2009 – senior fellow at the Heritage Foundation (9/9, Peter, “Why We Can't Walk Away”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2009/11/Why-We-Cant-Walk-Away

But while the war in Afghanistan is often reduced to a fight on terror, it's about what happens next door in Pakistan, too. Failing in Afghanistan could lead to (more) challenges in already-troubled neighboring Pakistan, where the Taliban -- and other Islamist extremists -- have the national government in Islamabad squarely in their sights. The Taliban wields significant influence in Pakistan along the vast Afghan-Pakistan border. Indeed, according to some experts, the Taliban is actually more popular in Pakistan than in Afghanistan, increasing the threat from the group. But while Islamabad has made gains in pushing the Taliban back, it was just last spring that the Taliban controlled the Swat Valley, coming within 60 miles of the nation's capitol. At the time, some predicted that the fall of the Islamabad government was in the offing. (There is a certain irony in that the Pakistan Inter-Services Intelligence [ISI] directorate supported the creation of the Taliban in the 1990s to protect Islamabad's interests in Afghanistan.) Unfortunately, Taliban troubles continue to grow in such regions as Waziristan in the Federally Administered Tribal Areas as well as urban areas such as Quetta in the southwestern province of Baluchistan, from where analysts believe senior Afghan Taliban leaders are running their operations into southern Afghanistan. The last thing any security analyst wants to see is the Pakistan government fall to terrorists like the Taliban, which would unleash a Pandora's Box of problems for those with anti-terror and regional interests. But, it is a distinct possibility, especially if Afghanistan goes bad. Losing in Afghanistan to the Taliban -- or even ceding a large swath of ground -- could allow Afghan territory to become the reverse-image of Pakistan today, which the Taliban uses as a sanctuary for the cross-border assaults into Afghanistan. The inverse of this situation could quickly evolve, making Afghanistan the launching pad for the Taliban, al-Qaida or other Islamist groups to attack and topple the Pakistani central government. One outcome is that Pakistan, which is already home to a number of Islamist terrorist groups such as Jaish-e-Mohammed and Lashkar-e-Taiba, could become even more of a hotbed for regional and extra-regional terrorism. Even worse, if the Taliban topples the Pakistan government, it is conceivable that an even bigger nightmare might come to pass: The terrorist Taliban comes into possession of Islamabad's arsenal of a few hundred nuclear weapons. What this would mean for the prospects of nuclear terrorism, proliferation or the use of these weapons between states is anyone's guess -- and a good basis for insomnia. In the end, Pakistan and Afghanistan are inextricably linked: Failure in one country will contribute to failure in the other -- just as success in either Afghanistan or Pakistan will increase the likelihood of a positive result across the border. 

Impacts – Taliban Takeover Bad
The impact to Taliban takeover is an Indo-Pak war. 

Haidar, 2006 – (12/31, Salman, former foreign secretary of India, “Saarc can help calm Pak-Afghan border”, http://www.e-ariana.com/ariana/eariana.nsf/allDocs/CC3E2D351F38E4AD8725725500426C02?OpenDocument]

If Afghanistan has these problems that cut away at the legitimacy of the state, Pakistan has its own difficulties. The tribal area along the Afghan frontier has never been too firmly under the control of whoever has been in charge in Pakistan. Its local chiefs hold sway, very similar in their ways to the tribal Pashtuns on the other side. Somewhere here, in the wild border tracts, is where Osama bin Laden hides out. There can be no denying that support is provided from these areas to tribal elements in Afghanistan that resist foreign occupation — as they see it — and the foreign-supported government of President Karzai. Is there official Pakistani complicity, or helplessness, or a bit of both? It is difficult to establish what exactly is going on. Pakistan has tried to clamp down and has mounted a major military operation in the tribal areas. There have been some dreadful incidents, most notably the bombing of a madrasa where rebels were believed to have congregated, leading to the loss of more than 80 lives, several of them children. Concerns have also been raised that US troops may have conducted missions across the border into Pakistani territory. The military operation appears to have been inconclusive and the tribal chiefs seem to have held on to their historic freedoms. A "pact" between them and the Pakistani authorities establishes certain rules of conduct that in effect leave the frontier areas lightly policed and autonomous in many respects. Thus Pakistan’s military effort has not made any great difference to local tribal ability to reach across and help their kith and kin in Afghanistan. Islamabad also has to reckon with some mainstream sympathy for the tribes among political leaders in Pakistan’s Frontier Province, which is dominated by the religion-based MMA. Thus even if he were inclined to be helpful, President Musharraf may not be able to do much more. Where does India fit in? In some ways, we are seeing a reversion to what was once familiar: Afghanistan and Pakistan at daggers drawn; India and Pakistan set against each other; India and Afghanistan drawing closer. Mr Karzai may be unhappy with President Musharraf but he basks in Indian approval, as demonstrated during his recent visit to this country. Pakistan has made accusations of Indian meddling from its consulates in Jalalabad and Kandahar, which it regards as nests of interference. These traditional diplomatic games apart, the events of the past few years have shown how much India has to guard against the dangers of infiltration along this exposed flank. A Taliban-dominated Afghanistan would be a threat to India’s equanimity, and a collapsed state there could be even more problematic, for dangerous groups of activists could form outside anyone’s control. Such groups could not be an immediate danger to India without the connivance of Pakistan in filtering them through into Jammu and Kashmir. At present Pakistan is trying to restrain the militants, along the Kashmir front as well as in the Frontier, but it would not take much to reverse that policy. In this midst of these uncertainties, India’s clear interest is to help bring stability to a currently unstable situation. This indeed is what is being attempted through the sizeable development assistance being provided to Afghanistan as part of the international aid effort. India has long been active in Afghanistan’s development effort and there is a good deal of accumulated experience to draw upon in fields such as health, water, power, small-scale industry and training, among others. There is every need to push on with the task. Bad relations between Afghanistan and Pakistan may gratify some diehards in New Delhi but they really do not serve any Indian purpose today. The only beneficiaries are the Taliban and their associates. India would be better served by a calm and peaceful regional situation, for which bridging of the current gap between Afghanistan and Pakistan is necessary. A regional effort in this direction could be helpful, and in this there may be a role for Saarc. True, Saarc is much reviled and has precious little to its credit, yet it could be a handy instrument here. It is a regional body free of external influences. It can promote development schemes where they are needed and, most crucially, try to build confidence between member countries that are currently estranged. Cooperative activity between them is essential for the larger purpose of restraining terrorism in South Asia. 

Impact Exts – Indo-Pak (1/2)
Withdrawal causes Indo-Pak conflicts. 
Brookes, 2009 – senior fellow at the Heritage Foundation (9/9, Peter, “Why We Can't Walk Away”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2009/11/Why-We-Cant-Walk-Away

But it is not just Pakistan that has a lot at stake in Afghanistan. Neighboring India, the South Asian giant, is also nervous about Afghanistan's future, which is another area of competition -- and proxy conflict -- with rival Pakistan. The now-nuclear armed India and Pakistan have come to blows (and near-blows) a number of times since their independence from the British Empire in 1947. Not surprisingly New Delhi is worried about Islamabad having significant influence in neighboring Afghanistan. India, a markedly terrorism-afflicted state, also worries that Afghanistan could become an operating base for Islamist extremists under the control of Pakistan with the aim of seeking to influence policies regarding Muslim-dominated Kashmir, a long-contested area between Islamabad and Delhi. Indeed, most experts acknowledge that Pakistan views the Afghan Taliban as an asset, seeing them as an ace-in-the-hole to limit Indian influence in Afghanistan, especially if the western forces were to leave precipitously. India and Pakistan, both powerhouses in their own rights, are not only important partners of the United States in fighting terrorism, but in dealing with a host of other key issues, such as nuclear non-proliferation and Iran. Positive relations between them are critical to American interests. Iran is also quite interested in happenings in neighboring Afghanistan and has been supporting its former nemesis, the Taliban, and others with weapons, including IEDs, used in fighting coalition forces. It is not clear what sort of relationship a post-conflict Taliban would have with the Iranians, since they have been sworn enemies in the past, but it is very likely Tehran would seek influence in Afghanistan to check unwelcome policies right next door.

War in Afghanistan is a key symbolic issue for terrorists – withdrawal emboldens them globally, kills Paki stability and guarantees Indo-Pak war. 

Cordesman, 6-16-2010 – (6/16/10, Anthony H. Cordesman, holds the Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS, acts as a national security analyst for ABC News, recipient of the Department of Defense Distinguished Service Medal, “Realism in Afghanistan: Rethinking an Uncertain Case for the War,” http://csis.org/publication/realism-afghanistan-rethinking-uncertain-case-war) 

The key reasons for the war remain Al Qa’ida and the threat of a sanctuary and base for international terrorism, and the fact the conflict now involves Pakistan’s future stability. One should have no illusion about today’s insurgents. The leading cadres are far more international in character, far better linked to Al Qa’ida and other international extremist groups, and much closer tied to extremists in Pakistan.  If they “join” an Afghan government while they are still winning (or feel they are winning), they are likely to become such a sanctuary and a symbol of victory that will empower similar extremists all over the world.
Experts disagree sharply about Pakistan’s instability and vulnerability in the face of a US and ISAF defeat in Afghanistan. There is no way to predict how well Pakistan can secure its border and deal with its own Islamic extremists, and Pakistan is both a nuclear state and a far more serious potential source of support to other extremist movements than Afghanistan. A hardline Deobandi-dominated Pakistan would be a serious strategic threat to the US and its friends and allies, and would sharply increase the risk of another major Indo-Pakistani conflict.

Impact Exts – Indo-Pak (2/2)

Withdrawal destabilizes the region – triggers Paki instability, regional wars, and terrorism. 

Tanin, 2009 – (10/10/09, Zahir, International Herald Tribune, “Why Stay the Course,” Lexis)

Why are we focusing on Afghanistan? Because Afghanistan is in a unique nuclear-armed region that is also engaged in a precarious fight against terrorism. A premature withdrawal from Afghanistan could lead to a "Somalization" of Afghanistan that would leave Pakistan more vulnerable to the Taliban, exacerbate Pakistan-India tensions and threaten to pull the whole region down into violence. Is Afghanistan too backward a country to ever progress? Afghanistan has not always been at war with itself. In the 1960s and 70s and even into the 80s, female and male students studied together at universities in Kabul. Women voted and served in the government as ministers and members of Parliament. George Will has written that being in the country is "like walking through the Old Testament." This description only indicates the consequences of great-power struggles during the Cold War and the subsequent neglect that allowed the Taliban to gain power. The devastation of the country is in fact the answer to another recent question: Why are we in Afghanistan? To finally shoulder the responsibility of rebuilding a country whose decimation we are all complicit in. What is the end goal in Afghanistan? In March, President Obama helped lay out our goal in clear words: to build a stable state that will prevent extremism and terrorist groups from taking root again. The audacity of this goal - a stable state - has led some to criticize it for lacking defined means and a clear conclusion. So here are some clear means: a strengthening of the Afghan army and police forces to 260,000 troops, enough to permit Afghan forces to secure the country without an international presence. Have we not already met our goal? Some claim Al Qaeda has been defeated in Afghanistan, so the mission has been accomplished. But Al Qaeda is merely lying in wait in Pakistan, a country whose border with Afghanistan is disputed and tenuous. A premature withdrawal will not only enable extremists to magnify their threat to Pakistan; it would also allow Al Qaeda to re-gaining Afghan territory as a base of operations.

Impact Exts – Heg 

Withdrawal devastates primacy. 

Brookes, 2009 – senior fellow at the Heritage Foundation (9/9, Peter, “Why We Can't Walk Away”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2009/11/Why-We-Cant-Walk-Away

American and coalition success in Afghanistan is important for containing Iranian influence in the region, which has been surging not only across the Middle East, but into neighboring regions such as Central Asia. We could also see big power competitors of the United States, namely Russia and China, move significantly -- although not militarily -- into the region to influence outcomes since Afghanistan is on their periphery and both have concerns about Islamist movements among their populations. And, of course, failure in Afghanistan will affect America's stature in the world. As the Afghan situation unfolds in the months to come, both friends and foes will be watching closely for even subtle signs of American intentions, especially its commitment to continuing the fight. Not surprisingly, a lot of strategic hedging is going on among stakeholders in Afghanistan as America works out its strategy. Even a seeming lack of resolve will have consequences, as Afghanistan Commander Gen. Stanley McChrystal said recently in a speech in London: "Uncertainty disheartens our allies, emboldens our foe." But it goes beyond that. Perceptions of who is winning and who is losing and who is staying and who is going affect the civilian population in Afghanistan -- one that is famous for bending with the prevailing political winds. Having the population on the right side is critical to any counterinsurgency campaign.It is also not outlandish to assume that defeat in Afghanistan to the Taliban would leave the United States looking soft and undependable with both allies and enemies, having a negative effect on American interests across the globe.  For example, failure in Afghanistan will ripple into NATO, where America's leadership will be undermined, perhaps, convincing the Europeans of the soundness of their parallel effort to establish a European Union defense policy and force. Asian allies would certainly wonder about their American partner, too. Moreover, coming up short in Afghanistan certainly would not encourage the likes of the recalcitrant regimes in Iran or North Korea to come around to our way of thinking on negotiations over their nuclear and ballistic missile programs. And as the Pakistani foreign minister, Makhdoom Shah Mahmood Qureshi, plainly told the Wall Street Journal recently about a U.S. withdrawal before the Taliban is defeated: "This will be disastrous ... you will lose credibility ... who is going to trust you again?" Beyond big power politics, and although seemingly counterintuitive, Afghanistan has proven via the horrors of 9/11 that in some cases it is the weakest nations -- especially failed states -- that can be the source of some of the most significant national security threats.

Withdrawal devastates heg. 

Shuck, 3-12-2010 

[Colonel Roger L. Shuck, US Army, “Afghanistan: A War of Necessity?” http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA518327]

For the past 30 years the Afghans have lived in a continuous war environment, which has caused their standard of living to be at or near the bottom of every international category measured.44 • Afghan Gross Domestic Product at less than $200 A few examples are highlighted below: • Basic health care is considered a luxury • Infant mortality rate is 165 per 1000 births; ranks last in world • 10% of school aged children attended school, none were girls45 Consequently, the United States must move promptly to raise the standard of life and show a long-term commitment to the Afghan people. Another reason that makes this a war of necessity is the amount of time and money the United States and NATO forces have put into training the ANSF. Maintaining such a sizeable force over a broad number of years is just not sustainable for the Afghan government given that the ANSF would exceed its means without continued support from the international community. It currently costs about 3.5 billion dollars annually for both the army and the police.46 Finally, Afghanistan is a war of necessity for President Obama because he cannot lose “face” with the rest of the world, especially during his first term in office. He has too much riding on winning in Afghanistan. During a press conference question and answer session after a meeting with India’s Prime Minister Manjohan Singh, President Obama boldly stated that, “after eight years, some of those years in which we did not have, I think, either the resources of the strategy to get the job done, it is my intention to finish the job.” He made a commitment to the Afghan people and the honor, reputation and status of the United States is at stake. Nobel Prize winner Thomas Schelling reinforced this idea arguing in his essay, Arms and Influence that “face” is not 12 only a subject of a country’s “worth, status or honor”, but its reputation for action.48 He goes on to say that “face” put into this type of context is one of the few things worth fighting over.”49 Pakistan: The Critical Link The Afghan problem is not easy to solve, but failure to act would be disastrous in terms of United States interests.
Impact Exts – Heg, Taliban, Paki (1/2) 

Withdrawal destroys US credibility, emboldens the Taliban, and wrecks Paki stability. 

WSJ, 2009 (10/1/09, Wall Street Journal, “US Credibility and Pakistan,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB1000142405274870

4471504574443352072071822.html#printMode)

Critics of the war in Afghanistan—inside and out of the Obama Administration—argue that we would be better off ensuring that nuclear-armed Pakistan will help us fight al Qaeda. As President Obama rethinks his Afghan strategy with his advisers in the coming days, he ought to listen to what the Pakistanis themselves think about that argument. In an interview at the Journal's offices this week in New York, Pakistan Foreign Minister Makhdoom Shah Mahmood Qureshi minced no words about the impact of a U.S. withdrawal before the Taliban is defeated. "This will be disastrous," he said. "You will lose credibility. . . .Who is going to trust you again?" As for Washington's latest public bout of ambivalence about the war, he added that "the fact that this is being debated—whether to stay or not stay—what sort of signal is that sending?" Mr. Qureshi also sounded incredulous that the U.S. might walk away from a struggle in which it has already invested so much: "If you go in, why are you going out without getting the job done? Why did you send so many billion of dollars and lose so many lives? And why did we ally with you?" All fair questions, and all so far unanswered by the Obama Administration. As for the consequences to Pakistan of an American withdrawal, the foreign minister noted that "we will be the immediate effectees of your policy." Among the effects he predicts are "more misery," "more suicide bombings," and a dramatic loss of confidence in the economy, presumably as investors fear that an emboldened Taliban, no longer pressed by coalition forces in Afghanistan, would soon turn its sights again on Islamabad. Mr. Qureshi's arguments carry all the more weight now that Pakistan's army is waging an often bloody struggle to clear areas previously held by the Taliban and their allies. Pakistan has also furnished much of the crucial intelligence needed to kill top Taliban and al Qaeda leaders in U.S. drone strikes. But that kind of cooperation will be harder to come by if the U.S. withdraws from Afghanistan and Islamabad feels obliged to protect itself in the near term by striking deals with various jihadist groups, as it has in the past. Pakistanis have long viewed the U.S. through the lens of a relationship that has oscillated between periods of close cooperation—as during the war against the Soviets in Afghanistan in the 1980s—and periods of tension and even sanctions—as after Pakistan's test of a nuclear device in 1998. Pakistan's democratic government has taken major risks to increase its assistance to the U.S. against al Qaeda and the Taliban. Mr. Qureshi is warning, in so many words, that a U.S. retreat from Afghanistan would make it far more difficult for Pakistan to help against al Qaeda.
Impact Exts – Heg, Taliban, Paki (2/2) 

Withdrawal kills credibility, encourages global terrorism, and destabilizes Indo-Pak. 

The News International, 3-5-2010 (The News International, largest English language newspaper in Pakistan, “The US withdrawal and its implications,” Lexis)

However, in the time leading up to the phased withdrawal, there are more fervent public voices calling for immediate withdrawal of their respective forces from Afghanistan. Amongst the rising tide of like minded people in favour of withdrawal, there are some lonely voices too that are heard on and off calling for continuation of deployment of Western forces in Afghanistan. This segment of the society is skeptical of post withdrawal scenario in Afghanistan. The apprehensions on the withdrawal are many. The most important geopolitical repercussion of the withdrawal being cited would be the perception that America stands defeated in the long drawn Afghan war. The others include the perception that the withdrawal will lead to the Taleban returning to power in Afghanistan, the Taleban allowing Al-Qa'idah renewed access to the country, and Al-Qa'idah making use of Afghanistan to successfully attack the West again. The withdrawal will have its implications on Pakistan too and as such, it must prepare itself to confront all challenges emerging out of the event and exert its weight in stabilizing the situation in Afghanistan. This will be all the more difficult as other countries like India and Iran will also be vying to get some stakes in Afghanistan upon withdrawal of foreign forces from there. Some of the scenarios that might develop out of the situation then would be discussed hereafter in this article. The Northern Alliance would continue to be supported by Russia, India and Iran in the post withdrawal Afghanistan. The Pashtuns, who ruled Afghanistan for over 200 years, having been denied their due right in the Afghan polity under the US occupation, would resist the dominance of the Northern Alliance with the tacit support of its war time friends for Kabul that may result in further bloodshed. Pakistan may again face the burden of the refugees and a destabilized Afghanistan yet again, which would be detrimental to its overall security. Since there exists a lot of disparity within the Afghan society, the Afghan strife will continue that may lead to formation of fresh alliances between various Afghan factions to develop some equilibrium, which resultantly could prolong instability in Afghanistan. The interim period would be exploited by India to cement its foothold in Afghan affairs much to the detriment of Pakistan's interests. The withdrawal may also encourage fundamentalists and extremists the world over, who may be inspired by the resilience of Afghans and their success in forcing foreign military powers out of their lands and as such adopt as means of achieving victories.

Links – Drone Cuts
The military’s predator drone campaign is crucial to deter terrorists and Al Qaeda.

Levine and Herridge, 2009 – (7/9/10, Mike and Catherine, Fox News, “New Al Qaeda Book on 'Muslim Spies' Paints Picture of Weakened Group, Experts Say,” http://www.foxnews.com

/story/0,2933,531161,00.html)

The 150-page book, titled "Guide to the Laws Regarding Muslim Spies," was recently posted on jihadist Web sites. It was written by a senior Al Qaeda commander, Abu Yahya Al-Libi, and features an introduction by Ayman Al-Zawahri, the No. 2 man in Al Qaeda. The book accuses some in Al Qaeda's ranks of being spies who provide intelligence, including information about Al Qaeda camps and safehouses, to U.S. forces. According to the book, these "Muslim spies" have allowed the U.S. to use its Predator drone campaign to paralyze Al Qaeda leadership. "It would be no exaggeration to say that the first line in the raging Crusader campaign waged by America and its allies against the Muslims and their lands is the network of spies, of various and sundry sorts and kinds," says the book, translated by the Washington-based Middle East Media Research Institute, or MEMRI "Their effects are seen: carnage, destruction, arrest, and pursuit, but they themselves remain unseen, just like Satan and his ilk who see us while remaining unseen." Terror experts have called the book unique in its weak and worried tone. "I haven't ever seen this kind of language from senior Al Qaeda commanders before," said Daniel Lev, who works for MEMRI. "In general, Al Qaeda speaks in a very triumphant tone," but in the new book Al-Libi speaks of the group's dire straits and serious problems, Lev added. "Such an admission of distress on the part of a senior Al Qaeda commander makes this a very unique book in terms of the author." FOX News military analyst Tom McInerny said the book is a "gold mine" that attests to the success of the Predator strikes that are decimating Al Qaeda's ranks in Pakistan. "They are in deathly fear of airpower," said McInerny, a retired lieutenant general in the U.S. Air Force. "Whether it's unmanned drones or whether it's fighters or bombers using precision weapons, they are deathly afraid." The books also displays a deep-seated paranoia of hidden enemies, according to MEMRI. It claims that anyone — from the old and infirm to the imam of a mosque — could be a U.S. spy. "The danger of these spies lies not only in the ability of these hidden 'brigades' to infiltrate and reach to the depths," the book says. "They include the decrepit, hunchbacked old man who can hardly walk two steps; the strong young man who can cover the length and breadth of the land; the infirm woman sitting in the depths of her house; the young woman whose veins still flow with youth; and even perhaps the prepubescent adolescent who has not reached the age of legal maturity [in Islam]." Lev, of MEMRI, said that the group's suspicions could be used as an excuse to conduct a purge, which could further harm the Al Qaeda's stature in Pakistan. "In the situation that they're in, they're entirely dependent on the natives, on the Pakistanis and the Afghans, and they definitely do not want to be facing a situation like Al Qaeda in Iraq, where you have the tribes turning on you," he told FOX News. "That can be the beginning of the end."

AT Afghan Army Solves 

The Afghan army is untrained and corrupt – cannot control the insurgents or terrorists without a US presence in Afghanistan.

Cordesman, 2009 – (10/7/09, Anthony H. Cordesman, holds the Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS, acts as a national security analyst for ABC News, recipient of the Department of Defense Distinguished Service Medal, “US Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://csis.org/publication/us-strategy-afghanistan) 

Focus on real-world plans to increase Afghan security forces and their effectiveness, and the level of US military mentors, trainers, and partners necessary to make them effective. US strategy must be become more realistic in facing the challenges in increasing each element of Afghan forces. It must explicitly assess the number/quality of trainers and mentors required and the funding of the forces involved. It is easy to generate large forces very quickly by compromising quality, ignoring the level of outside support required, and throwing forces into the field that can’t survive. It is equally easy to rate bad to mediocre forces highly simply by choosing the right rating system. The Afghan Army is now virtually the only aspect of the Afghan government that has any popular respect and generally is free of corruption. It also, however, is already being churned out in ways that maximize numbers rather than quality; without adequate trainers, mentors, and partners; and with limited training at the level of integrated battalions – much less in ways that create larger and truly independent formations. The Afghan Army is still a fragile structure and further rushing its expansion and the training process is dangerous. The US must not do so in ways that ignore Afghan custom as to leave and family contact. It must not push more battalion-sized elements into the lead without building up higher commands. In practice, Afghan forces have to learn how to be effective in combat in the field, and providing adequate numbers of US and ISAF embedded mentors, partner units, and enablers is critical. Some proposals for accelerating current efforts threaten to take a system that already emphasizes quantity over quality and break it. No strategy can succeed that ignores this risk. As for the other elements of Afghan forces, the US and ISAF have wasted eight years creating an ineffective and corrupt mix of police forces that cannot survive and operate in hostile areas. As in Iraq, this effort was underfunded and lacked trainers relatively to the military. It has also been corrupted by organized crime, narcotics, and power brokers. There are effective elements in the police, but any strategy must deal honestly with the reality, not praise the latest fix – such as the Focused District Development program. Equal caution is needed in with any local tribal or security forces such as the AP3. In this case, everything depends on local conditions and how well such efforts are resourced. One size does not fit all, and sweeping generalizations are dangerous whether positive or negative. In short, the risks and uncertainties in any strategy increase in direct proportion to how much near term weight is given to the role the Afghan security forces must play and how quickly they are to be expanded. One thing is certain. They are not yet a credible substitute for adequate US and ISAF forces – and advisors and mentors.

AT Afghan Govt Solves (1/2)
Afghan government flawed – can’t take over or guarantee stability. 
Cordesman, 6-16-2010 – (6/16/10, Anthony H. Cordesman, holds the Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS, acts as a national security analyst for ABC News, recipient of the Department of Defense Distinguished Service Medal, “Realism in Afghanistan: Rethinking an Uncertain Case for the War,” http://csis.org/publication/realism-afghanistan-rethinking-uncertain-case-war) 

The war is not going to be won by treating the power structure of Afghanistan as if it did not exist or as if it could be radically changed in the course of the next few years. The central government is not going to be empowered at the expense of key regional, geographic, ethnic, and sectarian divisions; or suddenly eliminate the role of tribalism and key families. Efforts to reshape governance to create a modern Western structure of “effective governance” that somehow transform all of Afghanistan are simply not going to work. The challenge is to co-opt the power structure, and control its worst elements and behavior, in ways that the Afghan people can accept as a better option than the Taliban. As one experienced aid worker put it, “it is to find their worst grievances, deal with them, and create conditions where they can move forward if they choose to do so.” This means setting far less ambitious goals for reform and government capacity. It means accepting a major role for existing power brokers, if for no other reason than that there is no credible alternative. The issue is not Western concepts of governance, but what will make GIRoA “good enough” by Afghan popular standards. The US, its allies, and all aid donors need to take responsibility for much of what is called “corruption.” They failed to understand that Afghans accept informal payments as part of the cost of normal life. They did not consider the real world motivations of people involved in some 30 years of war and turmoil and who had no way to know if any given job or position would last more than a few months. They failed to see the importance of preserving the Afghan civil service and instead hired many Afghans away from the government. They created a virtually uncontrolled flood of money that could be grabbed by Afghans who had not had any similar opportunities in 30 years, who had limited loyalty or no abstract concept of governance, and who had the resulting ability to take that money to become wealthy and buy power in the process. Organizations like UNAMA and AID have been massively corrupting forces in Afghanistan. So have the US and ISAF military who have given massive amounts of money to poorly supervised contractors and others, who in turn not only buy power with that money, but often pay a tax to insurgents in the process. These problems have been compounded by an emphasis on anticorruption drives that have had a predictable lack of effect. Rather than threaten the power structure, they lead to hollow investigations, finding scapegoats, shuffling officials from one post to another, and predictable resistance from any Afghan with the clout and wealth to avoid becoming a successful target. Moreover, all these problems interacted with a past emphasis on building a formal justice system whose resources and timescales were impossibly long and limited in near-term coverage, decoupled from credible policing and detention, and ignored the hopelessly low pay and poor security for judges and prosecutors. The end result bypassed the kind of less formal justice Afghans wanted and needed, left much of the country without effective justice, and empowered the Taliban to the point where it had enough presence to create its own “prompt” justice system. Anticorruption efforts cannot function at the local and regional levels under such circumstances, and creating local police becomes impossible when there is no real justice system for them to support and virtually any power broker or successful criminal can buy their way to the result they want.

AT Afghan Govt Solves (2/2)

Afghanistan government corrupt and can’t solve without continued US presence – withdrawal reverts the country to Taliban control. 

Cordesman, 2009 – (10/7/09, Anthony H. Cordesman, holds the Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS, acts as a national security analyst for ABC News, recipient of the Department of Defense Distinguished Service Medal, “US Strategy in Afghanistan,” http://csis.org/publication/us-strategy-afghanistan) 

Require all strategies to have detailed plans and schedules for implementations, and credible measures of effectiveness. Resources are a driving factor in determining whether a strategy is practical, but so are detailed plans and schedules for implementations, and credible measures of effectiveness are equally vital. The fact that so much of the current debate over Afghan strategy lacks these is deeply troubling. So is the fact that so many other US strategy efforts show an equal indifference to linking their concepts to force plans, procurement plans, schedules, and resources. Accept the fact that the Afghan government is years away from being an effective partner that success in building effective capacity, integrity, and presence is a major challenge. The elections have become a serious problem, but they are only a symptom of a far more serious disease. Afghans care far more about the quality of governance than how it is chosen and the corruption in the election scarcely came as a surprise. No strategy can succeed which does not accept the fact that the Afghan central government is corrupt and lacks capacity, that even the best Afghan ministries and institutions require constant support and aid, that provincial and district government suffers from similar problems and chronic underfunding, and that there is no meaningful local Afghan government presence in as much as 40% of the country. This makes the Afghan government as much of a practical problem for the US and its allies as the Taliban and Al Qa’ida. It may be possible to work around this in “shape, clear, hold, and build” by linking all funding of the central government to performance, direct funding of provincial and district governance, and direct funding of the local leaders and authorities in population centers and tribal areas. This, however, requires clear plans and proof that the proper mix of resources at each level of Afghan governance can be made available over time, that suitable fiscal controls and effectiveness measures will be present, and that a combination of civil and military advisors will be available. At the same time, any lesser strategy – including variations on the counterterrorism strategy – must explain how they can really check the Taliban and Al Qa’ida with an Afghan government that is so weak, ineffective, and unpopular. The same is true of variations that are dependant on compromise or reconciliation. As has been all too clear from past efforts, successful insurgents have no reason to do more than exploit such initiatives to their own advantage.

Troops Key/AT Long Distance Strategies Solve

Troops are key to success – long-distance strategies fail. 
Phillips 9 – Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs at the Heritage Foundation (9/4, James, “Success in Afghanistan Requires Firm Presidential Leadership, Not Half-Measures”, http://heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/09/Success-in-Afghanistan-Requires-Firm-Presidential-Leadership-Not-Half-Measures]

President Obama soon must make one of his most important national security decisions: how to proceed in Afghanistan, a crucial theater in the war against al-Qaeda. This week the President received an assessment of the war from General Stanley McChrystal, his recently appointed commander in Afghanistan. While the details of this report remain classified, it is believed to set the framework for an expanded military effort within a new counterinsurgency strategy that puts a premium on protecting the Afghan people from Taliban terrorism and intimidation. To protect vital national interests by defeating al-Qaeda and its Taliban allies, President Obama must give his military commanders the best chance for success--not accede to advisers motivated by political expediency who would block additional troops and abandon the Administration's new Afghanistan strategy before it can be implemented. Putting Afghanistan on the Right Path The Obama Administration deserves praise for recognizing that Afghanistan needed more high-level attention, resources, and U.S. troops after conducting a policy review earlier this year--a review that culminated in the President's decision in March to dispatch an additional 21,000 troops to Afghanistan. The Administration also wisely appointed General McChrystal, a cerebral officer with extensive special operations and counterinsurgency experience who compiled a stellar record in Iraq, to take the lead in Afghanistan, working closely with his former superior in Iraq, General David Petraeus at the Central Command. Ironically, while the Administration's promising new strategy has not yet been implemented, the alternative policy suggested by some critics and some officials within the Administration already has been tried and failed miserably, not only in Afghanistan, but in Iraq as well. Adopting this alternative "small footprint" strategy--which would reduce the number of U.S. troops and scale back the goals of the war to focus solely on al-Qaeda rather than the Taliban-led insurgent coalition--is not a realistic option. Such an abdication would allow the Taliban to carve out sanctuaries within Afghanistan that would gradually be expanded to threaten the Afghan government. In turn, the risk of a Taliban victory would increase, a development that inevitably would bring al-Qaeda back in force to Afghanistan. A Taliban victory in Afghanistan also would increase the Islamist threat to Pakistan, which recently has made progress in combating the Pakistani Taliban. A Winnable War The war in Afghanistan cannot be effectively waged merely with air power, predator drones, and special forces. In the late 1990s, the Clinton Administration hurled cruise missiles at easily replaceable al-Qaeda training camps in Afghanistan, but this "chuck and duck" strategy failed to blunt the al-Qaeda threat. The Bush Administration's minimalist approach to Afghanistan in 2001 was a contributing factor that allowed Osama bin Laden to escape from his mountain redoubt at Tora Bora. Afterwards, Washington opted to focus narrowly on counterterrorism goals in Afghanistan--rather than counterinsurgency operations--in order to free up military assets for the war in Iraq. This allowed the Taliban to regroup across the border in Pakistan and make a violent resurgence. The "small footprint" strategy also failed in Iraq, before it was abandoned in favor of General Petraeus's counterinsurgency strategy, backed by the surge of American troops, in early 2007. Despite this record of failure, some stubbornly continue to support an "offshore" strategy for landlocked Afghanistan today. But half-measures--the hallmark of the "small footprint" strategy--will not work. Precise intelligence is needed to use smart bombs smartly. Yet few Afghans would risk their lives to provide such intelligence unless they are assured of protection against the Taliban's ruthless retaliation. Providing such protection requires more American boots on the ground beyond the 68,000 that will be deployed by the end of the year. In Iraq, the surge of American troops encouraged Iraqis to climb down off the proverbial fence and offer a flood of valuable intelligence tips that enabled a much more effective targeting of al-Qaeda in Iraq and other insurgent forces.

***IRAQ***

1NC – Iraqi Instability (1/2)
Continued presence prevents escalating instability in Iraq – withdrawal deadline will be pushed back to ensure stability. 

AP 5/11 – The Associated Press American News Agency (5/11/2010, The Associated Press, “APNewsBreak: US reconsidering pace of troop pullout amid violence and instability in Iraq,” http://www.foxnews.com/world/2010/05/11/reconsidering-pace-iraq-troop-withdrawal-worries-political-instability/)

 BAGHDAD (AP) — 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 Tuesday.

The withdrawal of the first major wave of troops is expected to be delayed by about a month, the officials said. Waiting much longer could endanger President Barack 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. 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. 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. In a January interview with the AP, Odierno said he hoped to start withdrawing as many as a monthly average of 12,500 troops, starting in May, to meet the August deadline. He has long said he would not start the withdrawal until two months after Iraq's March 7 elections to ensure stability. But three U.S. officials in Baghdad and a senior Pentagon official said that the "waterfall" is now expected to begin in June at the earliest. All cited ongoing concerns about whether the political impasse would lead to violence, and spoke on condition of anonymity to discuss the process more candidly. "From a military perspective, the best way for us to maintain security is to hold as many forces on the ground until we need to redeploy them," said one of the senior officials in Baghdad. The official said it would be wise for Odierno to wait as long as he can, given the unsettled political conditions in Iraq. At the Pentagon, "there's been a renewed focus on Iraq lately," said the senior military official there. He said all options were being considered, including later delays, adding that "we need to get out in an appropriate way ... not completely tied to a timeline." Maj. Gen. Stephen Lanza, the top U.S. military spokesman in Iraq, said Tuesday that troops "are on track" to draw down by the president's Aug. 31 deadline, but he would not discuss whether the pace was being slowed. Although "there is still work to be done here," Lanza noted that overall violence across Iraq is lower than it has been in years. "There are still terrorists who wish to disrupt Iraq's forward progress and Monday's attacks are an example of that," Lanza said.
1NC – Iraqi Instability (2/2)
Escalates globally – World War 3. 
Ferguson, 2006

[Niall Ferguson, September-October 2006. Professor of history at Harvard. “The Next War of the World,” Foreign Affairs, proquest] 

What makes the escalating civil war in Iraq so disturbing is that it has the potential to spill over into neighboring countries. The Iranian government is already taking more than a casual interest in the politics of post-Saddam Iraq. And yet Iran, with its Sunni and Kurdish minorities, is no more homogeneous than Iraq. Jordan, Saudi Arabia, and Syria cannot be expected to look on insouciantly if the Sunni minority in central Iraq begins to lose out to what may seem to be an Iranian-backed tyranny of the majority. The recent history of Lebanon offers a reminder that in the Middle East there is no such thing as a contained civil war. Neighbors are always likely to take an unhealthy interest in any country with fissiparous tendencies. The obvious conclusion is that a new "war of the world" may already be brewing in a region that, incredible though it may seem, has yet to sate its appetite for violence. And the ramifications of such a Middle Eastern conflagration would be truly global. Economically, the world would have to contend with oil at above $100 a barrel. Politically, those countries in western Europe with substantial Muslim populations might also find themselves affected as sectarian tensions radiated outward. Meanwhile, the ethnic war between Jews and Arabs in Israel, the Gaza Strip, and the West Bank shows no sign of abating. Is it credible that the United States will remain unscathed if the Middle East erupts? Although such an outcome may seem to be a low-probability, nightmare scenario, it is already more likely than the scenario of enduring peace in the region. If the history of the twentieth century is any guide, only economic stabilization and a credible reassertion of U.S. authority are likely to halt the drift toward chaos. Neither is a likely prospect. On the contrary, the speed with which responsibility for security in Iraq is being handed over to the predominantly Shiite and Kurdish security forces may accelerate the descent into internecine strife. Significantly, the audio statement released by Osama bin Laden in June excoriated not only the American-led "occupiers" of Iraq but also "certain sectors of the Iraqi people -- those who refused [neutrality] and stood to fight on the side of the crusaders." His allusions to "rejectionists," "traitors," and "agents of the Americans" were clearly intended to justify al Qaeda's policy of targeting Iraq's Shiites. The war of the worlds that H. G. Wells imagined never came to pass. But a war of the world did. The sobering possibility we urgently need to confront is that another global conflict is brewing today -- centered not on Poland or Manchuria, but more likely on Palestine and Mesopotamia.
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Early withdrawal from Iraq would devastate U.S. credibility and leadership. 

Tunc, 2008

[Hakan, Professor of Political Science at Carleton University,“Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Fall, Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 657-669]

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

Kagan, 2007  

[Robert, Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “End of Dreams, Return of History” Policy Review, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html#n10]
This is a good thing, and it should continue to be a primary goal of American foreign policy to perpetuate this relatively benign international configuration of power. The unipolar order with the United States as the predominant power is unavoidably riddled with flaws and contradictions. It inspires fears and jealousies. The United States is not immune to error, like all other nations, and because of its size and importance in the international system those errors are magnified and take on greater significance than the errors of less powerful nations. Compared to the ideal Kantian international order, in which all the world's powers would be peace-loving equals, conducting themselves wisely, prudently, and in strict obeisance to international law, the unipolar system is both dangerous and unjust. Compared to any plausible alternative in the real world, however, it is relatively stable and less likely to produce a major war between great powers. It is also comparatively benevolent, from a liberal perspective, for it is more conducive to the principles of economic and political liberalism that Americans and many others value. American predominance does not stand in the way of progress toward a better world, therefore. It stands in the way of regression toward a more dangerous world. The choice is not between an American-dominated order and a world that looks like the European Union. The future international order will be shaped by those who have the power to shape it. The leaders of a post-American world will not meet in Brussels but in Beijing, Moscow, and Washington.   The return of great powers and great games If the world is marked by the persistence of unipolarity, it is nevertheless also being shaped by the reemergence of competitive national ambitions of the kind that have shaped human affairs from time immemorial. During the Cold War, this historical tendency of great powers to jostle with one another for status and influence as well as for wealth and power was largely suppressed by the two superpowers and their rigid bipolar order. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has not been powerful enough, and probably could never be powerful enough, to suppress by itself the normal ambitions of nations. This does not mean the world has returned to multipolarity, since none of the large powers is in range of competing with the superpower for global influence. Nevertheless, several large powers are now competing for regional predominance, both with the United States and with each other. National ambition drives China's foreign policy today, and although it is tempered by prudence and the desire to appear as unthreatening as possible to the rest of the world, the Chinese are powerfully motivated to return their nation to what they regard as its traditional position as the  preeminent power in East Asia. They do not share a European, postmodern view that power is passé; hence their now two-decades-long military buildup and modernization. Like the Americans, they believe power, including military power, is a good thing to have and that it is better to have more of it than less. Perhaps more significant is the Chinese perception, also shared by Americans, that status and honor, and not just wealth and security, are important for a nation. Japan, meanwhile, which in the past could have been counted as an aspiring postmodern power -- with its pacifist constitution and low defense spending -- now appears embarked on a more traditional national course. Partly this is in reaction to the rising power of China and concerns about North Korea's nuclear weapons. But it is also driven by Japan's own national ambition to be a leader in East Asia or at least not to play second fiddle or "little brother" to China. China and Japan are now in a competitive quest with each trying to augment its own status and power and to prevent the other 's rise to predominance, and this competition has a military and strategic as well as an economic and political component. Their competition is such that a nation like South Korea, with a long unhappy history as a pawn between the two powers, is once again worrying both about a "greater China" and about the return of Japanese nationalism. As Aaron Friedberg commented, the East Asian future looks more like Europe's past than its present. But it also looks like Asia's past. Russian foreign policy, too, looks more like something from the nineteenth century. It is being driven by a typical, and typically Russian, blend of national resentment and ambition. A postmodern Russia simply seeking integration into the new European order, the Russia of Andrei Kozyrev, would not be troubled by the eastward enlargement of the EU and NATO, would not insist on predominant influence over its "near abroad," and would not use its natural resources as means of gaining geopolitical leverage and enhancing Russia 's international status in an attempt to regain the lost glories of the Soviet empire and Peter the Great. But Russia, like China and Japan, is moved by more traditional great-power considerations, including the pursuit of those valuable if intangible national interests: honor and respect. Although Russian leaders complain about threats to their security from NATO and the United States, the Russian sense of insecurity has more to do with resentment and national identity than with plausible external military threats. 16 Russia's complaint today is not with this or that weapons system. It is the entire post-Cold War settlement of the 1990s that Russia resents and wants to revise. But that does not make insecurity less a factor in Russia 's relations with the world; indeed, it makes finding compromise with the Russians all the more difficult. One could add others to this list of great powers with traditional rather than postmodern aspirations. India's regional ambitions are more muted, or are focused most intently on Pakistan,  but it is clearly engaged in competition with China for dominance in the Indian Ocean and sees itself, correctly, as an emerging great power on the world scene. In the Middle East there is Iran, which mingles religious fervor with a historical sense of superiority and leadership in its region. 17 Its nuclear program is as much about the desire for regional hegemony as about defending Iranian territory from attack by the United States. Even the European Union, in its way, expresses a pan-European national ambition to play a significant role in the world, and it has become the vehicle for channeling German, French, and British ambitions in what Europeans regard as a safe supranational direction. Europeans seek honor and respect, too, but of a postmodern variety. The honor they seek is to occupy the moral high ground in the world, to exercise moral authority, to wield political and economic influence as an antidote to militarism, to be the keeper of the global conscience, and to be recognized and admired by others for playing this role. Islam is not a nation, but many Muslims express a kind of religious nationalism, and the leaders of radical Islam, including al Qaeda, do seek to establish a theocratic nation or confederation of nations that would encompass a wide swath of the Middle East and beyond. Like national movements elsewhere, Islamists have a yearning for respect, including self-respect, and a desire for honor. Their national identity has been molded in defiance against stronger and often oppressive outside powers, and also by memories of ancient superiority over those same powers. China had its "century of humiliation." Islamists have more than a century of humiliation to look back on, a humiliation of which Israel has become the living symbol, which is partly why even Muslims who are neither radical nor fundamentalist proffer their sympathy and even their support to violent extremists who can turn the tables on the dominant liberal West, and particularly on a dominant America which implanted and still feeds the Israeli cancer in their midst. Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as "No. 1" and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying -- its regional as well as its global  predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes 

through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a 
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multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic.  It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War I and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe's stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that 's not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world's great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China 's neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene -- even if it remained the world's most powerful nation -- could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe -- if it adopted what some call a strategy of "offshore balancing" -- this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, "offshore" role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more "even-handed" policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel 's aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn't change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn 't changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to "normal" or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.
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Withdrawal destabilizes Iraq and the Middle East, kills US credibility and spurs terrorism. 

Riminton, 7 - CNN Correspondent in Baghdad (5/3/07, Hugh, CNN, “No safe way for U.S. to leave Iraq, experts warn,” http://www.cnn.com/2007/WORLD/meast/05/02/iraq.scenarios/)

 (CNN) -- Pulling U.S. forces from Iraq could trigger catastrophe, CNN analysts and other observers warn, affecting not just Iraq but its neighbors in the Middle East, with far-reaching global implications. Sectarian violence could erupt on a scale never seen before in Iraq if coalition troops leave before Iraq's security forces are ready. Supporters of al Qaeda could develop an international hub of terror from which to threaten the West. And the likely civil war could draw countries like Turkey, Saudi Arabia and Iran into a broader conflict. President Bush vetoed a war spending bill Tuesday precisely because the Democrat-led Congress required the first U.S. combat troops to be withdrawn by October 1 with a goal of a complete pullout six months later. Bush said such a deadline would be irresponsible and both sides are now working on new proposals -- which may have no pullout dates. A rapid withdrawal of all U.S. troops would hurt America's image and hand al Qaeda and other terror groups a propaganda victory that the United States is only a "paper tiger," CNN terrorism analyst Peter Bergen said. (Send us your reaction)"It would also play into their strategy, which is to create a mini-state somewhere in the Middle East where they can reorganize along the lines of what they did in Afghanistan in the late '90s," Bergen told CNN.com.It was in Afghanistan where Osama bin Laden and al Qaeda allied with the Taliban, and were allowed to run terror bases and plan the September 11, 2001 attacks against the United States. Bergen says it is imperative that the United States not let that happen in Iraq. "What we must prevent is central/western Iraq [from] becoming a Sunni militant state that threatens our interests directly as an international terror hub," he said. Don Shepperd, a retired Air Force major-general and military analyst for CNN, agreed that Sunni Muslim fighters who support al Qaeda would seek an enclave inside a lawless Iraq likely riven along sectarian lines into Shiite, Sunni and Kurdish regions. There would be "increasing attempts by terrorists to establish a training sanctuary in Iraq," Shepperd said. That's one of the reasons why a fast withdrawal will not happen, whatever the politicians say, the analysts predict. (Watch why a radical Shiite cleric wants U.S. troops out )"Everyone wants the troops home -- the Iraqis, the U.S., the world -- but no one wants a precipitous withdrawal that produces a civil war, a bloodbath, nor a wider war in an unstable Mideast," Shepperd said, adding that the image of the United States was important too."And we do not want a U.S that is perceived as having been badly defeated in the global war on terror or as an unreliable future ally or coalition partner." Shepperd, a veteran fighter pilot of the Vietnam War, has served as a CNN analyst of the Iraq war since it began. Bergen was one of the first Western journalists to ever meet with bin Laden, and is considered a leading authority on al Qaeda. Shepperd: Oil sector could suffer Shepperd said Iraq's neighbors would be drawn into the all-out civil war likely if U.S. forces left too quickly. Iran could move in to further strengthen its influence in southern Iraq; Turkey likely would move against the Kurds in the north; and Saudi Arabia would be inclined to take action to protect Sunnis in western Iraq, he said. The oil sector could also get hit hard, with Iran potentially mining the Persian Gulf and attempting to close the Straits of Hormuz, putting a stranglehold on oil flow, Shepperd says. "Oil prices would skyrocket," he said -- perhaps soaring from current prices of about $60 a barrel to more than $100 a barrel, with consequent rises at the gas pump. And that could bring further trouble, Shepperd added. "Saudi Arabia will not allow increasing Iranian dominance to endanger its regime and oil economy." On top of that, Iran could speed up its nuclear ambitions, causing a "daunting and depressing scenario" of a nuclear arms race in the Middle East with Saudi Arabia, Syria, Egypt and Turkey trying to get a nuclear bomb, Shepperd says. Observers such as Jon Alterman, director of the Middle East program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, say a wider Mideast conflict could be avoided. But Alterman also fears that an Iraq left without U.S. support could turn into a center for international terrorism and a proxy battlefield for regional powers like Iran, Syria and Saudi Arabia. "All the surrounding countries would think their interests are much better maintained not by directly sending troops but by continuing to send money and weapons to the people fighting that war," he said. "In my judgment, it would take decades for such an insurgency to quiet down." There are 120,000 Iraq soldiers now classified as trained by the U.S. military in Iraq, along with 135,000 police force members. But the head of the Iraqi ground forces, Gen. Ali Ghiran-Majeed, recently told CNN that some of his soldiers don't even get paid, and that on any given day one quarter of the force is on vacation. For U.S. troops on the ground, the idea of withdrawal is vexing. "I think it would cause a huge vacuum that the enemies of Iraq -- enemies of the government -- would take advantage of," said U.S. Brig. Gen. Dana Pittard, the commander of the Iraq Assistance Group. Staff Sgt. Matthew St. Pierre is one U.S. soldier who's come to the conclusion the United States cannot win the war, but he says he also fears the consequences of withdrawal. "We are the buffer right now and when we pull out, the people who support us are going to feel the wrath, and the people who are against us ... they're going to ultimately win. And I think that's unfortunate," he said. That is a prognosis that concerns many, though Shepperd sees a viable solution for Iraq, albeit one with a U.S. presence there for years to come. "Done properly we should be in Iraq for years, not in a combat [role], but an embedded advisory role," he said.
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Global nuclear war. 

Steinback, 2002

[John Steinbach, Center for Research on Globalization, March 3, 2002 (http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html)]

The Israeli nuclear arsenal has profound implications for the future of peace in the Middle East, and indeed, for the entire planet. It is clear from Israel Shahak that Israel has no interest in peace except that which is dictated on its own terms, and has absolutely no intention of negotiating in good faith to curtail its nuclear program or discuss seriously a nuclear-free MiddleEast,"Israel's insistence on the independent use of its nuclear weapons can be seen as the foundation on which Israeli grand strategy rests."(34) According to Seymour Hersh, "the size and sophistication of Israel's nuclear arsenal allows men such as Ariel Sharon to dream of redrawing the map of the Middle East aided by the implicit threat of nuclear force."(35) General Amnon Shahak-Lipkin, former Israeli Chief of Staff is quoted "It is never possible to talk to Iraq about no matter what; It is never possible to talk to Iran about no matter what. Certainly about writing in Haaretz said, "Whoever believes that Israel will ever sign the UN Convention prohibiting the proliferation of nuclear weapons... is day dreaming,"(37) and Munya Mardoch, Director of the Israeli Institute for the Development of Weaponry, said in 1994, "The moral and political meaning of nuclear weapons is that states which renounce their use are acquiescing to the status of Vassal states. All those states which feel satisfied with possessing conventional weapons alone are fated to become vassal states."(38) As Israeli society becomes more and more polarized, the influence of the radical right becomes stronger. According to Shahak, "The prospect of Gush Emunim, or some secular right-wing Israeli fanatics, or some some of the delerious Israeli Army generals, seizing control of Israeli nuclear weapons...cannot be precluded. ...while israeli jewish society undergoes a steady polarization, the Israeli  security system increasingly relies on the recruitment of cohorts from the ranks of the extreme right."(39) The Arab states, long aware of Israel's nuclear program, bitterly resent its coercive intent, and perceive its existence as the paramount threat to peace in the region, requiring their own weapons of mass destruction. During a future Middle Eastern war (a distinct possibility given the ascension of Ariel Sharon, an unindicted war criminal with a bloody record stretching from the massacre of Palestinian civilians at Quibya in 1953, to the massacre of Palestinian civilians at Sabra and Shatila in 1982 and beyond) the possible Israeli use of nuclear weapons should not be discounted. According to Shahak, "In Israeli terminology, the launching of missiles on to Israeli territory is regarded as 'nonconventional' regardless of whether they are equipped with explosives or poison gas."(40) (Which requires a "nonconventional" response, a perhaps unique exception being the Iraqi SCUD attacks during the Gulf War.) 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."  

Heg collapse guarantees nuclear wars around the globe. 

Kagan, 2007  

[Robert, Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “End of Dreams, Return of History” Policy Review, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html#n10]
This is a good thing, and it should continue to be a primary goal of American foreign policy to perpetuate this relatively benign international configuration of power. The unipolar order with the United States as the predominant power is unavoidably riddled with flaws and contradictions. It inspires fears and jealousies. The United States is not immune to error, like all other nations, and because of its size and importance in the international system those errors are magnified and take on greater significance than the errors of less powerful nations. Compared to the ideal Kantian international order, in which all the world's powers would be peace-loving equals, conducting themselves wisely, prudently, and in strict obeisance to international law, the unipolar system is both dangerous and unjust. Compared to any plausible alternative in the real world, however, it is relatively stable and less likely to produce a major war between great powers. It is also comparatively benevolent, from a liberal perspective, for it is more conducive to the principles of economic and political liberalism that Americans and many others value. American predominance does not stand in the way of progress toward a better world, therefore. It stands in the way of regression toward a more dangerous world. The choice is not between an American-dominated order and a world that looks like the European Union. The future international order will be shaped by those who have the power to shape it. The leaders of a post-American world will not meet in Brussels but in Beijing, Moscow, and Washington.   The return of great powers and great games If the world is marked by the persistence of unipolarity, it is nevertheless also being shaped by the reemergence of competitive national ambitions of the kind that have shaped human affairs from time immemorial. During the Cold War, this historical tendency of great powers to jostle with one another for status and influence as well as for wealth and power was largely suppressed by the two superpowers and their rigid bipolar order. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has not been powerful enough, and probably could never be powerful enough, to suppress by itself the normal ambitions of nations. This does not mean the world has returned to multipolarity, since none of the large powers is in range of competing with the superpower for global influence. Nevertheless, several large powers are now competing for regional predominance, both with the United States and with each other. National ambition drives China's foreign policy today, and although it is tempered by prudence and the desire to appear as unthreatening as possible to the rest of the world, the Chinese are powerfully motivated to return their nation to what they regard as its traditional position as the  preeminent power in East Asia. They do not share a European, postmodern view that power is passé; hence their now two-decades-long military buildup and modernization. Like the Americans, they believe power, including military power, is a good thing to have and that it is better to have more of it than less. Perhaps more significant is the Chinese perception, 

also shared by Americans, that status and honor, and not just wealth and security, are important for a nation. Japan, meanwhile, which in the past could have 

been counted as an aspiring postmodern power -- with its pacifist constitution and low defense spending -- now appears embarked on a more traditional national course. Partly this is in reaction to the rising power of China and concerns about North Korea's nuclear weapons. But it is also driven by Japan's own national ambition to be a leader in East Asia or at least not to play second fiddle or "little brother" to China. China and Japan are now in a competitive quest with each trying to augment its own status and power and to prevent the other 's rise to predominance, and this competition has a military and strategic as well as an economic and political component. Their competition is such that a nation like South Korea, with a long unhappy history as a pawn between the two powers, is once again worrying both about a "greater China" and about the return of Japanese nationalism. As Aaron Friedberg commented, the East Asian future looks more like Europe's past than its present. But it also looks like Asia's past. Russian foreign policy, too, looks more like something from the nineteenth century. It is being driven by a typical, and typically Russian, blend of national resentment and ambition. A postmodern Russia simply seeking integration into the new European order, the Russia of Andrei Kozyrev, would not be troubled by the eastward enlargement of the EU and NATO, would not insist on predominant influence over its "near abroad," and would not use its natural resources as means of gaining geopolitical leverage and enhancing Russia 's international status in an attempt to regain the lost glories of the Soviet empire and Peter the Great. But Russia, like China and Japan, is moved by more traditional great-power considerations, including the pursuit of those valuable if intangible national interests: honor and respect. Although Russian leaders complain about threats to their security from NATO and the United States, the Russian sense of insecurity has more to do with resentment and national identity than with plausible external military threats. 16 Russia's complaint today is not with this or that weapons system. It is the entire post-Cold War settlement of the 1990s that Russia resents and wants to revise. But that does not make insecurity less a factor in Russia 's relations with 
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the world; indeed, it makes finding compromise with the Russians all the more difficult. One could add others to this list of great powers with traditional rather than postmodern aspirations. India's regional ambitions are more muted, or are focused most intently on Pakistan,  but it is clearly engaged in competition with China for dominance in the Indian Ocean and sees itself, correctly, as an emerging great power on the world scene. In the Middle East there is Iran, which mingles religious fervor with a historical sense of superiority and leadership in its region. 17 Its nuclear program is as much about the desire for regional hegemony as about defending Iranian territory from attack by the United States. Even the European Union, in its way, expresses a pan-European national ambition to play a significant role in the world, and it has become the vehicle for channeling German, French, and British ambitions in what Europeans regard as a safe supranational direction. Europeans seek honor and respect, too, but of a postmodern variety. The honor they seek is to occupy the moral high ground in the world, to exercise moral authority, to wield political and economic influence as an antidote to militarism, to be the keeper of the global conscience, and to be recognized and admired by others for playing this role. Islam is not a nation, but many Muslims express a kind of religious nationalism, and the leaders of radical Islam, including al Qaeda, do seek to establish a theocratic nation or confederation of nations that would encompass a wide swath of the Middle East and beyond. Like national movements elsewhere, Islamists have a yearning for respect, including self-respect, and a desire for honor. Their national identity has been molded in defiance against stronger and often oppressive outside powers, and also by memories of ancient superiority over those same powers. China had its "century of humiliation." Islamists have more than a century of humiliation to look back on, a humiliation of which Israel has become the living symbol, which is partly why even Muslims who are neither radical nor fundamentalist proffer their sympathy and even their support to violent extremists who can turn the tables on the dominant liberal West, and particularly on a dominant America which implanted and still feeds the Israeli cancer in their midst. Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as "No. 1" and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying -- its regional as well as its global  predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes 

through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a 

multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic.  It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War I and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe's stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that 's not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world's great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China 's neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene -- even if it remained the world's most powerful nation -- could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially 

forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe -- if it adopted what some call a strategy of "offshore balancing" -- this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, "offshore" role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other 
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nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more "even-handed" policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel 's aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn't change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn 't changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to "normal" or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.
US retaliates to a terrorist attack, causes extinction. 

Corsi, 2005   

[Jerome, Ph.D. in Political Science from Harvard University, Expert in Antiwar movements and political violence, Atomic Iran, pg. 176-178]

The United States retaliates: 'End of the world' scenarios  The combination of horror and outrage that will surge upon the nation will demand that the president retaliate for the incomprehensible damage done by the attack. The problem will be that the president will not immediately know how to respond or against whom.The perpetrators will have been incinerated by the explosion that destroyed New York City. Unlike 9-11, there will have been no interval during the attack when those hijacked could make phone calls to loved ones telling them before they died that the hijackers were radical Islamic extremists.There will be no such phone calls when the attack will not have been anticipated until the instant the terrorists detonate their improvised nuclear device inside the truck parked on a curb at the Empire State Building. Nor will there be any possibility of finding any clues, which either were vaporized instantly or are now lying physically inaccessible under tons of radioactive rubble.Still, the president, members of Congress, the military, and the public at large will suspect another attack by our known enemy –Islamic terrorists. The first impulse will be to launch a nuclear strike on Mecca, to destroy the whole religion of Islam. Medina could possibly be added to the target list just to make the point with crystal clarity. Yet what would we gain? The moment Mecca and Medina were wiped off the map, the Islamic world – more than 1 billion human beings in countless different nations – would feel attacked. Nothing would emerge intact after a war between the United States and Islam. The apocalypse would be upon us.Then, too, we would face an immediate threat from our long-term enemy, the former Soviet Union. Many in the Kremlin would see this as an  opportunity to grasp the victory that had been snatched from them by Ronald Reagan when the Berlin Wall came down. A missile strike by the Russians on a score of American cities could possibly be pre-emptive. Would the U.S. strategic defense system be so in shock that immediate retaliation would not be possible? Hardliners in Moscow might argue that there was never a better opportunity to destroy America. In China, our newer Communist enemies might not care if we could retaliate. With a population already over 1.3 billion people and with their population not concentrated in a few major cities, the Chinese might calculate to initiate a nuclear blow on the United States. What if the United States retaliated with a nuclear counterattack upon China? The Chinese might be able to absorb the blow and recover. The North Koreans might calculate even more recklessly. Why not launch upon America the few missiles they have that could reach our soil? More confusion and chaos might only advance their position. If Russia, China, and the United States could be drawn into attacking one another, North Korea might emerge stronger just because it was overlooked while the great nations focus on attacking one another. So, too, our supposed allies in Europe might relish the immediate reduction in power suddenly inflicted upon America. Many of the great egos in Europe have never fully recovered from the disgrace of World War II, when in the last century the Americans a second time in just over two decades had been forced to come to their rescue. If the French did not start launching nuclear weapons themselves, they might be happy to fan the diplomatic fire beginning to burn under the Russians and the Chinese. Or the president might decide simply to launch a limited nuclear strike on Tehran itself. This might be the most rational option in the attempt to retaliate but still communicate restraint. The problem is that a strike on Tehran would add more nuclear devastation to the world calculation. Muslims around the world would still see the retaliation as an attack on Islam, especially when the United States had no positive proof that the destruction of New York City had been triggered by radical Islamic extremists with assistance from Iran. But for the president not to retaliate might be unacceptable to the American people. So weakened by the loss of New York, Americans would feel vulnerable in every city in the nation. "Who is going to be next?" would be the question on everyone's mind. For this there would be no effective answer. That the president might think politically at this instant seems almost petty, yet every president is by nature a politician. The political party in power at the time of the attack would be destroyed unless the president retaliated with a nuclear strike against somebody. The American people would feel a price had to be paid while the country was still capable of exacting revenge.

Impact Exts – Iraqi Instability (1/2)
Iraqs far from stable – withdrawal now guarantees escalatory violence and war. 

McFeathers, 6-16-2010

[Dale, Scripps News Service, “Leaving Iraq not as simple as it sounds,” http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2010/06/137_67724.html]
More than three months after the elections, Iraq still does not have a government and it may be weeks, even months, before it gets one. This could greatly complicate U.S. plans for withdrawal ― all combat troops out by Aug. 31, except for 50,000 to remain as trainers of the Iraqi security forces and to conduct counterterrorism operations as needed. Those remaining troops are to be gone by the end of 2011. But absent a government, the U.S. military might be Iraq's only guarantee against anarchy and a resumption of sectarian fighting. The problem is that the March 7 elections did not produce a clear winner, only a narrow plurality. The Iraqiya party of former Prime Minister Ayad Allawi won 91 seats in the 325-seat parliament. The State of Law party of incumbent Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki won 89 seats. Allawi believes he should be given time to build a majority coalition. The two major Kurdish parties, with 43 seats, say they would be amenable to joining that coalition contingent on written guarantees about such issues as the division of oil revenues. But Iran brokered a coalition of the two major Shiite parties. This new National Alliance has 159 seats, enough for al-Maliki and other Shiite leaders to claim the right to form the government. The question of whether a bloc created after the election can pre-empt the party with the most votes is before the Iraqi courts. The danger in all this is that the Sunnis, who largely backed Allawi, will once again be shut out of power and once again take to the streets, in the worst case just as the U.S. military is packing up to leave. In a column for the Washington Post, Allawi argued for the U.S. to remain ``actively engaged" in Iraq. ``While I have long supported the withdrawal of U.S. troops, Iraq cannot be allowed to revert to an unstable state of sectarian strife, dominated by regional influences," he wrote.


2010 is a make or break year for Iraq – maintaining troop presence key to stability

Ricks, 10 - senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security (2/23/2010, Thomas E., The New York Times, “Extending Our Stay in Iraq,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/24/opinion/24ricks.html)

 If so, President Obama may find himself later this year considering whether once again to break his campaign promises about ending the war, and to offer to keep tens of thousands of troops in Iraq for several more years. Surprisingly, that probably is the best course for him, and for Iraqi leaders, to pursue. Whether or not the elections bring the long-awaited political breakthrough that genuinely ends the fighting there, 2010 is likely to be a turning-point year in the war, akin to the summer of 2003 (when the United States realized that it faced an insurgency) and 2006 (when that insurgency morphed into a small but vicious civil war and American policy came to a dead end). For good or ill, this is likely the year we will begin to see the broad outlines of post-occupation Iraq. The early signs are not good, with the latest being the decision over the weekend of the leading Sunni party, the National Dialogue Front, to withdraw from the elections. The political situation is far less certain, and I think less stable, than most Americans believe. A retired Marine colonel I know, Gary Anderson, just returned from Iraq and predicts a civil war or military coup by September. Another friend, the journalist Nir Rosen, avers that Iraq is on a long-term peaceful course. Both men know Iraq well, having spent years working there. I have not seen such a wide discrepancy in expert views since late 2005. The period surrounding the surge of 2007 has been misremembered. It was not about simply sending 30,000 more troops to Iraq; it was about using force differently, moving the troops off big bases to work with Iraqi units and live among the people. Perhaps even more significantly, the surge signaled a change in American attitudes, with more humility about what could be done, more willingness to listen to Iraqis, and with quietly but sharply reduced ambitions. The Bush administration’s grandiose original vision of transforming Iraq into a beacon of democracy that would alter the Middle East and drain the swamps of terrorism was scuttled and replaced by the more realistic goal of getting American forces out and leaving behind a country that was somewhat stable and, with luck, perhaps democratic and respectful of human rights. As part of the shift, the American commander, Gen. David Petraeus, also effectively put the Sunni insurgency on the American payroll.
Impact Exts – Iraqi Instability (2/2)

Only continued presence ensures stability, prevents regional war. 
Ricks, 10 - senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security (2/23/2010, Thomas E., The New York Times, “Extending Our Stay in Iraq,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/24/opinion/24ricks.html)

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. 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. 

Impact Exts – Heg (1/2)
Withdrawal devastates hegemony and emboldens adversaries. 
Tunc, 2008

[Hakan, Professor of Political Science at Carleton University,“Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Fall, Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 657-669]

It is not surprising, then, that depicting the United States as weak and irresolute has become crucial evidence for those opposing Iraq withdrawal on reputational grounds. The argument’s proponents repeatedly point out that a quick withdrawal from Iraq would confirm bin Laden’s claim about U.S. irresolution. For President Bush, if the United States abandons Iraq, ‘‘the terrorists would be emboldened, and use their victory to gain new recruits.’’25 Vice President Cheney asserted that ‘‘absolutely the worst possible thing we could do at this point would be to validate and encourage the terrorists by doing exactly what they want us to do, which is to leave [Iraq].’’26 According to a former aide in the Bush White House, the claim that America is a ‘‘‘weak horse’ that runs when bloodied ‘will be right’ if the United States does not bring a decent outcome in Iraq.’’27 A widely-read conservative observer notes that ‘‘To drive the United States out of Iraq would be a huge victory for the terrorists, attracting both recruits and support from around the world.’’28 The forcefulness of the reputational argument also depends on how important a particular battlefield or theater of war is in the eyes of America’s adversaries. If adversaries believe a particular battlefield constitutes the major front in a larger conflict, then the reputational argument is strengthened. Conversely, if a military conflict is understood to be peripheral to a larger strategic conflict, then the reputation stakes are relatively low.
In this regard, the contrast between the Vietnam War and Iraq is again striking. Neither the United States, the Soviet Union nor China saw Vietnam, or Indochina for that matter, as the central front in the Cold War. For all three powers, Vietnam was considered peripheral to the larger conflict whose main front was in Europe. Neither the Soviet nor Chinese leadership suggested that Vietnam was pivotal in the Cold War. In fact, Moscow and Beijing from the late 1960s onward did not perceive any great advantage to themselves as a result of a humiliating U.S. defeat in Vietnam. Moreover, Washington wished to see a quick end to the conflict through a negotiated settlement.29 Even though Nixon and Kissinger believed that an honorable exit from Vietnam was important, they ‘‘shared the conviction that Vietnam was an irritant that needed to be removed by any means necessary.’’30At present, proponents of the reputational argument, in particular, Bush administration officials, argue that Iraq is the central front for the United States in the larger conflict with radical Islamists. This greatly raises the stakes for U.S. reputation.31 Given the centrality of Iraq, advocates of the reputational argument contend an American withdrawal would embolden jihadists to an extent even greater than previous U.S. departures, such as Beirut and Somalia. Jihadists will certainly liken an American withdrawal from Iraq under fire to the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan in 1988. Consequently, their determination to defeat the United States will harden. Once again, the jihadists’ rhetoric and actions provide sufficient evidence for the reputational argument proponents to claim that ‘‘Al Qaeda does not think Iraq is a distraction from their war against us. Al Qaeda believes Iraq is the central front – and it is.’’32 Indeed, both bin Laden and Zawahiri regard Iraq now as being the front line of the Islamic militant battle against the West. For instance, Osama bin Laden noted in 2006: ‘‘the war [in Iraq] is for you or for us to win. If we win it, it means your defeat and disgrace forever as the wind blows in this direction with God’s help.’’33 In another statement, bin Laden announced: ‘‘The whole world is watching this war and the two adversaries. It’s either victory and glory, or misery and humiliation.’’34 In his letter to Abu Musab al-Zarqawi in late 2005, bin Laden’s deputy Zawahiri also emphasized that Iraq had become ‘‘the place for the greatest battle of Islam in this era.’’35 The fact that Iraq had attracted thousands of jihadists from other Muslim countries attests to the importance of Iraq as the central front in the global war on terror.36

Impact Exts – Heg (2/2)

The plan causes extremist propaganda to go wild – taken as a global signal of deteriorating US resolve. 
Tunc, 2008

[Hakan, Professor of Political Science at Carleton University,“Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Fall, Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 657-669]

Based on statements of Al Qaeda leaders and other jihadists, the opponents of a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq today can forcefully argue that there is a need to maintain a substantial level of troops in Iraq to deny radical Islam militants confirmatory evidence about American irresolution. This does not mean that the reputational argument is necessarily correct. Ultimately, the extent to which perceptions about U.S. irresolution motivate jihadists cannot be verified. Then again, the jihadist rhetoric about the ‘‘paperness’’ of U.S. power and Iraq’s centrality makes it extremely difficult to discredit the argument. Given the unprecedented nature of evidential support for the argument as well as American policy makers’ preoccupation with reputation, any future administration will find it difficult to extricate the United States from Iraq without some semblance of victory that would minimize reputational costs. Two policy implications follow from this conclusion: First, the United States is likely to maintain significant troop levels in Iraq until the jihadists are clearly defeated and their organization is fully dismantled. The surge has succeeded in putting Al Qaeda in Iraq in disarray and resulted in the organization’s ‘‘near strategic defeat,’’ according to The Washington Post. That being said, AQI is still capable of conducting attacks against Iraqi and American forces. As a result, while the number of U.S. combat troops will inevitably decline either due to pressure from the Iraqi government and/or to the inclination of the next U.S. administration, the role of the U.S. military fighting Al Qaeda will not cease in the coming years. Second, reputational concerns are likely to affect the way in which U.S. forces will be drawn down from Iraq.48 Certainly, the pace and scope of drawdown will depend on developments in the military and political fronts in Iraq. In case it becomes clear in the short term that Al Qaeda affiliates in Iraq are defeated resolutely and the insurgency is debilitated, one should expect a somewhat accelerated drawdown of U.S. forces.49 In the meantime, one should also expect that that such a drawdown will be incremental and spread over a long period, at least partly to avoid the appearance of a quick retreat.

Impact Exts – Middle East 
Iraq withdrawal causes escalatory Middle East instability. 

Carpenter 10 – VP for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute and the author of a book and more than 400 articles (6/11, Ted Galen, “Iraq Is Defenseless”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11890)

It's obvious to everyone that post-Saddam Iraq has an array of internal weaknesses. Hatred between Sunnis and Shiites exploded into near civil war in 2006 — 2007, and animosity between those religious factions continues to roil. Relations between Arabs (both Sunnis and Shiites) and Kurds are also tense and could easily lead to armed conflict, especially over the political status of the oil-rich city of Kirkuk. Iraq's political system borders on the dysfunctional, as evidenced by the continuing inability to form a new government months after national elections.  What is less obvious but could prove extremely troubling for the United States is Iraq's extraordinarily weak position in its region. Iraq is incapable of defending itself from the depredations of several more powerful neighbors. Worse, there is no sign that this situation will improve in the foreseeable future.  Several incidents underscore Baghdad's nearly helpless posture. In 2008, Turkey's anger boiled over regarding the ability of the domestic Kurdish insurgent group PKK to use sanctuaries in Iraqi Kurdistan to launch attacks into southeastern Turkey. Ankara then conducted a military offensive to disrupt those enclaves. There was little that either Baghdad or the Kurdish regional government could do in response to that contemptuous violation of Iraq's sovereignty.  he reality is that Iraq is a weak player surrounded by neighbors who do not especially wish it well. Apparently taking a page from Ankara's playbook, Iran launched punitive assaults in May and June of this year against another Kurdish group that is waging an insurgency against the Tehran regime. Not only have Iranian forces entered Iraqi territory and killed rebel fighters there, but Iran has now reportedly established a fort on Iraq's side of the border. That step suggests that those troops plan to stay a while. As in the case of Turkey's earlier incursion, Baghdad could do little except issue a mewling diplomatic protest.  Iraq has trouble with other neighbors as well. Iraqi and U.S. leaders have complained for years that Syria ignores the passage of al-Qaeda's foreign fighters through its territory on their way to Iraq. There are suspicions that Damascus not only ignores such activity, but assists it. Shiite officials in Iraq have also accused Saudi Arabia of funding and otherwise aiding Sunni factions that are hostile to the Iraqi government.  The reality is that Iraq is a weak player surrounded by neighbors who do not especially wish it well. Quantitative measures alone underscore the extent of the power disparity. According to the latest edition of the International Institute of Strategic Studies' Military Balance, there are 578,269 personnel in Iraq's security forces. But more than 366,000 are Ministry of Interior personnel, trained and equipped to deal with internal-security problems, not foreign military threats. Iraq's bona fide military consists of a fledgling army of 187,000, a navy of 2,000 and an air force of 3,000.  By contrast, Iran deploys nearly 350,000 active-duty army troops, 125,000 naval personnel, and 18,000 air force personnel. They are backed by 125,000 troops in the elite Revolutionary Guard Corps and 350,000 reservists who could be called up on short notice. Turkey fields some 511,000 active-duty forces, including a 402,000-strong army. Those fighters are backed by nearly 379,000 trained reserves. Syria and even Saudi Arabia are also able to deploy more numerous and substantially stronger military forces than Iraq.

 A fight between Iraq and any of its neighbors would not be even remotely an equal contest. None of those countries is likely to launch a blatant, full-scale war — although what Iran might do in response to a U.S. attack on its nuclear facilities remains a disturbing uncertainty. The greater danger is that those neighbors will continue to erode Iraq's territorial integrity and prestige, and will seek to manipulate internal Iraqi rivalries for their own advantage. And whoever heads the Baghdad government will have to tread very carefully to avoid antagonizing any of those prickly states.  None of this should come as a surprise to U.S. policy makers. Iraq was once a serious political and military player in the region. It was also, specifically, the principal strategic counterweight to the ambitions of revolutionary Iran. But that ceased to be the case even before Washington finally decided to overthrow Saddam Hussein's regime. Indeed, the damage to Iraq that U.S. forces inflicted during the first Gulf War rendered Baghdad largely ineffectual as a regional factor.  U.S. policy has created a massive power vacuum where a serious regional geostrategic player used to be. It is predictable that other regional actors will seek to fill that power vacuum; indeed, that have already been taking steps to do so.  Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, is the author of more than 400 articles and eight books on international affairs. His latest book is Smart Power: Toward a Prudent Foreign Policy for America (2008). He is also a contributing editor to The National Interest.  More by Ted Galen Carpenter Predictably, there are calls, both in Iraq and at home, to have the United States stay on past the 2011 troop withdrawal date to play the role of regional stabilizer. Otherwise, advocates warn, there will be a dangerous rivalry for power involving, at a minimum, Iran, Saudi Arabia and Turkey.  That danger is all too real. But U.S. leaders need to consider the costs of keeping American military forces deployed in Iraq and providing a security shield for that country. Such a mission would be expensive. It could also prove quite dangerous. What exactly would the United States do, for example, if NATO ally Turkey decides that it can no longer tolerate the existence of a de facto independent Iraqi Kurdistan, and moves to occupy that region militarily? What would Washington's response be if Tehran attempts to expand its already considerable influence in Shiite-led Iraq. Or if Saudi Arabia continues to aid anti-government Sunni forces?

Impact Exts – Iran 
The plan causes Iranian aggression in Iran. 
al-Ali, 9 – BBC Baghdad (5/1/10, Nasir, British Broadcasting Company, “Iraqi deputies welcome US pullout decision but warn Iran might fill vacuum” L/N)
London: While most Iraqi parliamentary blocs welcomed US President Barack Obama's statements about withdrawal from Iraq and said this shows that the US administration is serious about implementing the security agreement, ending the military presence in Iraq, and letting it govern itself, some blocs expressed their fears that the vacuum which the US forces will leave behind in Iraq might revive Iran's ambitions in Iraq and interference in its internal affairs by exploiting its influence there. This is in addition to internal problems which they said the US administration needs to resolve before the pullout from Iraq, especially the oil issue and sharing it; Kirkuk; and other problems. [Passage omitted citing statements by Iraqi Vice-President Al-Hashimi, Iraqi government and Interior Ministry official] But Iraqi deputies warned against an early US withdrawal. Deputy Usamah al-Nujayfi from the Iraqi List said the US forces' withdrawal would create a vacuum and told Al-Sharq al-Awsat: "The US forces will leave a vacuum in Iraq if they withdraw and this vacuum will be filled by the Iraqis if they can achieve national reconciliation and build the state of institutions and a professional army loyal to the homeland and capable of filling the Americans' vacuum and achieving security. But if the Iraqis are unable to reach real reconciliation and deal with the pending issues in the constitution, the displaced, Kirkuk, and the sectarian and racial groupings, then I believe that it will be Iran which will fill the vacuum and Iraq will become easy prey for international ambitions and violations."
Impact Exts – Middle East, Terrorism, Heg
Withdrawal bolsters global terrorism. 

Byman, 5 - Assistant Professor in the Security Studies Program of Georgetown University’s School of Foreign Service and non-resident Senior Fellow at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution. (2/17/05, Brookings Institution, Daniel, “Five Bad Options for Iraq,” http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2005/0322iraq_byman/20050322.pdf)

Pulling out of Iraq, however, could be even more disastrous than staying put. Foreign jihadists would justly tout a pullout as a victory, arguing that the United States left under fire. Iraq would become a place where radicals come to meet, train, fight and forge bonds that last when they leave Iraq for the West or for other countries in the region. The jihadist presence in Iraq may be limited to a few thousand fighters, but they would exert disproportionate influence in the absence of any Five Bad Options for Iraq 2 counterweight. Entire regions of Iraq, particularly Sunni areas like al-Anbar province, might be under their sway. From this base, jihadists could organise and train to strike at US or allied facilities around the world, including in the US homeland. They would be particularly likely to reach out and strike Saudi Arabia given the long, lightly patrolled border between the two countries and the jihadists’ high interest in destabilising the Al Saud regime. Such a development might lead the United States to again have to invade Iraq as it did Afghanistan to extirpate the jihadist base. Here is where the Vietnam parallel breaks down. From Iraq, jihadists would continue their worldwide struggle against the United States and US allies in the region: the equivalent of the Viet Cong deciding to strike California and Australia after they had won Saigon. Saudi Arabia in particular would be vulnerable, given the jihadist-linked unrest in that country and its long and open border with Iraq. Moreover, in contrast to Vietnam, Iraq is a resource-rich country in a critical region. Because there are, for now, few competent Iraqi forces to fill the security vacuum that would be left by departing US forces, strife would grow tremendously and Iraq could easily collapse into civil war. Iraqi forces trained by the United States would find themselves outgunned. Security service members would be even less capable than they are today of protecting their families from retaliation, making them reluctant to confront insurgents or criminals. Cooperation with government opponents or wholesale defection would be likely. Iraq’s Shi’a population, which so far has not attacked other communities, might resort to communal war if left without any government to protect it. Violence in ethnically mixed areas such as Kirkuk would be particularly likely. The Kurds, who have the most organised indigenous military force in Iraq, would probably push for even greater autonomy or even independence. In response, Turkey might intervene. The hopes for democracy, and possibly even for a unified Iraqi state, would dim in the absence of the security provided by the United States. The elected government would have no muscle to back up its decrees. Fearful Iraqis would naturally turn even more to warlords to protect them from crime and from rival groups. Groups could not trust each other to adhere to long-term bargains. Kurds, for example, might fear that a new government in Iraq might go back on promises of a high level of autonomy once it consolidated power, leading them to reject any compromise. If the US withdrew, Iran would be free to exploit its already strong influence. It would be an overstatement to say that Iraq would become an Iranian proxy: Iran is neither loved nor admired by most nationalist Iraqis, including most Shi’as. Nevertheless, Iranian influence would be tremendous, as Tehran’s resources and agents would be able to undermine leaders hostile to Iran and bolster those who favour Iran’s interests in a chaotic political environment. One of the few organised forces left in Iraq would be the military forces and security services that the United States has laboured to put together. They would probably be incapable of rooting out insurgents; however, the civilian leadership would be a far easier target and Iraq would thus be vulnerable to returning to the coup-prone years of the 1960s, risking return to a Saddam-style dictatorship. If the United States washed its hands of Iraq, the security services could be at a dangerous middle ground: too weak to impose security, but still stronger than many local rivals. With Iraq in disarray, military leaders would be tempted to intervene and would face little opposition. Much of the population might even welcome them if they offered hope for a respite from crime and strife. US credibility would also suffer, particularly with the jihadists but also with the world in general. Jihadists would correctly tout this as a great victory, comparable to or even greater than the successful ousting of the Soviets from Afghanistan. Already, Bin Laden has taunted the United States, declaring that it is ‘embroiled in the swamps of Iraq’. Bin Laden’s success would ‘prove’ that the United States would withdraw if it faces considerable resistance, encouraging jihadists to foment unrest against other governments they oppose and against US intervention elsewhere, such as Afghanistan and the Balkans. US prestige also would suffer a devastating blow outside of jihadist circles. Given the lack of weapons of mass destruction or evidence of the Ba’ath regime’s ties to al-Qaeda, the remaining shreds of legitimacy of the internationally unpopular war with Iraq hinge upon ensuring good government there. Allowing Iraq to collapse into strife or tyranny would make future US efforts to intervene far less convincing. World opinion would shift from its current criticism of the US occupation to criticising the United States for leaving a mess behind.

Impact Exts – Terrorism 
Withdrawal causes attacks on the US – only engagement maintains stability. 
Byman, 5 - Assistant Professor in the Security Studies Program of Georgetown University’s School of Foreign Service and non-resident Senior Fellow at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution. (2/17/05, Brookings Institution, Daniel, “Five Bad Options for Iraq,” http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2005/0322iraq_byman/20050322.pdf)

A premature withdrawal, however, would be calamitous. Iraq could become a base for jihadists, sending operatives to attack the United States and its allies worldwide. Moreover, withdrawing precipitously from Iraq would increase civil strife and bolster Iran’s regional influence. But slugging it out doesn’t mean slogging it out, as the United States and its allies have done since May 2003. Unfortunately, the discussion of Iraq still revolves around the validity of the initial decision to go to war and criticisms of post-war planning. What little debate that exists about the future is usually limited to ‘staying the course’ versus ‘get out now’, with no sense of the full range of possibilities. The relative success of the 30 January 2005 elections offers the United States an opportunity to reassess its approach to Iraq without seeming to do so under fire. There are, essentially, five options: first, staying the course with the same political approach and level of forces; second, dramatically expanding the US and allied presence; third, a smaller expansion, but with a much greater shift toward counterinsurgency operations; fourth, a drawing down to a far smaller force that would have a more limited mission; and fifth, a complete withdrawal. Thoroughly assessing each option requires examining its impact on Iraqi stability, the prospects for democracy in Iraq, foreign jihadists and the overall war on terrorism, regional stability, US military sustainability, and the costs in lives and dollars.
2NC Slayer – Kurdish Autonomy Loss

D-Rule. 

Stratfor, ‘9 – Stratfor Global Intelligence (3/23/2009, Stratfor Global intelligence, “Turkey: Keeping Iraq's Kurds in Check,” Free Article - No URL) 

Turkish President Abdullah Gul traveled to Iraq on March 23. Though both sides are emphasizing a new era of Turkish-Kurdish cooperation, a number of core issues are simmering beneath the surface. The Iraqi Kurds are in a race against time to hold onto whatever autonomy they have achieved since the fall of Saddam Hussein, while the Turks are carefully waiting in their ongoing efforts to keep Kurdish ambitions in check. Analysis Turkish President Abdullah Gul became the first Turkish head of state in 33 years to visit Iraq on March 23. During his stay, Gul will meet with Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki, Iraqi President and Kurdish leader Jalal Talabani, and Kurdistan Regional Government (KRG) President Massoud Barzani. The items up for discussion will include Turkish facilitation of the U.S. withdrawal from Iraq, Iraqi Kurdish efforts to crack down on rebels from the Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK), Iraq’s still-pending hydrocarbons law and the status of the oil-rich city of Kirkuk. The Iraqi Kurds have reason to be worried now that the United States is initiating its exit strategy from Iraq. Without a large U.S. military presence in Iraq, the Kurds will lose their insurance policy against Turkish, Iranian, Syrian and Iraqi Arab designs to contain Kurdish autonomy.
***JAPAN***

1NC – Asia Instability, Prolif (1/2)
Military presence vital to East Asian stability – withdrawal causes escalating wars and Japanese prolif. 
Wortzel 2k- Director of the Asian Studies Center at the Heritage Foundation

(8/10/00, “US forces remain critical to Northeast Asian security” pg online @ lexisnexis//au)

WASHINGTON - There has been a sea change in the political landscape in Northeast Asia, particularly on the Korean Peninsula. In South Korea, the success of multiparty democracy is changing how the United States interacts with its ally. President Kim Dae Jung must deal with voters who increasingly question the size and duration of the U.S. military presence. The summit between North and South Korea in June increased the calls across the peninsula for the withdrawal of U.S. troops. Meanwhile, popular support for the U.S. presence in Japan is falling. But removing America's military presence from either ally would significantly alter Asia's security landscape, with potentially serious consequences. Regrettably, in the midst of this heightened focus on the U.S. military presence, the Clinton administration has failed to meet this challenge; specifically, it has not worked with America's allies to maintain the effective security architecture that has long protected this volatile and important region. The U.S. should now work closely with political leaders in both Korea and Japan to define a public strategy that explains to the voters of these countries why a U.S. presence is still desirable and necessary. America's primary security interests in the region concern stability in Northeast Asia, an area plagued by war for most of the past century. Since the end of World War II, the U.S. presence in this region has provided the glue for a security arrangement that offered protection to its allies and reassurances that helped avert an arms race by historical enemies or rivals. At the same time, because the U.S. acts as an honest broker with no territorial designs for hegemony, its military presence is perceived as a benign counterbalance to the mistrust that followed recent war experiences in the region. Washington's bilateral relationships with Japan and South Korea ensure that its military, political and economic interests are protected. The extended nuclear deterrence the U.S. offers to its ally and the presence of U.S. forces in Japan permit it to maintain its Peace Constitution, to eschew the development of an offensive military force and to feel secure in a nuclear age without an arsenal of nuclear weapons. For South Korea, the presence of U.S. combat forces and equipment created the conditions that have permitted its democracy and market economy to flourish. However, the balance of official and public opinion in Northeast Asia is shifting, as the recent summit between North and South Korea demonstrates. The willingness of the U.S. to reward Pyongyang for small steps with economic incentives demonstrates that shift as well. If there are marked changes in behavior and policy in North Korea, not just rhetoric and promises, public pressure in South Korea and Japan to change the nature of the U.S. military presence in the region would naturally increase. Officials in Washington, Seoul and Tokyo should seriously consider the future when responding to these calls. In Europe, because of mutual insecurity (and mistrust) and a desire to avoid an arms race, NATO members welcomed the continued U.S. presence after the fall of the Soviet Union and the reunification of Germany. For the same reasons, it makes good sense to continue to keep a forward-based U.S. presence in Northeast Asia. Should the U.S. isolate itself and withdraw militarily from Asia, or be asked to withdraw by its allies, the consequences - both for the stability of the region and for U.S. national security interests - would be disastrous. A robust U.S. military presence in Asia creates the conditions for economic and strategic stability. If the populations of Japan or South Korea convince their elected governments that the U.S. should be asked to leave, U.S. troops will go - as they did in Thailand and the Philippines. There are consequences that may be unforeseen, however; remember that a few years after the U.S. was asked to withdraw from Thailand, several tens of thousands of Vietnamese troops were poised on the Thai border in Cambodia. And not long after the U.S. withdrew its forces from the Philippines, China seized Mischief Reef and established an outpost there. The absence of the U.S. in this region would create a major void in the strategic architecture of the Asia-Pacific that would lead to a serious arms race (among China, Korea, Japan and the Southeast Asian nations), competition for control of the Korean Peninsula, and competition for control of sea and air lanes of communication in the Western Pacific, and perhaps even fuel a nuclear weapons race. After all, if U.S. air, sea and land forces are no longer present in South Korea and Japan, extended deterrence and the assurance of security disappear as well.

Causes nuclear World War 3. 

Knight Ridder in ‘00

[Jonathon S. Landay, “Top administration officials warn stakes for U.S. are high in Asian conflicts”, 3-11, L/N]

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."
1NC – Asia Instability, Prolif (2/2)

Japan prolif causes a chain reaction in Asia and collapses the NPT. 

Halloran, 2009

[Richard, Military correspondent for The New York Times for ten years, 5-24, “The Dangers of a Nuclear Japan,” Real Clear Politics, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/05/24/nuclear_japan_96638.html]

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. The main reason Japan has not acquired nuclear arms so far has been a lack of political will. After the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945, the Japanese experienced a deep-seated nuclear allergy. That and the threat from the Soviet Union during the Cold War kept Japan huddled under the US nuclear umbrella. 

Nuclear war. 

Cimbala, 2008  

[Stephen, Distinguished Prof. Pol. Sci. – Penn. State Brandywine, Comparative Strategy, “Anticipatory Attacks: Nuclear Crisis Stability in Future Asia”, 27, InformaWorld]

If the possibility existed of a mistaken preemption during and immediately after the Cold War, between the experienced nuclear forces and command systems of America and Russia, then it may be a matter of even more concern with regard to states with newer and more opaque forces and command systems. In addition, the Americans and Soviets (and then Russians) had a great deal of experience getting to know one another’s military operational proclivities and doctrinal idiosyncrasies, including those that might influence the decision for or against war. Another consideration, relative to nuclear stability in the present century, is that the Americans and their NATO allies shared with the Soviets and Russians a commonality of culture and historical experience. Future threats to American or Russian security from weapons of mass destruction may be presented by states or nonstate actors motivated by cultural and social predispositions not easily understood by those in the West nor subject to favorable manipulation during a crisis. The spread of nuclear weapons in Asia presents a complicated mosaic of possibilities in this regard. States with nuclear forces of variable force structure, operational experience, and command-control systems will be thrown into a matrix of complex political, social, and cultural crosscurrents contributory to the possibility of war. In addition to the existing nuclear powers in Asia, others may seek nuclear weapons if they feel threatened by regional rivals or hostile alliances. Containment of nuclear proliferation in Asia is a desirable political objective for all of the obvious reasons. Nevertheless, the present century is unlikely to see the nuclear hesitancy or risk aversion that marked the Cold War, in part, because the military and political discipline imposed by the Cold War superpowers no longer exists, but also because states in Asia have new aspirations for regional or global respect.12 The spread of ballistic missiles and other nuclear-capable delivery systems in Asia, or in the Middle East with reach into Asia, is especially dangerous because plausible adversaries live close together and are already engaged in ongoing disputes about territory or other issues.13 The Cold War Americans and Soviets required missiles and airborne delivery systems of intercontinental range to strike at one another’s vitals. But short-range ballistic missiles or fighter-bombers suffice for India and Pakistan to launch attacks at one another with potentially “strategic” effects. China shares borders with Russia, North Korea, India, and Pakistan; Russia, with China and NorthKorea; India, with Pakistan and China; Pakistan, with India and China; and so on. The short flight times of ballistic missiles between the cities or military forces of contiguous states means that very little time will be available for warning and attack assessment by the defender. Conventionally armed missiles could easily be mistaken for a tactical nuclear first use. Fighter-bombers appearing over the horizon could just as easily be carrying nuclear weapons as conventional ordnance. In addition to the challenges posed by shorter flight times and uncertain weapons loads, potential victims of nuclear attack in Asia may also have first strike–vulnerable forces and command-control systems that increase decision pressures for rapid, and possibly mistaken, retaliation. This potpourri of possibilities challenges conventional wisdom about nuclear deterrence and proliferation on the part of policymakers and academic theorists. For policymakers in the United States and NATO, spreading nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction in Asia could profoundly shift the geopolitics of mass destruction from a European center of gravity (in the twentieth century) to an Asian and/or Middle Eastern center of gravity (in the present century).14 This would profoundly shake up prognostications to the effect that wars of mass destruction are now passe, on account of the emergence of the “Revolution in Military Affairs” and its encouragement of information-based warfare.15 Together with this, there has emerged the argument that large-scale war between states or coalitions of states, as opposed to varieties of unconventional warfare and failed states, are exceptional and potentially obsolete.16 The spread of WMD and ballistic missiles in Asia could overturn these expectations for the obsolescence or marginalization of major interstate warfare.

1NC – China, North Korea (1/2)
Overall US commitment to Japan remains strong – stationed to deter Korean and Taiwanese conflict. 

Talmadge 6/22 (AP News, “US-Japan security pact turns 50, faces new strains.” http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5islkPj_84APsquFWNdqr2kuTwDQwD9GG68080) 
"Keeping our alliance with the United States contributes to peace in the region," Kan said in a televised question-and-answer session with other party leaders. "Stability helps the U.S.-Japan relationship, and that between China and Japan and, in turn, China and the United States." 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." But while the alliance is one of the strongest Washington has anywhere in the world, it has come under intense pressure lately over a plan to make sweeping reforms that would pull back roughly 8,600 Marines from Okinawa to the U.S. Pacific territory of Guam. The move was conceived in response to opposition on Okinawa to the large U.S. military presence there — more than half of the U.S. troops in Japan are on Okinawa, which was one of the bloodiest battlefields of World War II. Though welcomed by many at first, the relocation plan has led to renewed Okinawan protests over the U.S. insistence it cannot be carried out unless a new base is built on Okinawa to replace one that has been set for closing for more than a decade. A widening rift between Washington and Tokyo over the future of the Futenma Marine Corps Air Station was a major factor in the resignation of Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama earlier this month. It could well plague Kan as well. Kan has vowed to build a replacement facility on Okinawa, as the U.S. demanded, but details are undecided. Implementing the agreement would need the support of the local governor, who has expressed opposition to it. 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.

Maintaining forward basing is vital – the aff destroys deterrence. 

Bush 10- Director at the Center for Northeast Asian Policy Studies

(Richard, “Okinawa and Security in East Asia”, March 10, 2010, pg online @ [http://www.brookings.edu/speeches/2010/0310_japan_politics_bush.aspx?rssid=japan&utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+BrookingsRSS%2Ftopics%2Fjapan+%28Brookings%3A+Topics+-+Japan%29&utm_content=Google+Reader]//au)
Of course, our two countries and China are not the only ones concerned with the alliance. South Korea has important stakes involved in the presence of U.S. forces in the Western Pacific. In the event of a conventional attack by North Korea, South Korea has a very strong military, but it also depends on the ability of the United States to move forces quickly to the Korean peninsula. It depends on those U.S. forces, including Marines, to dissuade and deter North Korea from even considering an attack. South Korea is comfortable with the relocation of 8,000 marines to Guam, in part because there are already other U.S. troops on the peninsula and in Japan, and also because moving Marines from Guam by air doesn’t take long. However, South Korea would likely be concerned by signs that the U.S.-Japan alliance was slowly dissolving. If U.S. troops were to be removed from, first, Okinawa and, then, the home islands, it would likely weaken deterrence. Taiwan also has concerns. The Marines on Okinawa, plus the U.S. air force, serve to strengthen deterrence in the event of aggression by China against Taiwan. China will be less likely to mount an attack because the U.S. has both ground troops and an air base on Okinawa. If China attacked U.S. installations on Okinawa, that almost ensures a serious conflict. The bases act as a tripwire.
1NC – China, North Korea (2/2)

China-Taiwan causes extinction. 

The Strait Times, 2000 

[“No one gains in war over Taiwan”, June 25, Lexis]   

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

Extinction. 

Africa News, 1999 

[“Third world war: Watch the Koreas,” 10-25, Lexis]

If there is one place today where the much-dreaded Third World War could easily erupt and probably reduce earth to a huge smouldering cinder it is the Korean Peninsula in Far East Asia. Ever since the end of the savage three-year Korean war in the early 1950s, military tension between the hardline communist north and the American backed South Korea has remained dangerously high. In fact the Koreas are technically still at war. A foreign visitor to either Pyongyong in the North or Seoul in South Korea will quickly notice that the divided country is always on maximum alert for any eventuality. North Korea or the Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK) has never forgiven the US for coming to the aid of South Korea during the Korean war. She still regards the US as an occupation force in South Korea and wholly to blame for the non-reunification of the country. North Korean media constantly churns out a tirade of attacks on "imperialist" America and its "running dog" South Korea. The DPRK is one of the most secretive countries in the world where a visitor is given the impression that the people's hatred for the US is absolute while the love for their government is total. Whether this is really so, it is extremely difficult to conclude. In the DPRK, a visitor is never given a chance to speak to ordinary Koreans about the politics of their country. No visitor moves around alone without government escort. The American government argues that its presence in South Korea was because of the constant danger of an invasion from the north. America has vast economic interests in South Korea. She points out that the north has dug numerous tunnels along the demilitarised zone as part of the invasion plans. She also accuses the north of violating South Korean territorial waters. Early this year, a small North Korean submarine was caught in South Korean waters after getting entangled in fishing nets. Both the Americans and South Koreans claim the submarine was on a military spying mission. However, the intension of the alleged intrusion will probably never be known because the craft's crew were all found with fatal gunshot wounds to their heads in what has been described as suicide pact to hide the truth of the mission. The US mistrust of the north's intentions is so deep that it is no secret that today Washington has the largest concentration of soldiers and weaponry of all descriptions in south Korea than anywhere else in the World, apart from America itself. Some of the armada that was deployed in the recent bombing of Iraq and in Operation Desert Storm against the same country following its invasion of Kuwait was from the fleet permanently stationed on the Korean Peninsula. It is true too that at the moment the North/South Korean border is the most fortified in the world. The border line is littered with anti-tank and anti-personnel landmines, surface-to-surface and surfaceto- air missiles and is constantly patrolled by warplanes from both sides. It is common knowledge that America also keeps an eye on any military movement or build-up in the north through spy satellites. The DPRK is said to have an estimated one million soldiers and a huge arsenal of various weapons. Although the DPRK regards herself as a developing country, she can however be classified as a super-power in terms of military might. The DPRK is capable of producing medium and long-range missiles. Last year, for example, she test-fired a medium range missile over Japan, an action that greatly shook and alarmed the US, Japan and South Korea. The DPRK says the projectile was a satellite. There have also been fears that she was planning to test another ballistic missile capable of reaching North America. Naturally, the world is anxious that military tension on the Korean Peninsula must be defused to avoid an apocalypse on earth. It is therefore significant that the American government announced a few days ago that it was moving towards normalising relations with North Korea.
1NC – Heg (1/2)

Withdrawal collapses heg and regional influence – causes escalating instability. 

Auslin, 10 – scholar at AEI (Michael, 4/2, American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, “Three Strikes against U.S. Global Presence.” http://www.aei.org/article/101869) 
The first strike comes from Asia. For the past six months, the new government of Japan has sought to revise a 2006 agreement to relocate a Marine Corps Air Station from one part of Okinawa to a less populated area.
The upshot of these three trends will likely be a series of decisions to slowly, but irrevocably reduce America's overseas global military presence and limit our capacity to uphold peace and intervene around the globe.
Though the agreement was reached only after a decade of intense negotiations and with Democratic and Republican Administrations alike, Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's government has instead suggested numerous alternative sites for the base, most of which were rejected during the previous negotiations and none of which would allow the same type of training and operations necessary for the Marine Corps' air wing.

Now, American officials are privately wondering whether the ruling Democratic Party of Japan wants to allow the US the same level of access to bases in Japan, without which America would be incapable of providing regional security guarantees and serving as a force for stability in Asia amidst the growth of China's military capacity and North Korea's continuing nuclear developments. Indeed, the former head of the Democratic Party of Japan has publicly mused whether the US 7th Fleet is sufficient for alliance purposes, thus raising the specter of the withdrawal of US Marines and Air Force from Japan. On the other side of the globe, a special House of Commons foreign affairs committee this week has concluded that Great Britain must learn to say no to Washington and exercise more independence, or risk further harm to the UK's image abroad. Most worrying, the committee recommends a "comprehensive review" of current arrangements for the U.S. use of British military facilities at home and abroad, singling out such strategically crucial bases as Diego Garcia. Reacting to reports of the CIA's use of such bases for rendition purposes in the war on terror, the committee is calling on the government to drop the term "special relationship" to describe the US-UK bond and to more realistically recognize the "ever-evolving" nature of the relationship, which observers can safely interpret as putting greater distance between Whitehall and the White House. The final strike in this geopolitical puzzle comes from Washington, D.C., where both Republican- and Democratic-run governments have blown up America's budget to unsustainable levels, all but ensuring that US defense budgets will decline in coming years. The $1 trillion health care take over by the Obama administration is but the latest assault on America's financial integrity; combined with other multi-trillion dollar fiscal waste, such profligacy is already resulting in defense budget cuts and the cancellation of some of America's most sophisticated weapons systems, including the F-22 fighter. As America's debt-to-GDP ratio reaches 90% in just ten years, now projected by the Congressional Budget Office, economic growth will slow down further and the military budget will all but certainly be further slashed in order to provide entitlements that Americans cannot live without. The upshot of these three trends will likely be a series of decisions to slowly, but irrevocably reduce America's overseas global military presence and limit our capacity to uphold peace and intervene around the globe. And, as we hollow out our capabilities, China will be fielding ever more accurate anti-ship ballistic missiles, advanced fighter aircraft, and stealthy submarines; Russia will continue to expand its influence over its "near abroad" while modernizing its nuclear arsenal; and Iran will develop nuclear weapons, leading to an arms race or preemptive attacks in the Middle East. Under such conditions, global trade flows will be stressed, the free flow of capital will be constrained, and foreign governments will expand their regulatory and confiscatory powers against their domestic economies in order to fund their own military expansions. For the past six decades, global stability was assured in large part by an expensive US commitment to maintain credible forces abroad, forge tight alliances with key strategic countries, and devote a significant, though not onerous, part of national treasure to sustaining a military second to none. Rarely in history has a country shouldered such burdens for so long, but the succeeding decades of growth and avoidance of systemic war proved the wisdom of the course.
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Heg collapse guarantees nuclear wars around the globe. 

Kagan, 2007  

[Robert, Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “End of Dreams, Return of History” Policy Review, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html#n10]
This is a good thing, and it should continue to be a primary goal of American foreign policy to perpetuate this relatively benign international configuration of power. The unipolar order with the United States as the predominant power is unavoidably riddled with flaws and contradictions. It inspires fears and jealousies. The United States is not immune to error, like all other nations, and because of its size and importance in the international system those errors are magnified and take on greater significance than the errors of less powerful nations. Compared to the ideal Kantian international order, in which all the world's powers would be peace-loving equals, conducting themselves wisely, prudently, and in strict obeisance to international law, the unipolar system is both dangerous and unjust. Compared to any plausible alternative in the real world, however, it is relatively stable and less likely to produce a major war between great powers. It is also comparatively benevolent, from a liberal perspective, for it is more conducive to the principles of economic and political liberalism that Americans and many others value. American predominance does not stand in the way of progress toward a better world, therefore. It stands in the way of regression toward a more dangerous world. The choice is not between an American-dominated order and a world that looks like the European Union. The future international order will be shaped by those who have the power to shape it. The leaders of a post-American world will not meet in Brussels but in Beijing, Moscow, and Washington.   The return of great powers and great games If the world is marked by the persistence of unipolarity, it is nevertheless also being shaped by the reemergence of competitive national ambitions of the kind that have shaped human affairs from time immemorial. During the Cold War, this historical tendency of great powers to jostle with one another for status and influence as well as for wealth and power was largely suppressed by the two superpowers and their rigid bipolar order. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has not been powerful enough, and probably could never be powerful enough, to suppress by itself the normal ambitions of nations. This does not mean the world has returned to multipolarity, since none of the large powers is in range of competing with the superpower for global influence. Nevertheless, several large powers are now competing for regional predominance, both with the United States and with each other. National ambition drives China's foreign policy today, and although it is tempered by prudence and the desire to appear as unthreatening as possible to the rest of the world, the Chinese are powerfully motivated to return their nation to what they regard as its traditional position as the  preeminent power in East Asia. They do not share a European, postmodern view that power is passé; hence their now two-decades-long military buildup and modernization. Like the Americans, they believe power, including military power, is a good thing to have and that it is better to have more of it than less. Perhaps more significant is the Chinese perception, also shared by Americans, that status and honor, and not just wealth and security, are important for a nation. Japan, meanwhile, which in the past could have been counted as an aspiring postmodern power -- with its pacifist constitution and low defense spending -- now appears embarked on a more traditional national course. Partly this is in reaction to the rising power of China and concerns about North Korea's nuclear weapons. But it is also driven by Japan's own national ambition to be a leader in East Asia or at least not to play second fiddle or "little brother" to China. China and Japan are now in a competitive quest with each trying to augment its own status and power and to prevent the other 's rise to predominance, and this competition has a military and strategic as well as an economic and political component. Their competition is such that a nation like South Korea, with a long unhappy history as a pawn between the two powers, is once again worrying both about a "greater China" and about the return of Japanese nationalism. As Aaron Friedberg commented, the East Asian future looks more like Europe's past than its present. But it also looks like Asia's past. Russian foreign policy, too, looks more like something from the nineteenth century. It is being driven by a typical, and typically Russian, blend of national resentment and ambition. A postmodern Russia simply seeking integration into the new European order, the Russia of Andrei Kozyrev, would not be troubled by the eastward enlargement of the EU and NATO, would not insist on predominant influence over its "near abroad," and would not use its natural resources as means of gaining geopolitical leverage and enhancing Russia 's international status in an attempt to regain the lost glories of the Soviet empire and Peter the Great. But Russia, like China and Japan, is moved by more traditional great-power considerations, including the pursuit of those valuable if intangible national interests: honor and respect. Although Russian leaders complain about threats to their security from NATO and the United States, the Russian sense of insecurity has more to do with resentment and national identity than with plausible external military threats. 16 Russia's complaint today is not with this or that weapons system. It is the entire post-Cold War settlement of the 1990s that Russia resents and wants to revise. But that does not make insecurity less a factor in Russia 's relations with the world; indeed, it makes finding compromise with the Russians all the more difficult. One could add others to this list of great powers with traditional rather than postmodern aspirations. India's regional ambitions are more muted, or are focused most intently on Pakistan,  but it is clearly engaged in competition with China for dominance in the Indian Ocean and sees itself, correctly, as an emerging great power on the world scene. In the Middle East there is Iran, which mingles religious fervor with a historical sense of superiority and leadership in its region. 17 Its nuclear program is as much about the desire for regional hegemony as about defending Iranian territory from attack by the United States. Even the European Union, in its way, expresses a pan-European national ambition to play a significant role in the world, and it has become the vehicle for channeling German, French, and British ambitions in what Europeans regard as a safe supranational direction. Europeans seek honor and respect, too, but of a postmodern variety. The honor they seek is to occupy the moral high ground in the world, to exercise moral authority, to wield political and economic influence as an antidote to militarism, to be the keeper of the global conscience, and to be recognized and admired by others for playing this role. Islam is not a nation, but many Muslims express a kind of religious nationalism, and the leaders of radical Islam, including al Qaeda, do seek to establish a theocratic nation or confederation of nations that would encompass a wide swath of the Middle East and beyond. Like national movements elsewhere, Islamists have a yearning for respect, including self-respect, and a desire for honor. Their national identity has been molded in defiance against stronger and often oppressive outside powers, and also by memories of ancient superiority over those same powers. China had its "century of humiliation." Islamists have more than a century of humiliation to look back on, a humiliation of which Israel has become the living symbol, which is partly why even Muslims who are neither radical nor fundamentalist proffer their sympathy and even their support to violent extremists who can turn the tables on the dominant liberal West, and particularly on a dominant America which implanted and still feeds the Israeli cancer in their midst. Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as "No. 1" and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying -- its regional as well as its global  predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes 

through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a 
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multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic.  It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War I and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe's stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that 's not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world's great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China 's neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene -- even if it remained the world's most powerful nation -- could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe -- if it adopted what some call a strategy of "offshore balancing" -- this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, "offshore" role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more "even-handed" policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel 's aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn't change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn 't changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to "normal" or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.
UQ – Yes Japan Commitment (1/2)
Japan and US reaffirming troop necessity and security guarantee – key to deterrence. 

USAToday 5-28-10 (5/28/10, “U.S., Japan to keep U.S. military base in Okinawa” pg online @ [http://www.usatoday.com/news/military/2010-05-28-us-japan-okinawa_N.htm]//au)
TOKYO (AP) — Washington and Tokyo agreed Friday to keep a contentious U.S. Marine base in the southern island of Okinawa, reaffirming the importance of their security alliance and the need to maintain American troops in Japan. In a joint statement, the two allies agreed to move the Marine Corps Air Station Futenma to Henoko, in a less crowded, northern part of the island. The decision is broadly in line with a 2006 deal forged with the previous, conservative Tokyo government, but represents a broken campaign promise on the part of Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama. Hatoyama came to office last September promising to create a "more equal" relationship with Washington and move the Marine base off the island, which hosts more than half the 47,000 U.S. troops stationed in Japan under a 50-year-old joint security pact. But after months of searching and fruitless discussions with Washington and Okinawan officials, the prime minister acknowledged earlier this month that the base needed to stay in Okinawa. His decision, which he had pledged to deliver by the end of May, has angered tens of thousand of island residents who complain about base-related noise, pollution and crime, and want Futenma moved off the island entirely. U.S. military officials and security experts argued it is essential that Futenma remain on Okinawa because its helicopters and air assets support Marine infantry units based on the island. Moving the facility off the island could slow the Marines' coordination and response in times of emergency. Under a 1960 security pact, American armed forces are allowed broad use of Japanese land and facilities. In return, the U.S. is obliged to respond to attacks on Japan and protect the country under its nuclear umbrella. The U.S. and Japan "recognized that a robust forward presence of U.S. military forces in japan, including in Okinawa, provides the deterrence and capabilities necessary for the defense of Japan and for the maintenance of regional stability," said the statement, which was issued by Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, Japanese Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada and Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa.

Military presence in Japan being maintained. 
AOL News 6/26 (6/26/10, “Despite Protests, US Base to Stay on Japan's Okinawa” pg online @ [http://www.aolnews.com/world/article/despite-protests-us-base-to-stay-on-japans-okinawa/19495094]//au)

A U.S. Marine base will stay on the Japanese island of Okinawa despite deep opposition by locals, according to a joint statement today by the U.S. and Japan that sought to convey stability as tensions escalate on the neighboring Korean peninsula. But the deal to keep some 25,000 American troops stationed on Okinawa represents a broken promise by Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama, who was elected last year on a campaign pledge to move the base off the island. He acknowledged last month that he would probably go back on his promise, and his political future is uncertain now, just weeks ahead of nationwide mid-term elections. Instead, the Marine Corps Air Station Futenma will be relocated to a less populated northern area of Okinawa, the statement said. The move fulfills a 2006 agreement between Washington and Tokyo over the base. The $10.3 billion plan will also move about 8,000 Marines off Okinawa and onto another U.S. base in Guam. The Okinawa base has been deeply unpopular with local residents for years, after a series of high-profile incidents soured local sentiment toward American troops there. Locals have staged huge rallies in recent months with up to 100,000 protesters, in an effort to force Hatoyama to keep his campaign promise. In 1995, three U.S. servicemen were convicted of kidnapping and raping a 12-year-old Japanese girl there. Another Marine was charged in 2008 with raping a 14-year-old Okinawan girl. And in 2004, a Marine Corps transport helicopter crashed at a nearby university, damaging the campus but causing no injuries on the ground. Locals also complain of noise and air pollution stemming from the base. Okinawa hosts more than half of the 47,000 American troops on Japanese soil. The military base was originally an imperial Japanese facility, which the U.S. took control of after World War II. It's a strategic one for Washington, because of the southern island's proximity to China, Taiwan and the Korean peninsula, where tensions have skyrocketed in recent weeks over the sinking of a South Korean warship. An international panel implicated North Korea, which denied any involvement, but the flareup has pushed both countries closer than ever to renewed war. "Recent developments in the security environment of Northeast Asia reaffirmed the significance of the Alliance," the joint statement said, referring to the Koreas. It was released by Japan's foreign ministry and quoted by several news agencies. 

UQ – Yes Japan Commitment (2/2)

Presence in Japan strengthening now. 

BBC Asia 6-13-2010 (6/13/10 “Hong Kong paper views "game among powers" behind Korean sinking” pg online @ lexinexis//au) 

At this juncture, the United States would need the "Ch'o'nan" incident more than any other countries. Since the change of political power in Japan, Tokyo's foreign policy had gone through subtle changes. With "breaking away from the United States and joining Asia" as the theme, Japan and the United States continued to have discord over relocation of the Futenma military base, definition of relations of alliance, and other issues that were especially the cause of headache to Washington. At the present, while the presence and role of the US military in Northeast Asia are widely questioned, the "Ch'o'nan" incident has provided the United States with the best excuse to strengthen its military presence in the Northeast Asian region. Under pressures, Japan's ruling Democratic Party could not but change the course and made a detour to reexamine relations with the United States. Through the "Ch'o'nan" incident, the United States, hitting two birds with one arrow, is able to forge closer relations with the ROK and beat Japan, thereby becoming the bigger winner.

Military presence is strong now – deters aggression and escalation. 
Asia Pulse, 2-2-2010 (2/2/10, “POSSIBLE NORTH KOREAN NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION TROUBLES PENTAGON” pg online @ lexisnexis//au) 

The possible proliferation of nuclear material and technology puts North Korea high on the list of Pentagon headaches, a report said Monday. "The instability or collapse of a WMD-armed state is among our most troubling concerns," said the Department of Defense's Quadrennial Defense Review in clear reference to North Korea. "Such an occurrence could lead to rapid proliferation of WMD material, weapons and technology, and could quickly become a global crisis posing a direct physical threat to the United States and all other nations." North Korea conducted its second nuclear test last year, after one in 2006, and has boycotted the six-party talks on ending its nuclear weapons programs, demanding sanctions be lifted and a peace treaty signed to replace a fragile armistice that ended the 1950-53 Korean War. The talks involve the two Koreas, the U.S., China, Japan and Russia. North Korea's ailing leader, Kim Jong-il, believed to have suffered a stroke in 2008, is apparently ceding power to his third and youngest son, Jong-un, in the first third-generation power transition in any communist state. Some analysts fear a regime collapse in the process. Speaking to a news conference on the QDR and the Ballistic Missile Defense Review, which are both legislative-mandated, Michele Flournoy, undersecretary of defense for policy, said North Korea's ballistic missile program is also a major threat to the U.S. "It's important to note that U.S. homeland missile defense efforts are focused on regional actors such as North Korea and Iran, and are not intended to affect the strategic balance with Russia or China," he said. "We're currently protected against a limited ballistic missile attack, and will continue to be so for the foreseeable future. We will continue to invest in this capability and to hedge against the possibility of new threats emerging." The QDR said that the U.S. will continue to maintain a forward military presence in Northeast Asia and work closely with South Korea and other allies in order to effectively address the nuclear threat from the North. "In Northeast Asia, DoD is working closely with key allies Japan and the Republic of Korea to implement our agreed-on plans and shared visions to build a comprehensive alliance of bilateral, regional and global scope; realign our force postures; restructure allied security roles and capabilities; and strengthen our collective deterrent and defense capabilities," it said. Among the regional security challenges put forth by the report are "global peacekeeping, stability and reconstruction operations; nonproliferation activities; missile defense cooperation; and energy security initiatives." The report emphasized a flexible response to threats. "This emerging security landscape requires a more widely distributive and adaptive U.S. presence in Asia that relies on and better leverages the capabilities of our regional allies and partners," it said. "The United States will work with allies and partners to continue to adapt its defense presence as necessary to maintain regional stability and assure allies of their security, including through the provision of extended deterrence to Japan and the Republic of Korea." 

And, Gates signaled his commitment. 

Thompson 6/8 (Time Magazine, “Why Japan and the U.S. Can't Live Without Okinawa.” http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,1994798,00.html?xid=rss-topstories
The U.S. made clear shortly after Hatoyama's election that it had no intention of retreating from East Asia. Last October, Defense Secretary Robert Gates called the Marines' continued presence on Okinawa the "linchpin" of Washington's East Asian strategy. "This may not be the perfect alternative for anyone," he said in Japan, "but it is the best alternative for everyone." In February, Lieut. General Keith Stalder, who commands Marines in the Pacific, put it more bluntly. "All of my Marines on Okinawa are willing to die if it is necessary for the security of Japan," he told a Tokyo audience. "Japan does not have a reciprocal obligation to defend the United States, but it absolutely must provide the bases and training that U.S. forces need." That U.S. security umbrella, he pointedly added, "has brought Japan and the entire region unprecedented wealth and social advancement."
UQ – Yes Alliance (1/3)
Relations high – troop deployments key. 
Green 6/13 -- senior advisor and Japan chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and associate professor at Georgetown University (Michael, WSJ, “Mr. Kan Can Fix US-Japan Ties.” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703433704575303592164774492.html) 

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. The last nine months have been hard on a White House overwhelmed by foreign policy challenges from Afghanistan to Iran. In the former Bush administration National Security Council, where I served, there was one high level strategy session on Japan relations early on and after that coordination with Tokyo fell smoothly to officials who understood the joint strategy and had confidence in shared values and interests with Japan. The Obama National Security Council has apparently had numerous high-level sessions struggling to keep the alliance relationship with Japan on track. Now that things appear to have stabilized, Japan fatigue in Washington is a real danger. 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.

UQ – Yes Alliance (2/3)

Alliance strong – Obama and Kan cooperating on a range of issues
Azuma 6/28 (Yasushi, BBC Asia Pacific, “Japanese, US leaders discuss airbase, North Korea, Iran on G20 sidelines.” Lexis) 
On the relocation of the US Marine Corps' Futenma Air Station, the two leaders shared the view that Tokyo and Washington will tackle the issue based on the fresh bilateral accord announced by the two countries on May 28.

The deal stipulates that the heliport functions of the Futenma facility located in a crowded residential area in Ginowan will be moved to a less densely populated coastal zone in Nago, another Okinawa city, roughly in line with the initial agreement struck in 2006. Kan is facing a tough challenge in appeasing local opposition to the relocation plan, particularly after former Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama raised hopes for moving the Marine base out of the southern prefecture or even out of Japan. In Sunday's talks, Obama told Kan he understands that the relocation of the Marine base is not an easy issue for the Japanese government and that he will make efforts in order for the US forces to become more accepted in the region, a Japanese official said. The two leaders also shared concerns over what Obama called "very pressing security issues." They agreed to work closely over how to respond to the fatal sinking of the 1,200-ton Cheonan, for which Pyongyang has been blamed, and Iran's nuclear ambitions. Obama denounced North Korea, saying, "Such provocations are unacceptable." A multinational investigation team concluded last month that a North Korean torpedo sank the South Korean vessel on March 26 and killed 46 sailors, but Pyongyang has denied involvement. They agreed that Japan and the United States will continue supporting South Korea in seeking tough action against North Korea at the UN Security Council. Kan briefed Obama about Japan's efforts in providing aid to Afghanistan, including the training of local police officers. The Japanese prime minister pledged to continue support for the war-torn country, while Obama expressed gratitude for the work. In the meeting, Kan indicated he will visit the United States in September when a UN General Assembly meeting will be held. Obama also said he is "looking forward to visiting Japan" in November for a summit of the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation forum in Yokohama. He also thanked Kan for Japan's offer to support US efforts to cope with an oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico, the worst of its kind in US history, the official said. While the two leaders described the talks as "excellent" and "candid," they did not go so far as to address each other by first name, something Hatoyama and Obama did when they first held talks last September.
Troops will remain – alliance strong – Okinawa hasn’t ruined relations. 
Mainichi Daily News 6/28 (“Kan, Obama agree on aiming to reduce Okinawa's burden in hosting U.S. troops.” http://mdn.mainichi.jp/mdnnews/news/20100628p2a00m0na018000c.html) 

During the meeting, which lasted about 35 minutes, Kan told Obama that he wanted to make serious efforts to materialize a joint Japan-U.S. statement in which it was agreed that U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma would be relocated to the Henoko region of Okinawa. He also told Obama, "I want to ask for your cooperation in reducing the burden on Okinawa." Obama reportedly agreed, saying he understood that the issue was not one that was easy for the Japanese government to solve, and that he wanted to make efforts to make sure that the U.S. military would be accepted in the region. Speaking on the Japan-U.S. alliance, Kan said, "Over the past 50 years, it has played an indispensable role in the peace and security of the Asia-Pacific region, and I want to cultivate the Japan-U.S. alliance in the future." Obama said that the alliance was important for the safety not only of Japan and the United States, but for the entire region. Speaking on North Korea's alleged sinking of a South Korean warship, Obama stated that such provocative actions were unacceptable. The two leaders agreed that, following a leaders' declaration at the Group of Eight Summit that criticized North Korea's actions, it was important for international society to support South Korea and send a clear message to the North. The two leaders also agreed to maintain close coordination on the issue of Iran's nuclear development. After the meeting, Kan and Obama appeared side by side, answering questions from reporters and underscoring the cooperative stance between Japan and the U.S.

UQ – Yes Alliance (3/3)

More ev. 
Koh 6/28 (Yoree, WSJ “The Barry-Naoto Relationship?” http://blogs.wsj.com/japanrealtime/2010/06/28/the-barry-naoto-relationship/) 

At the Friday luncheon meeting, Mr. Kan nabbed a seat next to Mr. Obama and (In Japanese) casually declared that he too liked green tea ice cream, following up on a reference made by Mr. Obama during his visit to Japan in November when the president said one of his childhood memories of visiting Japan was enjoying the country’s matchaflavored dessert. Mr. Kan looked a tad lost as well, appearing to laugh nervously as he tried to figure out where he should stand in the lineup of world leaders for the group photo. While everyone else managed to find their assigned position, Mr. Kan wandered about, shuffling for a spot among the wrong group of European heads. Finally, Italian Prime Minister Silvio Berlusconi kindly waved Mr. Kan over, pointing to the empty space next to him. Keeping a close eye on how their leader was making out with other country heads, the Japanese media took comfort in a friendly pat given by Mr. Obama on the Japanese prime minister’s shoulder as he sheepishly stole across to his spot. Morning news shows like Fuji Television’s “Tokudane” highlighted the magical tap Monday morning, musing over its possible meaning. Ever since President Reagan and Prime Minister Nakasone famously declared the “Ron-Yasu” relationship in the mid-1980s, Japanese leaders have tried to show a chummy bond with their American counterpart. At a time when George W. Bush was having trouble finding friends among world leaders, he took Junichiro Koizumi on a buddy tour of Graceland in 2006, where Japan’s long-haired leader did some Elvis imitations. Mr. Kan isn’t quite there yet with Mr. Obama, especially since the current White House occupant doesn’t openly pal around with fellow heads of state the way predecessors did. But Mr. Kan sought to stoke new bonds during his bilateral meeting with Mr. Obama Sunday, noting that on top of the leaders’ mutual interests in countering North Korean threats, strengthening economic ties, and blocking Iran’s nuclear program, they also hail from the same unique political beginnings as grassroots community organizers. “I shared my recognition that President Obama was elected on such a background of the democracy in the United States,” said Mr. Kan during a joint press conference following his meeting with the U.S. president Sunday evening. “And I said to the President, I have an experience of political life based on such grassroots activities, and I will also continue to pursue such a style of politics with my allies.” Mr. Kan’s unusual background as a grassroots activist, rather than political party acolyte, has attracted considerable attention in Tokyo since the ruling Democratic Party of Japan released a manifesto for July’s elections to the upper house of parliament that was sprinkled with bits of Mr. Kan’s political biography. Before long, camp was breaking up, but with the promise of another congenial get-together in the future. “I’m very much looking forward to visiting Japan and enjoying the hospitality of Prime Minister Kan as he helps to shape the agenda for the next APEC meeting,” said Mr. Obama following the pair’s Sunday bilateral meeting. Green tea ice cream all round?

Kan stands behind relationship – but it’s on the brink.  
The Herald 6/23 (“PM backs US-Japan security alliance.” Lexis) 
NEW Prime Minister Naoto Kan has said he stands by the post-Second World War security alliance between Japan and the United States, which is 50 years old today. The pact has been under strain due to tension over the future of a Marine base and plans to pull thousands of those stationed there out of Japan. But Kan said he sees it as a crucial means of maintaining the balance of power in Asia and vowed to stand behind it. Keeping our alliance with the United States contributes to peace in the region, he said. Stability helps the US-Japan relationship and that between China and Japan and, in turn, China and the United States.

UQ – AT Okinawa Withdrawal Inev (1/2)
Okinawa basing won’t change – Kan ensures it. 

USA Today 6/3 (6/3/10, “Japan's PM resigns after failure to move U.S. base” pg online @ [http://www.usatoday.com/news/world/2010-06-02-Japan-PM_N.htm]//au)

Ahead of elections for Japan's upper house next month, many DPJ politicians pressured him to resign, Takeuchi added. "They said with Hatoyama as prime minister they couldn't get elected." On the Okinawa base, Hatoyama "complicated this issue and had a negative impact on U.S.-Japan relations," Takeuchi said. Overall, "the Japanese public supports the U.S. presence and agrees with the idea that, due to the U.S. military presence, Japan's national security is maintained," but Okinawans remain opposed to any U.S. military presence on their island, he said. "I'm really disappointed as I voted for change," said Okinawan resident Junko Isa, a career counselor, who voted for the DPJ last year and opposes the U.S. presence there. "I wish he is more responsible as a prime minister. He talked about Futenma (the U.S. base), then resigned. It's hard to understand. Most people think it's a performance, as the elections are coming," she said. The situation on Okinawa "has been poisoned," Kingston said. "He raised the hopes and expectations of Okinawans. Now they are very hostile to both Tokyo and Washington. It undermines the political basis for continuing U.S. military presence in Okinawa," he said. Naoto Kan is the front-runner to replace Hatoyama. "Kan will try to take (Okinawa) off the front burner and will want to mend relations with the U.S., and improve relations with Beijing. Washington will be quite happy at that," Kingston said. "He will emphasize economic issues, which many Japanese feel is more important than a Marine base in Okinawa." Analyst Takeuchi blames the high turnover of Japanese leaders on the very limited campaign time Japan allows before elections. Voters are hard-pressed "to figure out who would be a good, qualified person to be prime minister," he said. But Kan, a well-regarded health minister in the 1990s, "has been known as a reformer," Takeuchi said. "He doesn't have much experience of foreign policymaking, but, for economic reform, he'd be a very good prime minister. I have very high expectations of him," he said.  

 

Okinawa will stay put – American leverage.   

Telegraph 6/20 (6/20/10, “Eye on the main chance” pg online @ lexisnexis//au)

The DPJ has had limited success in its battle against recession; the unemployment rate is still disturbingly high, but exports have slowly picked up. Getting rid of the American base in Okinawa has turned out to be a different story. Japan is, if no longer the second, at least the third largest industrial economy in the world; it is a valued member of the elite G-8 group of nations, its clout in both the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund is much greater than that of China or India, it has never strayed in international discourse away from toeing the American line. And yet, on the demand for removing the US naval base in Okinawa, neither its economic prowess nor its formal political sovereignty has been of any avail. At the height of the anti-draft agitation in the 1960s, American youth, reluctant to go to Vietnam, would rent the sky with the full-throated chant, "Hell, no,/ We won't go." The US response to the notice served on them by the new Japanese administration to quit Okinawa has been identical: no, the United States will not oblige; Okinawa may be Japanese territory, Japan may be a fully independent and an economically powerful nation, the Americans could not care less; never mind the electoral verdict of the Japanese people, Okinawa will remain an American naval base, maybe for eternity, just like the one at Guantanamo in communist Cuba.  
 

Troops would only be relocated within Japan in the status quo – doesn’t affect the DA. 
AFP 6/23 (“Japan PM vows to cut US base burden on Okinawa.” http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5jURY1ux8w5NSwV5H7Yy-jZzIL6ww) 
The world's two largest economies have been key security partners, and Wednesday also marked the 50th anniversary of the Japanese ratification of a US-Japan security treaty which both sides had signed on January 19, 1960.

Anti-base protests have flared in recent months after Hatoyama first pledged to move the contentious Futenma airbase off Okinawa, than reneged on the promise following protests from the United States. Kan has pledged to follow an accord reached in May under which the base would be relocated within Okinawa as first agreed in 2006, from a crowded city area to the island's coastal Henoko region.
UQ – AT Okinawa Withdrawal Inev (2/2)

More evidence – won’t be moved off the island  

BBC 6/23 (“Japan PM apologises for US bases in Okinawa.” http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/world/asia_pacific/10388407.stm) 
Japan's Prime Minister Naoto Kan has apologised to people in Okinawa for "the burden" of US bases on the island. 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.

 

UQ – AT Kan → Withdrawal, Alliance Collapse 
New prime minister guarantees strong alliance and basing access. 

Thompson 6/8 (Time Magazine, “Why Japan and the U.S. Can't Live Without Okinawa.” http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,1994798,00.html?xid=rss-topstories
Despite the Hatoyama government's intentions, Washington refused to back down from a 2006 pact between the two nations permitting its continued base rights on Okinawa, nearly 1,000 miles south of Tokyo. A legacy of World War II, 47,000 U.S. troops are based in Japan within two or three days' sail of potential hot spots on the Korean peninsula and the Taiwan Strait. Hatoyama's fall suggests that despite the Japanese people's desire for a reduced U.S. military presence, they aren't ready to give up the protection it offers. "Hatoyama got into difficulty with the Japanese people because it was perceived that he was weakening the security of Japan," says Tom Schieffer, U.S. ambassador to Japan from 2005 to 2009. "The security of Japan is tied to the U.S.-Japanese alliance, and it has been that way since the end of the war."(See TIME's photo-essay "Japan Then and Now.") Japan's new Prime Minister, Naoto Kan, confirmed his nation's inherent conservatism on Sunday. In a 15-min. phone call with President Obama, the new Japanese leader pledged that he would work to fulfill the 2006 deal under which the U.S. Marines' Futenma air base on Okinawa would be relocated from its current cramped quarters to a more remote part of the island. Kan honored the agreement by confirming on Tuesday that he would move the base to a less-crowded part of Okinawa, as well as try to reduce the burden on the island for hosting the many U.S. military bases that are part of the joint security pact. With the region increasingly jittery following North Korea's alleged sinking of the South Korean warship Cheonan in March — and amid increased Chinese muscle-flexing — Hatoyama ultimately acceded to Washington's demands. "[Removing the U.S. base from Okinawa] has proved impossible in my time," Hatoyama said when he announced his decision to step down. Not since 1960 — when Prime Minister Nobusuke Kishi resigned after pushing through an unpopular U.S.-Japanese security treaty — has a Japanese leader been forced from power over the country's military ties with the U.S. "Someday," Hatoyama said, "the time will come when Japan's peace will have to be ensured by the Japanese people themselves."(See five reasons to visit Okinawa.) That's not going to happen anytime soon, in part because both sides benefit from the current agreement. The U.S. gets to station a potent punch amid one of the world's most dynamic but unsettled regions, while Japan is relieved of an additional defense-spending burden that would do little to help revive its flagging economy.(See TIME's photo-essay on the political life of Yukio Hatoyama.)
UQ – AT Public Dissent → Okinawa Withdrawal 
Lack of public support irrelevant – base won’t be moved. 
Time 6/8 (6/8/10, “Why Japan and the U.S. Can't Live Without Okinawa” pg online @ [http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,1994798,00.html?xid=rss-topstories]//au)

Despite the Hatoyama government's intentions, Washington refused to back down from a 2006 pact between the two nations permitting its continued base rights on Okinawa, nearly 1,000 miles south of Tokyo. A legacy of World War II, 47,000 U.S. troops are based in Japan within two or three days' sail of potential hot spots on the Korean peninsula and the Taiwan Strait. Hatoyama's fall suggests that despite the Japanese people's desire for a reduced U.S. military presence, they aren't ready to give up the protection it offers. "Hatoyama got into difficulty with the Japanese people because it was perceived that he was weakening the security of Japan," says Tom Schieffer, U.S. ambassador to Japan from 2005 to 2009. "The security of Japan is tied to the U.S.-Japanese alliance, and it has been that way since the end of the war." Japan's new Prime Minister, Naoto Kan, confirmed his nation's inherent conservatism on Sunday. In a 15-min. phone call with President Obama, the new Japanese leader pledged that he would work to fulfill the 2006 deal under which the U.S. Marines' Futenma air base on Okinawa would be relocated from its current cramped quarters to a more remote part of the island. Kan honored the agreement by confirming on Tuesday that he would move the base to a less-crowded part of Okinawa, as well as try to reduce the burden on the island for hosting the many U.S. military bases that are part of the joint security pact. With the region increasingly jittery following North Korea's alleged sinking of the South Korean warship Cheonan in March — and amid increased Chinese muscle-flexing — Hatoyama ultimately acceded to Washington's demands. "[Removing the U.S. base from Okinawa] has proved impossible in my time," Hatoyama said when he announced his decision to step down. Not since 1960 — when Prime Minister Nobusuke Kishi resigned after pushing through an unpopular U.S.-Japanese security treaty — has a Japanese leader been forced from power over the country's military ties with the U.S. "Someday," Hatoyama said, "the time will come when Japan's peace will have to be ensured by the Japanese people themselves." That's not going to happen anytime soon, in part because both sides benefit from the current agreement. The U.S. gets to station a potent punch amid one of the world's most dynamic but unsettled regions, while Japan is relieved of an additional defense-spending burden that would do little to help revive its flagging economy. The U.S. made clear shortly after Hatoyama's election that it had no intention of retreating from East Asia. Last October, Defense Secretary Robert Gates called the Marines' continued presence on Okinawa the "linchpin" of Washington's East Asian strategy. "This may not be the perfect alternative for anyone," he said in Japan, "but it is the best alternative for everyone." In February, Lieut. General Keith Stalder, who commands Marines in the Pacific, put it more bluntly. "All of my Marines on Okinawa are willing to die if it is necessary for the security of Japan," he told a Tokyo audience. "Japan does not have a reciprocal obligation to defend the United States, but it absolutely must provide the bases and training that U.S. forces need." That U.S. security umbrella, he pointedly added, "has brought Japan and the entire region unprecedented wealth and social advancement." 
More ev – just relocated on the island.  

TendersInfo News 6/2 (6/2/10, “Japan, US Strike Deal To Keep Military Base On Okinawa” pg online @ lexisnexis//au) 

Despite heavy public opposition from local residents, Japan and the United States have hammered out an agreement to keep the U.S. military base on Okinawa. The U.S. Marine base will remain on the island. However, the agreement calls for the Futenma air base to be moved from its current urban location on the southern part of the island to the less populated northern part of the island. Plans call for the base to be moved to the Camp Schwab area of Henoko. The deal was made despite a campaign by locals to have the base closed as well as an election promise by Japanese PM Yukio Hatoyama to move the base off Okinawa. Locals have objected to the base because of crime associated with the base, pollution problems, high noise levels and safety. More than half of America's 47,000 troops stationed in Japan are based on Okinawa. Under a World War II pact between Japan and the U.S., American forces provide security for Japan while Japan subsidizes the cost because Japan's post-war constitution bars it from maintaining a war-ready military force.  
Impact Exts – Asian Prolif 
Reducing military presence sparks Asian prolif. 
Parker 03 – Lieutenant Colonel and US Army Researcher

(7/4/03, “US MILITARY PRESENCE IN A UNIFIED KOREA” pg online @ [http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA414532&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]//au) 

REGIONAL CHALLENGES The potential for nuclear proliferation is one of the greatest challenges to U.S. interests in Northeast Asia. China is expanding its intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) and submarine-launched ballistic missile (SSBN) capabilities. Russia exports (primarily to Asian markets) about $2.2 billion worth of nuclear material and technology annually.34 The policies of Korea, Japan, and Taiwan are to have no nuclear weapon capability, relying instead on the protective umbrella provided by the United States arsenal. If the U.S. military presence in Korea and Japan disappears, however, these three governments may believe that the U.S. nuclear umbrella is not guaranteed—perhaps, causing nuclear weapon proliferation. Also, each is interested in developing and/or obtaining a credible theater missile defense (TMD) system, which China may see as a danger. Japanese and South Korean leaders in the 1990’s began seeking a TMD capability to counter the North Korean missile threat.35 Since similar technologies exist in both types missile systems, TMD affords an opportunity to quickly obtain an offensive capability. If handled properly, U.S. engagement with China, Japan, and Korea, can diminish this risk and allow further peaceful globalization of the Northeast Asian economies.
Military presence key to deter North Korea and prevent regional arms races. 
Jiji Press 10 (2/17/10, “U.S. Commander Stresses Importance of Okinawa Base” pg online @ lexisnexis//au)

 A U.S. Marines commander on Wednesday emphasized the significance of the Marines staying in Okinawa, the southernmost prefecture in Japan, in terms of quick reactions to contingencies in East Asia. In a speech in Tokyo, Lt. Gen. Keith Stalder, commanding general for U.S. Marine Corps Forces Pacific, said that the U.S. military "must be based in Okinawa" to maintain security in a region where there are potential threats to Japan, including North Korea's nuclear and missile programs. Regarding the controversial relocation of the Marines' Futenma airfield in Ginowan, Okinawa, he stressed that "it is not just about a local base issue," given the importance of the Japan-U.S. alliance for regional stability and economic prosperity. The Japanese government has been looking into an alternative site, as part of a review to the 2006 bilateral agreement to move the Futenma base to the Marines' Camp Schwab in Nago in the same prefecture. Regarding calls by some members of Japan's ruling coalition for the Futenma military facility to be moved out of the prefecture, or even out of Japan, Stalder warned that if countries in the region begin to see the U.S. military presence in Japan receding, they would "drastically increase their defense budgets...leading to a regional arms race."
And, there’s a psychological impact – prevents nuclear arms races. 
Agence France Presse 09 (1/17/09, “Despite base dispute, US-Japan security alliance solid” pg online @ lexisnexis//au)

Tim Huxley, an Asia expert at the Institute of International Strategic Studies in Singapore, said the US military presence in Japan provides a mental fillip to Washington's allies and suits the Pentagon well. "Having forces in the region -- not just troops, but also navy and air force units and personnel -- provides psychological reassurance to US allies and security partners, while providing important logistic support that would be vital for launching and sustaining large-scale operations," he said. Huxley said the US military presence "is important to the US and serves Washington's interests in the region by facilitating the projection of US power in East Asia. This capacity would be crucial in the event of regional crises -- for example, relating to Taiwan or Korea. "America would be doing less, less convincingly, if it relied only on aircraft carriers." Huxley said that if one day Japan decides to rely on its own Self Defence Forces, "it would need to increase its defence effort considerably, possibly causing alarm in other parts of Asia, particularly China and Korea, and sparking a regional arms race."

Impact Exts – Asian War (1/3)
U.S. ground forces in Japan are key to Asian-Pacific stability. They’re key to the alliance.

Murao and Ogawa 1/30 (Shinichi—writer for the Daily Yomiuri, and Satoshi—writer for The Daily Yomiuri and Washington bureau correspondent, “Can Japan, U.S. Build New Relationship of Trust?” 1/30/10, LexisNexis)

Jan. 19 was the 50th anniversary of the signing of the current Japan-U.S. Security Treaty, but ironically the alliance between the two countries has been shaken by an issue over U.S. bases in Japan.  Whether Tokyo and Washington can work out an agreement on the issue of relocating the U.S. Marine Corps' Futenma Air Station in Okinawa Prefecture could shape the future evolution of the alliance.  On Jan. 19, prior to the announcement of a joint statement by Japan's foreign and defense ministers and their U.S. counterparts marking the anniversary, Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama Enhanced Coverage Linking Yukio Hatoyama issued a statement of his own. He pledged to work with Washington "to further deepen" the bilateral alliance "with the security arrangements at its core."  Despite the delay until May in the Japanese government's decision on the Futenma relocation site, the U.S. administration agreed to hold consultative talks aimed at deepening the alliance, giving the Hatoyama administration a feeling of relief.  The consultative talks are expected to focus on security arrangements to deal with North Korea's nuclear and missile development programs, military expansion by China and extended deterrence, including the U.S. "nuclear umbrella." Japan, for its part, wants to review the Japan-U.S. Status of Forces Agreement and the so-called sympathy budget by which the government helps finance the stationing of U.S. forces in Japan.  Hatoyama expressed a desire to extend the scope of discussions to cover such soft issues as "disaster prevention, medical treatment, education and the environment."  But such issues do not form the core of the Japan-U.S. alliance.  The alliance stands firmly on the premise that the U.S. military provides deterrence for protection of Japan in return for stable provision of bases by Japan for U.S. forces, based on the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty.  The alliance can never be deepened without implementing the agreement on realignment of U.S. forces in Japan that was reached after years of negotiations. The Futenma relocation is a "symbolic issue" in this regard, a former senior Defense Ministry official said.  Japan and the United States agreed in 2006 to transfer the heliport functions of the Futenma base in Ginowan, Okinawa Prefecture, to the Henoko district of Nago in the northern part of the prefecture. The accord was hammered out as the two sides made mutual concessions to realize two goals--maintaining the deterrent and lessening burdens on local residents.  These two subjects represent the major issues surrounding U.S. bases in Japan and are related to the bottom line of deepening the alliance.  Various issues revolving around the alliance are likely to be on the agenda in the consultative talks. On the central issue of "how to define deterrence," there is still much room for discussions by the two countries. What threats should be subject to deterrence? Which means of deterrence best fit today's conditions? These issues were not discussed thoroughly even during the series of administrations led by the Liberal Democratic Party up to last year.  Concrete discussions on these issues should be promoted by the two countries together with the theme of extended deterrence such as that provided by the U.S. nuclear umbrella over Japan.  2 U.S. concerns  Washington harbors two big concerns about the Hatoyama administration at this juncture.  The first U.S. concern is whether the administration's posture on the Futenma issue is confined to that single issue or represents a broader skepticism toward relations with the United States that could shake the foundations of the Japan-U.S. security arrangement.  Washington wants to dispel these concerns through bilateral consultative talks aimed at deepening the alliance. It also seeks to obtain assurances from Japan that the United States can continue stationing its forces in Japan for the time being to contribute to stability in the Asia-Pacific region.  Referring to this point, the Jan. 19 joint statement says Japan-U.S. security arrangements "will continue to play an essential role in maintaining both the security of Japan and the peace and stability of the Asia-Pacific region...They [the two nations' ministers] endorse ongoing efforts to maintain our deterrent capabilities in a changing strategic landscape, including appropriate stationing of U.S. forces."  The second major U.S. concern is the question of who in the Hatoyama administration can be trusted as a negotiating partner from the viewpoint of handling the Japan-U.S. alliance.  A Democratic Party of Japan leader shrugged off such U.S. worries, saying: "The time has come for lawmakers [of the ruling parties] to promote the Japan-U.S. relationship. The matter had been handled by Foreign Ministry bureaucrats, but it is supposed to be done by politicians."  But to the U.S. side, the Hatoyama administration looks as if it is neglecting to weigh heavily the knowledge and experience of career diplomats. Lawmakers, who are "laymen" in diplomacy, have repeatedly made inconsistent statements on the security issue, said Hitoshi Tanaka, a former vice minister of the Foreign Ministry.  Sheila Smith, a senior fellow at the U.S. Council on Foreign Relations, says arranging talks to promote the alliance is difficult because Washington cannot figure out which leaders to talk to about resolving relevant issues.  Can the two countries build a new relationship of trust in the future? The consultative talks for deepening the alliance seem to start with that point.  Pact reflects new conditions  Over the years, the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty's meaning and characteristics have changed, according to the international situation and other circumstances surrounding Japan.  In 1951, the initial version of the bilateral security treaty was signed along with the San Francisco Peace Treaty, which allowed World War II loser Japan to rejoin the international community.  The treaty had many unfair elements--the rights of the Allied occupation forces were kept unchanged, the United States was not obliged to defend Japan, and U.S. forces were given authority to crack down on internal conflicts within Japan, for instance.  As the Japanese side had strongly demanded changes to the pact, the revised security treaty eliminating the unfavorable points was signed on Jan. 19, 1960. The new treaty went into effect amid fierce protest rallies in June that year.  The new treaty stipulated that the purpose of the Japan-U.S. alliance was to maintain Japan's safety as well as peace and security in the East Asian region.  
Impact Exts – Asian War (2/3)

Withdrawing presence makes wars inevitable. 
Washington Times 10 (5/26/10 “Obama to Okinawa: Abandon hope and change;

Regional security necessitates U.S. troops on Japanese island” pg online @ lexisnexis//au)

National security won out over local politics. Mr. Hatoyama apologized for breaking his campaign promise and told Okinawans, "I can't allow the deterrent power of the U.S. forces in Japan, including the Marine Corps, to decline, given that the security environment in East Asia remains fragile." Okinawa, located between the southern tip of Japan's main islands and Taiwan, is prime strategic real estate; Marine Lt. Gen. Keith J. Stalder said Okinawa is "in the perfect place in the region." Recent events have demonstrated that the Asian part of the Pacific Rim remains a dangerous neighborhood. The crisis over North Korea torpedoing the South Korean gunboat Cheonan in March is a case in point. The potential looms for a wider conflict that could involve Japan and America. Tokyo is also wary of North Korea's nuclear weapons program, which represents a potential threat to the Japanese mainland, all of which is within range of Pyongyang's missiles. China raised further concerns when it sent eight destroyers and two submarines on an apparent training cruise near Okinawa last month. Given ongoing squabbles between the United States and Japan over Okinawa, this was an uncharacteristically maladroit move on Beijing's part. China was making the case for the Marines to stay put. The 65-year-old U.S.-Japanese alliance, which improbably was forged after bitter conflict in World War II, is durable, useful and necessary. Both countries have significant mutual security and economic interests in East Asia, and Okinawa is a prime location for basing a credible deterrent force with the capacity to respond swiftly to any military threat. The alternatives - such as moving the force to mainland Japan, which already hosts around half of the U.S. commitment of about 50,000 troops in Japan; or simply withdrawing altogether - would diminish the deterrent capacity of the U.S. presence and consequently increase the potential that they might have to actually fight. Maintaining U.S. forces on Okinawa may not please some of the locals, but it's in their interest and the interests of their country. Maintaining the U.S.-Japanese alliance is an unexpected show of vigor in Mr. Obama's otherwise shaky approach to national security. Perhaps the O Force will bring this sense of realism to other, less successful aspects of its global strategy. 
Strong presence deters escalating East Asian tensions. 
South China Morning Post 10 (6/3/10, “A salient lesson for Hatoyama's successor” pg online @ lexisnexis//au) 

Leaders need to be visionary, but they also have to acknowledge reality. Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama resigned yesterday citing as a reason unpopularity over a broken election campaign pledge to move a US marine base off Okinawa. As pleasing a prospect as the suggestion may have been for some voters eight months ago, it was as unrealistic then as now and into the foreseeable future. The geopolitics of China's rise and North Korea's continuing menace mean that a strong military alliance with the US is absolutely crucial for Japan. Hatoyama took office with a difficult remit. His Democratic Party of Japan had swept to power in elections that ended half a century of conservative rule. Change was promised and expected. Reshaping the US alliance and rejuvenating the economy were key elements of the package that won hearts and minds. Japan has been militarily under the US' wing since the end of the second world war. The American-drafted pacifist constitution forbids the use of force to "settle international disputes". Debate is under way as to whether the restrictions should be amended. Central to discussion are the 47,000 US troops based on Japanese soil, more than half at the Futenma base on Okinawa, to protect and deter. Japan should increasingly be militarily standing on its own feet. In the meantime, it remains almost unthinkable that it would downgrade a key element of its alliance with the US while the rapid rise of China reshapes the balance of power in Asia. As importantly, North Korea's threatening posture is best countered by the US military presence. Hatoyama was wrong to use the base issue as a cornerstone of his election platform. Too late, he has found this out. North Korea's sinking of a South Korean warship has raised regional tensions, stressing the importance of the Japan-US security pact. Under pressure, he last week reversed his promise on the base, instead saying it should be moved to a northern part of Okinawa instead of being closed. Okinawans in particular, and Japanese generally, are infuriated by a flip-flop that is perceived as resounding evidence of incompetence. The US military presence is, for now, crucial. Clearly Hatoyama did not fully understand that and nor did those who voted for him. His successor should take the mistake as a lesson learned. 
Impact Exts – Asian War (3/3)

Troops deter East Asian conflict. 
Kapoor 6/10 -- Associate Fellow at the Centre for Land Warfare Studies (Rajesh, Eurasia Review “The Strategic Relevance of Okinawa.” 
http://www.eurasiareview.com/201006102989/the-strategic-relevance-of-okinawa.html) 
Notwithstanding popular criticism and opposition, the US-Japan security alliance and the presence of USFJ remain vital to Japanese foreign and security policies. The relocation of USFJ facilities and troops outside Japan may create an imbalance between the two countries over sharing responsibilities under the terms of the security treaty. It is an obligation for the US to defend Japan under Article 5 of the Japan-US Security Treaty, while Japan is obliged to provide the use of facilities and areas in Japan under Article 6 of the treaty. This treaty is quite unlike the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), which provides only for shared defence by the contracting states. USFJ also acts as an “effective deterrent” against any armed aggression. In case attack takes place, the US is bound to protect Japan and even send reinforcements for which the bases are extremely important. In a nutshell, the USFJ is essential for the security of Japan and the presence of US troops in Japan has ensured peace and stability in the region.

USFJ in Okinawa might not be welcomed by the people of Okinawa, but Okinawa will remain strategically important for the US. Given the covert security threat from China and overtly manifested threat from North Korea, Japan will always choose in favour of hosting US bases in Okinawa.

Impact Exts – China (1/2)
Troops in Japan deter Taiwan invasion – changes Chinese calculations. 
Ross, 2002 -- Professor of Political Science, Boston College, and Associate of the John King Fairbank Center for East Asian Studies, Harvard University (John, International Security Journal, Fall 2002, Vol. 27, p.79, Muse) 

Deterrence could fail if China’s leaders believe that the rapid use of coercive military power could decisively destabilize Taiwan, compelling it to acknowledge PRC sovereignty over the island before the United States could intervene. This strategy would depend on a massive short-term barrage of PRC missiles and air assaults on Taiwan to create political and economic chaos and associated psychological pressures. In the absence of timely U.S. intervention, Taiwan could capitulate. It could sue for peace by accepting hitherto unacceptable symbolic concessions, thus ending its aspirations for independence.80 The United States would then face a PRC fait accompli and have to ponder going to war to reverse Taiwan concessions that would not damage U.S. interests directly but would harm U.S. regional credibility. Confidence that China can carry out this strategy depends on its capability to compel Taiwan to submit before the United States can intervene. But the forward presence of the U.S. military in East Asia and U.S. intelligence capabilities minimize such confidence. U.S. forces deployed at Kadena Air Force Base on Okinawa, including seventy-two F-15s, are an imposing threat. Although this force lacks numerical superiority over the Chinese air force, U.S. qualitative superiority, including electronic warfare capabilities and pilot expertise, would neutralize Chinese aircraft, including the advanced Su-27s and Su-30s. The deployment of U.S. forces in close proximity to Taiwan and the possibility that in a crisis the United States would act ªrst and consult with Japan later should give China pause. Moreover, the likelihood of Japanese support for the U.S. use of Kadena would be high should China use force for unification, rather than in response to a destabilizing Taiwan declaration of independence. Also, in recent years Japanese concern over China’s growing power has increased, and Japanese public opinion has become less tolerant of Chinese transgressions on Japanese interests. This further enhances the credibility of U.S. intervention with Kadena-based U.S. aircraft.
US presence key to deter Chinese aggression 

JapanToday 10 (2/22/10, “Kitazawa rejects idea of transferring all Okinawa Marines to Guam,” pg online @ [http://www.japantoday.com/category/politics/view/kitazawa-rejects-idea-of-transferring-all-okinawa-marines-to-guam]//au) 

Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa expressed his opposition Sunday to the idea of transferring all U.S. Marines stationed in Okinawa to Guam, saying the forces totaling up to 18,000 on the island play a ‘‘very important role’’ in preventing conflicts in the region. Kitazawa told a political rally in the southwestern prefecture of Fukuoka that the presence of the U.S. Marines in Okinawa, located between the nation’s Kyushu region and Taiwan, has served as a deterrent against China, which has been conducting maritime surveys with submarines in the sea area. ‘‘Chinese submarines have been frequently navigating around Japanese islands in the sea area covering Kagoshima, Okinawa and Taiwan. Japan and the United States believe allowing encroachment by China into the area would endanger the peace and security of the entire Asia-Pacific region,’’ Kitazawa said. ‘‘China is trying to get rid of U.S. influence in the sea area,’’ he said. ‘‘We should never create a vacuum in the area. If all the Marines in Okinawa are transferred to Guam, we cannot defend’’ those islands.

Checks China’s rise. 
Cossa et al 2009 -- president of the Pacific Forum CSIS (Ralph A., Feb., Pacific Forum CSIS, Center for a New American Security, “The United States and the Asia-Pacific Region: Security Strategy for the Obama Administration.” Google Scholar) 

As China’s capabilities improve, so too have U.S. capabilities in the region. The United States is intent on maintaining the current advantages that allow it to shape China’s strategic choices and deter any potential aggression. As Thomas J. Christensen, former Deputy Assistant Secretary for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, noted, U.S. officials believe a “strong U.S. presence in Asia, backed by regional alliances and security part- nerships, combined with a robust policy of diplomatic engagement, will help maximize the chance that China will make the right choices moving forward.” This “shaping” must be done transparently and in the context of a broader Asia-Pacific strategy that reassures allies and friends of Washington’s continued commitment to the region.

Impact Exts – China (2/2)

Withdrawal causes Chinese invasion on Taiwan – Okinawa’s a key tripwire. 
Bush 10 --  Director, Center for Northeast Asian Policy Studies (Richard, Brookings, “Okinawa and Security in East Asia.” Okinawa and Security in East Asia) 

Taiwan also has concerns. The Marines on Okinawa, plus the U.S. air force, serve to strengthen deterrence in the event of aggression by China against Taiwan. China will be less likely to mount an attack because the U.S. has both ground troops and an air base on Okinawa. If China attacked U.S. installations on Okinawa, that almost ensures a serious conflict. The bases act as a tripwire.
Impact Exts – China, DPRK  

US presence vital to deter Chinese and North Korean aggression. 
Nikkei Weekly 10 (5/31/10 “PM beyond redemption after bungling of Futenma” pg online @ lexisnexis//au)

Hatoyama's eight months in office have been marked by careless comments that were often retracted later. Seemingly unaware of how the Futenma relocation touches the very core of the Japan-U.S. alliance, the prime minister has shown no leadership on the issue and offered only makeshift solutions. His fitness to lead Japan is in question, and, as such, he bears an extremely serious responsibility. Hatoyama made the right decision by sacking Fukushima, but kicking the SDP out of the ruling camp would seem to be the logical next step. Keeping intact a coalition that is at odds over a core policy area like national security makes little sense - unless Hatoyama is more concerned about strategy for the impending upper house election. That would really be letting the tail wag the dog. The government deserves some credit for pulling together a joint declaration almost totally in line with the existing plan, including its designation of Henoko as the replacement site. But the road ahead is fraught with obstacles. Okinawa will hold a gubernatorial election in November. If an opponent to an Okinawa-based relocation is voted in, the prospects of a solution to the Futenma problem would recede further. Needless to say, the stability of Japan and the rest of Asia requires the deterrent power projected by a U.S. military presence here. Japan's alliance with the U.S. must be patched up quickly. With tensions rising on the Korean Peninsula after the sinking of a South Korean navy vessel, the North may resort to new military provocations. Meanwhile, China is accelerating its naval buildup. There have already been a string of unusually close approaches to Maritime Self-Defense Force ships by Chinese vessels. Japan needs a strong alliance with the U.S. to guard against the dangers that surround it. The U.S. forces stationed in Okinawa play an especially important role in this regard. That is why Futenma and other Marine Corps bases must stay there. The government has a duty to patiently explain the circumstances to local communities and the rest of the nation and build support for moving the Futenma operations to Henoko. All that Hatoyama can hope to salvage from this disaster is an opportunity for a reality check. 
More ev. 

DMZ Hawaii News 10

(3/6/10, “U.S. commander reveals true purpose of troops in Okinawa is to remove N. Korea’s nukes” pg online @ [http://www.dmzhawaii.org/?p=6626]//au)

The commander of U.S. Marine Corps troops in Asia has recently revealed to Japanese defense officials that the true purpose of stationing Marines in Okinawa is to remove North Korea of its nuclear weapons if its regime collapses, sources close to the government say. Ironically, confusion within the government over the selection of a relocation site for U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma in Okinawa Prefecture has helped extract the true intentions of U.S. forces. The question is whether it will pave the way for the building of an equal partnership between Japan and the United States as the administration of Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama has pursued. Top-ranking Japanese and U.S. defense officials secretly met at the U.S. Embassy in the Akasaka district of downtown Tokyo on the morning of Feb. 17 to discuss the Futenma relocation issue. The meeting, held in English without an interpreter, was proposed by Lt. Gen. Keith Stalder, commander of Marine Corps troops operating in the Asia-Pacific region. The commander asked Japanese officials to support the plan agreed upon by Washington and the previous Japanese administration to relocate the base to an offshore area of Camp Schwab in Nago, Okinawa Prefecture, and reiterated Washington’s official view on the issue. At the end of the one-hour meeting, one of the Japanese officials protested to Stalder. “We are experts in security issues, so we understand it. But people say Marine Corps troops are unnecessary in Okinawa because you only reiterate Washington’s official view.” The commander kept silent for a while, and then revealed that Marine Corps troops in Okinawa are actually there to counter the threat of North Korea, according to one of Japanese attendees. Pointing out that there is more chance that Kim Jong Il’s regime will collapse than a military conflict breaking out between North and South Korea, Stalder explained that the most important mission of Marines in Okinawa in such an emergency situation is to promptly rid North Korea of its nuclear weapons. Stadler appears to have taken advantage of Japan’s concern about the proliferation of nuclear weapons from North Korea if the Kim regime collapsed. Even so, it was the first time that a high-ranking U.S. defense official has revealed the true reason for keeping Marines in Okinawa. U.S. forces had previously explained that the Marines are stationed in Okinawa to deter the threat posed by North Korea and to counter any rapid military buildup by China. In June 2008, North Korea reported to China, which chaired the six-party talks on North Korea’s nuclear program, that the country had stockpiled approximately 38.5 kilograms of plutonium. Based on this, it is presumed that Pyongyang possesses six to eight nuclear weapons, but it remains unclear.

2NC – Yes China Threat (1/2)
Chinese regional aggression now. 
Blumenthal 6/7 – resident fellow at American Enterprise institute (Dan, The Weekly Standard, AEI, “Losing Asia?.” http://www.aei.org/article/102121) 

Even with a government in Taiwan that has abandoned any claim to independence, China has not renounced its right to use force against the island. It continues the unrelenting military buildup of a force across the strait that was only supposed to "deter Taiwan's independence." The Chinese navy is increasing the frequency of its sojourns into disputed waters in the South and East China Seas. The Indians find themselves encircled by a network of Chinese maritime facilities. U.S. Navy ships have been harassed by Chinese vessels during lawful missions in international waters. The Chinese military is interested in expanding control of its maritime periphery and keeping the United States out. U.S. Navy access to these waters has been a source of reassurance to our allies during Asia's 30-year peace.

China is aggressive and threatens now – wants Taiwan and Spratly. 
Maginnis 5/20 -- retired Army lieutenant colonel, a national security and foreign affairs analyst for radio and television and a senior strategist with the U.S. Army (Robert, Human Events, “China's High Seas Aggression.” http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=37081)  
China’s aggressive actions on the high seas, its rapidly expanding navy and its new global strategy suggest Beijing’s motivations are as much about geopolitical power as economics. That’s why the U.S. either accommodates its soon-to-be naval “peer competitor” or face the risk of military conflicts with the emerging superpower. Japan’s foreign minister expressed concern last week about China’s growing military aggression. “I wouldn’t use the word ‘threat’ – but we certainly will need to watch very carefully the nuclear arsenal and naval capabilities of China,” Katsuya Okada told the Wall Street Journal. Okada filed a protest with Beijing earlier this month over “obstructive behavior” by a Chinese survey ship in the East China Sea. Okada complained the Chinese ship chased a Japanese coast guard vessel that Tokyo said was conducting marine surveys within Japan’s economic zone. That was the third Chinese provocation over the past month. On April 10 and 21, a flotilla from China’s East Sea Fleet sailed through Japan’s Miyako Strait, a mineral-rich area disputed between the two Asian powers. During each passage Chinese helicopters circled near Japanese destroyers. These incidents irked the Japanese and they happened just days after warships from China’s North Sea Fleet returned from what the Chinese called “confrontation exercises” in the South China Sea, according to Stratfor, an American intelligence group. The U.S. Navy has been a victim of Chinese “confrontation.” In 2001, Chinese fighters intercepted and crashed into a U.S. Navy P-3 Orion aircraft and then forced it to land at a Chinese military airfield. In late 2007, a Chinese Song class submarine surfaced dangerously close to the U.S.S. Kitty Hawk, an aircraft carrier, during a Pacific exercise. Last year, Chinese vessels aggressively maneuvered within 25 feet of the USNS Impreccable, an unarmed ocean surveillance ship, in the South China Sea. These aggressive actions suggest China’s navy is taking on a new and dangerous character. China’s aggressive naval behavior accompanies the regime’s growing and seemingly insatiable appetite for natural resources and the movement of its products to sustain a fast-growing economy. That means Beijing must depend on sea routes for transporting goods, which has become a factor shaping its strategic naval behavior. Beijing’s motive for a large navy is more complex than trade. There is a rising tide of Chinese nationalism aimed at Japan and the U.S., China’s long-time naval rivals. A larger navy feeds Chinese national pride at its rivals’ expense and gives Beijing the tools to eventually reunify the “renegade province” of Taiwan by force if necessary. And it helps to control contested island groups off China’s coasts, which form a new outer-defense security belt. This multi-faceted motivation prompts China’s strategic military transformation. The Pentagon’s 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review outlines that transformation: “China’s military has begun to develop new roles, missions, and capabilities in support of its growing regional and global interests.”
 

2NC – Yes China Threat (2/2)

China is a threat – seeks primacy. 
Blumenthal 6/7 – resident fellow at American Enterprise institute (Dan, The Weekly Standard, AEI, “Losing Asia?.” http://www.aei.org/article/102121) 

This decision was driven by a deep sense that China must right the wrongs of the past and recover from "a century of humiliation." Taiwan needs to be reclaimed, Japan rendered impotent, and U.S. access to China's periphery impeded. Nor can China bear the humiliation of relying on the United States to keep safe the commons for Chinese trade. In the view of the hypernationalist leaders within the government, the rest of Asia must accept the country's rightful place at the top of the Asian political hierarchy. China, in short, seeks to frustrate our most basic aims in the Asia-Pacific: maintaining the political order that has helped produce a set of mostly democratic and free market economies in the region and assuring that they continue to develop free from domination by any other power.

Without US deterrence China will attack Taiwan

Fisher 04- (4-2-04, Richard Jr., Senior Fellow, Asian Military Affairs , “Deterring a Chinese attack against Taiwan: 16 steps”  http://www.strategycenter.net/research/pubID.7/pub_detail.asp)

With the reelection of President Chen Shui Bian and his Democratic Progressive Party (DPP) led government, Taiwan takes a significant step toward consolidating its democracy, but Chen's victory is also likely to cause Communist China to intensify its preparations for war. To avoid what could be a very hot war on the Taiwan Strait, President George Bush should focus greater and more urgent attention on what is required to deter a Chinese attack on Taiwan. As the U.S. Department of Defense has noted in its annual reports on Chinese military modernization, the main goal of this effort is to build a capability needed to wage war against Taiwan, and if needed, the United States. It is possible that such an attack may come as early as one to three years from now barring either an unforeseen diplomatic breakthrough or a radical change in priorities for the Communist government in Beijing.
Impact Exts – DPRK 
Japanese forward deployment deters North Korean aggression. 
Jitsuro 10 (3/15/10 “The Will and Imagination to Return to Common Sense: Toward a Restructuring of the US-Japan Alliance” pg online @ [http://japanfocus.org/-Terashima-Jitsuro/3321]//au)

What about the threat from North Korea? To be sure, North Korea’s continuing development of missiles and nuclear capabilities, out of proportion to its national strength, makes it a threat. But the North Korean threat today is different from what it was during the Cold War. Then, a North Korean invasion of the south represented a military action with the support of the Soviet Union and China, which posed the threat of transforming South Korea and Japan into socialist states. Today, the North Korean threat is that of a “rogue state,” without a message that would mobilize world sympathy; it is like the death cry of the “Military First” state, the orphan of the Cold War, and it only serves to deepen North Korea’s isolation. However, a desperate North Korean invasion of the south cannot be dismissed entirely, and the presence of the US Marines in Okinawa as a deterrent force must be acknowledged. Nonetheless, what is most important for Japan is to pursue a diplomatic strategy that renders North Korean missiles and nuclear arms unusable, and to continue leading the initiative for a denuclearized Northeast Asia that also encompasses Russia, China, South Korea, and the US.

Japanese troops key – withdrawal perceived as waning commitment, kills deterrence. 

Bush 10 --  Director, Center for Northeast Asian Policy Studies (Richard, Brookings, “Okinawa and Security in East Asia.” Okinawa and Security in East Asia) 

Of course, our two countries and China are not the only ones concerned with the alliance. South Korea has important stakes involved in the presence of U.S. forces in the Western Pacific. In the event of a conventional attack by North Korea, South Korea has a very strong military, but it also depends on the ability of the United States to move forces quickly to the Korean peninsula. It depends on those U.S. forces, including Marines, to dissuade and deter North Korea from even considering an attack. South Korea is comfortable with the relocation of 8,000 marines to Guam, in part because there are already other U.S. troops on the peninsula and in Japan, and also because moving Marines from Guam by air doesn’t take long. However, South Korea would likely be concerned by signs that the U.S.-Japan alliance was slowly dissolving. If U.S. troops were to be removed from, first, Okinawa and, then, the home islands, it would likely weaken deterrence.

More ev – key to regional stability. 
China Daily 10 (5/28/10, “US, Japan to keep US air base on Okinawa” pg online @ [http://www2.chinadaily.com.cn/world/2010-05/28/content_9906381.htm]//au)

TOKYO - Washington and Tokyo agreed Friday to keep a contentious U.S. Marine base in Okinawa, with Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama highlighting the importance of the Japanese-American security alliance amid rising tension on the nearby Korean peninsula. In a joint statement, the two allies agreed to move the Marine Corps Air Station Futenma to Henoko, in a less crowded, northern part of the island. The decision is broadly in line with a 2006 deal forged with the previous Tokyo government, but represents a broken campaign promise from Hatoyama. In a news conference broadcast nationwide, the prime minister repeatedly apologized for failing to keep his pledge to move the base off the island, which hosts more than half the 47,000 U.S. troops stationed in Japan under a 50-year-old security pact. Okinawa residents have complained about pollution, noise and possible danger from the bases. "I am sincerely sorry for not being able to keep my words, and what is more, having hurt Okinawans in the end," he said. Hatoyama said that the government had investigated 40 sites as alternatives for Futenma, including options off the island, but none worked. He said Futenma's helicopter and air assets were needed for nearby Marine infantry units based on the island in times of emergency _ reminding listeners that recent events on the Korean peninsula had made the region "extremely tense." "In Asia, there still remain unstable and uncertain factors, including the sinking of a South Korean warship by North Korea," he said. "I had to give the Japan-U.S. agreement the priority because maintaining the trust between Japan and the U.S. serves the best deterrence," he added. The decision had domestic political fallout, too, as Hatoyama dismissed Gender Equality Minister Mizuho Fukushima from his Cabinet for her refusal to accept the agreement. But her party, a junior member in the ruling coalition, will not bolt the government. "I couldn't betray the Okinawans," she said. "I cannot be a part of an agreement that imposes a burden on Okinawans." Chief Cabinet Secretary Hirofumi Hirano will take her spot in the Cabinet, Japanese media reports said. Under a 1960 security pact, American armed forces are allowed broad use of Japanese land and facilities. In return, the U.S. is obliged to respond to attacks on Japan and protect the country under its nuclear umbrella. The U.S. and Japan "recognized that a robust forward presence of U.S. military forces in japan, including in Okinawa, provides the deterrence and capabilities necessary for the defense of Japan and for the maintenance of regional stability," said the joint statement, which was issued by U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, Japanese Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada and Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa.

Impact Exts – Heg (1/3)
Japanese bases key to power projection. 
Kapoor 10- Associate Fellow at the Centre for Land Warfare Studies 

(6/10/10, “The Strategic Relevance of Okinawa” pg online @ [http://www.idsa.in/idsacomments/TheStrategicRelevanceofOkinawa_rkapoor_100610]//au)

In the post-Occupation period, US troops and military bases in Japan have been instrumental in ensuring peace and stability within Japan as well as in East Asia. The geo-strategic location of Okinawa makes it the preferred site for hosting US military bases both in terms of securing Japan as well as for US force projection in the Far East. Okinawa’s distance from the rest of Japan and from other countries of East Asia makes it an ideal location to host military bases and thus extend US military outreach considerably. In the case of an eventuality, it is easier for the US marines, who act as first responders to exigencies, to take appropriate action well before the rest of Japan is affected. In addition, Japan cannot ignore the potential threat it faces from its nuclear neighbours including China, North Korea and Russia. The Russian and Chinese threats, as of now, can be ruled out. However, the North Korean threat is very much real and Japan has been building up its Ballistic Missile Defence system in collaboration with the US to cater for it. Okinawa Prefecture includes a chain of hundreds of small islands. The midpoint of this chain is almost equidistance from Taiwan and Japan’s Kyushu Island. During the Vietnam War, the USFJ military bases particularly in Okinawa were among the most important strategic and logistic bases. In addition, strategists in Japan note that despite the country’s three non-nuclear principles, some bases in Okinawa were used for stockpiling nuclear weapons during the Cold War. Even today, US nuclear-armed submarines and destroyers operate in the vicinity of Japan, facilitated by a secret deal between the governments of the US and Japan. Moreover, having military bases in Japan also helps the US to have easy access to the strategically important five seas –the Bering Sea, the Sea of Okhotsk, the Japan Sea, the East China Sea and the South China Sea.1

Withdrawal causes Chinese hegemony.
Munro 01- Director of Asian Studies at the Center for Security Studies

(4/5/01, “What China Really Wants” pg online @ lexisnexis//au)

The evidence that the Chinese leadership embraced this goal is overwhelming. Publicly, the Beijing regime, whose foreign-policy slogan is "We shall never seek hegemony," adamantly denies its true ambition. Yet the regime makes clear that it seeks to dominate Asia by reiterating a set of specific strategic goals that amount to the same thing. Those goals are: to control Taiwan and the South China Sea; to ensure the permanent strategic subservience of Japan; and to end America's military presence in Asia and its military links with Japan and other Asian democracies on China's periphery. If China were to achieve these announced goals, its hegemony over Asia would be both unquestioned and unchallenged. If this reality isn't fully appreciated by non-Asian strategic thinkers, it is certainly appreciated in the region. Only when China controls Taiwan, or, more precisely, the island's air and sea space, can Beijing realistically pursue its more ambitious goals. Once China has Taiwan in its grasp, it will sit astride Japan's southern sea lanes, a lifeline connecting Japan to its petroleum supply as well as to several key markets. China would also effectively control all other nations' access from the east to the South China Sea, the crucial link between the Pacific and Indian oceans. The security of the Philippines would be immediately and acutely threatened, and other Southeast Asian nations would find themselves more vulnerable to Chinese coercion.
Impact Exts – Heg (2/3)

US hegemony is strong now but is maintained only by a strong military relationship with Japan – removal of troops gives Japan and China the opportunity for leadership. 
Beeson 2009 -- Professor and Head of the Department of Political Science & International Studies, The University of Birmingham (Mark, Review of International Studies, “Hegemonic transition in East Asia? The dynamics of Chinese and American power.” (2009), 35, 95–112, Google Scholar) 

For traditional, state-centric analyses of hegemonic power and transition, military might is a pivotal measure of influence and determinant of dominance.29 In this context, there should be no doubt about the US’s continuing primacy. Despite the concerns expressed by many realist scholars about the rise of China and the supposed likelihood, if not inevitability of conflict, American ascendancy seems assured. As has frequently been pointed out, the US spends more on military hardware than the next 15–20 powers combined. Moreover, the US has an unrivalled ability to project power, as well as a major and expanding lead in the technical sophistication of its weapons systems–something many observers take to be an unambiguous and enduring expression of America’s continuing dominance.30 And yet, it is not obvious that this military strength is as decisive as it once was, or that the ability of other countries like China to challenge American dominance should be judged exclusively or even primarily by their ability to counter conventional military might. On the contrary, it is possible that the nature of contemporary international relations, in which the declining incidence and utility of traditional inter-state conflict is such a noteworthy part,31 may be opening a political space within which to challenge American primacy with comparative impunity – especially where this is reinforced with other, increasingly relevant and utilisable forms of structural power.

When trying to assess how important military power is, much depends on the specific historical context. Here the US’s record in East Asia is uneven and contradictory. At one level, it is plain that, despite not being ‘of’ the region in the way that China unambiguously is, the US exercised a decisive, continuing influence on the development of East Asia for more than half a century. The construction of the bilateral strategic relationships in East Asia noted earlier, was not only markedly different from the its approach to Europe (where it encouraged a process of regional integration), but the effective maintenance of an ‘uneasy stalemate’ in a divided East Asia was a key part of its own hegemonic role.32 Consequently, while the Cold War endured, there was simply no possibility that China could play a significant part in regional relations, let alone seek to reinsert itself at the centre of an increasingly integrated East Asia.

The cornerstone of American strategy in the region during this period was not simply ‘containing’ China, but consolidating the position of Japan as an economic and strategic bulwark against communist expansion.33 Two aspects of the relation- ship between the US and Japan have long-term implications for both the US’s relationship with China and our understanding of hegemony, and consequently merit spelling out. First, Japan’s historically subordinate role to the US and its consequent inability to play an independent, leadership role in East Asia, help to explain the stunted nature of its own hegemonic ambitions and capacities throughout the post-war period. Japan’s recent participation in American strategic initiatives like the missile defence scheme and the recently announced defence treaty with America’s other key regional ally Australia, not only limit Japan’s own policy autonomy, but are plainly designed with China in mind.34 The second point to make, then, is that – at the strategic level, at least – the US remains the lynchpin of an entrenched pattern of security relations that notionally disadvantage and constrain China. And yet, it is striking that, not only are the benefits of such ‘bandwagoning’ behaviour by countries such as Japan and Australia increasingly unclear, especially as they limit the possibility of developing a more independent relationship with the region, but American strategy may also actually work to China’s advantage.35
Impact Exts – Heg (3/3)

Troop presence key to global power projection. 
Tanaka, 2010

Hitoshi Tanaka, Senior Fellow at the Japan Center For International Exchange, February 2010, “The US-Japan Alliance: Beyond Futenma,” online: http://www.jcie.org/researchpdfs/EAI/5-1.pdf

As the world around us changes, we should not be shy about analyzing the costs and benefits of the US-Japan alliance and acknowledging that it needs to continue to benefit both parties in order to retain its meaning and political support. The central agreement of the alliance is encapsulated in two of its articles: Article V in essence commits the United States to defend Japan from attack, while Article VI basically pledges Japan to provide basing facilities for the United States to use in the protection of Japan and the maintenance of regional security. A hardnosed analysis of this trade-off does indeed show that it continues to yield important strategic benefits for both Japan and the United States. 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. But even putting aside the critical issue of the US nuclear umbrella, it is clear that the alliance helps Japan immensely, given the uncertainties in the region. For example, Japan benefits on purely economic grounds. It has maintained its defense budget at less than one percent of GDP for historical reasons, but it is difficult to imagine how Japan’s low levels of defense spending could be sustained without US protection. The alliance continues to yield crucial benefits for the United States as well. One thing that has not changed is the fact that the alliance makes it less costly for the United States to maintain defense capabilities closer to potential trouble spots in the region. This better enables it to quickly deploy substantial forces in the case of regional contingencies, and it enhances the US capacity to promote stability in Asia. Furthermore, although the wording of bilateral agreements does not get into this, there is no avoiding the fact that US forward deployment in Japan also benefits US strategy elsewhere in the world. The Seventh Fleet, which is homeported at Yokosuka, is dispatched to protect sea lanes in the Indian Ocean and to undertake other missions outside the immediate region. Meanwhile, it is no secret that US Marines based in Okinawa are not solely there for the defense of Japan. They rotate around the world, and many of those who come to Okinawa for training are eventually deployed to Afghanistan or the Middle East.
Impact Exts – Japan Prolif (1/2)
Withdrawal forces Japan prolif – fear of China and South Korea. 
Bakanic et al 2008 (Elizabeth, Mark Christopher, Sandya Das, Laurie Freeman, George Hodgson, Mike Hunzeker, R. Scott Kemp, Sung Hwan Lee, Florentina Mulaj, Ryan Phillips, Princeton University Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Relations, “Preventing Nuclear Proliferation Chain Reactions: Japan, South Korea, and Egypt.” 
Erosion of confidence in the U.S.- Japan security alliance: The strength of the U.S-Japan alliance and the credibility of the U.S. nuclear umbrella are critical to Japan’s sense of security. A perceived U.S. failure to live up to its obligations, especially in a regional crisis situation, would undermine Japanese confidence in the alliance and could drive Japan to consider seeking security through its own nuclear capabilities. Such a fracture might arise if the United States failed to provide adequate support to Japan in a potential conflict with China, if it sided with South Korea over possession of the Dokdo/Takeshima islands14 or in other historical disputes, or if it undertook major regional security decisions (e.g. significant troop reductions or realignments) without first consulting Tokyo.
Presence checks Japan prolif. 

Feng et. al 06- Scholar at the World Security Institute (Autumn 2006, “China Security” pg online @ [http://www.chinasecurity.us/pdfs/Issue4full.pdf]//au) Second, North Korean possession of nuclear weapons may push China into a new security dilemma in Northeast Asia. For a long time, in Chinese strategic thinking, the American military presence in Northeast Asia has been a latent threat to China’s national security. Yet, it is because of the U.S. protective nuclear umbrella that Japan has exercised self-control in terms of developing nuclear weapons. But with North Korea’s possession of nuclear weapons, only through U.S. military presence and nuclear deterrence in Northeast Asia will Japan (and possibly South Korea and Taiwan) possibly be dissuaded from developing nuclear weapons themselves in the foreseeable future. China would then be in a position of having to choose between two unfavorable alternatives: accepting Japan and South Korea with their own nuclear weapons or cementing a high-profile U.S. military presence in Northeast Asia.

Any perception of a weakening US commitment forces Japanese nuclearization – Japan has the capacity and politicians are willing – happens absent US commitment.  

Rublee 2010 --  a lecturer at the University of Auckland and a former intelligence officer in the Defense Intelligence Agency (Maria Rost, Nonproliferation Review, Vol. 17, No. 1, March 2010 “The nuclear threshold: challenges and opportunities posed by Brazil and Japan.” Google Scholar) 
Concerns over a nuclear-armed Japan arise occasionally, but with two rounds of North Korean nuclear tests, unease has grown. However, North Korea is not Japan's main security concern, and short of a nuclear attack by North Korea, the country is unlikely to push Tokyo into a nuclear option.96 Rather, possible U.S. abandonment of Japan and anxiety over China's rise are far more likely to trigger a Japanese nuclear response, although even these are unlikely to do so.97 A combination of abandonment and anxiety might be the most lethal threat to Japan's nuclear restraint. If Washington makes a strategic decision to align with Beijing over Tokyo, Japanese elites may rethink how best to ensure their country's security. As one Japanese nuclear expert noted, if the United States wants to keep Japan non-nuclear, “Don't abandon us for China.”98
Impact Exts – Japan Prolif (2/2)

Nuclear option being discussed – only credible alliance prevents it. 
Smith, 2003 (December 4, Sheila Research Fellow in Politics and Security, East-West Center “Security Context: The US-Japan alliance, the US Nuclear Umbrella, and the Regional Security Environment” http://www.stimson.org/japan/pdf/JNOTranscript.pdf)

I decided to take a look at Japan’s nuclear option in the context of the U.S-Japan alliance and Japan’s strategic thinking in the past. I believe Japan’s current security is very much still a strategic choice on the part of Japan’s policy makers. The fact that the nuclear option is being discussed both inside and outside Japan is reflective of a new, vibrant security debate in Japan. Japanese politicians now seem to be saying that Japan should not rule out a nuclear option. This is not a new position; Prime Ministers dating back to Kishi never discounted such an option but for many political reasons, the nuclear question has remained relatively under wraps. Past policy studies in Japan have concluded then as they have now, that reliance on the US-Japan alliance continues to remain the most important reason for ruling out the nuclear option. Another way in which the security debate has been reexamined, is that Japan has been reviewing its war fighting capabilities in a changed security environment where Japan might be vulnerable to a nuclear attack not just from spillover effects from a conflict resulting from Cold War tensions, but from direct attack from countries like North Korea. Japan has traditionally seen offensive capabilities as being in the possession of the U.S and its own role being limited to primarily defensive capabilities. Politicians like Ishida have made clear however, that recent discussion about Japan’s security option has blurred the line between defensive and offensive forces and has started to move the US-Japan alliance beyond the relationship developed during the Cold War. Japan has increasingly been developing a strong voice in iterating its opinions about Asian regional security and Washington’s ability to include Japan in the discussion of the area’s security interests will become even more important in the future as was apparent in the recent six-party talks with North Korea. My conclusion is that Japan actually does not face a set of choices today that are very much different than those it has faced in the past when it comes to the question of nuclear deterrence. The alliance is still the best option for Japan, and security planners in Japan still agree that is the case. The only difference today is that there are more people both inside and outside Japan watching the security planners; part of the reason is due to the changing security environment in which Japan finds itself and is causing Japan to question the US-Japan alliance in ways that it previously has not. It is the first time that Washington planners will have to pay attention not only to how their counterparts in the Japanese government perceive their security environment but also how the Japanese public perceives the value of the current security arrangement. 
Symbolic action key to deterrence. Specifically with Japan.

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

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

Campbell & Sunohara, 04 – senior vice president and director of the International Security Program at CSIS, AND ** visiting fellow in the International Security Program at CSIS (Kurt M. Campbell and Tsuyoshi Sunohara, The Nuclear Tipping Point: Why States Reconsider Their Nuclear Choices, “9. Japan: Thinking the Unthinkable,” ed by Campbell, Einhorn and Mitchell B. Reiss, JMP)

Implications for U.S. Foreign Policy

American policies toward Japan and other regions of the world will have the greatest impact on whether the Japanese decide to acquire nuclear weapons in the future. The United States can best avert such a development by pursuing three policies.

First, American officials must overcome any doubts among the Japanese about the credibility of the U.S. extended deterrence guarantee. As former Japanese prime minister Morihiro Hosokawa observes, “It is in the interest of the United States, so long as it does not wish to see Japan withdraw from the NPT and develop its own nuclear deterrent, to maintain its alliance with Japan and continue to provide a nuclear umbrella.”101 U.S. officials should reaffirm at every opportunity Washington’s willingness to defend Japan against external threats.

U.S. extended deterrence is the most critical factor in the Japan nuclear equation – it can override domestic restraints

Rublee, 09 – lecturer at the University of Auckland and a former intelligence officer in the Defense Intelligence Agency

(April 09, Maria Rost Rublee, Ph.D., Strategic Insights, “The Future of Japanese Nuclear Policy,” http://www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/si/2009/Apr/rubleeApr09.asp#author, JMP)

Accurately predicting whether Japan will remain non-nuclear in the next decades requires a crystal ball. Nonetheless, examining the factors that push Tokyo away from and toward a nuclear option help us to understand both why the country may reverse its policy of nuclear forbearance and the likelihood of such a situation occurring. Currently, most domestic factors pressure Japan into maintaining its non-nuclear stance. However, severe exogenous shocks—from U.S. withdrawal to a North Korean nuclear attack—can override the influence of these domestic determinants, both by weakening them directly and by creating new security concerns that a nuclear option could potentially address. The fact that the most critical external factor in the Japanese nuclear equation—U.S. extended deterrence—lies within the control of U.S. policymakers should reassure Washington, as well as challenge it to address the other potential scenarios that could undermine Japanese nuclear forbearance. 

Credible extended deterrence is the single biggest factor limiting nuclearization – this overwhelms all of their takeouts
Chanlett-Avery & Nikitin, 09 – *Specialist in Asian Affairs AND **Analyst in Nonproliferation at the Congressional Research Service (2/19/09, Emma and Mary Beth, “Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects and U.S. Interests,” http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/09024CRS.pdf, JMP)

Perhaps the single most important factor to date in dissuading Tokyo from developing a nuclear arsenal is the U.S. guarantee to protect Japan’s security. Since the threat of nuclear attack developed during the Cold War, Japan has been included under the U.S. “nuclear umbrella,” although some ambiguity exists about whether the United States is committed to respond with nuclear weapons in the event of a nuclear attack on Japan.25 U.S. officials have hinted that it would: following North Korea’s 2006 nuclear test, former Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice, in Tokyo, said, “ ... the United States has the will and the capability to meet the full range, and I underscore full range, of its deterrent and security commitments to Japan.”26 Most policymakers in Japan continue to emphasize that strengthening the alliance as well as shared conventional capabilities is more sound strategy than pursuing an independent nuclear capability.27

During the Cold War, the threat of mutually assured destruction to the United States and the Soviet Union created a sort of perverse stability in international politics; Japan, as the major Pacific front of the U.S. containment strategy, felt confident in U.S. extended deterrence. Although the United States has reiterated its commitment to defend Japan, the strategic stakes have changed, leading some in Japan to question the American pledge. Some in Japan are nervous that if the United States develops a closer relationship with China, the gap between Tokyo’s and Washington’s security perspectives will grow and further weaken the U.S. commitment.28 These critics also point to what they perceive as the soft negotiating position on North Korea’s denuclearization in the Six-Party Talks as further evidence that the United States does not share Japan’s strategic perspective.29 A weakening of the bilateral alliance may strengthen the hand of those that want to explore the possibility of Japan developing its own deterrence.
Despite these concerns, many long-time observers assert that the alliance is fundamentally sound from years of cooperation and strong defense ties throughout even the rocky trade wars of the 1980s. Perhaps more importantly, China’s rising stature likely means that the United States will want to keep its military presence in the region in place, and Japan is the major readiness platform for the U.S. military in East Asia. If the United States continues to see the alliance with Japan as a fundamental component of its presence in the Pacific, U.S. leaders may need to continue to not only restate the U.S. commitment to defend Japan, but to engage in high-level consultation with Japanese leaders in order to allay concerns of alliance drift. Disagreement exists over the value of engaging in a joint dialogue on nuclear scenarios given the sensitivity of the issue to the public and the region, with some advocating the need for such formalized discussion and others insisting on the virtue on strategic ambiguity.30

U.S. behavior plays an outsized role in determining Japan’s strategic calculations, particularly in any debate on developing nuclear weapons. Security experts concerned about Japan’s nuclear option have stressed that U.S. officials or influential commentators should not signal to the Japanese any tacit approval of nuclearization.31 Threatening other countries with the possibility of Japan going nuclear, for example, could be construed as approval by some quarters in Tokyo.

U.S.-Japanese joint development of a theater missile defense system reinforces the U.S. security commitment to Japan, both psychologically and practically. The test-launch of several missiles by North Korea in July 2006 accelerated existing plans to jointly deploy Patriot Advanced Capability 3 (PAC-3) surface-to-air interceptors as well as a sea-based system on Aegis destroyers. If successfully operationalized, confidence in the ability to intercept incoming missiles may help assuage Japan’s fear of foreign attacks. This reassurance may discourage any potential consideration of developing a deterrent nuclear force. In addition, the joint effort would more closely intertwine U.S. and Japan security, although obstacles still remain for a seamless integration.32

AT Japan Prolif Impact D – No Tech 
Japan has the tech 

Preble 2006 – director of foreign policy studies at Cato (Christopher, Cato, “Japan’s Next Move.” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6738%20) 

North Korea's announcement that it had successfully tested a nuclear device has renewed concerns that other countries in the region will follow suit. These are not idle concerns. Given Japan's existing nuclear power program, and its advanced technical and industrial base, it could likely develop nuclear weapons in a matter of months.

AT Japan Prolif Impact D – Constitution 
Japan can go nuclear – can bypass constitutional issues and signals the 3 nos are not absolute 

Yoshihara and Holmes 2009 -- associate professors of strategy at the Naval War College (Toshi and James, “THINKING ABOUT THE UNTHINKABLE.” Google Scholar) 
A gradual, transparent, and deliberate analytical process thus would aim to move the nuclear issue inside the bounds of routine political discourse for the Japanese state and society. Llewelyn Hughes astutely observes that recent institutional reforms have centralized power in the prime minister’s office, bolstering that body’s ability to set and impose Japan’s national security agenda. This and other reforms,Hughes concludes, have “ensured that the formal barriers to nuclearization are surmountable.”29 It is therefore conceivable that future efforts to strengthen executive authority further would signal the will and expected capability to overturn constraints on pursuing an independent nuclear option.
Persuasive rhetoric toward important audiences will be critical to any hedging strategy. Japanese leaders will need to navigate among the domestic interests examined by Scott Sagan, reassure the watchdog International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and the international community that Japan has no desire to break its NPT commitments, and concurrently apply pressure on the United States not to draw down its conventional military commitment to Japan or, worse still, fold up the nuclear umbrella under which Japan shelters. Indeed, added pressure on Washington to make its processes for making nuclear strategy and decisions more transparent to Tokyo would implicitly signal that Japan’s nonnuclear posture is not absolute. In other words, if the United States fails to integrate Japan more meaningfully into its nuclear plans, Tokyo might have no choice but to pursue an independent option. Alternatively, Tokyo might modify its Three Non-Nuclear Principles, lifting its self-imposed ban on the introduction of nuclear weapons onto Japanese territory. This would represent a precursor to limited deployments of U.S. nuclear weapons to strengthen deterrence.30 The deployment of Pershing intermediate-range missiles in Europe during the 1980s offers a useful precedent. Such a move might eventually open the way for joint management of nuclear weapons positioned in the home islands, similar to existing U.S.-NATO arrangements.31 A strategy of calculated ambiguity that at once played up Japanese capacity to go nuclear and remained noncommittal on Japanese intentions of doing so would offer Tokyo its best diplomatic option should security conditions continue to decay in East Asia. 
Impacts – US-Japan Alliance

US presence key to the alliance and regional stability. 
Kapoor 10- Associate Fellow at the Centre for Land Warfare Studies 

(6/10/10, “The Strategic Relevance of Okinawa” pg online @ [http://www.idsa.in/idsacomments/TheStrategicRelevanceofOkinawa_rkapoor_100610]//au)

Notwithstanding popular criticism and opposition, the US-Japan security alliance and the presence of USFJ remain vital to Japanese foreign and security policies. The relocation of USFJ facilities and troops outside Japan may create an imbalance between the two countries over sharing responsibilities under the terms of the security treaty. It is an obligation for the US to defend Japan under Article 5 of the Japan-US Security Treaty, while Japan is obliged to provide the use of facilities and areas in Japan under Article 6 of the treaty. This treaty is quite unlike the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), which provides only for shared defence by the contracting states. USFJ also acts as an “effective deterrent” against any armed aggression. In case attack takes place, the US is bound to protect Japan and even send reinforcements for which the bases are extremely important. In a nutshell, the USFJ is essential for the security of Japan and the presence of US troops in Japan has ensured peace and stability in the region. USFJ in Okinawa might not be welcomed by the people of Okinawa, but Okinawa will remain strategically important for the US. Given the covert security threat from China and overtly manifested threat from North Korea, Japan will always choose in favour of hosting US bases in Okinawa. 

More ev. 
Schiffer 10- Deputy Assistant Sec. of Defense for East Asia 

(3/18/10 “Highlights from the House Hearing on the US-Japan Alliance” pg online @ [http://eastasia.foreignpolicyblogs.com/2010/03/18/highlights-from-the-house-hearing-on-the-us-japan-alliance/]//au)

“The only readily deployable U.S. ground forces between Hawaii and India are the U.S. Marines located on Okinawa. And the Marines serve a much broader purpose in the region beyond merely deterring conflict and fighting in contingencies. III MEF forces led U.S. humanitarian assistance efforts in Indonesia, Bangladesh, and Burma – often in close coordination with their counterparts in Japan’s Self-Defense Forces. Given that hours matter following a natural disaster, the presence of the U.S. Marines in Okinawa is critical for ensuring a timely response with capabilities no one else can bring to bear.” “All this talk of figures might suggest that Host Nation Support (HNS) is simply a type of security commodity that Japan pays for on behalf of the U.S. This is not the case. HNS is a mutual investment in our commitment to regional stability. Japan provides financial and logistical support. The U.S. provides resource and manpower capabilities. Each side compliments each other and creates a robust alliance capacity under HNS.” 
Links – Okinawa (1/2)
Okinawa vital to deterrence and flexible response. 

Klinger 09- Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asiat at the Heritage Foundation’s Asian Studies Center

(Bruce, “U.S. Should Stay Firm on Implementation of Okinawa Force Realignment” December 15, 2009, pg online @ [http://s3.amazonaws.com/thf_media/2009/pdf/bg_2352.pdf]//au)
Okinawa’s strategic location contributes to potent U.S. deterrent and power projection capabilities as well as enabling rapid and flexible contingency response, including to natural disasters in Asia. Marine ground units on Okinawa can utilize Futenma airlift to deploy quickly to amphibious assault and landing ships stationed at the nearby U.S. Naval Base at Sasebo, Nagasaki Prefecture. Okinawa has four long runways: two at Kadena Air Base, one at Futenma, and one at Naha civilian airfield. The Futenma runway would likely be eliminated after return to Okinawa control to enable further civilian urban expansion. The planned FRF would compensate by building two new (albeit shorter) runways at Camp Schwab. However, if the Futenma unit redeployed to Guam instead, no new runway on Okinawa would be built. Japan would have thus lost a strategic national security asset, which includes the capability to augment U.S. or Japanese forces during a crisis in the region. Not having runways at Futenma or Schwab would be like sinking one’s own aircraft carrier, putting further strain on the two runways at Kadena. Redeploying U.S. forces from Japan and Okinawa to Guam would reduce alliance deterrent and combat capabilities. Guam is 1,400 miles, a threehour flight, and multiple refueling operations farther from potential conflict zones. Furthermore, moving fixed-wing aircraft to Guam would drastically reduce the number of combat aircraft sorties that U.S. forces could conduct during crises with North Korea or China, while exponentially increasing refueling and logistic requirements. 

And, withdrawing from Okinawa creates intense pressure – causes withdrawal from the rest of Japan. 

Auslin 6-16-2010 

(director of Japan studies at the American Enterprise Institute, 6/16/10, “The Real Futenma Fallout”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704324304575307471399789704.html?mod=WSJ_Opinion_LEFTTopBucket]//au)

Here's the rub: The U.S. Department of Defense has made it clear that, unless the entire 2006 realignment plan goes forward, no individual pieces will be set in motion. And it all depends on moving the Marine helicopters out of Futenma, which has long been a source of political contention between Tokyo and Washington. The Japanese government, moreover, is committed to moving its surveillance planes to Atsugi, but that move probably won't happen if the American carrier air wing stays put. Japanese military officials worry that this year's protests in Okinawa could have spillover effects, inspiring protesters around Atsugi to demand a reduced American presence, and possibly even agitating against the government plan to move Japanese planes there. Moreover, Iwakuni's mayor might reject the new burden of potentially hosting the George Washington's air wing. That, in turn, would embolden antinuclear protesters in Yokosuka, the U.S. Navy's main base, to step up their ongoing pressure to move the nuclear-powered George Washington, the Navy's only permanently forward deployed aircraft carrier, out of Japanese waters. This worst-case scenario would be a series of simultaneous, grassroots movements against the U.S. military presence in Japan that could potentially put fatal stress on the bilateral security alliance and effectively isolate Japan militarily in the western Pacific. Given Mr. Hatoyama's fate when he botched this issue, politicians now are more likely to respond to public demands or they will be replaced by those who do. The resulting political clash would either reaffirm tight ties with Washington or lead to endemic paralysis in Japan's national security establishment. Given that the U.S. has permanently forward deployed ships and planes only in Japan, any scenario like the one sketched out above could significantly weaken U.S. capability to operate in the western Pacific, and thus call into question U.S. credibility as the underwriter of regional stability at a time when a crisis is brewing on the Korean peninsula and China continues to flex its naval and air muscle. Anyone concerned about that scenario, even if unlikely, realizes that the next half-decade of U.S.-Japan relations will have to go back to basics: rebuilding trust in the relationship, agreeing on a common set of objectives in Japan's waters and throughout Northeast Asia, and strengthening a commitment to upholding the alliance's military capabilities. The good news is that Japan's bureaucrats and military leaders remain more committed than ever to revitalizing the alliance. Whether politicians on both sides of the Pacific are willing to follow them, however, is another matter. No one believes that Washington and Tokyo are about to end their half-century-old alliance over an airstrip on an island in the middle of the ocean. But no one imagined, either, that a carefully crafted, decade-long negotiating process would be so carelessly upended by short-term political calculations. Prime Minister Kan can't afford to ignore the fissures opened by his predecessor and should work to heal them. 
Links – Okinawa (2/2)

More ev. 

GAO, 1998

(“Issues Involved in Reducing the Impact of the US Military Presence on Okinawa” pg online @ [http://www.gao.gov/archive/1998/ns98066.pdf]//au)

If hostilities erupt in the Asia-Pacific region, U.S. forces need to arrive in the crisis area quickly to repel aggression and end the conflict on terms favorable to the United States. U.S. forces could be used in a conflict and could deploy from their bases on Okinawa. The forward deployment on Okinawa significantly shortens transit times, thereby promoting early arrival in potential regional trouble spots such as the Korean peninsula and the Taiwan straits, a significant benefit in the initial stages of a conflict. For example, it takes 2 hours to fly to the Korean peninsula from Okinawa, as compared with about 5 hours from Guam, 11 hours from Hawaii, and 16 hours from the continental United States. Similarly, it takes about 1 1/2 days to make the trip from Okinawa by ship to South Korea, as compared with about 5 days from Guam, 12 days from Hawaii, and 17 days from the continental United States.

Concessions on Futenma causes the US to withdraw from the entirety of Japan

Feffer 10- co-director of Foreign policy at the Institute for Policy Studies

(3/5/10, “Has the U.S. Empire of Bases Reached Its High-Water Mark?” pg online @ [http://aep.typepad.com/american_empire_project/2010/03/pacific-pushback.html]//au)

The current battle over Okinawa again pits the United States against Japan, again with the Okinawans as victims. But there is a good chance that the Okinawans, like the Na’vi in that great NIMBY film Avatar, will win this time. A victory in closing Futenma and preventing the construction of a new base might be the first step in a potential reverse island hop. NIMBY movements may someday finally push the U.S. military out of Japan and off Okinawa. It’s not likely to be a smooth process, nor is it likely to happen any time soon. But the kanji is on the wall. Even if the Yankees don’t know what the Japanese characters mean, they can at least tell in which direction the exit arrow is pointing. 
Okinawa is a crucial stabilizing area for all of east Asia – generals support our claim

Bush 10 --  Director, Center for Northeast Asian Policy Studies (Richard, Brookings, “Okinawa and Security in East Asia.” Okinawa and Security in East Asia) 

Lieutenant General Keith Stalder, commanding general of U.S. Marine Corps Forces Pacific, recently spoke in Japan about the importance of Okinawa for the mission of the Marines. Among other things, he said that the U.S. Marine Corps is the emergency response force in East Asia. He explained that “The fundamental Marine Corps organizational structure is the Marine Air Ground Task Force, in which war fighting elements of aviation forces, ground combat forces, and logistics forces all operate under a single commander.” The Marine ground forces must train consistently with the helicopters that support them. Lieutenant General Stalder illustrated his point by saying that the “Marine Air Ground Task Force is a lot like a baseball team. It does not do you any good to have the outfielders practicing in one town, the catcher in another, and the third baseman somewhere else. They need to practice together, as a unit.” He went on to say that Okinawa is very important because it is relatively close to mainland Japan, to Korea, to the South China Sea, and to the Strait of Malacca. This geographic location is why, he said, “There is probably nowhere better in the world from which to dispatch Marines to natural disasters” than Okinawa. This importance of Okinawa is another reason why finding a solution to the realignment issue is essential. Any solution to the Okinawa problem should meet four conditions: efficiency of operations, safety, local interests, and permanence. Resolving the situation is also important because, as Lieutenant General Stalder pointed out, other nations are “watching to see whether the United States-Japan Alliance is strong enough to find a solution to the current issues.”[1]

2NC – Troops Key 
Forward deployment key – demonstrates US commitment and quick response. 

GAO 98

(“Issues Involved in Reducing the Impact of the US Military Presence on Okinawa” pg online @ [http://www.gao.gov/archive/1998/ns98066.pdf]//au)

The III Marine Expeditionary Force (along with other U.S. forces on Okinawa and in the region) supports the U.S. national security strategy to promote peace and stability in the Asia-Pacific region and to deter aggression by forcing an aggressor to risk a military confrontation with U.S. forces, according to DOD. The national security strategy and the congressionally mandated Quadrennial Defense Review2 cite U.S. presence in the region as necessary to demonstrate U.S. political commitment to security in the region. In addition, the United States has long-standing mutual defense treaty obligations with five countries in the region, including Japan and South Korea, and the U.S. forward presence visibly demonstrates commitment to these treaties, according to the U.S. Pacific Command, the geographic combatant command. In addition to showing the U.S. commitment to the region, the U.S. forces on Okinawa could be used if crises arise, according to the Pacific Command. Furthermore, forward-deployed U.S. forces could readily respond to a contingency because Okinawa is near several potential regional trouble spots, including the Korean peninsula, and the operational risk of a late arrival in an area of operations could be avoided. Moreover, Japan pays a significant share of the Okinawa-based Marine Corps force’s annual cost, including the cost of base infrastructure that is provided rent-free to the United States. 

Military presence key visible deterrent. 
GAO 98

(“Issues Involved in Reducing the Impact of the US Military Presence on Okinawa” pg online @ [http://www.gao.gov/archive/1998/ns98066.pdf]//au)

The Department of Defense (DOD) believes that Marine Corps forces along with other U.S. forces on Okinawa satisfy the U.S. national security strategy by visibly demonstrating the U.S. commitment to security in the region. These forces are thought to deter aggression, provide a crisis response capability should deterrence fail, and avoid the risk that U.S. allies may interpret the withdrawal of U.S. forces as a lessening of U.S. commitment to peace and stability in the region. Okinawa’s proximity to potential regional trouble spots promotes the early arrival of U.S. military forces due to shorter transit times and reduces potential problems that could arise due to late arrival. The cost of this presence is shared by the government of Japan, which provides bases and other infrastructure on Okinawa rent-free and pays part of the annual cost of Okinawa-based Marine Corps forces.

Deters regional aggression. 
GAO 98

(“Issues Involved in Reducing the Impact of the US Military Presence on Okinawa” pg online @ [http://www.gao.gov/archive/1998/ns98066.pdf]//au)

Under the national strategy, U.S. forward deployment is necessary because it demonstrates a visible political commitment by the United States to peace and stability in the region, according to DOD. The United States has mutual defense treaties with Japan, South Korea, the Philippines, Australia, and Thailand. In addition to demonstrating commitment, the U.S. forward deployment also deters aggression, according to the Pacific Command, because a regional aggressor cannot threaten its neighbors without risking a military confrontation with U.S. forces in place on Okinawa (or elsewhere in the region). To help maintain peace and stability in the region, the Pacific Command strategy features engagement through joint, combined, and multilateral military exercises; military-to-military contacts; and security assistance, among other activities. According to the Pacific Command, the III Marine Expeditionary Force is a key force that is employed to carry out these activities. According to the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Pacific Command, and USFJ, a withdrawal of U.S. forces from the region could be interpreted by countries in the region as a weakening of the U.S. commitment to peace and stability in Asia-Pacific and could undercut the deterrent value of the forward deployment. While U.S. forces may not have to be on Okinawa specifically for the United States to demonstrate such commitments, USFJ officials told us that U.S. forces do need to be located somewhere in the Western Pacific region. 

AT Naval/Air Power Solve
Air, Ground, and Naval forces are heavily interlinked- removing ground forces would hurt flexibility and US commitment to the region

Roos 10- US Ambassador to Japan

(1/29/10 “The Enduring Importance of our Security Alliance” pg online @ [http://tokyo.usembassy.gov/e/p/tp-20100129-71.html]//au)

The Marine Corps presence in Okinawa, which I am sure you have all been hearing about, is perhaps the least understood by the general public, but in reality is among the most critical of the forces we deploy in both peacetime and in the unlikely event of conflict. So let me be a little more detailed here and a little technical, because I think it is important for all of us to understand. The III Marine Expeditionary Force in Okinawa brings together the core capabilities of all of our other services into a rapidly deployable self-contained fighting force known as the Marine Air-Ground Task Force. The Marines combine air, ground, and logistical forces together, so that in any contingency or emergency there would be no need to wait for complicated logistical and airlift support from other services. The short range helicopters assigned to the Marines in Okinawa would be able to rapidly move our ground combat and support units on Okinawa across the island chain that links Northeast and Southeast Asia to wherever they would be required. For heavier or longer-range operations, the Marines would be supported by our naval fleet in Sasebo, just a few days sailing time away, which could project both Marine ground and air power anywhere in the region. This mobility and forward presence is why the Marines in Okinawa are routinely our primary responder to major natural disasters in Asia, such as the 2004 Asian Tsunami, mudslides in the Philippines, or the recent typhoon in Taiwan. A little known fact is that the Marines, along with other U.S. forces, have led or participated in 12 significant humanitarian assistance/disaster relief missions in the last five years alone, helping to save hundreds of thousands of lives in this region. The Marines in Okinawa would play a similar rapid response role in any armed conflict in the region, arriving first on the scene to secure critical facilities, conduct civilian evacuations, and provide forward land and air strike power. If the Marines were moved entirely off of Japan, their mobility and effectiveness in the region would be impacted, and it could be perceived negatively with regard to the United States' commitment to this region. The next closest ground combat troops available are Army contingents based in Hawaii, and the distance that they would have to travel would delay U.S. responsiveness in regional contingencies.
AT Nuclear Umbrella Solves
Troops are the best guarantee that nuclear threats mean something.

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

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

Schoff 2009 -- director of Asia-Pacific studies at IFPA (James, institute for foreign policy analysis,”The U.S.-Japan Alliance & the Future of Extended Deterrence,” google scholar)

Many Japanese scholars are quick to note that MD plays only a supplemental role in the context of the al- liance’s overall deterrence posture, and they emphasize that in the case of China, the allies’ superiority in conventional forces is more important than MD (Umemoto 2000, Kawakami 2007). This comes in part from the dilemma of extended deterrence, as one Japanese scholar explains, such that deterrence providers seek to limit a conflict to the region they are protecting, in order to avoid an all-out war that might entangle their homeland (Nakanishi 1990). The United States, therefore, will do everything it can to prevent the escalation and/or expansion of an East Asian regional conflict, and if it cannot do this through over- whelming conventional superiority, then it could default to a policy akin to appeasement (because it would want to avoid resorting to nuclear weapons). As a former MOFA diplomat explained, “the conventional superiority advan- tage is critical, because it obviates the whole debate about whether or not Washington would ‘sacrifice Los Angeles to save Tokyo’ in a nuclear exchange” (interview 2007i). So, even though nuclear weapons are a major psychological component of extended deterrence (and the most talked about), Japan is increasingly focused on the conventional aspects.
Conventional weapons more credible and effective. 
Schoff 2009 -- director of Asia-Pacific studies at IFPA (James, institute for foreign policy analysis,”The U.S.-Japan Alliance & the Future of Extended Deterrence,” google scholar)

For people who believe that the United States should deemphasize the defense role for nuclear weapons, such declining capacity in this area does not pose a significant problem. Dennis Gormley argues, for example, that “deter- rence through conventional weapons is decisively more credible than it is through any existing or prospective nu- clear alternatives...[and] America must reformulate its position on nuclear weapons into one that severely di- minishes their salience” (Gormley 2006). Senior Senator Dianne Feinstein put it more bluntly, urging Americans to “recognize nuclear weapons for what they are – not a deterrent, but a grave and gathering threat to human- ity” (Feinstein 2009). Even a top Japanese defense planner (and military officer) suggested that we already “live in a virtual non-nuclear world” thanks to the major powers. “[Nuclear weapons] have not been used for over sixty years,” he observed, “and if we can continue this way for forty or so more years, then it might be a truly non-nuclear world” (interview 2007a).
***KUWAIT***

UQ – Yes Kuwait Commitment (1/2)
Troop deployments to Kuwait now. 

Fallows 6/25 -- National Correspondent for The Atlantic and former speechwriter for Jimmy Carter, (James, The Atlantic, “Bush's Lost Year.” http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2004/10/bush-apos-s-lost-year/3507/) 
"The stress of war has hit all the services, but none harder than the Army," Sydney Freedberg wrote recently in National Journal. "The crucial shortfall is not in money or machines, but in manpower." More than a third of the Army's 500,000 active-duty soldiers are in Iraq or Kuwait. Freedberg referred to a study showing that fifteen of the Army's thirty-four active-duty combat units were currently deployed overseas, and wrote, "That means that nearly as many units are abroad as at home, when historical experience shows that a long-term commitment, as with the British in Northern Ireland, requires three or four units recuperating and training for each one deployed." In the long run the U.S. military needs either more people or fewer responsibilities. At the moment, because of Iraq, it has very little slack for dealing with other emergencies that might arise.
More ev.

Haaretz News 6/28 (“Iran military chief says Israel can't stop nuclear program.” http://www.haaretz.com/news/iran-military-chief-says-israel-can-t-stop-nuclear-program-1.248691) 
Kuwait, the launch pad for the U.S.-led invasion of Iraq, and Iraq itself, where U.S. troops are now stationed, have both said they would not let their land be used for a strike on Iran. The U.S. military has bases in other Gulf states and Afghanistan.
Removal of troops in Saudi Arabia proves lasting commitment to Kuwait. 

Dunham 6/15 (Will, Daily Times Pakistan News, “US embarks on global shuffle of military forces.” http://www.dailytimes.com.pk/default.asp?page=story_15-6-2003_pg4_7) 
The United States announced in April that nearly all its 5,000 troops would be pulled out of Saudi Arabia, from which it had staged air patrols for a decade over southern Iraq. The move increased the importance of US military facilities in other states in the region such as Qatar, Kuwait and Bahrain.

UQ – Yes Kuwait Commitment (2/2)

Strong US commitment to Kuwaiti defense now. 
Pollock 2007 – senior fellow at The Washington Institute, visiting lecturer at Harvard University and former assistant professor at George Washington University (David, “Kuwait: Keystone of U.S. Gulf Policy.” Washington Institute for Near East Policy, http://www.mafhoum.com/press10/310P6.pdf) 
But third, Kuwait possesses an ace in the hole against any Iranian threat or bluff. Clearly, the Kuwaitis can count on continuing U.S. protection against any overt military threat. In strictly legal terms, the United States and Kuwait are linked by a ten-year defense agreement, first signed in September 1991, after the Kuwaiti government returned home from exile, and renewed for another decade in September 2001. Although the text is classified, according to an official congressional document, this accord does not explicitly require that the United States defend Kuwait in a future crisis, but provides for mutual discussions of crisis options. It also is said to provide for joint military exercises, U.S. training of Kuwaiti forces, U.S. arms sales, pre-positioning of U.S. military equipment (enough armor to outfit a U.S. brigade), and U.S. access to Kuwaiti facilities. A related Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) provides that U.S. forces in Kuwait be subject to U.S. rather than Kuwaiti law.7 In addition to the strategic interest, the historical commitment, and the legal status Kuwait enjoys as a major non-NATO ally (MNNA) of the United States, tens of thousands of U.S. troops are either stationed in or rotating through Kuwait at any given time, along with a vast network of facilities and pre-positioned equipment. The closeness of this tie was expressed by Kuwait’s foreign minister at the April 1, 2004, ceremony in which his country was awarded the MNNA designation, and in what may be the only recorded diplomatic reference to April Fools’ Day: “I know, Mr. Secretary, that April 1st is a date that has some funny meaning in your country. But I can assure you, Mr. Secretary, that the commitment that my brother, Sheikh Jabir, and myself gave you today you can take to the bank.”8 The salience of this relationship was symbolized recently by Kuwait’s hosting Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice in January 2007 for a meeting of the “GCC + 2” group (adding Egypt and Jordan to the Gulf Arab monarchies), which issued a general endorsement of U.S. policy toward Iraq and an implicit warning against hostile Iranian designs on the region. The sentiment was reiterated most recently in July 2007, when the group met again with Secretary Rice and Secretary of Defense Robert Gates. That same month, the departing U.S. ambassador to Kuwait, Richard LeBaron, provided an impromptu, unusually expansive overview of this emerging issue in his farewell interview with local reporters. “Our consultations with Kuwait,” he stated, “. . . both on military and political issues, have accelerated over the last year in recognition of the fact that the Iranians have been making statements, using a certain rhetoric, and acting with a certain attitude that does not inspire confidence either for us or for our friends in the region.”9
1NC – Middle East Influence (1/2)
Kuwait sends key signals of US regional influence – prevents Iranian aggression and Middle East war. 
Hajjar 2002 (Sami G., Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College former U.S. Army War College as Professor and Director of Middle East Studies in the Department of National Security and Strategy. U.S. MILITARY PRESENCE IN THE GULF: CHALLENGES AND PROSPECTS. Strategic Studies Institute March 2002)

I conclude this study with a final comment speculating on the long-term role of the Army in the Gulf. For as long as Gulf oil remains vital to the interests of the United States and its allies, the presence of an Army heavy combat capability based in the region is to be expected. This capability is to prevent a cross-border invasion into Kuwait and Saudi Arabia by Iraq. The possibility of an Iraqi incursion will remain for some time, even after the regime of Saddam has been replaced. As already noted, this is because of the Iraqi argument that historically Kuwait belongs to Iraq, and because future Iraqi governments are likely to blame Kuwait for the impact the sanctions have had on Iraqi society. Hence, even if Baghdad is ruled by a moderate regime that is friendly to the West, this should not mean that Iraqi national aspirations would necessarily be abandoned. In addition to Iraq, the Gulf region is likely to remain fundamentally unstable for several decades to come. Iran can be a source of instability insofar as it regards itself as the dominant Gulf power that is entitled to a commensurate role in the region. Sharing major maritime oil and gas fields with the littoral Gulf states means that Iran and the Arab sheikdoms have potential friction points. U.S. military presence, especially naval and air force capabilities, in several of the Gulf countries is a critical check to Iranian ambitions and possible adventurism.161 The uncertain prospect for the long-term stability of the traditional Gulf regimes is another issue of concern. These regimes, as this study has demonstrated, welcome American military presence. Several scenarios could be discussed as to what would happen if these regimes were to fall. I believe that, in the unlikely event this is to occur, it would not simultaneously happen in all of the Gulf states. If there were a regime change in Saudi Arabia, for example, the pressure would be more and not less on the United States to enhance its military presence, and specifically the presence of heavy combat capabilities in the other Gulf states. In other words, there is no realistic end in the foreseeable future to U.S. military engagement in the Gulf. The vital interests the United States has in the region, the desire of local governments to retain U.S. military presence, and the inability of Japan and European powers that depend on Middle East oil to project power for a long period of time, mean that U.S. engagement is there for the long haul. The Army should plan accordingly, for an over-the-horizon presence strategy is no longer valid. Air and naval power are highly effective in defeating aggression by hostile forces; land power is, in the final analysis, what will secure the world’s most precious and coveted real estate.

1NC – Middle East Influence (2/2)

Iranian aggression causes World War 3. 

Bosco, 2006

[David, 7/23/2006. Senior Editor at Foreign Policy Magazine. “Could This Be the Start of World War III?” http://usc.glo.org/forums/0016/viewtopic.php?p=403&sid=95896c43b66ffa28f9932774a408bb4b] 

ARMAGEDDON   Could This Be the Start of World War III?   As the Middle East erupts, there are plenty of scenarios for global conflagration.   By David Bosco, David Bosco is a senior editor at Foreign Policy magazine.   July 23, 2006   IT WAS LATE JUNE in Sarajevo when Gavrilo Princip shot Archduke Franz Ferdinand and his wife. After emptying his revolver, the young Serb nationalist jumped into the shallow river that runs through the city and was quickly seized. But the events he set in motion could not be so easily restrained. Two months later, Europe was at war.  The understanding that small but violent acts can spark global conflagration is etched into the world's consciousness. The reverberations from Princip's shots in the summer of 1914 ultimately took the lives of more than 10 million people, shattered four empires and dragged more than two dozen countries into war.  This hot summer, as the world watches the violence in the Middle East, the awareness of peace's fragility is particularly acute. The bloodshed in Lebanon appears to be part of a broader upsurge in unrest. Iraq is suffering through one of its bloodiest months since the U.S.-led invasion in 2003. Taliban militants are burning schools and attacking villages in southern Afghanistan as the United States and NATO struggle to defend that country's fragile government. Nuclear-armed India is still cleaning up the wreckage from a large terrorist attack in which it suspects militants from rival Pakistan. The world is awash in weapons, North Korea and Iran are developing nuclear capabilities, and long-range missile technology is spreading like a virus.  Some see the start of a global conflict. "We're in the early stages of what I would describe as the Third World War," former House Speaker Newt Gingrich said last week. Certain religious websites are abuzz with talk of Armageddon. There may be as much hyperbole as prophecy in the forecasts for world war. But it's not hard to conjure ways that today's hot spots could ignite.  Consider the following scenarios:   • Targeting Iran: As Israeli troops seek out and destroy Hezbollah forces in southern Lebanon, intelligence officials spot a shipment of longer-range Iranian missiles heading for Lebanon. The Israeli government decides to strike the convoy and Iranian nuclear facilities simultaneously. After Iran has recovered from the shock, Revolutionary Guards surging across the border into Iraq, bent on striking Israel's American allies. Governments in Syria, Jordan, Egypt and Saudi Arabia face violent street protests demanding retribution against Israel — and they eventually yield, triggering a major regional war.
Global nuclear war. 

Steinback, 2002

[John Steinbach, Center for Research on Globalization, March 3, 2002 (http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html)]

The Israeli nuclear arsenal has profound implications for the future of peace in the Middle East, and indeed, for the entire planet. It is clear from Israel Shahak that Israel has no interest in peace except that which is dictated on its own terms, and has absolutely no intention of negotiating in good faith to curtail its nuclear program or discuss seriously a nuclear-free MiddleEast,"Israel's insistence on the independent use of its nuclear weapons can be seen as the foundation on which Israeli grand strategy rests."(34) According to Seymour Hersh, "the size and sophistication of Israel's nuclear arsenal allows men such as Ariel Sharon to dream of redrawing the map of the Middle East aided by the implicit threat of nuclear force."(35) General Amnon Shahak-Lipkin, former Israeli Chief of Staff is quoted "It is never possible to talk to Iraq about no matter what; It is never possible to talk to Iran about no matter what. Certainly about writing in Haaretz said, "Whoever believes that Israel will ever sign the UN Convention prohibiting the proliferation of nuclear weapons... is day dreaming,"(37) and Munya Mardoch, Director of the Israeli Institute for the Development of Weaponry, said in 1994, "The moral and political meaning of nuclear weapons is that states which renounce their use are acquiescing to the status of Vassal states. All those states which feel satisfied with possessing conventional weapons alone are fated to become vassal states."(38) As Israeli society becomes more and more polarized, the influence of the radical right becomes stronger. According to Shahak, "The prospect of Gush Emunim, or some secular right-wing Israeli fanatics, or some some of the delerious Israeli Army generals, seizing control of Israeli nuclear weapons...cannot be precluded. ...while israeli jewish society undergoes a steady polarization, the Israeli  security system increasingly relies on the recruitment of cohorts from the ranks of the extreme right."(39) The Arab states, long aware of Israel's nuclear program, bitterly resent its coercive intent, and perceive its existence as the paramount threat to peace in the region, requiring their own weapons of mass destruction. During a future Middle Eastern war (a distinct possibility given the ascension of Ariel Sharon, an unindicted war criminal with a bloody record stretching from the massacre of Palestinian civilians at Quibya in 1953, to the massacre of Palestinian civilians at Sabra and Shatila in 1982 and beyond) the possible Israeli use of nuclear weapons should not be discounted. According to Shahak, "In Israeli terminology, the launching of missiles on to Israeli territory is regarded as 'nonconventional' regardless of whether they are equipped with explosives or poison gas."(40) (Which requires a "nonconventional" response, a perhaps unique exception being the Iraqi SCUD attacks during the Gulf War.) 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."  

1NC – Terrorism 

Kuwait basing vital to the war on terror. 

McCaffrey, 207 – (3/26/07, Barry R. McCaffrey, General in the US Army, Adjunct Professor of International Affairs United States Military Academy, “After Action Report” http://www.usafa1961.org/McCaffrery%20Report.htm)

We are overly dependant on Kuwait for logistics. If Iranian military action closed the Persian Gulf—the US combat force in Iraq would immediately begin to suffocate logistically. We cannot depend on a Turkish LOC in the coming five years. We need 500 USAF C17’s and the tanker fleet required to support them. The Air Force flew 13,000 truck loads of material into Iraq for pinpoint distribution last year. The two USAF Squadrons of C17’s now in-theater make a gigantic contribution. The support of Kuwait has been absolutely vital to our war on terror. The presence of 22,000 US Army Forces, 6000 US contractors, and 1800 Air Force personnel is crucial to the continuation of military operations in Iraq, Afghanistan, and the Gulf. Kuwait is the lynchpin of the entire logistics effort. We send a thousand trucks a day up into Iraq from Kuwait. It is impressive how effectively we have lowered our signature and footprint in Kuwait. We have come down from twenty-three bases --to four. Camp Arifjan has been reduced in size by more than 1/3rd. We need strong continued diplomatic support and recognition of Kuwait’s courageous support of the war effort.

US retaliates to a terrorist attack, causes extinction. 

Corsi, 2005   

[Jerome, Ph.D. in Political Science from Harvard University, Expert in Antiwar movements and political violence, Atomic Iran, pg. 176-178]

The United States retaliates: 'End of the world' scenarios  The combination of horror and outrage that will surge upon the nation will demand that the president retaliate for the incomprehensible damage done by the attack. The problem will be that the president will not immediately know how to respond or against whom.The perpetrators will have been incinerated by the explosion that destroyed New York City. Unlike 9-11, there will have been no interval during the attack when those hijacked could make phone calls to loved ones telling them before they died that the hijackers were radical Islamic extremists.There will be no such phone calls when the attack will not have been anticipated until the instant the terrorists detonate their improvised nuclear device inside the truck parked on a curb at the Empire State Building. Nor will there be any possibility of finding any clues, which either were vaporized instantly or are now lying physically inaccessible under tons of radioactive rubble.Still, the president, members of Congress, the military, and the public at large will suspect another attack by our known enemy –Islamic terrorists. The first impulse will be to launch a nuclear strike on Mecca, to destroy the whole religion of Islam. Medina could possibly be added to the target list just to make the point with crystal clarity. Yet what would we gain? The moment Mecca and Medina were wiped off the map, the Islamic world – more than 1 billion human beings in countless different nations – would feel attacked. Nothing would emerge intact after a war between the United States and Islam. The apocalypse would be upon us.Then, too, we would face an immediate threat from our long-term enemy, the former Soviet Union. Many in the Kremlin would see this as an  opportunity to grasp the victory that had been snatched from them by Ronald Reagan when the Berlin Wall came down. A missile strike by the Russians on a score of American cities could possibly be pre-emptive. Would the U.S. strategic defense system be so in shock that immediate retaliation would not be possible? Hardliners in Moscow might argue that there was never a better opportunity to destroy America. In China, our newer Communist enemies might not care if we could retaliate. With a population already over 1.3 billion people and with their population not concentrated in a few major cities, the Chinese might calculate to initiate a nuclear blow on the United States. What if the United States retaliated with a nuclear counterattack upon China? The Chinese might be able to absorb the blow and recover. The North Koreans might calculate even more recklessly. Why not launch upon America the few missiles they have that could reach our soil? More confusion and chaos might only advance their position. If Russia, China, and the United States could be drawn into attacking one another, North Korea might emerge stronger just because it was overlooked while the great nations focus on attacking one another. So, too, our supposed allies in Europe might relish the immediate reduction in power suddenly inflicted upon America. Many of the great egos in Europe have never fully recovered from the disgrace of World War II, when in the last century the Americans a second time in just over two decades had been forced to come to their rescue. If the French did not start launching nuclear weapons themselves, they might be happy to fan the diplomatic fire beginning to burn under the Russians and the Chinese. Or the president might decide simply to launch a limited nuclear strike on Tehran itself. This might be the most rational option in the attempt to retaliate but still communicate restraint. The problem is that a strike on Tehran would add more nuclear devastation to the world calculation. Muslims around the world would still see the retaliation as an attack on Islam, especially when the United States had no positive proof that the destruction of New York City had been triggered by radical Islamic extremists with assistance from Iran. But for the president not to retaliate might be unacceptable to the American people. So weakened by the loss of New York, Americans would feel vulnerable in every city in the nation. "Who is going to be next?" would be the question on everyone's mind. For this there would be no effective answer. That the president might think politically at this instant seems almost petty, yet every president is by nature a politician. The political party in power at the time of the attack would be destroyed unless the president retaliated with a nuclear strike against somebody. The American people would feel a price had to be paid while the country was still capable of exacting revenge.

Impact Exts – Middle East Influence 

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

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

U.S.-Kuwait bilateral relations, including a moderately visible U.S. military presence in Kuwait, are based on mutual vital interests. The United States provides Kuwait with critical security guarantees against an Iraqi regime that continues to regard it as a province of Iraq,118 and a potentially bellicose Iran. The United States is also a primary source of advanced military equipment and training for Kuwait’s armed forces whose performance on the eve of Iraq’s invasion in 1990 was less than exemplary—in fact, embarrassing. For the United States, Kuwait is critical for the successful implementation of U.S. policy objectives in the Northern Gulf, foremost among which is the containment of Iraq and secondarily Iran. Kuwait’s stability insures that its vast oil reserves continue to reach the world market at reasonable prices. And yes, Kuwait’s security needs, as well as those of other Gulf states, offers the United States a lucrative market for arms sales.119 In a nutshell, the U.S. position in Kuwait stands on firm bases and is not likely to change drastically, not even in a post-Saddam Iraq. This is because as many Kuwaitis suspect, the Iraqi claim of Kuwait is national rather than regime-specific. Future Iraqi generations are also likely to blame Kuwait for the negative impact of the sanctions. It is a case where national (Iraqi, Kuwaiti) blood is thicker than Arab blood, so that Iraqis will hold a grudge against Kuwait for years to come.
US security commitments prevent escalating Middle East instability. 
Terrill, 2007 

[9/07, W. Andrew Terrill, PhD in International Relations, Research Professor of National Security Affairs, Strategic Studies Institute, 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 post-  Saddam 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. 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. 

Impacts – Iran (1/2)
Iranian nuclear hostility towards Kuwait is likely without continued US security commitments and troop presence.

Terrill, 07 – (9/07, W. Andrew Terrill, PhD in International Relations, Research Professor of National Security Affairs, Strategic Studies Institute, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil

/pubs/summary.cfm?q=788)

Kuwait and the other Gulf Arab states are known to be deeply apprehensive about the Iranian interest  in acquiring nuclear technology, although they are  also worried about appearing too confrontational  with Tehran.208 The concern about an Iranian nuclear  weapons capability is not surprising given that such  a system could increase Iranian self-confidence and  strongly embolden Tehran in its desire to play a  more assertive regional role with conventional and  unconventional forces. While Kuwaitis probably do not fear being attacked with nuclear weapons, they are aware that the large and powerful Iranian army is  a serious threat that may be employed more readily  if Tehran has a nuclear option to protect itself from  “regime change” by the United States.209 Moreover, the  Iranian danger could be amplified if the United States  is seen to be faltering in its commitment to Kuwaiti  security due to isolationism that could result from Iraq  war setbacks and traumas. The Kuwaitis and other Gulf Arabs have sought techniques to express their concern about an Iranian nuclear capability without implying a threat of Iranian aggression. One of the central ways in which they have done this is to treat the Iranian program as an environmental issue rather than a security issue in their overt diplomacy. In particular, they suggest that a nuclear accident in Iran would have dramatic implications for their own countries if massive amounts of radiation were released into the  atmosphere as a result of such an occurrence.210 The  Kuwaitis also stress dangers to their desalination  plants which are their primary source of fresh water.  This approach to the problem also allows Kuwaiti diplomacy and that of the other Gulf states to sidestep the issue of whether or not the Iranian nuclear energy  program is also a nuclear weapons program. 

Kuwait basing key to deter Iran. 

Rubin, 08 – (Michael Rubin, PhD, resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, senior lecturer at the Naval Postgraduate School, and lecturer at Johns Hopkins University, “Meeting the Challenge: U.S. Policy toward Iranian Nuclear Development,” http://www.irantracker.org/full-publication/meeting-challenge-us-policy-toward-iranian-nuclear-development-page-6)

Non-nuclear deterrence requires that the United States undertake a series of steps designed to demonstrate to Iran that the United States and its coalition partners are capable of decisive military action to stop Iran’s nuclear program. Components of non-nuclear military deterrence require a multi-pronged strategy, the most important of which would be to construct the alliances needed to station U.S. forces in position to confront Iran. In the case of Iran, much of the diplomatic work has been done or is ongoing. As a result of the repeated need for the United States to stabilize the Persian Gulf, several of the smaller Gulf Cooperation Council states already host U.S. military facilities that could be used in the event of a real or threatened U.S. confrontation with Iran. An initial phase of U.S. diplomatic strategy would be geared toward guaranteeing that the Gulf Cooperation Council states would allow the use of these facilities against Iran. Among the key facilities that are used by the United States under post-1991 Gulf War defense pacts with almost all the Gulf Cooperation Council states, and which would be needed to build a credible deterrent against Iran are: Bahrain: The large naval command center used by the United States (NAVCENT, U.S. Fifth Fleet), as well as Shaykh Isa Air Base that has been used by the U.S. Air Force in past crises. Qatar: Al Udeid Air Base, which houses the forward headquarters of U.S. Central Command, as well as another facility that is used by the United States to pre-position armor and other heavy Army equipment. United Arab Emirates: Al Dhafra Air Base and Jebel Ali port, the latter of which can handle docked U.S. aircraft carriers and support ships. Dhafra has been used by the United States for refueling of aircraft used in the Operation Iraqi Freedom and Operation Enduring Freedom (Afghanistan) theaters. Kuwait: Several air bases, including Shaykh Ali Al Salem, as well as the large Camp Arifjan which is the staging area for U.S. forces moving in and out of Iraq.

Impacts – Iran (2/2)

Kuwait presence key to deter Iran – vital regional basing.

Rubin, 2008 

[Michael Rubin, PhD, major research area in the Middle East, with special focus on Iran, Iraq, Turkey, and Kurdish society, American Enterprise Institute, 11-8, “Can a Nuclear Iran Be Contained or Deterred?” http://www.aei.org/outlook/28898]

Any containment operation against a nuclear Iran would require more than the single battle group that participated in Operation Earnest Will. Should the Islamic Republic acquire nuclear weapons, it may become dangerously overconfident as it convinces itself that its conventional, irregular, or proxy forces can operate without fear of serious reprisal from the United States, Israel, or any other regional power. In order, therefore, to contain a nuclear Iran, the United States and its allies in the region will need to enhance their military capability to counter the likelihood of successful Iranian conventional action. There are two strategies that U.S. policymakers may pursue separately or in tandem. First, U.S. defense planners might examine what U.S. force posture would be necessary for the United States unilaterally to contain a nuclear Iran. Second, U.S. officials must gauge what investment would be necessary to enable neighboring states to do likewise. Put more crudely, this requires calculating under what conditions and with what equipment regional states could successfully wage war against Iran until U.S. forces could provide relief. If the Pentagon has pre-positioned enough equipment and munitions in the region, this might take three or four days; if not, it could take longer. If U.S. forces are to contain the Islamic Republic, they will require basing not only in GCC countries, but also in Afghanistan, Iraq, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Without a sizeable regional presence, the Pentagon will not be able to maintain the predeployed resources and equipment necessary to contain Iran, and Washington will signal its lack of commitment to every ally in the region. Because containment is as much psychological as physical, basing will be its backbone. Having lost its facilities in Uzbekistan, at present, the U.S. Air Force relies upon air bases in Turkey, Iraq, Kuwait, Bahrain, Afghanistan, Oman, and the isolated Indian Ocean atoll of Diego Garcia. There is less to these facilities, however, than meets the eye: under Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdoğan, the Turkish government has grown closer to the Islamic Republic and has sought to limit U.S. Air Force use of the Incirlik Air Base; Turkish negotiators have even demanded veto power over every U.S. mission flown from Incirlik.[37] Oman, too, has been less than reliable in granting U.S. freedom of operation. According to military officials familiar with the negotiations between U.S. and Omani officials, the sultanate initially refused the U.S. Air Force permission to fly missions over Afghanistan from its territory in the opening days of Operation Enduring Freedom in 2001, a campaign that, in the wake of 9/11, had far greater international support than would any containment actions against Iranian forces. Both the congressional desire to curtail the U.S. presence in Iraq and Prime Minister Nuri al Maliki's demands that the United States evacuate the country on a set timetable make any use of the Kirkuk and Ali air bases in that country as part of containment operations unlikely. Saudi Arabia has many airfields but, because of domestic unease with a U.S. presence in the kingdom, only allows the United States to maintain a small combined air operations center for U.S. aircraft in the Persian Gulf.

AT Kuwait Military Solves

No, its super weak and useless for deterrence – US key. 

Terrill, 2007 – (9/07, W. Andrew Terrill, PhD in International Relations, Research Professor of National Security Affairs, Strategic Studies Institute, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil

/pubs/summary.cfm?q=788)

The 1990 Iraqi invasion left an indelible mark on Kuwaiti attitudes about the country’s vulnerability. It led the Kuwaitis to conclude a 1991 military security agreement with the United States and defense cooperation agreements with a number of other powerful countries. It also led to an effort to expand and improve the Kuwaiti military. Yet, Kuwait has faced and will continue to face a number of difficulties with national defense. As a small nation with a limited citizen population, the Kuwaitis have often had serious problems maintaining a formidable military that can serve as even a partial deterrent to the country’s larger neighbors. This has created something of a cycle in Kuwaiti attitudes toward national security issues. In times of crisis or a looming threat, Kuwait has expanded its military, although it has never been strong enough to deter or defeat aggression from a major regional power without significant outside help. Until the 1990 invasion, Kuwait preferred to address national security threats through diplomacy and efforts to play off rival powers against each other. It did not take the route of attempting to transform itself into a small but well-armed and mobilized society (such as Israel or Cuba) that could exact a costly price on any potential invader. The Kuwaiti leadership also had important reasons for opposing a strong military even if it was able to overcome the structural problems inhibiting such development. In this regard, Kuwait became independent at a time when several key Arab monarchies had recently been overthrown by military coups. Egypt’s King Farouk had been ousted by a “free officers” coup in 1952, and the Hashemite monarchy in Iraq had been overthrown in 1958. Jordan managed to put down several nearly successful coup attempts, and many commentators at that time assumed that the Jordanian monarchy’s chances for survival were poor.97  In this environment, the idea of becoming an Arab  Sparta, always anathema to Kuwaitis, seemed even  more unacceptable. Whether because of these concerns or for other reasons, Kuwait is not known to have ever faced a serious military coup attempt throughout its  history. Expansion of the military and a more forceful mobilization of the society for war clearly had its  threatening aspects for the Kuwaiti leadership as well  as for the population.

Troops Key/AT Nukes Solve 

US conventional troop presence, especially in Kuwait, guarantees the safety of our allies by highlighting the presence of the otherwise ineffective US nuclear umbrella in the Middle East.

Russell, 2009 – (12/09, James A. Russell, PhD. War Studies, Senior Lecturer on National Security Affairs at the Naval Postgraduate Academy, specialty in U.S. security strategy in the Persian Gulf and the Middle East and Nuclear policy, “Extended Deterrence, Security Guarantees and Nuclear Weapons: U.S. Strategic and Policy Conundrums in the Gulf,” http://www.nps.edu/Academics/centers/ccc/publications/OnlineJournal/2009/Dec/russellDec09.html)

In the aftermath of Operation Desert Storm, the United States actively sought and concluded a series of bilateral security agreements with each of the Gulf States that became operationlized under something called defense cooperation agreements, or DCAs. These commitments between the United States and the regional signatories contained a number of critical elements: (1) that the United States and the host nation should jointly respond to external threats when each party deemed necessary; (2) permitted access to host nation military facilities by U.S. military personnel; (3) permitted the pre-positioning of U.S. military equipment in the host nation as agreed by the parties; (4) and status of forces provisions which addressed the legal status of deployed U.S. military personnel. The United States today has agreements with all the Gulf States except Saudi Arabia, which is subject to similar bilateral security commitments conveyed in a variety of different forums. Under these agreements, the United States and the host nation annually convene meetings to review regional threats and developments in their security partnerships. One of the principal purposes of these meetings is for both sides to reassure the other side of their continued commitment to the security relationship. In short, this process operationalizes the conveyance of security guarantees in ways that reflect the principles in the DCAs. Using this Cold War-era template, the United States built an integrated system of regional security in the 1990s that saw it: (1) preposition three brigades worth of military equipment in the Gulf in Qatar, Kuwait and afloat with the Maritime Pre-positioning ships program; (2) build host nation military capabilities through exercises, training and arms sales; and, (3) build out a physical basing infrastructure that continues its expansion today. Each of the Central Command’s major service components today have forward headquarters in the region today spread between Arifjan in Kuwait, Al Udied Air Base in Qatar and the 5th Fleet Naval Headquarters in Manama. After the invasion of Iraq in 2003, the United States further added to this infrastructure with bases in Iraq and a space at Al Dhafra Air Base in the United Arab Emirates used by the Air Force for ISR missions. As is the case in Northeast Asia, there is a substantial basing infrastructure with significant numbers of forward deployed U.S. military personnel. The major difference in Northeast Asia is that a hostile actor (North Korea) has already achieved a nuclear capability while in the Gulf, Iran may aspire to achieve North Korea’s nuclear status. In Northeast Asia, the nuclear component of U.S. extended deterrence and security guarantees is palpable, whereas in the Gulf it is more implicit, or existential. Conventional and Nuclear Deterrence The build out of the U.S. military infrastructure points around the region provide the hosting states with tangible evidence of the credibility of the American military commitment to their security. The military footprint today in the Gulf is no “trip-wire” force, but is engaged in tangible military operations, such as the multi-national maritime security operations conducted in the Gulf and the Arabian Sea by the combined task force command operating out of the 5th Fleet Headquarters in Manama. Since the British withdrawal from the Gulf in the early 1970s, the United States has repeatedly demonstrated its willingness to deploy its conventional forces to the region in response to regional instability. Starting with Operation Earnest Will in 1988, the United States slowly but inexorably inserted itself into the role played by the British for over a century as protecting the Gulf States from external threats. Following Operation Desert Storm, the United States kept sufficient forces in theater to enforce the United Nations’ cease fire resolutions on a recalcitrant Saddam. Last, but not least, it flowed significant forces and absorbed the monetary costs of toppling Saddam and providing a protective conventional force that can be readily called upon by the Iraq regime if needed. Given this history it is difficult to see how any state could doubt the credibility of the United States’ commitments to use its conventional forces as an instrument of regional defense. This history suggests an overwhelming emphasis on the role of conventional force in operationalizing American security guarantees and extended deterrent commitments. In the Gulf—unlike Northeast Asia—the role of nuclear weapons has never been explicitly spelled out and has very much remained in the background. However, while reference to nuclear weapons might remain unstated, the reality is that they are explicitly committed to defend American forces whenever the commander-in-chief might deem it necessary. The entire (and substantial) American military regional footprint operates under a quite explicit nuclear umbrella—headlines or no headlines. If a nuclear umbrella is indeed draped over America’s forward deployed Gulf presence, it’s hard not to see how that umbrella is similarly draped over the states that are hosting those forces. The only problem with Secretary Clinton’s recent statements is that she seems unaware of this fact, i.e., the United States already maintains a nuclear umbrella backed by nuclear weapons in the region.
***SOUTH KOREA***

1NC – Asian War (1/2)

US withdrawal wrecks regional instability – causes miscalc, arms races, and war and other factors won’t check escalation. 

Richardson, 2006      

[Corey, analyst who covered East Asian security issues as a presidential management fellow with the US Department of Defense, and is a co-founder of The Korea Liberator, “Korea must choose sides”, 9-9, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/HI09Dg02.html]

Rumors of a substantial drawdown or complete withdrawal of US Forces Korea (USFK) have been around for decades. After years of a South Korean administration generally hostile to US regional objectives and priorities, perhaps the rumors are finally becoming a reality. That would be a tragedy for both sides. If the US were to leave Korea, how would US influence in the region be altered? How would Korea's relationships with China and Japan change? What about the strengthening US-Japan alliance? What if North Korea collapsed? These questions have largely escaped critical consideration in the current debate. Despite President Roh Moo-hyun's stunning obliviousness to political and security realities, South Korea would be particularly vulnerable without USFK, or even with a token force left in place. For its part, the US cannot realistically expect to maintain or improve its ability to exert regional influence by leaving Korea. Like US Forces Japan (USFJ), America's Korean contingent helps prevent conflict by acting as a strong deterrent for any nation that might consider military actions or threats, at the same time moderating the responses of the host nation in tense situations. Obviously, the original purpose of the US-South Korea alliance was to counter the North Korean threat. However, as that threat has waned, a more important, diplomatically incorrect mission has evolved in addition to deterring North Korea: ensuring stability among China, Japan and Korea. The North Korean threat is nonetheless the reason for the majority of South Korea's defenses, even if Seoul won't say so in defense white papers. No conventional military calculus suggests the possibility of a North Korean victory in a second Korean War, but a weaker South Korean military could cause Pyongyang to miscalculate. South Korea's defenses must remain strong. Regional tensions, but stability Even with USFK in Korea, issues from the region's long and often confrontational history cause tensions to flare. Chinese claims that Koguryo, an ancient ethnically Korean kingdom whose territories extended into present-day China, was in fact a Chinese kingdom have raised Korean hackles on several occasions. The move is viewed as the possible groundwork for justifying a Chinese invasion of the northern half of the peninsula, perhaps to "help" a North Korea on the verge of implosion, or after collapse. China's plans to register Mount Baekdu (Changbai in Chinese) as a Chinese historical site with the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) World Geopark list was also viewed as a possible prelude to claiming North Korean territory. The mountain, sacred to both sides, straddles the border. A 1962 agreement between the two countries split ownership of the mountain. This view is bolstered by the fact that China prefers to retain border buffer zones and would not relish having a reunified Korea, potentially with US forces just across the Yalu River. South Korea could not prevent China from sending troops into North Korea, and the US likely would not risk war with China over North Korea. Japan's colonial domination of Korea from 1910 to 1945 has left a deep and bitter resentment in both Koreas that is apt to provoke emotional and drastic responses. One high-profile manifestation of this is the decades-long dispute over the ownership of some relatively insignificant islets in the waters between the peninsula and the archipelago, the Liancourt Rocks. Known as Dokdo in Korea and Takeshima in Japan, South Korea has stationed a Coast Guard contingent on the island since 1954 to enforce its claim. Both nations claim the area as a part of their exclusive economic zones (EEZs). In 2005 South Korea scrambled fighters to intercept a civilian Japanese Cessna aircraft nearing Dokdo airspace. When Japan announced plans to conduct a hydrographic survey of the area, South Korea made vague threats alluding to possible military action against the research vessels. Japan backed down. Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi's numerous visits to the Yasukuni Shrine, dedicated to Japan's war dead including some convicted war criminals, have raised diplomatic tensions with both South Korea and China on several occasions, including a temporary recall of South Korea's ambassador in Japan. Ripe for an arms race South Korea wants to be the "hub" of something in East Asia, and it may finally have its chance, thanks to the Roh administration. The current US-South Korea situation is a case of "be careful of what you ask for because you might get it". Even so, the psychological impact on South Korea of a significant USFK departure likely would not be immediate but should not be underestimated. A massive reduction of US troop levels and capabilities could have the same effect as a complete withdrawal on Seoul's planning processes. It might begin with regretful concern, but could quickly become panic. At this point it should be noted that even if the USFK withdraws from Korea, some sort of collaborative security agreement will remain in place. However, South Korea's perception of America's commitment to security on the peninsula is the decisive factor in how it will react to real and perceived threats. What are now relatively minor disagreements with Japan and China would take on a more serious dimension. Without USFK, South Korea would need to vastly increase its defense budget to make up for functions long taken for granted. With American forces on its soil as a safety net, South Korea didn't have to be overly concerned with being attacked or invaded. Many Koreans would perceive that era over. Another factor is the closer US-Japan security partnership, which causes both China and South Korea concern. Some in the South Korean defense sector are undoubtedly jealous of the relationship Japan enjoys with the US. Japan would also need to take into consideration a South Korea without the moderating influence of USFK, although the role of USFJ in Japan would reduce much concern. In such an environment it's not unthinkable that a few minor skirmishes could occur, between South Korean and Japanese navel vessels in the vicinity of Dokdo, for example. This would be the slow start of a regional arms race, with Korea and Japan joining China's ongoing buildup. A reunified Korea could go nuclear North Korea is the wildcard. If in the next few years reunification were to occur - through a North Korean collapse, the death of 
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Kim Jong-il, or a possible but unlikely mutual agreement - South Korea would suddenly find itself straddled with the enormous cost of integrating North Korea. These costs would dwarf the already massive increase South Korea would have been undertaking in defense spending, something it would clearly be unprepared and unable to accomplish while maintaining its defense investment. A Korea faced with an economic dilemma of such magnitude would find maintaining its conventional military forces at current levels impossible. At the same time, it would feel more vulnerable than ever, even with US security assurances. For a nation paranoid about the possibility of outside influence or military intervention, strapped for cash, and obsessed about its position in the international hierarchy, the obvious route might be to either incorporate North Korean nuclear devices (if they actually exist), or build their own, something South Korean technicians could easily accomplish. North Korea, after all, has set the example for economically challenged nations looking for the ultimate in deterrence. One might argue that clear and firm US security guarantees for a reunified Korea would be able to dissuade any government from choosing the nuclear option. If making decisions based purely on logic the answer would be probably yes. Unfortunately, the recent Korean leadership has established a record of being motivated more by emotional and nationalistic factors than logical or realistic ones. Antics over Dokdo and the Yasukuni Shrine and alienating the US serve as examples. But the continuation of the "Sunshine Policy" tops those. Instead of admitting they've been sold a dead horse, the Roh administration continued riding the rotting and bloated beast known as the Sunshine Policy, until all that are left today are a pile of bones, a bit of dried skin, and a few tufts of dirty hair. Roh, however, is still in the saddle, if not as firmly after North Korea's recent missile tests. Japan must then consider its options in countering an openly nuclear, reunified Korea without USFK. Already building momentum to change its constitution to clarify its military, it's not inconceivable that Japan would ultimately consider going nuclear to deter Korea. As in South Korea, there is no technological barrier preventing Japan from building nuclear weapons. While the details of the race and escalation of tensions can vary in any number of ways and are not inevitable, that an arms race would occur is probable. Only the perception of threat and vulnerability need be present for this to occur. East Asia could become a nuclear powder keg ready to explode over something as childish as the Dokdo/Takeshima dispute between Korea and Japan, a Diaoyu/Senkakus dispute between China and Japan, or the Koguryo dispute between Korea and China. The arms race need not occur One could argue that the US would be able to step in and moderate things before such an escalation could occur. Considering the recent US record on influencing either North or South Korea, it is perhaps unwise to count on it being able to do so at some crucial point in the future. One could also argue that the US need not be involved in a future East Asian war. Like assuming there is no need for USFK since North Korea is considered less of a threat to Seoul, that is wishful thinking. The US has too many political and diplomatic ties, aside from alliance obligations, to ignore such a war. For American policymakers, the notion that a withdrawal is a deserved payback for the rampant anti-Americanism in South Korea, or that the few billion we spend on defense there is a catastrophic waste, need to be discarded. The potential cost of a war would be far greater in both American lives and in dollars, the benefits of continued peace immeasurable. Vastly reducing or withdrawing USFK can only harm US security, it cannot help it. USFK has helped maintain peace and allowed the US to project influence in the region for the past six decades; removing that presence would be foolish and difficult to replicate once done. It is also important to keep in mind that the next presidential election will likely result in a less anti-American administration. South Korean policymakers and citizens alike need to come to terms with the fact that Korea will probably never be a powerful nation, but because of its location it will always be important in the geopolitical sense. Because of this, Korea can never take the middle ground or play a "balancing" role; Korea must choose sides. Finally, the reality that both American and South Korean policymakers need to come to terms with is that USFK deterring a second North Korean invasion has become a secondary mission to maintaining regional stability, even in a reunified Korea.
1NC – China, Japan Prolif (1/2)
Causes Japan to nuclearize and embolden China against Taiwan. 
Dao, 03 (1/5/03, James, NY Times, “Why Keep U.S. Troops in South Korea?” http://www.nytimes.com/2003/01/05/weekinreview/05JDAO.html, JMP)

Deciding if now is the time depends on how well the United States is able to project power across the Pacific, as well as on its responsibilities as the globe's presumptive supercop. Withdrawing forces in Korea would reverberate powerfully in Tokyo, Beijing, Taipei and beyond, raising questions in an already jittery region about Washington's willingness to maintain stability in Asia. "In the present mood, the Japanese reaction could be quite strong," said Zbigniew Brzezinski, the national security adviser to Jimmy Carter. "And under those circumstances, it's hard to say how the Chinese might respond." In the 1970's, Mr. Brzezinski took part in the last major debate over reducing American forces in Korea, when President Carter, motivated by post-Vietnam doubts about American power, proposed withdrawing ground forces from the peninsula. He faced resistance from the South Korean government, the Pentagon and the Central Intelligence Agency. The arguments against withdrawal then still apply today, Mr. Brzezinski says. A secure Korea makes Japan more confident, he contends. An American withdrawal from Korea could raise questions about the United States' commitment to the 40,000 troops it has in Japan. And that could drive anxious Japanese leaders into a military buildup that could include nuclear weapons, he argues. "If we did it, we would stampede the Japanese into going nuclear," he said. Other Asian leaders would be likely to interpret a troop withdrawal as a reduction of American power, no matter how much the United States asserts its commitment to the region. China might take the opportunity to flex its military muscle in the Taiwan Straits and South China Sea. North Korea could feel emboldened to continue its efforts to build nuclear arms. "Any movement of American forces would almost certainly involve countries and individuals taking the wrong message," said Kurt Campbell, a deputy assistant secretary of defense during the Clinton administration. "The main one would be this: receding American commitment, backing down in the face of irresponsible North Korean behavior. And frankly, the ultimate beneficiary of this would be China in the long term." "Mind-sets in Asia are profoundly traditional," he said. "They calculate political will by the numbers of soldiers, ships and airplanes that they see in the region."
China-Taiwan causes extinction. 

The Strait Times, 2000 

[“No one gains in war over Taiwan”, June 25, Lexis]   

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

1NC – China, Japan Prolif (2/2)

Japan prolif causes a chain reaction in Asia and collapses the NPT. 

Halloran, 2009

[Richard, Military correspondent for The New York Times for ten years, 5-24, “The Dangers of a Nuclear Japan,” Real Clear Politics, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/05/24/nuclear_japan_96638.html]

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. The main reason Japan has not acquired nuclear arms so far has been a lack of political will. After the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945, the Japanese experienced a deep-seated nuclear allergy. That and the threat from the Soviet Union during the Cold War kept Japan huddled under the US nuclear umbrella. 

Nuclear war. 

Cimbala, 2008  

[Stephen, Distinguished Prof. Pol. Sci. – Penn. State Brandywine, Comparative Strategy, “Anticipatory Attacks: Nuclear Crisis Stability in Future Asia”, 27, InformaWorld]

If the possibility existed of a mistaken preemption during and immediately after the Cold War, between the experienced nuclear forces and command systems of America and Russia, then it may be a matter of even more concern with regard to states with newer and more opaque forces and command systems. In addition, the Americans and Soviets (and then Russians) had a great deal of experience getting to know one another’s military operational proclivities and doctrinal idiosyncrasies, including those that might influence the decision for or against war. Another consideration, relative to nuclear stability in the present century, is that the Americans and their NATO allies shared with the Soviets and Russians a commonality of culture and historical experience. Future threats to American or Russian security from weapons of mass destruction may be presented by states or nonstate actors motivated by cultural and social predispositions not easily understood by those in the West nor subject to favorable manipulation during a crisis. The spread of nuclear weapons in Asia presents a complicated mosaic of possibilities in this regard. States with nuclear forces of variable force structure, operational experience, and command-control systems will be thrown into a matrix of complex political, social, and cultural crosscurrents contributory to the possibility of war. In addition to the existing nuclear powers in Asia, others may seek nuclear weapons if they feel threatened by regional rivals or hostile alliances. Containment of nuclear proliferation in Asia is a desirable political objective for all of the obvious reasons. Nevertheless, the present century is unlikely to see the nuclear hesitancy or risk aversion that marked the Cold War, in part, because the military and political discipline imposed by the Cold War superpowers no longer exists, but also because states in Asia have new aspirations for regional or global respect.12 The spread of ballistic missiles and other nuclear-capable delivery systems in Asia, or in the Middle East with reach into Asia, is especially dangerous because plausible adversaries live close together and are already engaged in ongoing disputes about territory or other issues.13 The Cold War Americans and Soviets required missiles and airborne delivery systems of intercontinental range to strike at one another’s vitals. But short-range ballistic missiles or fighter-bombers suffice for India and Pakistan to launch attacks at one another with potentially “strategic” effects. China shares borders with Russia, North Korea, India, and Pakistan; Russia, with China and NorthKorea; India, with Pakistan and China; Pakistan, with India and China; and so on. The short flight times of ballistic missiles between the cities or military forces of contiguous states means that very little time will be available for warning and attack assessment by the defender. Conventionally armed missiles could easily be mistaken for a tactical nuclear first use. Fighter-bombers appearing over the horizon could just as easily be carrying nuclear weapons as conventional ordnance. In addition to the challenges posed by shorter flight times and uncertain weapons loads, potential victims of nuclear attack in Asia may also have first strike–vulnerable forces and command-control systems that increase decision pressures for rapid, and possibly mistaken, retaliation. This potpourri of possibilities challenges conventional wisdom about nuclear deterrence and proliferation on the part of policymakers and academic theorists. For policymakers in the United States and NATO, spreading nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction in Asia could profoundly shift the geopolitics of mass destruction from a European center of gravity (in the twentieth century) to an Asian and/or Middle Eastern center of gravity (in the present century).14 This would profoundly shake up prognostications to the effect that wars of mass destruction are now passe, on account of the emergence of the “Revolution in Military Affairs” and its encouragement of information-based warfare.15 Together with this, there has emerged the argument that large-scale war between states or coalitions of states, as opposed to varieties of unconventional warfare and failed states, are exceptional and potentially obsolete.16 The spread of WMD and ballistic missiles in Asia could overturn these expectations for the obsolescence or marginalization of major interstate warfare.

1NC – Heg (1/3)
Withdrawal will wreck U.S. influence. 

Kang & Cha, 03 – *associate professor of Business at Dartmouth, AND **associate professor of government Georgetown’s school of Foreign Service (May/June 2003, David C. Kang, Victor D. Cha, Foreign Policy, “Think Again: The Korea Crisis,” http://www.ituassu.com.br/asia_fp1.pdf, JMP)

“The United States Should Pull Its Troops Out of an Ungrateful South Korea” Not yet. Massive demonstrations, Molotov cocktails hurled into U.S. bases, and American soldiers stabbed on the streets of Seoul have stoked anger in Congress and on the op-ed pages of major newspapers about South Korea. As North Korea appears on the nuclear brink, Americans are puzzled by the groundswell of anti-Americanism. They cringe at a younger generation of Koreans who tell cbs television’s investigative program 60 Minutes that Bush is more threatening than Kim, and they worry about reports that South Korea’s new president, Roh Moo-hyun, was avowedly anti-American in his younger days. Most Koreans have complicated feelings about the United States. Some of them are anti-American, to be sure, but many are grateful. South Korea has historically been one of the strongest allies of the United States. Yet it would be naive to dismiss the concerns of South Koreans about U.S. policy and the continued presence of U.S. forces as merely emotional. Imagine, for example, how Washingtonians might feel about the concrete economic impact of thousands of foreign soldiers monopolizing prime real estate downtown in the nation’s capital, as U.S. forces do in Seoul. But hasty withdrawal of U.S. forces is hardly the answer to such trans-Pacific anxiety, particularly as the U.S.–South Korean alliance enters uncharted territory. The North Koreans would claim victory, and the United States would lose influence in one of the most dynamic economic regions in the world—an outcome it neither wants nor can afford. In the long term, such a withdrawal would also pave the way for Chinese regional dominance. Some South Koreans might welcome a larger role for China—a romantic and uninformed notion at best. Betting on China, after all, did not make South Korea the 12th largest economy and one of the most vibrant liberal democracies in the world. The alternatives to the alliance are not appealing to either South Koreans or Americans. Seoul would have to boost its relatively low level of defense spending (which, at roughly 3 percent of gross domestic product, is less than that of Israel and Saudi Arabia, for example). Washington would run the risk of jeopardizing its military presence across East Asia, as a U.S. withdrawal from the peninsula raised questions about the raison d’être for keeping its troops in Japan. A revision in the U.S. military presence in Korea is likely within the next five years, but withdrawal of that presence and abrogation of its alliance are not. 

Regional states’ confidence in the U.S. commitment is key to East Asian stability and U.S. global leadership – the impact is rapid Japan remilitarization, Taiwan conflict and instability in India-Pakistan and Korea.  

Goh, 08 – Lecturer in International Relations in the Department of Politics and International Relations at the Univ of Oxford (Evelyn, International Relations of the Asia-Pacific, “Hierarchy and the role of the United States in the East Asian security order,” 2008 8(3):353-377, Oxford Journals Database, JMP)

The centrality of these mutual processes of assurance and deference means that the stability of a hierarchical order is fundamentally related to a collective sense of certainty about the leadership and order of the hierarchy. This certainty is rooted in a combination of material calculations – smaller states' assurance that the expected costs of the dominant state conquering them would be higher than the benefits – and ideational convictions – the sense of legitimacy, derived from shared values and norms that accompanies the super-ordinate state's authority in the social order. The empirical analysis in the next section shows that regional stability in East Asia in the post-Second World War years can be correlated to the degree of collective certainty about the US-led regional hierarchy. East Asian stability and instability has been determined by U.S. assurances, self-confidence, and commitment to maintaining its primary position in the regional hierarchy; the perceptions and confidence of regional states about US commitment; and the reactions of subordinate states in the region to the varied challengers to the regional hierarchical order.  4. Hierarchy and the East Asian security order Currently, the regional hierarchy in East Asia is still dominated by the United States. Since the 1970s, China has increasingly claimed the position of second-ranked great power, a claim that is today legitimized by the hierarchical deference shown by smaller subordinate powers such as South Korea and Southeast Asia. Japan and South Korea can, by virtue of their alliance with the United States, be seen to occupy positions in a third layer of regional major powers, while India is ranked next on the strength of its new strategic relationship with Washington. North Korea sits outside the hierarchic order but affects it due to its military prowess and nuclear weapons capability. Apart from making greater sense of recent history, conceiving of the US' role in East Asia as the dominant state in the regional hierarchy helps to clarify three critical puzzles in the contemporary international and East Asian security landscape. First, it contributes to explaining the lack of sustained challenges to American global preponderance after the end of the Cold War. Three of the key potential global challengers to US unipolarity originate in Asia (China, India, and Japan), and their support for or acquiescence to, US dominance have helped to stabilize its global leadership. Through its dominance of the Asian regional hierarchy, the United States has been able to neutralize the potential threats to its position from Japan via an alliance, from India by gradually identifying and pursuing mutual commercial and strategic interests, and from China by encircling and deterring it with allied and friendly states that support American preponderance. Secondly, recognizing US hierarchical preponderance further explains contemporary under-balancing in Asia, both against a rising China, and against incumbent American power. I have argued that one defining characteristic of a hierarchical system is voluntary subordination of lesser states to the dominant state, and that this goes beyond rationalistic bandwagoning because it is manifested in a social contract that comprises the related processes of hierarchical assurance and hierarchical deference. Critically, successful and sustainable hierarchical assurance and deference helps to explain why Japan is not yet a ‘normal’ country. Japan has experienced significant impetus to revise and expand the remit of its security forces in the last 15 years. Yet, these pressures continue to be insufficient to prompt a wholesale revision of its constitution and its remilitarization. The reason is that the United States extends its security umbrella over Japan through their alliance, which has led Tokyo not only to perceive no threat from US dominance, but has in fact helped to forge a security community between them (Nau, 2003). Adjustments in burden sharing in this alliance since the 1990s have arisen not from greater independent Japanese strategic activism, but rather from periods of strategic uncertainty and crises for Japan when it appeared that American hierarchical assurance, along with US' position at the top of the regional hierarchy, was in question. Thus, the Japanese priority in taking on more responsibility for regional security has been to improve its ability to facilitate the US' central position, rather than to challenge it.13 In the face of the security threats from North Korea and China, Tokyo's continued reliance on the security 
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pact with the United States is rational. While there remains debate about Japan's re-militarization and the growing clout of nationalist ‘hawks’ in Tokyo, for regional and domestic political reasons, a sustained ‘normalization’ process cannot take place outside of the restraining framework of the United States–Japan alliance (Samuels, 2007; Pyle, 2007). Abandoning the alliance will entail Japan making a conscience choice not only to remove itself from the US-led hierarchy, but also to challenge the United States dominance directly. The United States–ROK alliance may be understood in a similar way, although South Korea faces different sets of constraints because of its strategic priorities related to North Korea. As J.J. Suh argues, in spite of diminishing North Korean capabilities, which render the US security umbrella less critical, the alliance endures because of mutual identification – in South Korea, the image of the US as ‘the only conceivable protector against aggression from the North,’ and in the United States, an image of itself as protector of an allied nation now vulnerable to an ‘evil’ state suspected of transferring weapons of mass destruction to terrorist networks (Suh, 2004). Kang, in contrast, emphasizes how South Korea has become less enthusiastic about its ties with the United States – as indicated by domestic protests and the rejection of TMD – and points out that Seoul is not arming against a potential land invasion from China but rather maritime threats (Kang, 2003, pp.79–80). These observations are valid, but they can be explained by hierarchical deference toward the United States, rather than China. The ROK's military orientation reflects its identification with and dependence on the United States and its adoption of US' strategic aims. In spite of its primary concern with the North Korean threat, Seoul's formal strategic orientation is toward maritime threats, in line with Washington's regional strategy. Furthermore, recent South Korean Defense White Papers habitually cited a remilitarized Japan as a key threat. The best means of coping with such a threat would be continued reliance on the US security umbrella and on Washington's ability to restrain Japanese remilitarization (Eberstadt et al., 2007). Thus, while the United States–ROK bilateral relationship is not always easy, its durability is based on South Korea's fundamental acceptance of the United States as the region's primary state and reliance on it to defend and keep regional order. It also does not rule out Seoul and other US allies conducting business and engaging diplomatically with China. India has increasingly adopted a similar strategy vis-à-vis China in recent years. Given its history of territorial and political disputes with China and its contemporary economic resurgence, India is seen as the key potential power balancer to a growing China. Yet, India has sought to negotiate settlements about border disputes with China, and has moved significantly toward developing closer strategic relations with the United States. Apart from invigorated defense cooperation in the form of military exchange programs and joint exercises, the key breakthrough was the agreement signed in July 2005 which facilitates renewed bilateral civilian nuclear cooperation (Mohan, 2007). Once again, this is a key regional power that could have balanced more directly and independently against China, but has rather chosen to align itself or bandwagon with the primary power, the United States, partly because of significant bilateral gains, but fundamentally in order to support the latter's regional order-managing function. Recognizing a regional hierarchy and seeing that the lower layers of this hierarchy have become more active since the mid-1970s also allows us to understand why there has been no outright balancing of China by regional states since the 1990s. On the one hand, the US position at the top of the hierarchy has been revived since the mid-1990s, meaning that deterrence against potential Chinese aggression is reliable and in place.14 On the other hand, the aim of regional states is to try to consolidate China's inclusion in the regional hierarchy at the level below that of the United States, not to keep it down or to exclude it. East Asian states recognize that they cannot, without great cost to themselves, contain Chinese growth. But they hope to socialize China by enmeshing it in peaceful regional norms and economic and security institutions. They also know that they can also help to ensure that the capabilities gap between China and the United States remains wide enough to deter a power transition. Because this strategy requires persuading China about the appropriateness of its position in the hierarchy and of the legitimacy of the US position, all East Asian states engage significantly with China, with the small Southeast Asian states refusing openly to ‘choose sides’ between the United States and China. Yet, hierarchical deference continues to explain why regional institutions such as the ASEAN Regional Forum, ASEAN + 3, and East Asian Summit have made limited progress. While the United State has made room for regional multilateral institutions after the end of the Cold War, its hierarchical preponderance also constitutes the regional order to the extent that it cannot comfortably be excluded from any substantive strategic developments. On the part of some lesser states (particularly Japan and Singapore), hierarchical deference is manifested in inclusionary impulses (or at least impulses not to exclude the United States or US proxies) in regional institutions, such as the East Asia Summit in December 2005. Disagreement on this issue with others, including China and Malaysia, has stymied potential progress in these regional institutions (Malik, 2006). Finally, conceiving of a US-led East Asian hierarchy amplifies our understanding of how and why the United States–China relationship is now the key to regional order. The vital nature of the Sino-American relationship stems from these two states' structural positions. As discussed earlier, China is the primary second-tier power in the regional hierarchy. However, as Chinese power grows and Chinese activism spreads beyond Asia, the United States is less and less able to see China as merely a regional power – witness the growing concerns about Chinese investment and aid in certain African countries. This causes a disjuncture between US global interests and US regional interests. Regional attempts to engage and socialize China are aimed at mediating its intentions. This process, however, cannot stem Chinese growth, which forms the material basis of US threat perceptions. Apprehensions about the growth of China's power culminates in US fears about the region being ‘lost’ to China, echoing Cold War concerns that transcribed regional defeats into systemic setbacks.15 On the other hand, the US security strategy post-Cold War and post-9/11 have regional manifestations that disadvantage China. The strengthening of US alliances with Japan and Australia; and the deployment of US troops to Central, South, and Southeast Asia all cause China to fear a consolidation of US global hegemony that will first threaten Chinese national security in the regional context and then stymie China's global reach. Thus, the key determinants of the East Asian security order relate to two core questions: (i) Can the US be persuaded that China can act as a reliable ‘regional stakeholder’ that will help to buttress regional stability and US global security aims;16 and (ii) can China be convinced that the United States has neither territorial ambitions in Asia nor the desire to encircle China, but will help to promote Chinese development and stability as part of its global security strategy? (Wang, 2005). But, these questions cannot be asked in the abstract, outside the context of negotiation about their relative positions in the regional and global hierarchies. One urgent question for further investigation is how the process of assurance and deference operate at the topmost levels of a hierarchy? When we have two great powers of unequal strength but contesting claims and a closing capabilities gap in the same regional hierarchy, how much scope for negotiation is there, before a reversion to balancing dynamics? This is the main structural dilemma: as long as the United States does not give up its primary position in the Asian regional hierarchy, China is very unlikely to act in a way that will provide comforting answers to the two questions. Yet, the East Asian regional order has been and still is constituted by US hegemony, and to change that could be extremely disruptive and may lead to regional actors acting in highly destabilizing ways. Rapid Japanese remilitarization, armed conflict across the Taiwan Straits, Indian nuclear brinksmanship directed toward Pakistan, or a highly destabilized Korean peninsula are all illustrative of potential regional disruptions. 5. Conclusion To construct a coherent account of East Asia's evolving security order, I have suggested that the United States is the central force in constituting regional stability and order. The major patterns of equilibrium and turbulence in the region since 1945 can be explained by the relative stability of the US position at the top of the regional hierarchy, with periods of greatest insecurity being correlated with greatest uncertainty over the American commitment to managing regional order. Furthermore, relationships of hierarchical assurance and hierarchical deference explain the unusual character of regional order in the post-Cold War era. However, the greatest contemporary challenge to East Asian order is the potential conflict between China and the United States over rank ordering in the regional hierarchy, a contest made more potent because of the inter-twining of regional and global security concerns. Ultimately, though, investigating such questions of positionality requires conceptual lenses that go beyond basic material factors because it entails social and normative questions. How can China be brought more into a leadership position, while being persuaded to buy into shared strategic interests and constrain its own in ways that its vision of regional and global security may eventually be reconciled with that of the United States and other regional players? How can Washington be persuaded that its central position in the hierarchy must be ultimately shared in ways yet to be determined? The future of the East Asian security order is tightly bound up with the durability of the United States' global leadership and regional domination. At the regional level, the main scenarios of disruption are an outright Chinese challenge to US leadership, or the defection of key US allies, particularly Japan. Recent history suggests, and the preceding analysis has shown, that challenges to or defections from US leadership will come at junctures where it appears that the US commitment to the region is in doubt, which in turn destabilizes the hierarchical order. At the global level, American geopolitical over-extension will be the key cause of change. This is the one factor that could lead to both greater regional and global turbulence, if only by the attendant strategic uncertainly triggering off regional challenges or defections. However, it is notoriously difficult to gauge thresholds of over-extension. More positively, East Asia is a region that has adjusted to previous periods of uncertainty about US primacy. Arguably, the regional consensus over the United States as primary state in a system of benign hierarchy could accommodate a shifting of the strategic burden to US allies like Japan and Australia as a means of systemic preservation. The alternatives that could surface as a result of not doing so would appear to be much worse. 
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This causes great power nuclear conflict. 

Gray, 05 – Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies, and Director of the Center for Strategic Studies, at the University of Reading (Spring 2005, Colin S., Parameters, “How Has War Changed Since the End of the Cold War?” http://www.carlisle.army. mil/usawc/parameters/05spring/gray.htm)

6. Interstate War, Down but Far from Out Logically, the reverse side of the coin which proclaims a trend favoring political violence internal to states is the claim that interstate warfare is becoming, or has become, a historical curiosity. Steven Metz and Raymond Millen assure us that “most armed conflicts in coming decades are likely to be internal ones.”21 That is probably a safe prediction, though one might choose to be troubled by their prudent hedging with the qualifier “most.” Their plausible claim would look a little different in hindsight were it to prove true except for a mere one or two interstate nuclear conflicts, say between India and Pakistan, or North Korea and the United States and its allies. The same authors also offer the comforting judgment that “decisive war between major states is rapidly moving toward history’s dustbin.”22 It is an attractive claim; it is a shame that it is wrong. War, let alone “decisive war,” between major states currently is enjoying an off-season for one main reason: So extreme is the imbalance of military power in favor of the United States that potential rivals rule out policies that might lead to hostilities with the superpower. It is fashionable to argue that major interstate war is yesterday’s problem—recall that the yesterday in question is barely 15 years in the past—because now there is nothing to fight about and nothing to be gained by armed conflict. Would that those points were true; unfortunately they are not. The menace of major, if not necessarily decisive, interstate war will return to frighten us when great-power rivals feel able to challenge American hegemony. If you read Thucydides, or Donald Kagan, you will be reminded of the deadly and eternal influence of the triad of motives for war: “fear, honor, and interest.”23 

1NC – North Korea Impact 

Withdrawal will cause North Korea invasion of Seoul – even the libertarians agree

Huessy, 03 – Senior Defense Associate at National Defense University Foundation who specializes in nuclear weapons, missile defense, terrorism and rogue states (8/13/2003, Peter, “Realism on the Korean Peninsula: Real Threats, Real Dangers,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=18560, JMP)

However, Carpenter has long advocated a unilateral withdrawal of our U.S. forces from the Republic of Korea, under the g of arguing that such a reduction of U.S. forces would save tax-payer dollars, as well as U.S. lives, should there be an armed conflict on the Korean Peninsula. In fact, Carpenter, in conversations I have had with him, readily agrees that a U.S. withdrawal from the Korean Peninsula might very well precipitate an invasion by the communists in the North with the aim of quickly capturing Seoul and then suing for peace in an agreement that would eventually give control over a unified country to the communists. Apart from the fact that U.S. forces withdrawn from the ROK would be redeployed elsewhere in the U.S. and thus save the U.S. taxpayers nothing and given that U.S. military forces deployed overseas and at home have declined by over 1 million soldiers since the end of the Cold War, a withdrawal from the ROK by the United States would do nothing except cause another Korean War, kill millions of Korean civilians and soldiers and place in danger the ability of Japan to maintain its economy in the face of a Korean Peninsula in communist hands. As every Commander of U.S. forces in Korea since 1979 has told Congress in public testimony, Japan is not defensible if Korea is taken by the communists. A blockade of trade routes to and from Japan would become a realistic weapon in the hands of the PRC, not dissimilar to a blockade of Taiwan by the PRC portrayed by Patrick Robinson in Kilo Class.

Will escalate to global nuclear war

Huessy, 03 – Senior Defense Associate at National Defense University Foundation who specializes in nuclear weapons, missile defense, terrorism and rogue states (8/13/2003, Peter, “Realism on the Korean Peninsula: Real Threats, Real Dangers,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=18560, JMP)

It may be wishful thinking, but I believe China has the ability to help shape the future in the region in a positive way. For the U.S. to withdraw from the ROK, as proposed by Carpenter, might very well initiate not only another Korean War but also possibly another World War. When I lived in Seoul and attended Yonsei University in 1969-70, my Korean father and Yonsei professor, Hahm Pyong Choon, later to become Ambassador to the United States and national security adviser to the President of the Republic of Korea, told me there were always those who sought to purchase liberty and freedom on the cheap. At an embassy reception in Washington, he reminded me what he had told me in class: “Those on the left think you are imperialists; those on the right do not want to spend the money”. In 1985, the communists planted bombs in Burma where the ROK cabinet was meeting. Professor Hahm was killed by the very same North Korean communists whom wish to see the withdrawal of American forces from the region. To save a few dollars, however unintentionally, we might end up the North Korean army in downtown Seoul. Certainly, armed with nuclear weapons, the North will be difficult at best to deter from such an attack.  To the people of the Republic of Korea: America will not leave, we will not run, we will not forget the extraordinary sacrifices we both have made to secure the freedom of your country and ours. This is the basis for the Bush Administration’s strategy, and with that sufficient reason it should be supported. 

1NC – South Korean Prolif 

U.S. ground forces key to maintain a credible nuclear guarantee for Seoul

Payne, et. al,  10 – Professor in Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University (March 2010, Dr. Keith Payne, Study Director Thomas Scheber Kurt Guthe, “U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia,”

http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/US%20Extend-Deter-for%20print.pdf, JMP)

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

Prevents South Korean prolif

Hughes, 2007

[Christopher W., PhD University of Sheffield, 1997, Reader/Associate Professor, University of Warwick. “North Korea’s Nuclear Weapons: Implications for the Nuclear Ambitions of Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan,” January, Asia Policy No 3, http://www.nbr.org/publications/asia_policy/AP3/AP3Hughes.pdf]

South Korea’s history of considering its nuclear options closely corresponds with and demonstrates well the four principal drivers governing the potential for nuclear proliferation. The national security consideration has clearly been paramount for South Korea. Its geographical situation at the intersection of the security interests of the major powers in Northeast Asia presents South Korea with a number of long-term security and related alliance dilemmas. During the Cold War, the most pressing of these security dilemmas was obviously the confrontation with North Korea, and Seoul, lacking confidence in its own national resource constraints to deter Pyongyang, turned to U.S. alliance conventional and nuclear security guarantees. Consequently, the possibility of the alliance dilemma of U.S. abandonment was what formed the prime driver for South Korea’s first attempt at acquiring nuclear weapons. South Korea’s perception of declining U.S. implacability in the face of North Korea provocations in the late 1960s, U.S. rapprochement with China in the early 1970s, and U.S. plans to scale back its troop deployments (under the Nixon, Ford, and Carter administrations) all galvanized President Park to begin to seek nuclear weapons. Park was only dissuaded from this option by U.S. threats to cease security and economic guarantees altogether. South Korea was then forced to return to the shelter of the U.S. nuclear umbrella in the absence of its own deterrent, thus enabling the reaffirmation of U.S. security guarantees.54

Escalates to global nuclear war

Cirincione, 2000 – Director of the Non-Proliferation Project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Spring 2000, Joseph, Foreign Policy, “The Asian Nuclear Reaction Chain”, JStor)

The blocks would fall quickest and hardest in Asia, where proliferation pressures are already building more quickly than anywhere else in the world. If a nuclear breakout takes place in Asia, then the international arms control agreements that have been painstakingly negotiated over the past 40 years will crumble. Moreover, the United States could find itself embroiled in its fourth war on the Asian continent in six decades--a costly rebuke to those who seek the safety of Fortress America by hiding behind national missile defenses. Consider what is already happening: North Korea continues to play guessing games with its nuclear and missile programs; South Korea wants its own missiles to match Pyongyang's; India and Pakistan shoot across borders while running a slow-motion nuclear arms race; China modernizes its nuclear arsenal amid tensions with Taiwan and the United States; Japan's vice defense minister is forced to resign after extolling the benefits of nuclear weapons; and Russia--whose Far East nuclear deployments alone make it the largest Asian nuclear power--struggles to maintain territorial coherence. Five of these states have nuclear weapons; the others are capable of constructing them. Like neutrons firing from a split atom, one nation's actions can trigger reactions throughout the region, which in turn, stimulate additional actions. These nations form an interlocking Asian nuclear reaction chain that vibrates dangerously with each new development. If the frequency and intensity of this reaction cycle increase, critical decisions taken by any one of these governments could cascade into the second great wave of nuclear-weapon proliferation, bringing regional and global economic and political instability and, perhaps, the first combat use of a nuclear weapon since 1945
1NC – Terrorism 

U.S. forces in Korea are key to deterrence and the war on terror

Colonel Stevens, 06 (3/15/06, Colonel Wayne Stevens, “Is U.S. Forces Korea Still Needed on the Korean Peninsula?” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA448328&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, JMP)

If war breaks out on the peninsula, the ROK will most likely require considerably more than 34,000 U.S. troops to assist.87 The need for U.S. forces within Northeast Asia capable of rapidly deploying from within the region instead of from the U.S. will enhance the ROK’s ability to stop DPRK’s aggression quickly. The joint and flexible capabilities of the U.S. forces such as air superiority, precision guided missiles, and BCTs that are more capable of independent action and more responsive to regional combatant commanders can give the ROK forces a distinctive edge during combat operations and ensure the U.S. strategic focus of maintaining stability within the region.88 Some have argued for removing or reducing the U.S. forces on the peninsula because DPRK’s nuclear capability negates the need for U.S. conventional forces in the South.89 Despite the lack of conclusive proof that North Korea actually has nuclear weapons; the DPRK may find it harder to prove that they do not have nuclear weapons. North Korea already admitted that they are conducting a nuclear weapons program and the North has extracted spent fuel and reprocessed the fuel into weapons-grade plutonium.90 Although the nuclear argument may have some validity, a major U.S. concern is the need to have forward deployed basing to allow U.S. forces to project its military power. The forces in the ROK provide the U.S. with the capability to continue its deterrence mission and also to fight the Global War on Terror (GWOT) on foreign soil before it reaches the U.S.91 

Retaliation causes nuclear war

Corsi, 5 – PhD in political science from Harvard. (Jerome, excerpt from Atomic Iran, http://911review.org/Wget/worldnetdaily.com/NYC_hit_by_terrorist_nuke.html)

The combination of horror and outrage that will surge upon the nation will demand that the president retaliate for the incomprehensible damage done by the attack. The problem will be that the president will not immediately know how to respond or against whom. The perpetrators will have been incinerated by the explosion that destroyed New York City. Unlike 9-11, there will have been no interval during the attack when those hijacked could make phone calls to loved ones telling them before they died that the hijackers were radical Islamic extremists. There will be no such phone calls when the attack will not have been anticipated until the instant the terrorists detonate their improvised nuclear device inside the truck parked on a curb at the Empire State Building. Nor will there be any possibility of finding any clues, which either were vaporized instantly or are now lying physically inaccessible under tons of radioactive rubble. Still, the president, members of Congress, the military, and the public at large will suspect another attack by our known enemy – Islamic terrorists. The first impulse will be to launch a nuclear strike on Mecca, to destroy the whole religion of Islam. Medina could possibly be added to the target list just to make the point with crystal clarity. Yet what would we gain? The moment Mecca and Medina were wiped off the map, the Islamic world – more than 1 billion human beings in countless different nations – would feel attacked. Nothing would emerge intact after a war between the United States and Islam. The apocalypse would be upon us. Then, too, we would face an immediate threat from our long-term enemy, the former Soviet Union. Many in the Kremlin would see this as an opportunity to grasp the victory that had been snatched from them by Ronald Reagan when the Berlin Wall came down. A missile strike by the Russians on a score of American cities could possibly be pre-emptive. Would the U.S. strategic defense system be so in shock that immediate retaliation would not be possible? Hardliners in Moscow might argue that there was never a better opportunity to destroy America. In China, our newer Communist enemies might not care if we could retaliate. With a population already over 1.3 billion people and with their population not concentrated in a few major cities, the Chinese might calculate to initiate a nuclear blow on the United States. What if the United States retaliated with a nuclear counterattack upon China? The Chinese might be able to absorb the blow and recover. The North Koreans might calculate even more recklessly. Why not launch upon America the few missiles they have that could reach our soil? More confusion and chaos might only advance their position. If Russia, China, and the United States could be drawn into attacking one another, North Korea might emerge stronger just because it was overlooked while the great nations focus on attacking one another. 

. 

UQ – Yes Commitment to Asia (1/2)
Military presence is strong now – deters aggression and escalation. 

Asia Pulse, 2-2-2010 (2/2/10, “POSSIBLE NORTH KOREAN NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION TROUBLES PENTAGON” pg online @ lexisnexis//au) 

The possible proliferation of nuclear material and technology puts North Korea high on the list of Pentagon headaches, a report said Monday. "The instability or collapse of a WMD-armed state is among our most troubling concerns," said the Department of Defense's Quadrennial Defense Review in clear reference to North Korea. "Such an occurrence could lead to rapid proliferation of WMD material, weapons and technology, and could quickly become a global crisis posing a direct physical threat to the United States and all other nations." North Korea conducted its second nuclear test last year, after one in 2006, and has boycotted the six-party talks on ending its nuclear weapons programs, demanding sanctions be lifted and a peace treaty signed to replace a fragile armistice that ended the 1950-53 Korean War. The talks involve the two Koreas, the U.S., China, Japan and Russia. North Korea's ailing leader, Kim Jong-il, believed to have suffered a stroke in 2008, is apparently ceding power to his third and youngest son, Jong-un, in the first third-generation power transition in any communist state. Some analysts fear a regime collapse in the process. Speaking to a news conference on the QDR and the Ballistic Missile Defense Review, which are both legislative-mandated, Michele Flournoy, undersecretary of defense for policy, said North Korea's ballistic missile program is also a major threat to the U.S. "It's important to note that U.S. homeland missile defense efforts are focused on regional actors such as North Korea and Iran, and are not intended to affect the strategic balance with Russia or China," he said. "We're currently protected against a limited ballistic missile attack, and will continue to be so for the foreseeable future. We will continue to invest in this capability and to hedge against the possibility of new threats emerging." The QDR said that the U.S. will continue to maintain a forward military presence in Northeast Asia and work closely with South Korea and other allies in order to effectively address the nuclear threat from the North. "In Northeast Asia, DoD is working closely with key allies Japan and the Republic of Korea to implement our agreed-on plans and shared visions to build a comprehensive alliance of bilateral, regional and global scope; realign our force postures; restructure allied security roles and capabilities; and strengthen our collective deterrent and defense capabilities," it said. Among the regional security challenges put forth by the report are "global peacekeeping, stability and reconstruction operations; nonproliferation activities; missile defense cooperation; and energy security initiatives." The report emphasized a flexible response to threats. "This emerging security landscape requires a more widely distributive and adaptive U.S. presence in Asia that relies on and better leverages the capabilities of our regional allies and partners," it said. "The United States will work with allies and partners to continue to adapt its defense presence as necessary to maintain regional stability and assure allies of their security, including through the provision of extended deterrence to Japan and the Republic of Korea." 

U.S. commitment to Asia increasing. 
Gates, 6-5-2010 – Secretary of Defense (6/5/10, Robert M., “International Institute For Strategic Studies (Shangri-La--Asia Security)” http://www.defense.gov/speeches/speech.aspx?speechid=1483, JMP)

When I last stood before you, I did so only a few months after a new administration had taken office. President Obama’s policies toward this region were still evolving, but I noted that he had a very personal connection to this part of the world, and that, regardless of new initiatives, or different areas of emphasis under his administration, the underlying themes of continuity and engagement in Asia would hold true. The United States has responsibilities to friends and allies, and will not waver in its longstanding commitments here. Indeed, we will continue to deepen and expand our alliances and partnerships. In the next few minutes, I would like to provide an overview of how the United States sees its responsibilities in the Asia-Pacific region within the context of broader U.S. defense priorities and events over the past year. As a starting point, it is important to remember that the success this region has enjoyed over the past several decades – its unprecedented economic growth and political development – was not a foregone conclusion. Rather, it was enabled by clear choices about the enduring principles that we all believe are essential to peace, prosperity, and stability. These include our commitment to: * Free and open commerce; * A just international order that emphasizes rights and responsibilities of nations and fidelity to the rule of law; * Open access by all to the global commons of sea, air, space, and now, cyberspace; and * The principle of resolving conflict without the use of force. Simply put, pursuing our common interests has increased our common security. Today, the Asia-Pacific region is contending with new and evolving challenges – from rising powers and failing states, to the proliferation of nuclear and ballistic missiles, extremist violence, and new technologies that have the ability to disrupt the foundations of trade and commerce on which Asia’s economic stability depends. Confronting these threats is not the task of any one nation acting alone. Rather, our collective response will test our commitment to the principles I just mentioned – principles that are key to the region’s continued prosperity. In this, all of us have responsibilities we must fulfill, since all will bear the costs of instability as well as the rewards of international cooperation. My government’s overriding obligation to allies, partners, and the region is to reaffirm America’s security commitments in this region. Over the last year, the Obama administration has begun to lay out the architecture of America’s future defense posture through a series of strategy reviews. These reviews were shaped by a bracing dose of realism, and in a very sober and clear-eyed way assessed risks, set priorities, made tradeoffs, and identified requirements based on plausible, real-world threats, scenarios, and potential adversaries. It has become clear to us that an effective, affordable, and sustainable U.S. defense posture requires a broad portfolio of military capabilities with maximum versatility across the widest possible spectrum of conflict.  Fielding these capabilities, and demonstrating the resolve to use them if necessary, assures friends and potential adversaries alike of the credibility of U.S. security commitments through our ability to defend against the full range of potential threats.

UQ – Yes Commitment to Asia (2/2)

US committed to Northeast Asia deterrence now. 

Powers and Pace, 5-25-2010 (5-25-10, Ron Powers and Julie Pace, China Post “U.S., S. Korea to test military in signal to North” http://www.chinapost.com.tw/asia/korea/2010/05/26/258095/US-S.htm)

WASHINGTON -- The U.S. and South Korea are planning two major military exercises off the Korean Peninsula in a display of force intended to deter North Korean acts like the March torpedo attack on a South Korean warship. U.S. President Barack Obama ordered his military commanders to coordinate closely with their South Korea counterparts “to ensure readiness and to deter future aggression” by North Korea, the White House said. Pentagon spokesman Bryan Whitman told reporters on Monday the joint exercises will be conducted in the “near future.” He said the operations will test the nations' ability to defeat submarines and to monitor and prevent illicit activities. “We think that this is an area where, working with the Republic of Korea, we can hone some skills and increase capabilities,” said Whitman. The military exercises would be a decisive display of force after last week's finding by a team of international investigators that North Korea torpedoed a South Korean warship on March 26 that killed 46 South Korean sailors. It was South Korea's worst military disaster since the Korean War. More than 28,000 U.S. troops are stationed in South Korea, an important regional ally. Previously, the Obama administration has been intentionally vague on how it might respond, reflecting U.S. reluctance to stoke tension unnecessarily. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton — in Beijing to win support from China, North Korea's top ally, for diplomatic action — said Monday the Obama administration is striving to avoid a conflict on the Korean peninsula. “We are working hard to avoid an escalation of belligerence and provocation,” Clinton said. “This is a highly precarious situation that the North Koreans have caused in the region.” The U.S. will work with other nations to make sure that North Korea feels the consequences of its actions and changes its behavior to avoid “the kind of escalation that would be very regrettable,” she said. In its statement Monday, the White House endorsed President Lee Myung-bak's demand that “North Korea immediately apologize and punish those responsible for the attack, and, most importantly, stop its belligerent and threatening behavior.” Seoul can continue to count on the full backing of the United States, the White House said. The South Korean president said that his nation would no longer tolerate the North's “brutality” and said the repressive communist regime would pay for the attack He also vowed to cut off all trade with the North and to take Pyongyang to the U.N. Security Council for punishment over the sinking of the warship Cheonan.

U.S. influence is still strong in Asia – will be able to check China and Russia

Pei, 2009 - Prof of Government and the director of the Keck Center for International and Strategic Studies at Claremont McKenna College (July/August 2009, Minxin, Foreign Policy, “Think Again: Asia's Rise,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=23336, JMP)

"America Is Losing Influence in Asia." Definitely not. Bogged down in Iraq and Afghanistan and mired in a deep recession, the United States certainly looks like a superpower in decline. Its influence in Asia has apparently receded as well, with the formerly mighty dollar in less demand than the Chinese yuan and the North Korean regime openly flaunting Washington's will. But it is premature to declare the end of U.S. geopolitical preeminence in Asia. In all likelihood, the self-correcting mechanisms in its political and economic systems will enable the United States to recover from its current setbacks. America's leadership in Asia derives from many sources, not just its military or economic heft. Like beauty, a country's geopolitical influence is often in the eye of the beholder. Although some view the United States' declining influence in Asia as a fact, many Asians think otherwise. Sixty-nine percent of Chinese, 75 percent of Indonesians, 76 percent of South Koreans, and 79 percent of Japanese in the Chicago Council's surveys said that U.S. influence in Asia had risen over the past decade. Another, perhaps more important, reason for the enduring American preeminence in Asia is that most countries in the region welcome Washington as the guarantor of Asia's peace. Asian elites from New Delhi to Tokyo continue to count on Uncle Sam to keep a watchful eye on Beijing. Whether it's over blown or not, Asia is poised to increase its geopolitical and economic influence rapidly in the decades to come. It has already become one of the pillars of the international order. But in thinking about Asia's future, let's not get ahead of ourselves. Its economic ascent is not written in the stars. And given the cultural differences and history of intense rivalry among the region's countries, Asia is unlikely to achieve any degree of regional political unity and evolve into an EU-like entity in our lifetime. Henry Kissinger once famously asked, "Who do I call if I want to call Europe?" We can ask the same question about Asia. All told, Asia's rise should present more opportunities than threats. The region's growth not only has lifted hundreds of millions out of poverty, but also will increase demand for Western products. Its internal fissures will allow the United States to check the geopolitical influence of potential rivals such as China and Russia with manageable costs and risks. And hopefully, Asia's rise will provide the competitive pressures urgently needed for Westerners to get their own houses in order—without succumbing to hype or hysteria.

UQ – Yes Commitment to ROK (1/2)
The U.S. is taking a tough line to deter future aggression.

Reuters, 5-24-2010 (5/24/10, Jeff Mason, “Obama Tells Military: Prepare for North Korea Aggression,”

http://www.commondreams.org/headline/2010/05/24-6, JMP)

WASHINGTON - President Barack Obama has directed the U.S. military to coordinate with South Korea to "ensure readiness" and deter future aggression from North Korea, the White House said on Monday. The United States gave strong backing to plans by South Korean President Lee Myung-bak to punish North Korea for sinking one of its naval ships, White House spokesman Robert Gibbs said in a statement. The White House urged North Korea to apologize and change its behavior, he said. "We endorse President Lee's demand that North Korea immediately apologize and punish those responsible for the attack, and, most importantly, stop its belligerent and threatening behavior," Gibbs said. "U.S. support for South Korea's defense is unequivocal, and the president has directed his military commanders to coordinate closely with their Republic of Korea counterparts to ensure readiness and to deter future aggression," he said. Obama and Lee have agreed to meet at the G20 summit in Canada next month, he said. Late last week, a team of international investigators accused North Korea of torpedoing the Cheonan corvette in March, killing 46 sailors in one of the deadliest clashes between the two since the 1950-53 Korean War. Lee said on Monday South Korea would bring the issue before the U.N., whose past sanctions have damaged the already ruined North Korean economy. The United States still has about 28,000 troops in South Korea to provide military support. The two Koreas, still technically at war, have more than 1 million troops near their border. "We will build on an already strong foundation of excellent cooperation between our militaries and explore further enhancements to our joint posture on the Peninsula as part of our ongoing dialogue," Gibbs said. Gibbs said the United States supported Lee's plans to bring the issue to the United Nations Security Council and would work with allies to "reduce the threat that North Korea poses to regional stability." Obama had also directed U.S. agencies to evaluate existing policies toward North Korea. "This review is aimed at ensuring that we have adequate measures in place and to identify areas where adjustments would be appropriate," he said.

Recent statements prove – US troops fully committed to ROK now. 

Kelley 5/25- (5-25-10 Rebecca, World News Examiner “South Korea and US troops brace for war as tensions mount with North Korea” http://www.examiner.com/x-28320-World-News-Examiner~y2010m5d25-South-Korea-and-US-troops-brace-for-war-as-tensions-mount-with-North-Korea-Videos--Slideshow)

SEOUL, South Korea - Troops in South Korea are bracing for war as North Korea’s leader, Kim Jong ll, ordered its 1.2 million member military to get ready for combat. It was the sinking of the Cheonan warship in March by a North Korea torpedo that killed 46 South Korean sailors causing the worst military conflict between the two since the 1950-53 Korean War. Since that disaster, tensions have continued to rise. Yesterday President Barack Obama stated South Korea has "full support" from the United States. The 28,500 troops stationed in South Korea are in the process of planning two major military exercises off the Korean peninsula. In downtown Seoul today, about 30 conservative activists burned North Korean flags and ripped up photos of Kim Jong ll. 

UQ – Yes Commitment to ROK (2/2)
Deterrence increasing now – sinking of naval ships prove Obama is determined to deter future aggression from North Korea 

Mason 5-24-2010 – White House Correspondent for Reuters (5/24/10, Jeff, “Obama tells military: prepare for North Korean aggression,” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE64N0ZT20100524) 
The United States gave strong backing to plans by South Korean President Lee Myung-bak to punish North Korea for sinking one of its naval ships, White House spokesman Robert Gibbs said in a statement. The White House urged North Korea to apologize and change its behavior, he said. "We endorse President Lee's demand that North Korea immediately apologize and punish those responsible for the attack, and, most importantly, stop its belligerent and threatening behavior," Gibbs said. "U.S. support for South Korea's defense is unequivocal, and the president has directed his military commanders to coordinate closely with their Republic of Korea counterparts to ensure readiness and to deter future aggression," he said. Obama and Lee have agreed to meet at the G20 summit in Canada next month, he said. Late last week, a team of international investigators accused North Korea of torpedoing the Cheonan corvette in March, killing 46 sailors in one of the deadliest clashes between the two since the 1950-53 Korean War. Lee said on Monday South Korea would bring the issue before the U.N., whose past sanctions have damaged the already ruined North Korean economy. The United States still has about 28,000 troops in South Korea to provide military support. The two Koreas, still technically at war, have more than 1 million troops near their border. "We will build on an already strong foundation of excellent cooperation between our militaries and explore further enhancements to our joint posture on the Peninsula as part of our ongoing dialogue," Gibbs said. Gibbs said the United States supported Lee's plans to bring the issue to the United Nations Security Council and would work with allies to "reduce the threat that North Korea poses to regional stability."  Obama had also directed U.S. agencies to evaluate existing policies toward North Korea. "This review is aimed at ensuring that we have adequate measures in place and to identify areas where adjustments would be appropriate," he said.

Deterrence is strong now – troops in South Korea are key to deter future aggression 

Alford, 5-25-2010 (5/25/10, James, The Australian, “South Korea freezes aid to North – Trade and Relief are ended in official response to the march torpedoing,” Lexis) 

SOUTH Korea has suspended almost all trade and assistance to North Korea and threatened to use immediate force against any incursion, as South Korean President Lee Myung-bak referred the March 26 torpedoing of a naval vessel to the UN Security Council. ``From now on, the Republic of Korea will not tolerate any provocative act by the North and will maintain a principle of proactive deterrence,'' Mr Lee said in an address to the nation yesterday.  ``If our territorial waters, airspace or territory are militarily violated, we will immediately exercise our right of self-defence.''Mr Lee's response to the Cheonan sinking and deaths of 46 sailors was endorsed yesterday by US President Barack Obama, who last night ordered a review of all US policies directed towards North Korea. He also instructed US forces in Korea to co-ordinate with South Korean counterparts to deter northern aggression.

More ev. 
Reuters- 5/23 (5-23-10- Jim Mason, Reuters, “Two Koreas snarl at each other” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE64N0F520100524?loomia_ow=t0:s0:a49:g43:r2:c0.079165:b34271482:z0)

South Korean President Lee Myung-bak, in a nationally televised address, said he would take the issue to the U.N. Security Council, whose past sanctions are already sapping what little energy North Korea's communist economy has left. In what several diplomats in New York said was an unusual intervention in Security Council matters, U.N. Secretary General Ban Ki-moon expressed confidence the Council would take "appropriate" measures. The United States, which backs Seoul, said the situation was "highly precarious" and that it would take part in a joint naval exercise with the South. China, the North's only major ally, urged calm [Last week international investigators issued a report accusing the North of torpedoing the Cheonan corvette in March, killing 46 sailors in one of the deadliest clashes between the two sides since the 1950-53 Korean War. The United States, which has 28,000 troops on the peninsula, threw its full support behind South Korea and said it was working hard to stop the situation from worsening. The Pentagon announced plans for a joint U.S.-South Korean anti-submarine drill "in the near future" and said talks were underway on joint maritime interdiction exercises. Seoul believes a North Korean submarine infiltrated its waters and fired on the Cheonan.
UQ – Yes Troop Deployment (1/2)
Maintaining troop levels in South Korea now. 
Lim, 5/30 – (5/30/10, Bomi Lim, Bloomberg Businessweek, “China’s Wen Stays Silent on North Korea Blame, Focuses on Peace,” http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-05-30/china-s-wen-stays-silent-on-north-korea-blame-focuses-on-peace.html)

The U.S. has 28,500 troops in South Korea, who “are well prepared to deter aggression,” Lieutenant Colonel Angela Billings, a spokeswoman for U.S. forces in Korea, said last week. Hatoyama cited security threats from North Korea as one of the reasons to stick to a 2006 accord to relocate the Futenma Air Base within the island of Okinawa, 950 miles (1,530 kilometers) south of Tokyo. Hatoyama said on May 28 that President Barrack Obama agreed to deepen ties between the U.S. and Japan, where about 50,000 American military personnel are stationed. The sinking helped “Japanese people to appreciate the importance of security for Japan,” Kazuo Kodama, press secretary of Japan’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs, said at a briefing on Jeju. “People tend to appreciate more than ever that because of the U.S.-deployed forces, Japan is protected.” U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates and his Japanese counterpart agreed last week to work together on monitoring China’s navy after Japan in April raised concerns about the intentions of Chinese submarines and destroyers spotted in international waters close to Okinawa.

US is strongly committed to troop presence in South Korea now – key to deterrence. 

Gienger, 2009 

[“Gates Pledges ‘Enduring’ U.S. Troop Presence in South Korea,” 10-22, http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=20601087&sid=arz7hYEpZMZY]

Oct. 22 (Bloomberg) -- Defense Secretary Robert Gates pledged an “enduring” U.S. military presence in South Korea amid concerns the Asian nation isn’t ready to take control of their joint forces as planned within three years.  In opening comments at the start of annual joint security talks in Seoul today, Gates and his South Korean counterpart, Defense Minister Kim Tae Young, vowed to strengthen their alliance to confront threats from North Korea.  “The United States will continue to provide extended deterrence using the full range of military capabilities, including the nuclear umbrella to ensure” the security of South Korea, Gates said. “Key to that deterrent capability is our commitment to an enduring United States force presence on the Korean Peninsula as part of the combined defense posture.”   The U.S. keeps about 28,500 troops in South Korea, down from about 37,000 five years ago, having agreed last year to amend a previous decision to reduce the level even more. Some former military officials have criticized an agreement by President Lee Myung Bak’s predecessor for the U.S. to hand over wartime operational control of joint forces by 2012.  “I hope the conference is an opportunity through which we can reconfirm the strength of America’s commitment to the mutual defense treaty,” Kim said in his opening remarks today.  ‘Combined Defense’  Gates yesterday told U.S. and South Korean soldiers in Seoul that he is confident the country would be well- prepared to “take the lead in the combined defense of this country.” The U.S. would retain ultimate control over its own forces even while they would operate jointly under South Korean command.  “North Korea continues to pose a threat to the Republic of Korea, to the region and to others,” Gates said today. “As such, I want to reaffirm the unwavering commitment of the United States to the alliance and to the defense of the Republic of Korea.”  Kim agreed that North Korea poses a daunting threat, even as it takes steps toward reopening talks with the U.S., South Korea, Japan, China and Russia on ending its nuclear weapons program. 

Troops will stay in South Korea – won’t get redeployed or reduced. 

Yonhap, 2009

[“U.S. reconfirms pledge to maintain current level of troops in Korea: Adm. Mullen,” 12-9, Lexis]

The United States Tuesday reaffirmed its pledge to maintain the current level of its troops in South Korea, dispelling media speculation that some U.S. forces might redeploy to Afghanistan.  "We are very committed to 28,500 troops' presence in South Korea. That's strongly reaffirmed by President Obama,  both publicly as well as his meetings with President Lee (Myung-bak)," said Adm. Michael Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in a news conference here.  Mullen's remarks came amid controversy over the remarks by Obama  to American soldiers in Seoul last month. "The story of your service goes beyond this peninsula," Obama  said. "Others among you served in Afghanistan. Others among you will deploy yet again."  Mullen himself said in October that discussions are under way about rotating U.S. troops in South Korea.  South Korean officials have said the remarks by Obama and Mullen should not be taken as a possible troop reduction in Korea, but rather a routine rotation of troops without reducing the number. They added they have never discussed a troop reduction with the U.S.  Mullen, however, said the Obama administration will follow up on the strategic flexibility posture drawn up by the Bush administration for rapid deployment of U.S. troops abroad to conflict regions.  "The idea of strategic flexibility is one we are addressing with the South Korean leadership," he said. "We think it is very important, part of a strategic concept for security both for the region and globally."  Faced with tough resistance from Taliban insurgents in Afghanistan, Obama last week announced plans to send 30,000 more troops to the war-ravaged central Asian state early next year to bring the number of U.S. troops there to more than 100,000.

UQ – Yes Troop Deployment (2/2)

Tensions are High- Continued Troop Presence is Key to Stability

Space.com 09 (10/22/09, “US Pledges Support for South Korea” pg online @ [http://www.spacewar.com/reports/US_pledges_support_for_South_Korea_999.html]//au)

The agreement is likely to trigger an angry response from North Korea. The country has demanded that the United States withdraw its nuclear umbrella from South Korea, calling it an attempt to invade the country with atomic bombs and evidence that Washington is hostile toward it. The North has also called for a withdrawal of U.S. troops from South Korea and has demanded a non-aggression or peace treaty with Washington to end U.S. military presence on the peninsula. The United States has 28,500 troops stationed in South Korea as a deterrent against North Korea under a mutual defense treaty signed just after the 1950-53 Korean War. Backed by the U.S. troops, the South's 655,000 troops are facing off against the North's 1.2 million-strong armed forces. The Korean peninsula remains technically in a state of war as the conflict ended without a peace treaty. "The U.S. commitment to provide extended deterrence would help ease security jitters in South Korea," said Baek Seung-joo, a senior analyst at Seoul's state-run Korea Institute for Defense Analyses.
UQ – AT Troop Reductions Now

A substantial number of troops remain – fulfills U.S. commitment

Payne, et. al,  10 – Professor in Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University (March 2010, Dr. Keith Payne, Study Director Thomas Scheber Kurt Guthe, “U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia,”

http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/US%20Extend-Deter-for%20print.pdf, JMP)

The Mutual Defense Treaty between the United States and the ROK, signed in October 1953, two months after the Korean War armistice, was intended in large part to assure Seoul that, though the war was over, South Korea would not be abandoned by the United States.7 The treaty thus declares the determination of the two parties “to defend themselves against external armed attack so that no potential aggressor could be under the illusion that either of them stands alone in the Pacific area.” Each recognizes that “an armed attack in the Pacific area on either of the Parties…would be dangerous to its own peace and safety and declares it would act to meet the common danger.” Because an American military presence on or near the peninsula was, and is, considered by South Korea to be an essential earnest of the U.S. commitment, the treaty grants the United States “the right to dispose [its] land, air and sea forces in and about the territory of the Republic of Korea as determined by mutual agreement.”8 Though U.S. troop strength in South Korea was substantially reduced after the war, a sizable force remained (the more than 300,000 soldiers stationed there in 1953 dropped to 85,000 two years later).9 Today, roughly 28,500 service members are deployed in the ROK.10 

Adjustments now not undermining commitment to ROK – critical to deter North Korea

Breer, May 2010

[William, Senior Adviser, Center for Strategic and International Studies, “U.S. Alliances in East Asia: Internal Challenges and External Threats,” May, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2010/05_east_asia_breer.aspx]

Under our mutual defense treaty with the Republic of Korea we deploy sizable ground and air forces to the peninsula to backup ROK defenses in the event of aggression by North Korea. We have made clear to the North that the American commitment to the defense of South Korea is rock solid, and the peace has been maintained. While the U.S. posture has effectively deterred North Korea from a frontal attack, it has not prevented North Korea from mounting provocations, ranging from the capture of the USS Pueblo in 1968, through the tree-cutting incident in 1976, to the recent apparent sinking of an ROK warship. The biggest challenge posed by North Korea is its determination to acquire deployable nuclear weapons which would threaten U.S. interests throughout East Asia, potentially pose an existential threat to Japan, and create a proliferation problem of vast proportions. Our treaty relationships with Japan and Korea, and our many decades of experience working together, have greatly facilitated our cooperation on this issue. From time to time, base issues (one of our major bases is in the center of Seoul) and occasional incidents caused by American personnel have aroused latent nationalism among the people, which has in the past resulted in large scale demonstrations, strains in our relations with the host government, and pressure to relocate our facilities. That we are making necessary adjustments to our deployments without significantly reducing our support for the ROK or the effectiveness of our deterrent is a credit to the common sense and foresight of Korean and American officials, many of whom have devoted entire careers to the management of the defense of the ROK.

UQ – AT OPCON Transfer Now 

Obama pushed back transition of military control by 3 years – reaffirms US commitment to South Korean security.

Ramstad, 6/28 – (6/28/10, Evan Ramstad, Wall Street Journal, “Obama Seeks to Strengthen South Korea Ties,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB100014240527487048460045753326522

65196056.html)

SEOUL—U.S. President Barack Obama took steps this weekend to tightly embrace South Korea in the wake of the alleged attack by North Korea on a South Korean ship and the reluctance of China and Russia to acknowledge Pyongyang's perceived wrongdoing. At the summit of top economic powers in Canada, Mr. Obama stood with South Korean President Lee Myung-bak to announce that the U.S. would postpone a handover by the U.S. to South Korea of wartime control of South Korean forces to 2015 from 2012, something conservatives in South Korea had pushed for. Mr. Obama also said he would lobby the U.S. Congress to ratify a free trade agreement, a deal the two countries signed three years ago but that has languished in the U.S. The U.S. president also called on Sunday for the United Nations Security Council to acknowledge that North Korea had "engaged in belligerent behavior that is unacceptable to the international community'' in sinking a South Korean ship. He said the international community would continue to step up pressure on North Korea until it made a decision to follow international norms. For Mr. Obama, the actions provided an opportunity to reinforce U.S. influence in northeast Asia. For South Korea and Mr. Lee, the moves are important as Seoul tries to persuade Beijing and Moscow to acknowledge that their ally North Korea is responsible for an attack on a South Korean warship in March that killed 46 sailors. The matter is now before the Security Council, where China and Russia hold veto power.
2NC Link Exts – General 
Withdrawal will devastate U.S. military credibility, spur global aggression by adversaries

Henricks, 05 – Lieutenant Commander, Civil Engineer Corps, United States Navy (2/14/05, Todd B., “Adverse Effects of Prospective U.S. Forces Korea Troop Realignments,” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA463965&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, JMP)

USFK Force Realignments Will Have Adverse Effects on U.S.-ROK Relations Moving USFK military forces out of South Korea will have adverse effects on the U.S.-ROK alliance in the following areas: The ROK will consider the United States as having broken defense commitments; the ROK will be left vulnerable to attack due to lack of adequate military advancements; and the ROK will question the United States’ commitment of defense should North Korea attack. ROK will consider the United States as having broken defense commitments. A significant factor to remember is that the Korean War has not officially ended. Even though there has been an “armed truce” which has been in place for over 50 years, withdrawing U.S. troops would be tantamount to leaving an ally on the battlefield to be run over by the enemy. “By deploying USFK in a forward area as a ‘tripwire’12 in order to defend and retaliate against the North Korean attack, the United States has successfully deterred North Korea’s attack.”13 Although this is an extreme picture of the U.S.-ROK alliance situation, it still deserves some consideration. “Abrogation of the U.S. security treaty with South Korea and abandonment of that long-standing ally…could seriously degrade the importance of military power as a U.S. foreign policy implement, undercut U.S. interests in national credibility, and perhaps encourage aggression against other U.S. friends around the world. Civil war on the Korean Peninsula probably would erupt. The Republic of Korea and Japan might feel needs to develop their own nuclear weapons.”14 The deterrence of North Korea and the defense of South Korea is firmly grounded in the presence of USFK military forces, for “…it is impossible to talk about the [U.S.-ROK] alliance without focusing on USFK.”15 

U.S. military presence is key to deter a number of Asian conflicts – perception of decline will gut U.S. credibility

Auslin, 10– resident scholar at AEI (Michael, 3/17/10, “U.S.-Japan Relations: Enduring Ties, Recent Developments,” House Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on Asia, the Pacific, and the Global Environment, http://www.aei.org/speech/100130, JMP)

Despite this litany of problems both real and perceived, the U.S.-Japan alliance, and the broader relationship it embodies, remains the keystone of U.S. policy in the Asia-Pacific region. There is little doubt that America and Japan share certain core values that tie us together, including a belief in democracy, the rule of law, and civil and individual rights, among others, which should properly inform and inspire our policies abroad. Moreover, after the cataclysm of World War II, we have worked together to maintain stability in the western Pacific, throughout the Cold War and after. Without the continued Japanese hosting of U.S. forces, our forward-based posture is untenable, particularly in a period of growing Chinese military power in which the acquisition of advanced weapons systems indicates increased vulnerability of U.S. forces over time. There are over 35,000 U.S. military personnel in Japan, and another 11,000 afloat as part of the 7th Fleet, while three-quarters of our military facilities are in Okinawa. Maintaining this presence is a full-time job for officials on both sides of the Pacific. Both Washington and Tokyo have revised the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) governing the U.S. military in Japan to respond to local concerns over judicial access to U.S. service members, and domestic pressures to reduce Japan's $4 billion annual Host Nation Support (HNS) are a continuing feature of bilateral discussions. The new Japanese government has indicated its desire to consider further revision of SOFA and HNS, which portends continued, sometimes difficult negotiations between both sides, though I would be surprised by any significant changes in either. It is clear, however, that the presence of U.S. military forces is welcomed by nearly all nations in the Asia-Pacific region and sends a signal of American commitment to the region. From a historical standpoint, the post-war American presence in the Asia-Pacific has been one of the key enablers of growth and development in that maritime realm. And today, for all its dynamism, the Asia-Pacific remains peppered with territorial disputes and long-standing grievances, with few effective multilateral mechanisms such as exist in Europe for solving interstate conflicts. Our friends and allies in the area are keenly attuned to our continued forward-based posture, and any indications that the United States was reducing its presence might be interpreted by both friends and competitors as a weakening of our long-standing commitment to maintain stability in the Pacific. The shape of Asian regional politics will continue to evolve, and while I am skeptical of what can realistically be achieved by proposed U.S.-Japan-China trilateral talks, it seems evident that we must approach our alliance with Japan from a more regionally oriented perspective, taking into account how our alliance affects the plans and perceptions of other nations in the region.

 

Impact Exts – China 
Troop deployments are perceived by China – key to deter regional aggression and an attack on Taiwan. 

LeBlanc, 2004

[Lee, Lieutenant Colonel, US Army, “21st Century United States Military Strategy for East Asia Countering an Emerging China,” 5-3, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA424084&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]

China’s projected economic and military growth, suggests that China will emerge in the 21st century as a formidable regional and global power. Given this emergence and what appears to be a stable East Asian region, should the U.S. maintain a strong military presence in East Asia? A U.S. military presence may continue to be the strongest deterrent to Chinese dominance, regardless of pressures to reduce the U.S. military presence in East Asia. History suggests that a U.S. military presence in East Asia is the best strategy to maintain regional stability while advancing economic prosperity. Both the U.S. and China appear to embrace a stable relationship but appear to remain suspicious of each others’ objectives. Such a relationship with The Peoples Republic of China (PRC) appears to be vital to U.S. interests in the Asian region in order to continue economic and political growth. China views the US as her most important regional trading partner and source of foreign investment.1 Conversely, China views a U.S. military presence as a major impediment to her strategic aspirations regarding Taiwan and to expanding Chinese influence in the region.2 As such, China appears to view the U.S. military presence as hegemonic whereas most Asian countries view this as a guarantor of regional stability. Consequently, it appears critical that U.S. leaders balance regional and global aspirations against U.S. interests.

And, Chinese perceptions are key – translate into quick aggressive decisionmaking. 

Morris & Glaser, 2009 

[Lyle, Research Intern in the Freeman Chair in China Studies at CSIS and is currently pursuing a Masters degree from Columbia University’s School of International and Public Affairs, Bonnie, Senior Fellow in the Freeman Chair for China Studies at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, “Chinese Perceptions of U.S. Decline and Power,” 7-9, http://www.jamestown.org/single/?no_cache=1&tx_ttnews%5Btt_news%5D=35241&tx_ttnews%5BbackPid%5D=13&cHash=021157f86c]

Chinese perceptions of American power are consequential. China’s assessment of the global structure of power is an important factor in Chinese foreign policy decision-making. As long as Chinese leaders perceive a long-lasting American preeminence, averting confrontation with the United States is likely seen as the best option. If Beijing were to perceive the US position as weakening, there could be fewer inhibitions for China to avoid challenging the United States where American and Chinese interests diverge. Since the late-1990s, Beijing has judged the United States as firmly entrenched in the role of sole superpower. As long as the comprehensive national power of China and the other major powers lagged far behind the United States, and the ability of China to forge coalitions to counterbalance US power remained limited, Beijing concertedly avoided challenging US interests around the world; for example, when the United States invaded Iraq.

Impact Exts – East Asia (1/3)
Troops are vital to visible and effective deterrence posture – prevents Northeast Asian instability and nuclear arms races. 

Scales 99 – Major Gen. and former Deputy Chief of Staff for Base Operations (4/6/99, “The Future US Military Presence in Asia: Landpower and the Geostrategy of American Commitment”, https://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB75.pdf)
For more than 50 years, countries around the world have looked to the United States for international leadership. Most Asian governments welcome a U.S. presence in the region to help preserve security and stability. They know that an American presence does not mean an occupying force since, if asked, the United States leaves.1 These countries are reassured by a more or less continuous presence of U.S. forces in a way that the temporary passage or intervention of expeditionary forces will not accomplish. The credibility and deterrent effect of a soldier (sailor, airman, or marine) on the ground represents commitment and stability. Face-to-face contact and “boots on the ground” are the only ways to defeat the “tyranny of distance” and really effect events on land in support of U.S. interests. The nexus of vital U.S. interests in Asia is in Northeast Asia because of the presence of five traditionally warring powers there: North and South Korea, Japan, Russia, and China. There are some who believe that to map out a strategic future in the next century, the U.S. military must be prepared to draw back to a security zone extending from Alaska through Hawaii to Guam. This would2involve dismantling the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty. Other strategic thinkers around Asia and in the United States, in contrast, recognize the benefits of maintaining U.S. forces in Korea and Japan.3 Michael O’Hanlon, a Fellow in the Foreign Policy Studies Program at the Brookings Institution, notes that keeping forces in the region helps retain influence for Washington.4 The U.S. presence, 1 O’Hanlon maintains, serves as a deterrent against instability in Northeast Asia.5 This article will argue that for the United States to isolate itself and withdraw militarily from Asia would be disastrous for the stability of the region and for the security of the United States. The point is made in the paper that a robust land presence in Northeast Asia provides a strategic weight into the 21st century. A U.S. withdrawal from Northeast Asia would leave a major void in the strategic architecture that would lead to a serious arms race, competition for control of the Korean Peninsula, competition for control of the sea and air lines of communication in the western Pacific, and would probably create a nuclear arms race. The United States needs a balanced military presence in Asia, including air, sea, and land forces.

US withdrawal wrecks regional instability – causes miscalc, arms races, and war and other factors won’t check escalation. 

Richardson, 2006      
[Corey, analyst who covered East Asian security issues as a presidential management fellow with the US Department of Defense, and is a co-founder of The Korea Liberator, “Korea must choose sides”, 9-9, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/HI09Dg02.html]
Rumors of a substantial drawdown or complete withdrawal of US Forces Korea (USFK) have been around for decades. After years of a South Korean administration generally hostile to US regional objectives and priorities, perhaps the rumors are finally becoming a reality. That would be a tragedy for both sides. If the US were to leave Korea, how would US influence in the region be altered? How would Korea's relationships with China and Japan change? What about the strengthening US-Japan alliance? What if North Korea collapsed? These questions have largely escaped critical consideration in the current debate. Despite President Roh Moo-hyun's stunning obliviousness to political and security realities, South Korea would be particularly vulnerable without USFK, or even with a token force left in place. For its part, the US cannot realistically expect to maintain or improve its ability to exert regional influence by leaving Korea. Like US Forces Japan (USFJ), America's Korean contingent helps prevent conflict by acting as a strong deterrent for any nation that might consider military actions or threats, at the same time moderating the responses of the host nation in tense situations. Obviously, the original purpose of the US-South Korea alliance was to counter the North Korean threat. However, as that threat has waned, a more important, diplomatically incorrect mission has evolved in addition to deterring North Korea: ensuring stability among China, Japan and Korea. The North Korean threat is nonetheless the reason for the majority of South Korea's defenses, even if Seoul won't say so in defense white papers. No conventional military calculus suggests the possibility of a North Korean victory in a second Korean War, but a weaker South Korean military could cause Pyongyang to miscalculate. South Korea's defenses must remain strong. Regional 
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tensions, but stability Even with USFK in Korea, issues from the region's long and often confrontational history cause tensions to flare. Chinese claims that Koguryo, an ancient ethnically Korean kingdom whose territories extended into present-day China, was in fact a Chinese kingdom have raised Korean hackles on several occasions. The move is viewed as the possible groundwork for justifying a Chinese invasion of the northern half of the peninsula, perhaps to "help" a North Korea on the verge of implosion, or after collapse. China's plans to register Mount Baekdu (Changbai in Chinese) as a Chinese historical site with the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) World Geopark list was also viewed as a possible prelude to claiming North Korean territory. The mountain, sacred to both sides, straddles the border. A 1962 agreement between the two countries split ownership of the mountain. This view is bolstered by the fact that China prefers to retain border buffer zones and would not relish having a reunified Korea, potentially with US forces just across the Yalu River. South Korea could not prevent China from sending troops into North Korea, and the US likely would not risk war with China over North Korea. Japan's colonial domination of Korea from 1910 to 1945 has left a deep and bitter resentment in both Koreas that is apt to provoke emotional and drastic responses. One high-profile manifestation of this is the decades-long dispute over the ownership of some relatively insignificant islets in the waters between the peninsula and the archipelago, the Liancourt Rocks. Known as Dokdo in Korea and Takeshima in Japan, South Korea has stationed a Coast Guard contingent on the island since 1954 to enforce its claim. Both nations claim the area as a part of their exclusive economic zones (EEZs). In 2005 South Korea scrambled fighters to intercept a civilian Japanese Cessna aircraft nearing Dokdo airspace. When Japan announced plans to conduct a hydrographic survey of the area, South Korea made vague threats alluding to possible military action against the research vessels. Japan backed down. Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi's numerous visits to the Yasukuni Shrine, dedicated to Japan's war dead including some convicted war criminals, have raised diplomatic tensions with both South Korea and China on several occasions, including a temporary recall of South Korea's ambassador in Japan. Ripe for an arms race South Korea wants to be the "hub" of something in East Asia, and it may finally have its chance, thanks to the Roh administration. The current US-South Korea situation is a case of "be careful of what you ask for because you might get it". Even so, the psychological impact on South Korea of a significant USFK departure likely would not be immediate but should not be underestimated. A massive reduction of US troop levels and capabilities could have the same effect as a complete withdrawal on Seoul's planning processes. It might begin with regretful concern, but could quickly become panic. At this point it should be noted that even if the USFK withdraws from Korea, some sort of collaborative security agreement will remain in place. However, South Korea's perception of America's commitment to security on the peninsula is the decisive factor in how it will react to real and perceived threats. What are now relatively minor disagreements with Japan and China would take on a more serious dimension. Without USFK, South Korea would need to vastly increase its defense budget to make up for functions long taken for granted. With American forces on its soil as a safety net, South Korea didn't have to be overly concerned with being attacked or invaded. Many Koreans would perceive that era over. Another factor is the closer US-Japan security partnership, which causes both China and South Korea concern. Some in the South Korean defense sector are undoubtedly jealous of the relationship Japan enjoys with the US. Japan would also need to take into consideration a South Korea without the moderating influence of USFK, although the role of USFJ in Japan would reduce much concern. In such an environment it's not unthinkable that a few minor skirmishes could occur, between South Korean and Japanese navel vessels in the vicinity of Dokdo, for example. This would be the slow start of a regional arms race, with Korea and Japan joining China's ongoing buildup. A reunified Korea could go nuclear North Korea is the wildcard. If in the next few years reunification were to occur - through a North Korean collapse, the death of Kim Jong-il, or a possible but unlikely mutual agreement - South Korea would suddenly find itself straddled with the enormous cost of integrating North Korea. These costs would dwarf the already massive increase South Korea would have been undertaking in defense spending, something it would clearly be unprepared and unable to accomplish while maintaining its defense investment. A Korea faced with an economic dilemma of such magnitude would find maintaining its conventional military forces at current levels impossible. At the same time, it would feel more vulnerable than ever, even with US security assurances. For a nation paranoid about the possibility of outside influence or military intervention, strapped for cash, and obsessed about its position in the international hierarchy, the obvious route might be to either incorporate North Korean nuclear devices (if they actually exist), or build their own, something South Korean technicians could easily accomplish. North Korea, after all, has set the example for economically challenged nations looking for the ultimate in deterrence. One might argue that clear and firm US security guarantees for a reunified Korea would be able to dissuade any government from choosing the nuclear option. If making decisions based purely on logic the answer would be probably yes. Unfortunately, the recent Korean leadership has established a record of being motivated more by emotional and nationalistic factors than logical or realistic ones. Antics over Dokdo and the Yasukuni Shrine and alienating the US serve as examples. But the continuation of the "Sunshine Policy" tops those. Instead of admitting they've been sold a dead horse, the Roh administration continued riding the rotting and bloated beast known as the Sunshine Policy, until all that are left today are a pile of bones, a bit of dried skin, and a few tufts of dirty hair. Roh, however, is still in the saddle, if not as firmly after North Korea's recent missile tests. Japan must then consider its options in countering an openly nuclear, reunified Korea without USFK. Already building momentum to change its constitution to clarify its military, it's not inconceivable that Japan would ultimately consider going nuclear to deter Korea. As in South Korea, there is no technological barrier preventing Japan from building nuclear weapons. While the details of the race and escalation of tensions can vary in any number of 
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ways and are not inevitable, that an arms race would occur is probable. Only the perception of threat and vulnerability need be present for this to occur. East Asia could become a nuclear powder keg ready to explode over something as childish as the Dokdo/Takeshima dispute between Korea and Japan, a Diaoyu/Senkakus dispute between China and Japan, or the Koguryo dispute between Korea and China. The arms race need not occur One could argue that the US would be able to step in and moderate things before such an escalation could occur. Considering the recent US record on influencing either North or South Korea, it is perhaps unwise to count on it being able to do so at some crucial point in the future. One could also argue that the US need not be involved in a future East Asian war. Like assuming there is no need for USFK since North Korea is considered less of a threat to Seoul, that is wishful thinking. The US has too many political and diplomatic ties, aside from alliance obligations, to ignore such a war. For American policymakers, the notion that a withdrawal is a deserved payback for the rampant anti-Americanism in South Korea, or that the few billion we spend on defense there is a catastrophic waste, need to be discarded. The potential cost of a war would be far greater in both American lives and in dollars, the benefits of continued peace immeasurable. Vastly reducing or withdrawing USFK can only harm US security, it cannot help it. USFK has helped maintain peace and allowed the US to project influence in the region for the past six decades; removing that presence would be foolish and difficult to replicate once done. It is also important to keep in mind that the next presidential election will likely result in a less anti-American administration. South Korean policymakers and citizens alike need to come to terms with the fact that Korea will probably never be a powerful nation, but because of its location it will always be important in the geopolitical sense. Because of this, Korea can never take the middle ground or play a "balancing" role; Korea must choose sides. Finally, the reality that both American and South Korean policymakers need to come to terms with is that USFK deterring a second North Korean invasion has become a secondary mission to maintaining regional stability, even in a reunified Korea.
U.S. withdrawal causes regional instability – arms races, conflict, and power struggles.  

Kim 99 – professor for Institute of Foreign Affairs and National Security (5/26/99, Sung-Han, “US Military Presence in a Unified Korea,” http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:FQXbdgXPpEQJ:www.cap.lmu.de/transatlantic/download/kim.doc+U.S.+Military+Presence+in+a+Unified+Korea&cd=2&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us) 

One common view that seems to be shared by all states in the region is that the security commitment of the United States is the indispensable anchor for East Asian security, insofar as it is conducive to peace and stability as well as to preventing an arms race in the region.  There is virtually no country that would not like to see a continued U.S. presence in this region. An abrupt and large-scale American withdrawal would leave a power vacuum that would likely produce intense and destabilizing competition among the regional powers.  Japan, which would have no  US. security umbrella, inevitably would expand its military forces, which would escalate into an arms race between China and Japan, and also Korea. 

Impact Exts – East Asian Prolif
Reduction in troop levels weakens extended deterrence in Asia – withdrawal would result in massive regional prolif  

Scales 99 – Major Gen. and former Deputy Chief of Staff for Base Operations (4/6/99, “The Future US Military Presence in Asia: Landpower and the Geostrategy of American Commitment”, https://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB75.pdf)

The presence of American military forces in the region was one of the reasons that U.S. nuclear deterrence was extended to our allies in Korea and Japan. As in Europe, the stationing of U.S. conventional forces provided a deterrent option that is reinforced by the nuclear dimension. American nuclear deterrence, therefore, is also welcome in Northeast Asia for its contribution to security and stability in the region. China’s military strategists may complain that the U.S. nuclear arsenal is a threat to China; but they acknowledge in private discussion that without extended deterrence, as provided for in the U.S.-Japan and U.S.-Republic of Korea defense treaties, Korea might develop nuclear weapons and Japan could follow suit.23 China’s leaders even realize that without the defensive conventional arms provided to Taiwan by the United States under the Taiwan Relations Act of 1979, Taiwan might develop nuclear weapons. Japanese military strategists 6 express their own concerns about South Korea.24 Threatened by the probability that North Korea has developed a nuclear capability, without the protection of U.S. extended deterrence, the South would probably respond in kind by developing its own weapons. Certainly South Korea has the requisite technological level to develop nuclear weapons. In the event of the reunification of the Korean peninsula, because the North already has a nuclear capability, Japan would face a nuclear-armed peninsula. Tokyo might then reexamine its own commitment to defense relying on conventional weapons with the support of the Japanese populace. Strategic thinkers in China and Japan acknowledge that the continuation of extended deterrence might inhibit Japan from going nuclear in such a case.25 Barry Posen and Andrew Ross, two Americans, make this same argument: “. . . Japan’s leaders would be less likely to develop a nuclear arsenal as a hedge against Korean pressure.”26 Strong U.S. diplomacy combined with continued extended deterrence, argue some of Korea and Japan’s strategic thinkers, might convince the regime in charge of a reunified Korea to dismantle whatever devices the North has built instead of improving them. 

Impact Exts – Heg (1/2)
Troops on the ground in Korea are vital to regional influence and overall hegemony. 

Scales 99 – Major Gen. and former Deputy Chief of Staff for Base Operations (4/6/99, “The Future US Military Presence in Asia: Landpower and the Geostrategy of American Commitment”, https://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB75.pdf)

Why Is Korea of Strategic Importance? “What if” exercises are useful in attempting to decipher the implications of alternative courses of events. In 1990, what if the American ambassador to Iraq, April Glaspie, had taken a strong position about U.S. concerns over the sovereignty of the borders of Kuwait in her demarchés to the government of Iraq? What if she had told Saddam Hussein that the United States places great importance on the preservation of peace and stability in the Persian Gulf and that the borders of another state are inviolable? What if Ambassador Glaspie had advised the President to back up that statement with the deployment of an intervention force of a brigade, even a battalion, of the 82nd Airborne Division to Kuwait, backed up by naval and air forces, before Saddam acted? Would Saddam Hussein have invaded as he did? Using regionally based forces for “Strategic Preclusion” is an important option for the United States, an option particularly relevant in Asia because of the distances involved. In 1950, the national security apparatus in the United States did not think that either Taiwan or the Korean Peninsula was very important. Reflecting the opinions of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, on January 12, 1950, in a speech at the National Press Club in Washington, Secretary of State Dean Acheson described a security cordon in Asia that excluded Korea and Taiwan.33 When Acheson excluded the Korean peninsula from the security cordon, the Soviet Union inferred that the United States did not care to get involved in Asia. Suppose Acheson had said that the United States took a strong interest in the preservation of the status quo on the Korean Peninsula? What if he had backed those statements up with the deployment of a task force immediately? We do not know the answer to these questions; but we do have the advantage of looking back and making our decisions today informed by them. In 1950, Acheson did not think that the Peninsula was of security concern to the United States, even in the context of our containment policy. After the North Korean attack, the Peninsula became important mainly in the context of the containment strategy against Communism and the Soviet Union. The title of Acheson’s speech, however, deserves to be repeated. His words about the U.S. commitment to its presence in Asia are relevant today: “. . . we can only help where we are wanted.”34 At present, the United States has some 37,000 troops on the Peninsula to provide that help. We can find a number of important reasons for the need to ensure the survival of an independent, democratic South Korea beyond the legacy of the Cold War. One must first consider the impact of any conflict in Northeast Asia on the economy not only of South Korea, but also for the neighboring countries and the rest of East Asia.35 South Korea’s bilateral trade with Japan in 1996 was $47.2 billion, U.S.-Korean bilateral trade was $49 billion in the same year, and U.S.-Japanese trade was $187 billion.36 These are substantial components of the regional economy that would be seriously disrupted by crisis. Japan received 22.7 percent of its imports from the United States in 1996, and 27 percent of its exports went to the United States. In the same year, 22.7 percent of South Korean imports came from the United States and 21 percent from Japan, while 16.7 percent of its exports went to the United States and 12.2 percent to Japan.37 In short, entering Korea in 1950 was a decision made based on a broader strategy designed to contain Communism.38 Today, however, Korea and the rest of Northeast Asia are vital parts of a regional and inter- national security and trade system, the disruption of which would have a serious impact on the United States and Northeast Asia. It is not only Korea that we must consider when we think about the fundamental importance of northeast Asia for the United States. It is difficult to separate the security situation in Korea from the region in general, and we must not forget that the interests of four of the world’s (and Asia’s) major powers coincide in Northeast Asia: the United States, China, Japan, and Russia. Therefore, our security relationships there, which are so closely linked, dominate U.S. security thinking about Asia. Economics and trade are vital, but international standing and principle are also important to the American standing as an international leader. Remaining a responsible member of the United Nations Security Council and a responsible partner in Asia requires a credible security presence in the region. The national security strategy of the United States commits the nation to an approach that “recognizes that we must lead abroad if we are to be secure at home.”39 The U.S. commitment to East Asia and the Pacific is to maintain a force of approximately 100,000 U.S. military personnel in the region.40 While doing so, the United States intends to enhance its treaty alliances with Japan, South Korea, Australia, Thailand, and the Philippines as the foundation of an American security role in the region.41 This statement begs the question, however, of why the United States can fulfill its vision for security with a policy of “places not bases” in some areas, renouncing permanent base rights for access agreements, and not in Northeast Asia? The answer is clear: In Northeast Asia, but in Korea especially, the size and proximity of the threat demands an immediate response. This can only be provided by “boots-on-the-ground.” Confidence in the United States by its allies is built on troops and leaders who are embedded in the culture where they are stationed, know their allies, and operate with their allies. The stakes are higher in Northeast Asia because of the history of conflict there, because of our alliance commitments, and because there are no other security arrangements to serve as strategic glue. Maintaining forward-stationed forces are critical to these commitments.42 In Southeast Asia, the Five-Power Defense Agreement (FDPA) has served as a multilateral security mechanism since its inception in 1971. Linking the United Kingdom, Australia, New Zealand, Malaysia, and Singapore, the FPDA provides that . . . In the event of any form of armed attack externally organized or supported, or the threat of such an attack against Malaysia or Singapore, their governments would immediately consult together for the purpose of deciding what measures should be taken jointly or separately in relation to such an attack or threat.43
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South Korean basing key to global power projection. 
Levkowitz, 2008

Alon Levkowitz, Professor of Asian Studies at the University of Haifa, 2008, “The seventh withdrawal: has the US forces' journey back home from Korea begun?,” International Relations of the Asia-Pacific, Vol. 8, No. 2, p. 131-148

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

Campbell & Sunohara, 04 – senior vice president and director of the International Security Program at CSIS, AND ** visiting fellow in the International Security Program at CSIS (Kurt M. Campbell and Tsuyoshi Sunohara, The Nuclear Tipping Point: Why States Reconsider Their Nuclear Choices, “9. Japan: Thinking the Unthinkable,” ed by Campbell, Einhorn and Mitchell B. Reiss, JMP)

Even the recent efforts by the U.S. Department of Defense, under Secretary Donald Rumsfeld, to revise America’s global military posture have engendered anxiety in Japan and other countries. For example, when it became known that the Pentagon was considering withdrawing some U.S. military forces from South Korea, some South Korean officials indicated they were losing confidence in the U.S. security commitment to their country.78 Former national security adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski warned that such actions could trigger not only Seoul but also Tokyo to consider a nuclear weapons option: “Conceivably, if we withdraw from South Korea, then South Korea either will have to defend itself somehow, in which case it may need nuclear weapons, and that would certainly further intensify pressure on Japan to respond.”79

Withdrawal from South Korea will cause escalatory war and devastate U.S. influence across Asia and lead to pullout from Japan 

Eberstadt, 02 – political economist who holds the Henry Wendt Chair in Political Economy at the AEI and is Senior Adviser to the National Bureau of Asian Research (10/1/02, Nicholas, The National Interest, “Our Other Korea Problem,” http://www.aei.org/article/19460, JMP)

An American troop withdrawal from Korea, or the downgrading of the U.S. presence into a peacekeeping force, would generate far-reaching reverberations-though some U.S. analysts favor such a course of events. One such reverberation would concern the future of U.S. forward bases in Japan. For Japan to be the only East Asian state hosting U.S. troops, this on top of the continuing controversy in Japanese domestic politics with regard to Okinawa, might be hard to sustain for long. Thus, an American military pullout from South Korea, far from leading to a bolstering of U.S. forces elsewhere in East Asia, might trigger a major diminution of American influence in the Pacific.

The worst of all outcomes would be a politically rancorous American withdrawal from Korea at a time when a highly armed North Korean state fronting an effective charm offensive saw opportunities to further its old ambition-the re-unification of the peninsula under its aegis. Those particulars could all too easily set the stage for a potentially devastating conflict in Korea, with spillover potential to other major powers.
But even presuming genuine rapprochement between North and South and some measure of stability in Korea, an American withdrawal from Korea would still create a security vacuum and invite a latter-day version of the Great Game of realpolitik the Pacific powers played so roughly in the region a century ago. A U.S. military withdrawal from Korea might be welcomed in Moscow or Beijing, but, in truth, both are ambivalent about the departure of the American military presence in Korea. In public they support U.S. withdrawal, but privately they recognize that Northeast Asia would be a less stable neighborhood-and a region less disposed to economic growth-without the U.S. military presence. Although any losses-in terms of diminished economic potential and reduced national security-would be distributed unevenly in the region, all the Pacific powers and South Korea would lose from an end to the U.S.-ROK military alliance and the U.S.-dominated security order in East Asia. Of all the political actors in East Asia, only the DPRK-the region's lone radical revisionist state-could reasonably expect any benefits.

Withdrawal from Korea will force pullout from Japan – risks nuclearization

Campbell & Sunohara, 04 – senior vice president and director of the International Security Program at CSIS, AND ** visiting fellow in the International Security Program at CSIS (Kurt M. Campbell and Tsuyoshi Sunohara, The Nuclear Tipping Point: Why States Reconsider Their Nuclear Choices, “9. Japan: Thinking the Unthinkable,” ed by Campbell, Einhorn and Mitchell B. Reiss, JMP)

Domestic Factors As the only people to have had a nuclear weapon used against them, the Japanese have long maintained a pacifist stance when it comes to nuclear and military issues. Even with the current debate regarding constitutional reform and Japan’s becoming a normal state (that is, remilitarizing), the Japanese public has not lessened its resistance to an independent nuclear capability. The depth of this antinuclear sentiment is such that only major changes in the international or domestic environment, and probably only a combination of such changes, could engender a domestic political environment more permissive toward Japan’s acquiring nuclear weapons. Domestic factors do exist, however, that could lead to such a development. For example, although broadly supportive of the Japanese-American alliance, the Japanese people have expressed discontent with some of its manifestations. A substantial portion of the Japanese public, for instance, opposes the American military presence in Japan and would like to see it much reduced or even eliminated entirely. Such feelings are especially prevalent on the island of Okinawa, where the American military occupies approximately one-sixth of the island and American troops repeatedly behave improperly in the eyes of the local population. This sentiment could very well increase if the United States continues with its plans to integrate its East Asian military bases more deeply into the global war on terror (thereby making the bases in particular and Japan in general more likely terrorist targets) and sustains unpopular American military operations in the Middle East.84 Likewise, should U.S. forces have to withdraw from the Korean Peninsula as a result of a decision by the government of either South Korea or a newly reunified Korea, the Japanese government would find it hard to justify Japan’s becoming the sole Asian country hosting American military bases. However, if Washington carried out a major reduction in the U.S. military presence without sufficient consultation with or approval of the Japanese government, it could be an inducement for Japanese leaders to reconsider a nuclear weapons option.

AT NU – North Korea Tensions → Prolif 

North Korean provocations won’t cause Japan nuclearization in the shortterm but it has put it on the brink. 

Rublee, 09 – lecturer at the University of Auckland and a former intelligence officer in the Defense Intelligence Agency

(April 09, Maria Rost Rublee, Ph.D., Strategic Insights, “The Future of Japanese Nuclear Policy,” http://www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/si/2009/Apr/rubleeApr09.asp#author, JMP)

In the short term, however, Tokyo seems quite unlikely to respond to the North Korean provocations with a nuclear capability of its own. LDP officials, after all, were not calling for a Japanese nuclear weapons program—only to open discussion about the possibility. The public remains strongly anti-nuclear; a Yomiuri Shimbun poll conducted a month after the North Korea nuclear tests revealed that 80 percent of the populace supported upholding the three non-nuclear principles, while only 18 percent believed they should be revised.[19] Japanese defense and nuclear experts expressed surprise at the lack of serious discussion about a nuclear option; one noted, “It surprised me how calm the Japanese public was after the NK test. I heard few people saying Japan should go nuclear. The media were saying, ‘Japan should not go nuclear in response.’ Even the conservative papers did not argue Japan should go nuclear.”[20] Others noted that the country remained much more focused on abduction issues.[21] Nonetheless, the North Korea nuclear test has provoked a number of more subtle changes in Japanese attitudes. First, the public is much more accepting of discussion of a nuclear option, and government officials are more willing to engage in such discussion. Previously, any discussion of a military nuclear capability was taboo; officials who raised the issue either were dismissed or had to retract their statements. While opposition leaders demanded the same after the LDP officials raised the possibility of a nuclear Japan, public response was minimal and the officials were not dismissed. The difference in public reaction was noted by the opposition: “Ozawa pointed out that former DPJ lawmaker Shingo Nishimura resigned as a parliamentary vice minister in 1999 after saying in a magazine interview that Japan should debate whether to possess nuclear weapons. ‘Even the parliamentary vice minister resigned,’ Ozawa said. ‘That is how serious (this issue) is.’”[22] Defense officials argued privately that discussion of a nuclear option should be allowed to show that it is not a good choice for Japan. “As long as we adhere to the three non-nuclear principles, why can’t we talk about it?”[23] The second change prompted by the North Korean nuclear tests is the number of analysts arguing that Japan should consider hosting U.S. nuclear weapons on Japanese soil, to enhance the credibility of U.S. extended deterrence.[24] This would require revision of the third non-nuclear principle—allowing the introduction of nuclear weapons into Japan—but experts argued this would be preferable and more practical than Japan developing its own nuclear capability. Such a change is extremely unlikely, but the fact that people are talking about it is notable. These two changes do mark an openness to military nuclear capacity, but the fact that North Korea’s nuclear tests produced only these changes—and not a Japanese commitment to its own nuclear deterrent—shows that Japan is not likely to develop nuclear weapons any time soon.
Credible extended deterrence prevents pressures for nuclearization caused by North Korea. 

Goodby & General Merritt, 07 – * with the Brookings Institution and former U.S. Ambassador for Nuclear Security

& Dismantlement and U.S. Ambassador to Finland, AND ** with the Atlantic Council of the United States and former Director of the Joint Staff and Commandant of the U.S. Army War College (April 07, Ambassador James Goodby and General Jack N. Merritt,  The Atlantic Council, “A Framework for Peace and Security in Korea and Northeast Asia,” http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/07032ACNKR.pdf, JMP)

Now that North Korea has exploded a nuclear device, the risk of a nuclear arms race in Northeast Asia has also increased. Following the October 2006 test, some opinion leaders in Japan called for reopening discussion on the feasibility of developing a nuclear deterrent to counter the North Korean threat. Although the government rejected this option – and the likelihood of Japan going nuclear is slim as long as U.S. “extended deterrence” remains credible – public debate will certainly increase if Pyongyang carries out further nuclear tests, couples them with anti-Japanese rhetoric, and refuses to settle the issue of Japanese citizens kidnapped to North Korea during the Cold War. Heightened tensions in the region that result from a political debate in Japan on acquiring nuclear weapons are manifestly not in the U.S. interest.

This has just put Japan on the brink of nuclearization. 

Martin, 09 – has covered Korea and other parts of Asia as a journalist for more than a quarter century (5/27/09, Bradley K., “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,” http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/southkorea/090527/time-encourage-japan-and-south-korea-go-nuclear, JMP)

Setting off its second nuclear test this week, North Korea proclaimed as loudly as it knows how that it is determined to be recognized as a nuclear power and has no intention whatsoever of relinquishing its hard-won nuclear deterrent. Given that, has the time come for the United States to put aside its faith in “six-party talks” among North and South Korea, China, Russia, Japan and the United States in favor of something stronger — as in encouraging the North’s principal regional enemies to trump the North by developing their own nuclear deterrents? Or, if not overtly encouraging them, at least looking the other way much as Washington has done regarding Israel? Considered technologically capable of developing nuclear weapons quickly, Japan and South Korea have eschewed that path up to now and relied on the U.S. nuclear umbrella. However, in the wake of Monday’s test, Yoshihisa Komori, a commentator sometimes called the “Rush Limbaugh of Japan,” echoed recent calls from elsewhere on the Japanese right that his countrymen at least debate exercising the nuclear option. Meanwhile the conservative Seoul daily Chosun Ilbo suggested that South Korea, despite previous commitments to the contrary, “now requires a deterrent.”

Japan Prolif – Democracy Impact 

Japan nuclearization will erode its international leadership which is key to lend credibility and legitimacy to U.S. democracy promotion, [peacekeeping missions and environmental cooperation]

Chanlett-Avery & Nikitin, 09 – *Specialist in Asian Affairs AND **Analyst in Nonproliferation at the Congressional Research Service (2/19/09, Emma and Mary Beth, “Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects and U.S. Interests,” http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/09024CRS.pdf, JMP)

Japan’s International Reputation

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

Diamond, 96 (Larry, Promoting Democracy in the 1990s, “1. Why Promote Democracy?” wwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/1.htm, JMP)

OTHER THREATS 

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.
2NC – Japan Prolif Turns China

Japanese nuclearization leads to renewed Chinese Nationalism, end of its no-first-use policy and nuclear war with the U.S. 

NTI, 06 (10/18/06, Nuclear Threat Initiative, Threat Reduction Agency created by CNN founder Ted Turner and former U.S. Senator Sam Nunn with security representatives from 10 different nations,“Nuclear Conflict in the 21st Century: Reviewing the Chinese Nuclear Threat,” http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_80.html)

China's Asian Rival: A Resurgent Japan The depth of Chinese nationalist sentiment towards Taiwan has a parallel, though not an exact one, in anti-Japanese feeling. Like the Taiwan issue, these feelings run both deep and broad in Chinese society. The memory of Japan's invasion during the Second World War is particularly poignant; one 1996 survey reported that the word "Japan" made 81.3% of Chinese youth think most easily of the "war of resistance against Japanese aggression."[44] The strength of anti-Japanese sentiment suggests that the Chinese government may take an aggressive stance on major increases in Japan's military capability in general, and the acquisition of nuclear weapons in particular. Anti-Japanese nationalism has been described as "the stomach-burning passion of Chinese patriots."[45] In April 2005, large protests erupted in many Chinese cities after United Nations Secretary-General Kofi Annan urged a plan intended to give Japan a permanent seat on the Security Council.[46] An online petition that allegedly garnered 42 million signatures in opposition to a permanent Security Council seat for Japan[47] suggests the popular resonance of these protests. Additional protests were organized in a grassroots, popular campaign largely conducted via the Internet, a feat accomplished because of the strength of anti-Japanese sentiment.[48] This phenomenon is particularly notable because much of this online protest occurred without direction by the government; an example is Japanpig.com, which simply features a sword piercing the Japanese flag.[49] This hyper-nationalism is at odds with official policy, most particularly with regards to the Diaoyu/Senkaku, a group of islands claimed by both China and Japan in the East China Sea. One internal Chinese government poll suggested that 82% of mainland citizens opposed the government's policy towards Japan and favored a more aggressive one.[50] The gap between popular opinion and elite policy suggests that under current circumstances a hyper-nationalist nexus is unlikely to form between elite and popular interests. However, if Japan pursues a policy of nuclearization, these circumstances may change. It also bodes ill for the cause of moderation in the case of conflict. Some already regard Japan as a "de facto nuclear weapons state" because it possesses stockpiles of plutonium, the necessary technological base to produce nuclear weapons, and because it possesses advanced space launch technology that could easily be applied to intercontinental ballistic missiles.[51] Furthermore, although Japan has a strong political tradition renouncing nuclear weapons, there are some signs this may be changing. In April 2002, Ichiro Ozawa, the leader of Japan's opposition Liberal Party, warned that "if China gets too inflated, the Japanese people will become hysterical," and claimed it would be easy for Japan to produce nuclear weapons.[52] Although the Chinese Foreign Ministry response to Ozawa's statements was muted,[53] there appears to be some perception that Japan is embarked on a long-term path of aggression towards China. In an article published in the Shanghai Journal of Social Studies, one analyst claimed that "all-out strategic precautions against China have become one of the main contents of Japan's strategy towards China."[54] If such a policy were seen to threaten China with Japanese nuclear weapons capabilities, hyper-nationalist elite and popular interests may converge to advocate an aggressive response. Despite the depth of anti-Japanese sentiment, there is no direct link between a nuclearized Japan and a nuclear conflict with China. Thus the threat of a nuclear-armed Japan is more one of instability. Given the resonance of anti-Japanese feeling, there may be significant potential for a hyper-nationalist nexus to form against Japan than against the United States, including the threatened use of nuclear weapons. Acquisition of nuclear weapons by Japan would probably at a minimum induce Chinese decision makers to reconsider the NFU policy, particularly if Japan also acquired a ballistic missile capability. Any such situation would also involve the United States. The Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security obligates the United States to "act to meet the common danger" in the event of an attack on Japanese territory.[55] Chinese analysts, moreover, emphasize strong U.S.-Japan ties,[56] suggesting that were a conflict to develop, all parties expect the involvement of the United States. The implications of any such conflict are enormous, involving as it would three of the world's most powerful militaries, all of which, in this scenario, would have a mature or putative nuclear weapons capability. The specter of this kind of confrontation is worth considering as one contemplates the future of Sino-American relations in the nuclear context.

Japan nuclearization will guarantee North Korean nuclear acquisition, Chinese modernization and shatter the global non-proliferation regime

Halloran, 09 – former writer for the NYT mostly as a as a foreign correspondent in Asia and military correspondent in Washington, D.C.  (5/27/09, Richard, Taipei Times, Doubts grow in Japan over US nuclear umbrella,” http://www.taipeitimes.com/News/editorials/archives/2009/05/27/2003444613, JMP)

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. The main reason Japan has not acquired nuclear arms so far has been a lack of political will. After the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945, the Japanese experienced a deep-seated nuclear allergy. That and the threat from the Soviet Union during the Cold War kept Japan huddled under the US nuclear umbrella. Today, Japanese fear North Korea, which is developing nuclear weapons and has test fired missiles over Japan. Longer run, Japan casts wary eyes on China’s expanding nuclear arsenal and is again fearful of a revived nuclear threat from Russia. 

2NC – Japan Prolif Turns North Korea

Nuclearization will provoke North Korea and cause deterrence breakdowns

Tamamoto, 09 – Senior Fellow at the World Policy Institute (Fall 09, Masaru, World Policy Journal, “The Emperor’s New Clothes: Can Japan Live Without the Bomb?” http://www.mitpressjournals.org/toc/wopj/current?cookieSet=1, JMP)

The China Opportunity

Today, North Korea provides an ideal excuse for some Japanese to discuss openly their country’s nuclear option. At this point, only Pyongyang poses a real threat to war in Asia, but the probability of this is still low. The world does not need George W. Bush in the White House to know what the United States will do to North Korea if it decided to attack South Korea or Japan. The response would be immediate and devastating, creating reconstruction and refugee problems. If, in this horrendous scenario, the United States proved insufficient to deter North Korean aggression, than it is hard to imagine how Japan could do any better. If Tokyo were to embark on a nuclear program, the historical antagonism between Japan and North Korea would only contribute to provoking Pyongyang in a manner the international community is trying so hard to avoid. Any escalation of the threat carries the danger of breaking down deterrence. So, even among Tokyo’s hawks, a nuclear Japan, propelled by fear of abandonment and North Korean belligerence, makes little security sense. 

Nuclear development by Japan will undermine cooperation to solve North Korea’s nuclear and missile programs

Toki, 09 – a Project Manager and Research Associate for the Center for Nonproliferation Studies (6/4/09, Masako, Monterey Institute for International Studies, James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_japan_north_korea_threats.html)

U.S. extended deterrence has been the cornerstone of Japan's security, even in the aftermath of the Cold War. The Japanese government is trying to complement extended deterrence with missile defense which is widely viewed consistent to Japan's exclusively defensive defense policy.

Now Japan stands at the crossroads that its defense policy might depart from the exclusively defense oriented posture with the increasing discussion over a preemptive strike capability. If this discussion becomes more realistic, it is very likely to undermine regional stability. This will make the regional cooperation to tackle the North Korea's missile and nuclear issues more difficult. Both South Korea and China are adamantly opposing Japan's acquisition of such a capability. If Japan seriously seeks to form a unified front with the regional players, Tokyo must apply more pragmatic and sustainable options. Intensifying missile defense and preemptive option, if not counter-productive, cannot be seen not long term solutions; instead Tokyo should seek out more regional cooperation and strengthen arms control and nonproliferation regimes. 

Japan is uniquely placed to uphold and promote the principles of nuclear nonproliferation and disarmament as the only country to have been attacked by nuclear weapons. Many survivors of those attacks, referred to as Hibakusha, expressed anger against North Korea's nuclear weapon test. The tests are seen as running contrary to the recent increasing momentum in nuclear disarmament, especially after President Obama's historical speech calling for a world without nuclear weapons in Prague in April. Some Hibakusha also expressed concern that the test could refuel debate on Japan's nuclearization and more hawkish defense policy.[42] Moreover, several disarmament advocate groups in Japan questioned Tokyo's perpetual reliance on the extended nuclear deterrence of the United States. 

With the global movement toward a world without nuclear weapons led by world leaders including president Obama, Japan still needs to be protected under the U.S. nuclear umbrella. For Japan, the denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula is an essential condition for Tokyo to get rid of the U.S. nuclear umbrella. The extended nuclear deterrence has been perceived as an essential factor for a strong alliance between the two countries. In fact, in the wake of this nuclear weapon test, both countries confirmed that the extended deterrence needs to be reinforced. But once global nuclear disarmament has become more realistic undertaking after the United Stated and Russia have achieved a significant reduction in nuclear arsenals through their bilateral arms control negotiation, extended deterrence issues need to be more seriously discussed among U.S. allies.

Japan is now facing a serious dilemma in deciding between nuclear umbrella and nuclear abolition. Increasing nuclear threats from North Korea force Japan to seriously consider which direction the country should go. At the same time, this could be the opportunity for Japan to conduct more pragmatic debate for nuclear disarmament with its allies and other countries, including China. Neither initiative in creating a more secure and peaceful regional framework nor global nuclear disarmament movement should be less prioritized.

Impact Exts – North Korea 

Conventional military power key to deter Korean war. 

Gerson, 2009 [Michael S., research analyst at the Center for Naval Analyses, a federally funded research center in Alexandria, Va., where his research focuses on deterrence, nu​clear strategy, counterproliferation, missile defense, and arms control. He is a graduate of the University of Texas and the University of Chicago, “Conventional Deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age,”  Autumn, http://www.carlisle.army.mil/usawc/parameters/Articles/09autumn/gerson.pdf]
This article seeks to expand the current debate about the role and utility of conventional forces in US deterrence strategies by reexamining the traditional logic of conventional deterrence, which focuses on deter​rence by denial, in the context of the modern international security envi​ronment. It is primarily concerned with the role of US conventional forces in extended deterrence, defined as the threat of force to protect allies and friends, rather than “central” or “homeland” deterrence.3 This focus on ex​tended deterrence—and especially on the role of deterrence by denial in extended deterrence—highlights the central importance of protecting ter​ritory from attack and invasion. Historically, the desire for control over specific territory has been a frequent motivator of interstate crises and con​flict.4 While interstate conventional wars have significantly declined since the end of the Second World War, the potential for conflict over Taiwan or on the Korean Peninsula, the prospect of future clashes over control of scarce natural resources, and the 2008 war between Georgia and Russia at​test to the continued possibility of conflict over specific territory that has important strategic, economic, political, religious, historical, or socio-cultur​al significance. Consequently, this article examines how US conventional military power can be used to deter conventional aggression against friends and allies by threatening to deny an adversary its best chance of success on the battlefield—a surprise or short-notice attack with little or no engage​ment with American military forces. The ability to prevent an opponent from presenting the United States with a fait accompli—that is, from striking quickly and achieving victory before substantial US (and perhaps co​alition) forces can be deployed to the theater—is a central component of modern conventional deterrence.
Sustained US troop involvement vital to deterrence – ROK military insufficient. 

Kirk, 2003 [Jeremy, Stars and Stripes, “Experts ponder state of S. Korea without U.S.,” 1-19, http://www.stripes.com/news/experts-ponder-state-of-s-korea-without-u-s-1.1155]
The United States spends about $3 billion annually for soldiers, operations and maintenance, construction and family housing to keep forces in South Korea. That figure does not include dozens of tanks, fighter planes, artillery and other dedicated hardware. “That is the equivalent of about one-fourth or one-fifth of the [South Korean] defense budget,” Kim said. “That is an enormous amount of money that American people spend to maintain the peace and security.” Two years ago, the South Korean Defense Ministry estimated the total value of U.S. forces in Korea at $14 billion, said Lt. Col. Kim Il-sok, who works for the U.S. relations section of the Policy Planning Bureau. For that investment, many experts say U.S. forces have been the linchpin of security. The American commitment in South Korea has been an enduring symbolic feature, said Kurt Campbell, deputy assistant secretary of defense for Asian and Pacific affairs under former President Clinton. “I think it is an important symbol of the American commitment that we will stay, we will continue to play a role,” Campbell said. While dissent regarding U.S. forces has been widely visible, Kim said younger South Koreans don’t remember the hardships of the Korean War. U.S. forces have helped keep the peace, he said. “I think most Korean people strongly believe they should stay in Korea in order to further maintain peace and security on the Korean peninsula,” Kim said. U.S. forces act as a “trip wire,” for massive reinforcement of international forces if North Korea attacked, Kim Changsu said, adding that the threat remains real. North Korea has 70 percent of its military forces within 90 miles of the Demilitarized Zone, according to USFK. This includes 700,000 troops, 8,000 artillery systems and 2,000 tanks. “Without moving any pieces, Pyongyang could sustain up to 500,000 rounds per hour against Combined Forces Command defenses and Seoul for several hours,” according to the 2002 USFK Resource Management Fact Book. While U.S. personnel strength may not be high in peacetime, American forces do bring high-tech equipment that is beyond South Korea’s budget. South Korea lacks carrier battle groups and advanced weapons such as Tomahawk missiles and the F-117 stealth fighter, said Patrick Garrett, an associate analyst with Global Security, a military analysis Web site. The United States has the ability to target anywhere at any time, Garrett said. Naval resources would allow U.S. Marines to mount landing operations. Marines from Okinawa would be reinforcements in the event of a conflict, he said. Advanced artillery location systems also are key, said Kim Changsu. Those systems allow southern forces to hone in on North Korean artillery systems and counterfire quickly. U.S. military technology “is invaluable to us,” he said. “Not just intelligence gathering, but they have very important, very sophisticated cutting-edge weaponry.” The goal for friendly forces would be to stop North Korean forces from taking Seoul, a mere 35 miles south of the Demilitarized Zone. Those approach avenues have been the subjects of intense study, Garrett said. The main U.S. Army fighting force is the 2nd Infantry Division, a 14,000-member unit spread over 17 camps in the South Korean countryside north of Seoul. It’s equipped with Paladin artillery systems, M1A1 tanks, Apache attack helicopters and Bradley Fighting Vehicles. Its job would be to stop the oncoming onslaught. But experts estimate that up 80,000 to 100,000 U.S. soldiers could die in a new Korean War, a conflict they say could kill 1 million overall. Even though U.S. forces stationed here now are relatively few compared to South Korea’s military, “I really don’t think that that is a division is as much of a speed bump as people are making it out to be. That division is there to win,” Garrett said. Could South Korea defend itself on its own without U.S. help? Experts agree that South Korea could hold its own, though the war would be much longer and bloodier. The war would last only a couple weeks if the United States were involved, Garrett said. Without U.S. forces, “I think the question becomes how long it will take the South Koreans to win and at what cost,” he said. “I think that the ROK army is capable, but I definitely don’t think it’s the U.S. Army and I definitely don’t think it has the capability from the technological and from the training standpoint,” Garrett said. “I think those are the winning cards the U.S. has.”

Impact Exts – South Korean Prolif 

Withdrawal will crush U.S.-South Korean relations and the erode deterrence versus North Korea

Dujarric, 04 – Visiting Scholar at the Research Institute of Economy, Trade and Industry (7/12/04, International Herald Tribune, “Japan's Security Needs U.S. Troops in S. Korea,” http://www.rieti.go.jp/en/papers/contribution/dujarric/02.html, JMP)


Though it is possible that these moves will be reversed, as things change right now the United States is poised to permanently downgrade its presence on the Korean Peninsula. If these changes do take place, they will have a dramatic impact on Japan. The Seoul-Washington military relationship is a critical element of the ties that bind South Korea to the United States. A decline in the U.S. presence on the peninsula will weaken the alliance between Seoul and Washington. The militaries of the two countries will stop enjoying the close relationship that a large U.S. presence creates and South Koreans will doubt the credibility of the American commitment. The U.S. ability to influence South Korea will decline while the South Korean capacity to make itself heard in Washington will also diminish. American deterrence will also decline. A North Korean attack is unlikely but one must be ready for low-probability events. North Korea will interpret the U.S. move as a sign that the United States does not care about North Korea. Moreover, as events in Iraq have demonstrated, heavy ground forces are still very relevant to fighting a war. A USFK shorn of most of its army forces will be less potent.

Lack of consultation will wreck the credibility of U.S. security assurances and spur allied nuclearization

Campbell & Einhorn, 04 – senior vice president and director of the International Security Program at CSIS, AND ** senior adviser in the CSIS International Security Program, where he works on a broad range of nonproliferation, armscontrol, and other national security issues (Kurt M. Campbell and Robert J. Einhorn, The Nuclear Tipping Point: Why States Reconsider Their Nuclear Choices, “12. Avoiding the Tipping Point: Concluding Observations,” ed by Campbell, Einhorn and Mitchell B. Reiss, JMP)

However, bolstering the confidence of nuclear abstainers in the reliability of U.S. security assurances requires more than tangible support. It is essential, especially as the United States transforms its worldwide force structure, that Washington go out of its way to consult closely with friends and allies whose interests are affected to explain the rationale for the adjustments, to accommodate any requests that it reasonably can, and to demonstrate that the changes do not erode the U.S. security commitment. In the case of the repositioning of U.S. forces in Korea, more harm was done to U.S.-South Korean alliance relations by the peremptory manner in which decisions made in Washington were presented to the Korean allies than by the content or even the timing of the moves. In dealing with the abstainers, the United States should not wait until the specter of nuclear reconsideration arises. It should instead anticipate possible problems and try to head them off with preventative diplomacy. In anticipation of the unwelcome prospect that North Korea will persist in pursuing a nuclear weapons capability, the United States should begin consulting privately now with its South Korean and Japanese allies on how to cope with that contingency without them having to acquire independent nuclear deterrent capabilities. Similarly, discreet discussions should be held with Seoul about the possibility that a nuclear-armed North Korea would some day collapse and be absorbed into South Korea and that a reunified Korea would inherit the DPRK?s nuclear arsenal. Well before that contingency arises, the United States should seek a commitment from South Korean authorities that in exchange for a continued American security assurance, a reunified Korea would give up its nuclear inheritance and remain a non-nuclear weapons state. Preventative diplomacy could also be useful in the case of Turkey. In discussions involving NATO, the European Union, and Turkey about future defense structures and missions and about Turkey’s place in the evolving European architecture, the United States should be conscious of the importance of ensuring that  Ankara remains confident enough about its security situation to maintain its non-nuclear course. And with an eye to keeping Egypt in the nonnuclear camp, we should encourage Israel not to do or say anything in the nuclear realm – such as publicly declaring or testing its nuclear capability – that could generate pressures in Egypt for pursuing a nuclear option.

AT ROK Can Defend Itself

Fiscal constraints preventing South Korea defense upgrades

Payne, et. al,  10 – Professor in Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University (March 2010, Dr. Keith Payne, Study Director Thomas Scheber Kurt Guthe, “U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia,”

http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/US%20Extend-Deter-for%20print.pdf, JMP)

Seoul instead sees other means, both diplomatic and military, of dealing with the North Korean nuclear danger. On the diplomatic front, there are the talks, sanctions, and inducements intended to convince Pyongyang to give up its nuclear weapons capabilities. The military response likewise involves multiple measures. Two weeks after the first North Korean nuclear test, Gen. Lee Sang-hee, then-chairman of the ROK Joint Chiefs of Staff, issued a directive to the chiefs setting forth a three-part approach to the new threat: deterrence of nuclear aggression; precision strikes against enemy nuclear facilities; and defense against nuclear attack.80 For deterrence, Seoul will continue to rely on the U.S. nuclear guarantee. That guarantee, according to South Korean sources, is backed by nuclear Tomahawk land-attack missiles on attack submarines, nuclear cruise missiles or free-fall bombs on B-52H or B-2 long-range bombers, or nuclear bombs on shorter-range F-15E or F-16 strike aircraft.81 If deterrence fails, the ROK military expects to detect indications that a North Korean nuclear attack is imminent and then conduct preemptive air and missile strikes against nuclear-related targets.82 For this purpose, the military plans to acquire improved intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance capabilities (airborne and ground-based early warning radar and Global Hawk drones),83 upgraded strike aircraft (F-15Ks),84 precision-guided munitions (Joint Direct Attack Munitions, Joint Air-to-Surface Standoff Missiles, and laser-guided penetrating bombs),85 and longer-range missiles (the 1,000km Hyunmu 3 cruise missile and a 500-km ballistic missile now in research and development).86 To counter North Korean nuclear missiles that escape destruction on the ground, additional active defenses (Aegis-equipped destroyers and advanced Patriot batteries) will be deployed.87 Implementation of the ambitious second and third parts of the approach (precision-strike capabilities and defenses) has been hampered by fiscal constraints on the ROK defense budget.88 The central importance of the first part, the U.S. nuclear guarantee, is evident in the previously discussed South Korean efforts to underscore and understand more fully that commitment. 

South Korea can’t afford to replace U.S. ISR capabilities which are key to defense 

Henricks, 05 – Lieutenant Commander, Civil Engineer Corps, United States Navy (2/14/05, Todd B., “Adverse Effects of Prospective U.S. Forces Korea Troop Realignments,” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA463965&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, JMP)

South Korea’s Strong Economic Development Enhances its Ability to Defend Itself 

The South Korean economy has undergone tremendous growth over the past several years. It is fast becoming an economic stronghold in the Pacific-Asian arena. Due in part to their strong economy, “ROK forces are undergoing modernization and improvements in many key areas through indigenous weapons production, co-production, and procurement through Foreign Military Sales (FMS) and direct commercial channels.”25 However, this modernization will take several years, even decades, and cannot be realistically relied upon to cover current vulnerabilities caused by prospective USFK force realignments. Additionally, the issue of cost sharing with the U.S. for the U.S.-ROK alliance has been raised due to the strong South Korean economy. “Economic success makes it possible for the ROK to share a larger portion of security-related costs on the Korean Peninsula. However, it must be noted that these contributions come while the ROK is also modernizing its force structure, establishing a more modern command and control system, improving the quality of life for its armed forces, and experience increasing political pressures to expand spending on domestic programs.”26 However, a South Korean author cautions that, “The U.S. advanced intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) capabilities are an essential part of defending South Korea should deterrence fail. Its ISR assets are estimated to cost $15 billion, which [the] South Korean economy could not afford as of today in the short run.”27 Therefore, despite a strong and growing economy, the ROK is not currently in a position to absorb the costs associated with the current prospective USFK troop withdrawals. 25 

Advanced weaponry and air defenses not in place and ROK must still train troops

Henricks, 05 – Lieutenant Commander, Civil Engineer Corps, United States Navy (2/14/05, Todd B., “Adverse Effects of Prospective U.S. Forces Korea Troop Realignments,” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA463965&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, JMP)

The ROK will be left vulnerable to attack due to lack of adequate military advancements. A main consideration regarding moving USFK troops out of the ROK is that what USFK will lack in numbers of troops will be made up in advanced military technology. However, the question needs to be addressed as to when that military technology will arrive on the Korean Peninsula. As of yet, USFK has not put in place advanced weaponry and air defenses necessary to adequately defend against the massive DPRK forces, artillery, and short-range missiles. “The recent relocation of USFK [forces] from forward areas to rear areas is based upon the premise that this will not reduce U.S. deterrent power because the mobilization speed and superiority of U.S. precision-guided weaponry will compensate for the increased distance from North Korea’s front line. However, South Koreans are concerned about the possibility that the United States might reduce its deterrent power for South Korea to defend Seoul in the initial stage of war.”16 With a very robust economic growth in recent years, South Korea has gained the ability to take significant steps in growing and modernizing their own military capabilities, diminishing the need for a large U.S. military presence. However, there are critical technologies that are essential to the defense of their country that the ROK lacks at this time that will take several years to put in place. Additionally, the USFK must take into account not only placing advanced military technology in the ROK, but also the training time necessary to bring ROK forces up to minimum proficiency levels to operate such technology. “If the United States were to reposition the 2nd ID’s [USFK 2nd Infantry Division] assets, it would not be certain whether South Korea could successfully defend itself at an early stage of a second Korean war.”17 \

Exts – Plan → SK Prolif 
Decline in the credibility of the umbrella will push the South to nuclearize

Payne, et. al,  10 – Professor in Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University (March 2010, Dr. Keith Payne, Study Director Thomas Scheber Kurt Guthe, “U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia,”

http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/US%20Extend-Deter-for%20print.pdf, JMP)

The adverse consequences of a U.S. nuclear guarantee that no longer assures Seoul should not be underestimated. Coverage by the nuclear umbrella has played an important role in discouraging South Korea from building a nuclear arsenal of its own, for example. If the guarantee were to lack credibility, one of the barriers to a revived South Korean nuclear weapons program would be lowered. And a nuclear ROK would be a wild card in a region already faced with the prospect of greater instability in the future. 

Perceived decline in credibility of security guarantee with spur South Korean proliferation

Campbell & Einhorn, 04 – senior vice president and director of the International Security Program at CSIS, AND ** senior adviser in the CSIS International Security Program, where he works on a broad range of nonproliferation, armscontrol, and other national security issues (Kurt M. Campbell and Robert J. Einhorn, The Nuclear Tipping Point: Why States Reconsider Their Nuclear Choices, “12. Avoiding the Tipping Point: Concluding Observations,” ed by Campbell, Einhorn and Mitchell B. Reiss, JMP)

Alleviate Security Concerns With the exception of Syria, all the countries covered in this study derive substantial security benefits from their association with the United States. Some (Germany, Japan, South Korea, Turkey) are formally allied with the United States through bilateral or multilateral (that is, NATO) security treaties; one (Taiwan) has received commitments in the form of U.S. legislation and presidential policies; another (Saudi Arabia) has relied on informal understandings and close defense cooperation; and still another (Egypt) has been an intimate partner of the United States in regional peace arrangements and bilateral security ties. These various security relationships with the United States have been instrumental in each country’s nuclear calculus. Indeed, in the cases of South Korea and Taiwan, the historical record suggests that perceived erosion in the reliability of security guarantees from the United States can dramatically change the calculation of the costs and benefits of remaining non-nuclear. In the period ahead, questions may arise about the continued value of the U.S. factor in the security equations of a number of the countries studied. In response to fundamental changes in the international security environment since the end of the cold war – especially the demise of the Soviet threat to Europe, the spread of WMD and other asymmetrical military capabilities, the emergence of failed states and militant Islamic movements, and the growth of well-financed, capable terrorist networks operating on a global basis – the United States is now proceeding with a massive overhaul of its force deployments overseas. As U.S. forces are reconfigured and repositioned to meet the evolving requirements of the war on terrorism, friends and allies (including some whose perceptions of the terrorist threat and prescriptions for dealing with it differ from those of Washington) may wonder whether these changes are fully consistent with their own security priorities. For example, many South Koreans, including strong supporters of the U.S.-South Korean alliance, are troubled by plans to relocate U.S. troops away from the demilitarized zone and out of Seoul, especially while the impasse over North Korea’s nuclear program remains unresolved. Japanese are speculating about how U.S. force realignments in Korea and elsewhere will eventually affect them. In Southwest Asia, while U.S. forces are now heavily committed to stabilizing and rebuilding Iraq and Afghanistan, major questions exist about the future of America’s military presence in the region.
US-ROK Alliance Solves China 
Strong alliance is key to check Chinese regional hegemony

Hyug-baeg, 08 – professor at the department of political science and diplomacy at Korea University (October 2008, Im Hyug-baeg, U.S.-Korea Institute Working Paper Series, “How Korea Could Become a Regional Power in Northeast Asia: Building a Northeast Asian Triad,” http://uskoreainstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/2008/10/USKI-WP4.pdf, JMP)

There are many conditions present to indicate the need for a renewal of, as well as a redefinition of the U.S.-ROK alliance. For starters, the power paradigm in East Asia is gradually shifting away from the old “hub and spokes” system of the Cold War era, to a new, more flexible and agile system of bilateral alliance-building between the U.S. and individual East Asian countries. Within this new system, the nature of U.S. relations with South Korea is directly related to and affected by the nature of U.S. relations with China and Japan. For instance, in a scenario where the U.S. were to perceive a rising threat from China that would effectively challenge U.S. hegemony, it is likely that the U.S. would respond by strengthening its bilateral ties to East Asian littoral states, such as Japan, the Philippines, and South Korea, in order to counter and contain that threat. (Lampton, 2004) In such a case, where the national interest of China and the U.S. conflict with each other, South Korea’s best option would be to strengthen its ties to the U.S. and limit the expansion of Chinese influence over the Korean peninsula. Beyond its traditional role of deterring North Korean aggression, a strong, redefined U.S.-ROK alliance could give South Korea important leverage against China’s rising global economic and political influence.5 

US-ROK Alliance Solves NK & Econ 
U.S.-South Korea alliance is key to managing Obama’s global agenda including North Korea and the financial crisis

Pritchard, et. al, 09 – former special envoy for negotiations with North Korea and co-chair of the Independent Task Force on U.S. Policy Toward the Korean Peninsula (6/16/09, Jack Pritchard, John Tilelli – former commander-in-chief of the United Nations Command and U.S. Forces in Korea and co-chair of the Independent Task Force on U.S. Policy Toward the Korean Peninsula, and Scott Snyder – director of the Independent Task Force on U.S. Policy Toward the Korean Peninsula, The Baltimore Sun, “Viewpoint: A new chapter for U.S.-South Korea alliance,” http://www.baltimoresun.com/news/opinion/oped/bal-op.viewpoint16jun16,0,5349044.story, JMP)
While all eyes have been trained on North Korea's belligerent and aggressive actions in recent weeks, it is important to note that the U.S.-South Korea alliance has emerged as a linchpin in the Obama administration's efforts to successfully manage an overcrowded global agenda, and a pivotal tool for safeguarding U.S. long-term interests in Asia.

When South Korea's President Lee Myung-bak meets with President Barack Obama at the White House Tuesday, the two leaders must effectively address three main areas: policy coordination to address North Korea's nuclear threat, the development of a global security agenda that extends beyond the peninsula, and collaboration to address the global financial crisis as South Korea takes a lead on the G-20 process.

By conducting a second nuclear test in May, followed by a number of missile launches, North Korea has forced its way onto the Obama administration's agenda. First and foremost, effective U.S.-South Korea alliance coordination is critical to managing both the global effects of North Korea's nuclear threat on the nonproliferation regime and the regional security challenges posed by potential regime actions that lead to further crisis in the region.
North Korea's internal focus on its leadership succession, and the apparent naming of North Korean leader Kim Jong-il's little-known and inexperienced youngest son as his successor, make the task of responding to North Korea's aggressive and destabilizing actions all the more challenging. Both deterrence and negotiation must be pursued on the basis of close consultations. Presidents Obama and Lee must also develop coordinated contingency plans in the event of internal instability in North Korea.

Through effective U.S.-South Korea alliance coordination, it should be possible to forge a combined strategy capable of managing the nuclear, proliferation, and regional security dimensions of North Korea's threat. A coordinated position would also strengthen the administration's hand in its efforts to persuade China to put pressure on North Korea.

Both countries also face hostage crises involving citizens detained in North Korea. The recent conviction of two U.S. journalists heightens the stakes for the United States, although the administration has tried to decouple their plight from Pyongyang's missile tests.

Second, Presidents Obama and Lee should set the stage for a reinvigorated vision of a broader role for the U.S.-South Korea alliance as an important component of a broader U.S. strategy toward East Asia. A critical aspect of this vision is a mutual commitment to jointly address sources of global and functional instability beyond the peninsula. Lee Myung-bak has offered a vision of a global Korea that features an expanded commitment to peacekeeping and development assistance that is in greater proportion to South Korea's economic clout as the world's 13th largest economy.

As the third-largest contributor of troops to Iraq, South Korea has also demonstrated its capacity to make valuable contributions to post-conflict stabilization. The U.S.-South Korea alliance can serve as a platform by which South Korea can make such contributions in many other areas, including Afghanistan. South Korea has already made commitments to send engineers and medical personnel to Afghanistan. It is poised now to expand its contributions, in line with its broadening scope of interest in contributing to global stability and its economic prowess.

Third, South Korea is an essential partner in addressing the global financial crisis. Its emphasis on fighting protectionism and promotion of stimuli at the April G-20 leaders meeting in London illustrate how closely its priorities are aligned with those of the United States. A U.S. Federal Reserve Bank line of credit to South Korea last fall played a critical role in stabilizing the South Korean's currency and forestalled a possible repeat of South Korea's difficulties in the Asian financial crisis of a decade ago.

The Obama and Lee administrations have the opportunity to send a powerful signal opposing protectionism by winning legislative support in both countries for the Korea-U.S. Free Trade Agreement negotiated by their predecessors. With the necessary revisions to meet new political conditions, Mr. Lee and Mr. Obama should urge their respective legislatures to consider early ratification of the trade pact. This would both support more effective coordination on the global financial crisis

and underscore its value as a precedent that sets high standards for trade agreements in Asia, in contrast to the proliferation of Asian trade agreements that do little to promote a more open Asian trade and investment environment.

U.S.-South Korean coordination to manage North Korea's challenge to nonproliferation norms, the global financial crisis, and the transition in Afghanistan will underscore the practical value of alliance contributions to meet mutual interests in global security and prosperity. For this reason, Presidents Obama and Lee have a compelling interest in establishing a firm foundation for unlocking the potential of alliance cooperation in the service of our shared interests.

2NC Impacts – Power Wars (1/3)
Deterrence is necessary in Asia and troops are key to it – empirical patterns prove – the alternative is Chinese and Russian aggression, Korean wars, and Japanese prolif. 

Scales 99 – Major Gen. and former Deputy Chief of Staff for Base Operations (4/6/99, “The Future US Military Presence in Asia: Landpower and the Geostrategy of American Commitment”, https://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB75.pdf)
The European Example. In Europe, the American participation with NATO to relieve the chaos in the Balkans was welcomed in part because the residents of Europe perceive the United States to be an honest broker with no designs on territory. When the Soviet Union collapsed and Germany reunited, the governments of France, Germany and England privately, consistently and persistently asked to keep a U.S. military presence on the continent.6 A senior German military official, during a visit with the Chief of Staff of the U.S. Army in 1991, explained that the United States must commit itself to maintaining a ground presence of at least a corps to be credible in Europe and to reassure NATO.7 The Germans believed that, given their history, they would never really be trusted by the rest of Europe, but that the continued presence of U.S. forces on their soil reassured their neighbors that Germany would not again be a threat to the continent. Recently George Kennan, the architect of American Cold War strategy, recalling the debate in the United States about a divided and disarmed Germany in 2 1949, reminded us of the insecurity in Europe about Germany: . . . the doubt that the remainder of the European community would ever easily or fully accommodate itself to the spectacle of Germany as the great power of the European mainland; and that unless and until these other Europeans could feel comfortable in their relationship to them. 8 The debate by the early 1990s was not over whether there should be an U.S. presence in Germany, but about what size force represented a credible presence for the United States to maintain in Europe.9 In the end, U.S. planners and their NATO colleagues determined that to maintain a “fully capable, fully staffed corps-sized force with accompanying air forces, naval forces, logistics, communications, other command, control and intelligence” assets to ensure a “solid force” required about 100,000 troops.10 Maintaining a forward presence allowed U.S. forces the flexibility to “conduct major independent combat operations in Europe on short notice,” while the use of a fully supported (corps-sized) force was “an accepted symbol of a meaningful military contribution to NATO.”11 A lower force level would have deprived the United States and its NATO allies of “an operationally effective, nationally independent, and politically weighty force in Europe.”12 Lower force levels would also have meant that the United States could not respond rapidly to other contingencies in the region, including Africa, without seriously degrading its commit- ments in NATO.13 The Application of the European Experience for Asia. The lessons of the utility and durability of the U.S. military presence in Europe have application worldwide, especially in Asia. There is not the sort of traditional balance of power in Asia that exists in Europe, making the U.S. presence essential to keep a balance. In Asia, the debate over the utility of American bilateral alliances and the presence of U.S. forces, for some, is still on- going.14 The presence of the U.S. military is still welcome, despite some popular dissent.15 Many in Asia believe that an American military presence inhibits the rise of a power that could dominate either the mainland of continental Asia or the maritime lines of communication through the South China Sea. The people of Asia are concerned about China and its future potential strength.16 But like the Europeans, who are watchful of Germany, Asians are mindful of history and have not forgotten Japan, the Sino-Japanese War (1894-95), the Russo-Japanese War (1904-05), the creation of a puppet state in Manchuria in 1931, the invasion of China in 1937, and World War II.17 U.S. friends and allies in Asia do not openly talk about the fact that a U.S. presence in Japan inhibits its remilitarization, but many people in Asia are thankful that the stationing of American forces in Northeast Asia serves that purpose.18 While China publicly states its principled objection to the stationing of forces on foreign soil, privately Chinese leaders acknowledge that the American presence in Japan acts as a guard against remilitarization.19 These same Chinese leaders privately acknowledge that the presence of U.S. ground forces stabilizes the Korean peninsula.20 Meanwhile there is Russia, now bankrupt, with its Asian forces looking for their next meal. Russia’s arms industry is selling what it can in Asia and the equipment is good. Russia’s scientists are helping China get stronger. However, one should not be complacent because of Russia’s current problems. Remember that the Nazi’s undertook the rearmament of Germany in about 1935. By 1941 they had cruise missiles, long-range guns, high performance aircraft (jets by the end of the war), high endurance submarines, and nerve gas. Despite the state of Germany’s economy in 1935, 3 years after giving his military the go-ahead, Hitler had the world at war. Moscow’s forces are not robust in readiness at present, but with its military forces in the Far East balanced around a solid mix of ground, air, naval and submarine forces, Russia is still a player in Northeast Asia.
2NC Impacts – Power Wars (2/3)

US troops provide key reassurance – prevents Asian power wars. 

Scales 99 – Major Gen. and former Deputy Chief of Staff for Base Operations (4/6/99, “The Future US Military Presence in Asia: Landpower and the Geostrategy of American Commitment”, https://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB75.pdf)
Visualize what the strategic landscape might look like without an U.S. presence in Northeast Asia: U.S. forces would probably be anchored along a line stretched from Alaska, through Hawaii, to Guam. If this sort of American withdrawal left any confidence in a traditional ally, perhaps there would be pre-positioned supplies in Australia.21 Deployment times by sea to the main shipping lines in the region would be longer, and the ground presence, which really demonstrates the depth of the American commitment to the region, much thinner. The sea lines of communication beyond the “first island chain” in the western Pacific would probably be part of an expanded security perimeter controlled by China. (The “first island chain” is defined as the waters west of the Japan, the Ryukyu Islands, Taiwan, the Philippines and Borneo.)22 This is important because today, China’s “brown water” navy has a sea-denial mission inside the “first island chain,” which defines China’s littoral. China’s maritime objectives, however, are to develop a Navy that can control the South Pacific and Western Pacific out to what China has called the “second island chain” stretching from Alaska to the Marianas, through the Fiji Islands to Australia. People’s Republic of China (PRC) control of this area would subject critical maritime lines of communication open for free, uninhibited navigation to an expanded sea- denial role by China’s submarine and surface fleets supported by shore-based (and even by then carrier-based) aircraft. If Russia recovers from its current economic woes, it too would become a major actor in a race for primacy in the Western Pacific. Japan, under the geostrategic alternative presented in the paragraph above, would no longer be adequately assured of the U.S. commitment to Asian security. Because Tokyo could not allow its maritime lines of communication 5 to be dominated or controlled by interrupting freedom of navigation and denying use of the sea, it would probably expand Japan’s own naval patrol areas and strengthen its naval, air, and ground forces. This would alarm the rest of Asia and revive the memories of World War II. Korea, whether reconciled in a confederation, reunified or divided, mistrusting of both China and Japan, would probably expand its own military in anticipation of the potential for conflict with, or between, its neighbors. Southeast Asian countries, wary of a certain military buildup by China or a resurgent Russia and the corresponding response by Japan, would probably build their own military forces, if they could afford to do so. The Asia-Pacific region would be a far more dangerous, less stable and secure place than it is today without the presence of U.S. forces. Moreover, much of what China claims as its maritime territory in the South China Sea would come under the control of the naval forces of the People’s Liberation Army (PLA). 

2NC Impacts – Power Wars (3/3)

U.S. troops are key – they are seen as a stabilizing force in the region 

Kim 99 – professor for Institute of Foreign Affairs and National Security (5/26/99, Sung-Han, “US Military Presence in a Unified Korea,” http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:FQXbdgXPpEQJ:www.cap.lmu.de/transatlantic/download/kim.doc+U.S.+Military+Presence+in+a+Unified+Korea&cd=2&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us) 

The strategic interests of South Korea and the United States converge most in the post-Cold War era over the issue of establishing a new order in Northeast Asia. South Korea and the United States both desire a stable power balance in the region. It is against this backdrop that the United States describes its participation in bilateral or multilateral security cooperation in Northeast Asia as a "stabilizing force." This may well be akin to the United States performing the role of a "balancer" between China and Japan. The interests of the United States, as a superpower, are in line with those of South Korea, as a semi-developed country, in seeking to engage North Korea as a responsible member of the world community. However, the two countries may differ in their policy priorities related to promoting such engagement. The U.S. policy toward the Korean peninsula in general and North Korea in particular is part of a larger framework of global, Northeast Asian and Korean peninsular strategic interests. At the global level, the U.S. deals with North Korea in terms of maintaining the leadership role of the U.S. in the post-Cold War era. In order to protect its leadership as the sole superpower, the U.S. must prevent the spread of weapons of mass destruction among the nations which do not possess them already. Thus, the U.S. policy toward the North Korean nuclear problem and missile exportation is basically premised on this global strategic view.  At the regional level, the U.S. policy to North Korea is interconnected mainly with its policy toward China.  If the U.S. successfully deals with China through the U.S.-Japan security alliance and holds North Korea under its arm, the policy goal of the U.S. (i.e., preventing the emergence of a hegemon in Northeast Asia) could be more easily achieved. At the level of the Korean peninsula, the U.S. must reduce the tension between the two Koreas in order to prevent the outbreak of a war on the peninsula and must also seek the ways by which the sudden change of North Korea can be successfully managed. At this point the policy priorities between the United States and South Korea diverge.  The Clinton Administration puts the first priority on the North Korea policy at the global level, the second on the regional level, and the third on the peninsula level, while Korea's priorities are in reverse order. In other words, the South Korean government is more concerned with how to reduce tension and promote reconciliation between the two Koreas, while the United States is keen on preventing proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.  Of course, South Korea and the United States have already reached the like decision that the United States should play a leadership role in the Northeast Asian security architecture and that North Korea should be engaged to the international community in a gradual manner.  However, convergence of interests does not always guarantee convergence of policy priorities, which thus requires sophisticated efforts.
2NC – Troops Key 
Permanently stationing ground troops is key to deterrence – uniquely signals U.S. commitment and boosts credibility of the nuclear umbrella

Payne, et. al,  10 – Professor in Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University (March 2010, Dr. Keith Payne, Study Director Thomas Scheber Kurt Guthe, “U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia,”

http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/US%20Extend-Deter-for%20print.pdf, JMP)

Forward Deployments 

The forward presence of U.S. military forces has value for deterrence and assurance that is well recognized. Forces routinely deployed on or near the territory of an ally not only, or even primarily, augment the armed strength of that country, but also serve as a concrete and continuing reminder that the United States has a strong interest in its security and will fight in its defense. Permanently stationed ground forces, in particular, seem to have an assurance effect not duplicated by temporary deployments (port calls to show the flag, for example), probably because they are unlikely to be withdrawn overnight and often are positioned where they will be directly engaged by an enemy attack, thus ensuring U.S. involvement in a conflict. The likelihood, if not certainty, that U.S. forces would be engaged in a conflict can lend credibility to an associated nuclear guarantee. If forward deployments include U.S. nuclear weapons, those arms themselves offer a tangible assurance that the ally is covered by the nuclear umbrella. 

The United States has deployed general purpose forces in South Korea for more than a half century. From the mid-1950s to the late 1960s, the U.S. troop level in the ROK was 60,000-70,000. During the Vietnam War, in line with his “Guam Doctrine” to make U.S. allies in Asia shoulder more of the defense burden, President Nixon ordered the withdrawal of some 18,000 troops from South Korea, reducing the total there to 43,000. In the 1976 presidential campaign, Jimmy Carter pledged to pull out all U.S. ground forces from South Korea, but as president removed only a token number (roughly 3,000 troops). The Carter cut subsequently was reversed by President Reagan to bolster the U.S. commitment to the ROK. As part of the post-Cold War retraction of American forces from overseas deployments, President George H.W. Bush ordered the troop level in South Korea reduced to 36,000 and then suspended further withdrawals in light of concern about the North Korean nuclear weapons program. The U.S. force on the peninsula increased slightly and stabilized at somewhat more than 37,000 during the Clinton administration. Between 2004 and 2006, as a result of the Global Posture Review conducted by the George W. Bush administration, the number of troops dropped to 28,500, where it remains today.54 At this level, South Korea is the country with the third largest peacetime deployment of American troops, behind only Germany (54,000) and Japan (33,000).55 One South Korean observer cites this ranking as an indication of the high priority the United States assigns to the defense of the ROK.56 According to an opinion survey conducted in early 2008, most South Koreans (70 percent) see the overall U.S. military presence in East Asia as contributing to regional stability.57 

Troops are key to continued deterrence in South Korea – deterrence requires physical commitments from both sides 

Russell ’10  (1/5/10, James, Former Advisor to the Sec. Def. on Persian Gulf strategy, PhD Candidate in War Studies, “Extended Deterrence, Security Guarantees and Nuclear Weapons: U.S. Strategic and Policy Conundrums in the Gulf”, 1-5, http://www.analyst-network.com/article.php?art_id=3297)

The Gulf Security dialogue is but the latest chapter of an active and ongoing practice of reassurance that dates to the early 1990s, and, in the case of Saudi Arabia, to 1945 and the assurances made by President Roosevelt to the Saudi leader, King Abdul Aziz al-Saud. The United States has worked assiduously to operationalize conventionally-oriented extended deterrence commitments and security guarantees in the Gulf. As noted by Kathleen McKiness: “Extended deterrence is not a hands-off strategy. It cannot be created from a distance through a submarine capability in the Persian Gulf or a troop deployment in another country such as Iraq. It is a real, tangible, physical commitment, to be palpably felt both by allies and adversaries.”[23] The United States has indeed worked hard at this in the Gulf largely through its ever-efficient military bureaucracies. In the aftermath of Operation Desert Storm, the United States actively sought and concluded a series of bilateral security agreements with each of the Gulf States that became operationlized under something called defense cooperation agreements, or DCAs. These commitments between the United States and the regional signatories contained a number of critical elements: (1) that the United States and the host nation should jointly respond to external threats when each party deemed necessary; (2) permitted access to host nation military facilities by U.S. military personnel; (3) permitted the pre-positioning of U.S. military equipment in the host nation as agreed by the parties; (4) and status of forces provisions which addressed the legal status of deployed U.S. military personnel. The United States today has agreements with all the Gulf States except Saudi Arabia, which is subject to similar bilateral security commitments conveyed in a variety of different forums. Under these agreements, the United States and the host nation annually convene meetings to review regional threats and developments in their security partnerships. One of the principal purposes of these meetings is for both sides to reassure the other side of their continued commitment to the security relationship. In short, this process operationalizes the conveyance of security guarantees in ways that reflect the principles in the DCAs.

U.S. troops key – withdrawal would violate South Korean sovereignty and end deterrence in the region 

Young 9 – legal assistant to the chairman of the Council on Korea-US Security Studies in Seoul (3/4/9, Lee Jae, UPI Asia, “Upgrading the South Korea-U.S. Alliance,” http://www.upiasia.com/Security/2009/03/04/upgrading_the_south_korea-us_alliance/3491/) 

South and North Korea both have high military costs because of their mutual distrust and their competition for superior military status. The South Korea-U.S. alliance has effectively mitigated South Korea’s burden and exerted a deterrence effect on North Korea. Therefore, it is wise to acknowledge the necessity of a military alliance in which partner countries combine their rights and authority and find a balance between independent sovereignty and interdependent alliance. It is not a violation of South Korean sovereignty if the CFC head holds wartime command, as he cannot exercise it unilaterally. His authority is backed up by the presidents of South Korea and the United States, as well as the Security Consultative Meeting and Military Committee Meeting. This is guaranteed by Article 2 of the Mutual Defense Treaty between the Republic of Korea and the United States. Infringement of South Korean sovereignty could occur only if the United States neglected its obligation to consult with South Korea and proceeded with military action alone. Considering the deep-rooted trust between the two countries and the binding force of their mutual defense treaty, this is very unlikely.
Troops key to deterrence – withdrawal will cause regional instability and economic turmoil for South Korea  

Young 9 – legal assistant to the chairman of the Council on Korea-US Security Studies in Seoul (3/4/9, Lee Jae, UPI Asia, “Upgrading the South Korea-U.S. Alliance,” http://www.upiasia.com/Security/2009/03/04/upgrading_the_south_korea-us_alliance/3491/)

If the joint command ceases to exist as a result of the transfer of wartime command, the roles of the allies will change significantly. South Korea will take the leading role in military operations and the United States will cease to take the initiative. South Korea will also lose the guarantee of automatic U.S. military intervention in case of emergency. Consequently, the South Korean government will impose on itself the new responsibility of securing a military surge in time of emergency. This responsibility is burdensome in that South Korea will have to persuade U.S. forces to intervene swiftly and actively if they are needed. As long as the South Korea-U.S. alliance exists, the United States can be expected to provide military support. But the partial withdrawal of U.S. military forces means that South Korea cannot maintain the same level of military presence and deterrence over the North it has had so far. It will have to increase military spending to make up for the U.S. withdrawal. These new burdens, along with weakened defense and deterrence, suggest that the transfer of wartime command is not a wise and economical option for South Korea.

U.S. forces key to deter North Korean aggression – a continued presence of ground troops will maintain stability in the region 

Kim 99 – professor for Institute of Foreign Affairs and National Security (5/26/99, Sung-Han, “US Military Presence in a Unified Korea,” http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:FQXbdgXPpEQJ:www.cap.lmu.de/transatlantic/download/kim.doc+U.S.+Military+Presence+in+a+Unified+Korea&cd=2&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us)

The U.S. forces in Korea, who have contributed immensely to ensuring stability on the Korean peninsula, should continue to cooperate with the South Korean forces under the South Korea-U.S. joint defense system so long as a threat from North Korea persists. Once this threat from the North dissipates, the scale of U.S. forces in Korea will inevitably be reduced. But the continued presence in Korea of a symbolic number of U.S. ground troops, along with naval and air force elements, even after Korean unification, together with U.S. forces in Japan,  will contribute to maintaining stability in Northeast Asia. Since the present South Korea-U.S. joint defense system will have to be changed once the threat from North Korea disappears, consultations should be held with the United States to discuss the issues of restoring wartime operational control and improving the South Korean military's ability to prepare for its own defense, manage command control operations, and effectively gather and analyze intelligence. The key to overcoming differences between South Korea and the United States in policy priorities, as evidenced in the waging of a "triangular game" among North and South Korea and the United States despite South Korea-U.S. concurrence in security interests, lies in further cementing the South Korea-U.S. bilateral security alliance and preparing to convert this alliance into a regional alliance system. One thing that should be kept in mind in this process is that a multilateral approach to a security system for Northeast Asia should be pursued in parallel with a consolidation of the South Korea-U.S. alliance. South Korea's relations not only with the Untied States but also with China, Japan and Russia should be handled with attention to detail under a framework of South Korea's security policy structure. It is now time for South Korea to lay the groundwork for long-term security programs by retaining cooperative relations with the United States in regard to North Korea policy amid a changing security environment in the post-Cold war period while preparing for new developments on the Korean peninsula.

Troops Key – AT Relocation Solves 

It would take days to relocate troops 

Dao, 03 (1/5/03, James, NY Times, “Why Keep U.S. Troops in South Korea?” http://www.nytimes.com/2003/01/05/weekinreview/05JDAO.html, JMP)

In addition, the United States is creating a base for four submarines in Guam and has a maintenance and logistics base in Singapore. The United States Pacific Command is headquartered in Hawaii. From those bases, American warplanes could reach South Korea in hours. But it would take days for an armada of warships or troop carriers to arrive from Japan. Adm. Dennis Blair, now retired, who commanded American forces in the Pacific until last year, argues that even if the threat from North Korea dissipates, the United States should keep forces on the peninsula in case of crises in other parts of Asia. "A soldier, marine or sailor in Korea or Japan was much more useful than one in Hawaii or San Diego, just because of the sailing time it takes to get then across the Pacific," he said.

Troops Key – AT Naval Forces Solve 

Takes weeks to deploy naval forces – ground troops key to check escalation

Henricks, 05 – Lieutenant Commander, Civil Engineer Corps, United States Navy (2/14/05, Todd B., “Adverse Effects of Prospective U.S. Forces Korea Troop Realignments,” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA463965&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, JMP)

Another consideration is deployment time to the Korean Peninsula should the DPRK decide to provoke USFK forces at the DMZ. When The People’s Republic of China (PRC) tested short-range ballistic missiles near Taiwan in 1995/6, the United States responded by dispatching a pair of aircraft carrier battle groups to the area. It took on the order of two weeks to get these warships into the area.22 With the current operations tempo of the U.S. armed forces, a two-week response time to the Korean Peninsula would most likely be a best-case scenario. 

The wars in which the U.S. military fights today (such as Desert Shield/Desert Storm and Operation Iraqi Freedom) testify to the need for large numbers of ground troops and ground troop support to accomplish the mission. Technological advances in military hardware in and of themselves cannot win wars and keep the peace. A war on the Korean Peninsula would not be different in this respect. The proximity of Seoul, South Korea to the DMZ (approximately 25 miles) provides another reason for a robust USFK troop presence to keep the DPRK from provoking hostilities at the DMZ. One author even noted, “Korea is a country where the decisive military arm is likely to be the infantry if it is adequately backed by mortar and artillery fire and close air support.”23 

Troops Key – AT Other Military Capabilities Solve 
Advanced military capabilities can’t make up for troops strength – key to check aggression and nuclear development

Henricks, 05 – Lieutenant Commander, Civil Engineer Corps, United States Navy (2/14/05, Todd B., “Adverse Effects of Prospective U.S. Forces Korea Troop Realignments,” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA463965&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, JMP)

The DPRK Will Continue Its Nuclear Weapons Program Regardless of USFK Force Structure In the recent past, North Korea has clearly demonstrated its commitment to developing nuclear capabilities and its willingness to sell advanced military technologies to rogue states. It has been argued that the DPRK will continue its nuclear weapons program regardless of the U.S.-ROK force structure on the Korean Peninsula, and thus USFK forces should be withdrawn. The DPRK relies on this nuclear capability—or the threat of nuclear capability—to deter their idea of U.S.-ROK aggression. The DPRK also relies upon this capability to generate income by selling it and delivery systems to rogue states. North Korea “…engages in the illicit trade of both weapons (including selling ballistic missiles to Libya, Iran, and Syria) and narcotics (such as heroin, which it transports to criminals in Western countries). Most ominously, as we all know, it has secretly developed nuclear weapons, breaking a number of signed agreements.”30 Additionally, the United States’ Secretary of Defense has stated that, “We are capable of winning decisively in one [Iraq] and swiftly defeating in the case of the other [North Korea]…let there be no doubt about it.”31 This, of course, was a comment made with the understanding of moving USFK forces out of South Korea. The United States still brings a formidable military force to bear to any situation. “A North Korean expert once told the author [of the referenced article] that what North Korea is most worried about is not South Korea’s force modernization and current U.S. forces in Korea, but U.S. war-fighting capabilities which will be mobilized and reinforced to South Korea after hostilities commence.”32 Therefore, the argument is made that USFK forces in South Korea could be withdrawn because advanced military capabilities will make up for reduced troop strength. However, as pointed out earlier in this paper, “Korea is a country where the decisive military arm is likely to be the infantry if it is adequately backed by mortar and artillery fire and close air support.”33 North Korea, regardless of the nuclear situation, still poses a formidable conventional threat within 25 miles of Seoul and USFK should not decrease in any way the ability to firmly defend against DPRK aggression. To reinforce U.S.-ROK forces, as also pointed out earlier, would take a minimum of two weeks, during which time DPRK forces would inflict grave damage to Seoul and other parts of South Korea. 

***TURKEY – GENERAL***
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Turkish basing key to overall hard power. 

Bagci & Kardas, 2003

[Hüseyin and Saban, Middle East Technical University, May 12, 2003, “Post-September 11 Impact: The Strategic Importance of Turkey Revisited,” Prepared for the CEPS/IISS European Security Forum, http://www.eusec.org/bagci.htm#ftnref112]

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

Kagan, 2007  

[Robert, Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “End of Dreams, Return of History” Policy Review, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html#n10]
This is a good thing, and it should continue to be a primary goal of American foreign policy to perpetuate this relatively benign international configuration of power. The unipolar order with the United States as the predominant power is unavoidably riddled with flaws and contradictions. It inspires fears and jealousies. The United States is not immune to error, like all other nations, and because of its size and importance in the international system those errors are magnified and take on greater significance than the errors of less powerful nations. Compared to the ideal Kantian international order, in which all the world's powers would be peace-loving equals, conducting themselves wisely, prudently, and in strict obeisance to international law, the unipolar system is both dangerous and unjust. Compared to any plausible alternative in the real world, however, it is relatively stable and less likely to produce a major war between great powers. It is also comparatively benevolent, from a liberal perspective, for it is more conducive to the principles of economic and political liberalism that Americans and many others value. American predominance does not stand in the way of progress toward a better world, therefore. It stands in the way of regression toward a more dangerous world. The choice is not between an American-dominated order and a world that looks like the European Union. The future international order will be shaped by those who have the power to shape it. The leaders of a post-American world will not meet in Brussels but in Beijing, Moscow, and Washington.   The return of great powers and great games If the world is marked by the persistence of unipolarity, it is nevertheless also being shaped by the reemergence of competitive national ambitions of the kind that have shaped human affairs from time immemorial. During the Cold War, this historical tendency of great powers to jostle with one another for status and influence as well as for wealth and power was largely suppressed by the two superpowers and their rigid bipolar order. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has not been powerful enough, and probably could never be powerful enough, to suppress by itself the normal ambitions of nations. This does not mean the world has returned to multipolarity, since none of the large powers is in range of competing with the superpower for global influence. Nevertheless, several large powers are now competing for regional predominance, both with the United States and with each other. National ambition drives China's foreign policy today, and although it is tempered by prudence and the desire to appear as unthreatening as possible to the rest of the world, the Chinese are powerfully motivated to return their nation to what they regard as its traditional position as the  preeminent power in East Asia. They do not share a European, postmodern view that power is passé; hence their now two-decades-long military buildup and modernization. Like the Americans, they believe power, including military power, is a good thing to have and that it is better to have more of it than less. Perhaps more significant is the Chinese perception, also shared by Americans, that status and honor, and not just wealth and security, are important for a nation. Japan, meanwhile, which in the past could have been counted as an aspiring postmodern power -- with its pacifist constitution and low defense spending -- now appears embarked on a more traditional national course. Partly this is in reaction to the rising power of China and concerns about North Korea's nuclear weapons. But it is also driven by Japan's own national ambition to be a leader in East Asia or at least not to play second fiddle or "little brother" to China. China and Japan are now in a competitive quest with each trying to augment its own status and power and to prevent the other 's rise to predominance, and this competition has a military and strategic as well as an economic and political component. Their competition is such that a nation like South Korea, with a long unhappy history as a pawn between the two powers, is once again worrying both about a "greater China" and about the return of Japanese nationalism. As Aaron Friedberg commented, the East Asian future looks more like Europe's past than its present. But it also looks like Asia's past. Russian foreign policy, too, looks more like something from the nineteenth century. It is being driven by a typical, and typically Russian, blend of national resentment and ambition. A postmodern Russia simply seeking integration into the new European order, the Russia of Andrei Kozyrev, would not be troubled by the eastward enlargement of the EU and NATO, would not insist on predominant influence over its "near abroad," and would not use its natural resources as 
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means of gaining geopolitical leverage and enhancing Russia 's international status in an attempt to regain the lost glories of the Soviet empire and Peter the Great. But Russia, like China and Japan, is 

moved by more traditional great-power considerations, including the pursuit of those valuable if intangible national interests: honor and respect. Although Russian leaders complain about threats to their security from NATO and the United States, the Russian sense of insecurity has more to do with resentment and national identity than with plausible external military threats. 16 Russia's complaint today is not with this or that weapons system. It is the entire post-Cold War settlement of the 1990s that Russia resents and wants to revise. But that does not make insecurity less a factor in Russia 's relations with the world; indeed, it makes finding compromise with the Russians all the more difficult. One could add others to this list of great powers with traditional rather than postmodern aspirations. India's regional ambitions are more muted, or are focused most intently on Pakistan,  but it is clearly engaged in competition with China for dominance in the Indian Ocean and sees itself, correctly, as an emerging great power on the world scene. In the Middle East there is Iran, which mingles religious fervor with a historical sense of superiority and leadership in its region. 17 Its nuclear program is as much about the desire for regional hegemony as about defending Iranian territory from attack by the United States. Even the European Union, in its way, expresses a pan-European national ambition to play a significant role in the world, and it has become the vehicle for channeling German, French, and British ambitions in what Europeans regard as a safe supranational direction. Europeans seek honor and respect, too, but of a postmodern variety. The honor they seek is to occupy the moral high ground in the world, to exercise moral authority, to wield political and economic influence as an antidote to militarism, to be the keeper of the global conscience, and to be recognized and admired by others for playing this role. Islam is not a nation, but many Muslims express a kind of religious nationalism, and the leaders of radical Islam, including al Qaeda, do seek to establish a theocratic nation or confederation of nations that would encompass a wide swath of the Middle East and beyond. Like national movements elsewhere, Islamists have a yearning for respect, including self-respect, and a desire for honor. Their national identity has been molded in defiance against stronger and often oppressive outside powers, and also by memories of ancient superiority over those same powers. China had its "century of humiliation." Islamists have more than a century of humiliation to look back on, a humiliation of which Israel has become the living symbol, which is partly why even Muslims who are neither radical nor fundamentalist proffer their sympathy and even their support to violent extremists who can turn the tables on the dominant liberal West, and particularly on a dominant America which implanted and still feeds the Israeli cancer in their midst. Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as "No. 1" and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying -- its regional as well as its global  predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes 

through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a 

multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic.  It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War I and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe's stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that 's not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world's great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China 's neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene -- even if it remained the world's most powerful nation -- could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe -- if it adopted what some call a strategy of "offshore balancing" -- this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine 
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that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, "offshore" role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more "even-handed" policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel 's aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn't change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn 't changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to "normal" or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.
1NC – Middle East Influence (1/2)
U.S. basing in Turkey’s key to Middle Eastern influence.  

Barkey, 2003

Henri Barkey, Prof. of IR @ Lehigh U. specializing in Turkish politics.. Morton Abamowitz (editor) 2003. “The United States and Turkey” Allies in Need. pg. 209-211

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

Mead, 04 Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations [Walter Russell, Foreign Policy, March 1]
As part of its sharp-power strategy to address these priorities, the United States maintains a system of alliances and bases intended to promote stability in Asia, Europe, and the Middle East. Overall, as of the end of September 2003, the United States had just over 250,000 uniformed military members stationed outside its frontiers (not counting those involved in Operation Iraqi Freedom); around 43 percent were stationed on NATO territory and approximately 32 percent in Japan and South Korea. Additionally, the United States has the ability to transport significant forces to these theaters and to the Middle East should tensions rise, and it preserves the ability to control the sea lanes and air corridors necessary to the security of its forward bases. Moreover, the United States maintains the world's largest intelligence and electronic surveillance organizations. Estimated to exceed $ 30 billion in 2003, the U.S. intelligence budget is larger than the individual military budgets of Saudi Arabia, Syria, and North Korea.

1NC – Middle East Influence (2/2)

Global nuclear war. 

Steinback, 2002

[John Steinbach, Center for Research on Globalization, March 3, 2002 (http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html)]

The Israeli nuclear arsenal has profound implications for the future of peace in the Middle East, and indeed, for the entire planet. It is clear from Israel Shahak that Israel has no interest in peace except that which is dictated on its own terms, and has absolutely no intention of negotiating in good faith to curtail its nuclear program or discuss seriously a nuclear-free MiddleEast,"Israel's insistence on the independent use of its nuclear weapons can be seen as the foundation on which Israeli grand strategy rests."(34) According to Seymour Hersh, "the size and sophistication of Israel's nuclear arsenal allows men such as Ariel Sharon to dream of redrawing the map of the Middle East aided by the implicit threat of nuclear force."(35) General Amnon Shahak-Lipkin, former Israeli Chief of Staff is quoted "It is never possible to talk to Iraq about no matter what; It is never possible to talk to Iran about no matter what. Certainly about writing in Haaretz said, "Whoever believes that Israel will ever sign the UN Convention prohibiting the proliferation of nuclear weapons... is day dreaming,"(37) and Munya Mardoch, Director of the Israeli Institute for the Development of Weaponry, said in 1994, "The moral and political meaning of nuclear weapons is that states which renounce their use are acquiescing to the status of Vassal states. All those states which feel satisfied with possessing conventional weapons alone are fated to become vassal states."(38) As Israeli society becomes more and more polarized, the influence of the radical right becomes stronger. According to Shahak, "The prospect of Gush Emunim, or some secular right-wing Israeli fanatics, or some some of the delerious Israeli Army generals, seizing control of Israeli nuclear weapons...cannot be precluded. ...while israeli jewish society undergoes a steady polarization, the Israeli  security system increasingly relies on the recruitment of cohorts from the ranks of the extreme right."(39) The Arab states, long aware of Israel's nuclear program, bitterly resent its coercive intent, and perceive its existence as the paramount threat to peace in the region, requiring their own weapons of mass destruction. During a future Middle Eastern war (a distinct possibility given the ascension of Ariel Sharon, an unindicted war criminal with a bloody record stretching from the massacre of Palestinian civilians at Quibya in 1953, to the massacre of Palestinian civilians at Sabra and Shatila in 1982 and beyond) the possible Israeli use of nuclear weapons should not be discounted. According to Shahak, "In Israeli terminology, the launching of missiles on to Israeli territory is regarded as 'nonconventional' regardless of whether they are equipped with explosives or poison gas."(40) (Which requires a "nonconventional" response, a perhaps unique exception being the Iraqi SCUD attacks during the Gulf War.) 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."  

1NC – Iran 
Military presence in Turkey deters Iran – key to tangible response time and the perception of presence in neighboring countries. 

Rubin, 8 – resident scholar at AEI (11/08, Michael, American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, “Can a Nuclear Iran Be Contained or Deterred?” http://www.aei.org/outlook/28896)

 [What Is Required to Contain Iran?

Any containment operation against a nuclear Iran would require more than the single battle group that participated in Operation Earnest Will. Should the Islamic Republic acquire nuclear weapons, it may become dangerously overconfident as it convinces itself that its conventional, irregular, or proxy forces can operate without fear of serious reprisal from the United States, Israel, or any other regional power. In order, therefore, to contain a nuclear Iran, the United States and its allies in the region will need to enhance their military capability to counter the likelihood of successful Iranian conventional action. There are two strategies that U.S. policymakers may pursue separately or in tandem. First, U.S. defense planners might examine what U.S. force posture would be necessary for the United States unilaterally to contain a nuclear Iran. Second, U.S. officials must gauge what investment would be necessary to enable neighboring states to do likewise. Put more crudely, this requires calculating under what conditions and with what equipment regional states could successfully wage war against Iran until U.S. forces could provide relief. If the Pentagon has pre-positioned enough equipment and munitions in the region, this might take three or four days; if not, it could take longer. If U.S. forces are to contain the Islamic Republic, they will require basing not only in GCC countries, but also in Afghanistan, Iraq, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Without a sizeable regional presence, the Pentagon will not be able to maintain the predeployed resources and equipment necessary to contain Iran, and Washington will signal its lack of commitment to every ally in the region. Because containment is as much psychological as physical, basing will be its backbone. Having lost its facilities in Uzbekistan, at present, the U.S. Air Force relies upon air bases in Turkey, Iraq, Kuwait, Bahrain, Afghanistan, Oman, and the isolated Indian Ocean atoll of Diego Garcia.
Iranian aggression causes World War 3. 

Bosco, 2006

[David, 7/23/2006. Senior Editor at Foreign Policy Magazine. “Could This Be the Start of World War III?” http://usc.glo.org/forums/0016/viewtopic.php?p=403&sid=95896c43b66ffa28f9932774a408bb4b] 

ARMAGEDDON   Could This Be the Start of World War III?   As the Middle East erupts, there are plenty of scenarios for global conflagration.   By David Bosco, David Bosco is a senior editor at Foreign Policy magazine.   July 23, 2006   IT WAS LATE JUNE in Sarajevo when Gavrilo Princip shot Archduke Franz Ferdinand and his wife. After emptying his revolver, the young Serb nationalist jumped into the shallow river that runs through the city and was quickly seized. But the events he set in motion could not be so easily restrained. Two months later, Europe was at war.  The understanding that small but violent acts can spark global conflagration is etched into the world's consciousness. The reverberations from Princip's shots in the summer of 1914 ultimately took the lives of more than 10 million people, shattered four empires and dragged more than two dozen countries into war.  This hot summer, as the world watches the violence in the Middle East, the awareness of peace's fragility is particularly acute. The bloodshed in Lebanon appears to be part of a broader upsurge in unrest. Iraq is suffering through one of its bloodiest months since the U.S.-led invasion in 2003. Taliban militants are burning schools and attacking villages in southern Afghanistan as the United States and NATO struggle to defend that country's fragile government. Nuclear-armed India is still cleaning up the wreckage from a large terrorist attack in which it suspects militants from rival Pakistan. The world is awash in weapons, North Korea and Iran are developing nuclear capabilities, and long-range missile technology is spreading like a virus.  Some see the start of a global conflict. "We're in the early stages of what I would describe as the Third World War," former House Speaker Newt Gingrich said last week. Certain religious websites are abuzz with talk of Armageddon. There may be as much hyperbole as prophecy in the forecasts for world war. But it's not hard to conjure ways that today's hot spots could ignite.  Consider the following scenarios:   • Targeting Iran: As Israeli troops seek out and destroy Hezbollah forces in southern Lebanon, intelligence officials spot a shipment of longer-range Iranian missiles heading for Lebanon. The Israeli government decides to strike the convoy and Iranian nuclear facilities simultaneously. After Iran has recovered from the shock, Revolutionary Guards surging across the border into Iraq, bent on striking Israel's American allies. Governments in Syria, Jordan, Egypt and Saudi Arabia face violent street protests demanding retribution against Israel — and they eventually yield, triggering a major regional war.
1NC – Turkish Prolif (1/2)
Decreased credibility of US security guarantee causes Turkish prolif – they’re already on the brink and developing key capabilities. 

Tertrais, 2006

[Bruno, November, PhD Political Science, MA Public Law @ Institut d'études politiques de Paris, Senior Research Fellow at the Fondation pour la Recherche 

Stratigique, member of the International Institute for Strategic Studies and a member of the editorial board of the Washington Quarterly. “NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION IN EUROPE Could It Still Happen?” Nonproliferation Review 13.3, Informaworld]
The only “European” country that could seriously consider a nuclear weapons program in the coming decades is Turkey. The country hosts 50 U.S. nuclear weapons for U.S. use and 40 for Turkish use at its Inccedilirlik Air Base.7 At various times in the past, Ankara contemplated the possibility of a national nuclear program. It signed the NPT in 1969 but ratified it only in 1980, possibly due to its reluctance to abandon the nuclear option.8 In 1998, after India and Pakistan's nuclear tests, Turkey reportedly discussed the possibility of nuclear cooperation with Pakistan.9 In 2000, a government minister openly advocated Turkish possession of nuclear weapons.10 A combination of two factors could make Ankara think seriously about going nuclear. One is the advancement of Iran's nuclear program. Relations between Turkey and Iran generally have been difficult since the Iranian Revolution, and the establishment of a strategic partnership between Turkey and Israel in the 1990s has further strained the association. If Iran were to go as far as to attain nuclear weapons (even covertly), then the nuclear question would be posed in Turkey. A researcher noted recently: “Voices are starting to be heard from within Turkish society promoting the idea of going nuclear, particularly if Iran manages to develop [a] nuclear weapons capability.”11 The second factor that would steer Ankara in this direction is a sense of alienation vis-a-vis the rest of the Western community. This is already happening to some extent. Since 2001, Turkey has been experiencing a change in its political culture and seems to be moving away from the West. Moderate Islamists won the 2002 elections. The invasion of Iraq was the occasion of one of the most severe U.S.-Turkish crises in decades, when the parliament refused in March 2003 to allow U.S. land forces to cross Turkish territory to enter Iraq from the north. Since then, U.S. popularity has plummeted to record lows. Only 12 percent of Turks now have a favorable opinion of the United States, and just 17 percent have a favorable opinion of Americans.12 Two of the most popular Turkish works in decades, the 2004 novel Metal Storm and the 2005 movie Valley of the Wolves, have depicted U.S.-Turkey wars. American and Turkish forces have even occasionally clashed in Iraqi Kurdistan; perhaps most notable was the July 4, 2003 incident in which U.S. troops detained Turkish soldiers, prompting some in Turkey to believe that “had we had nuclear weapons, Americans could not have treated our brave soldiers like that.”13 These developments have occurred in parallel with growing doubts about the relevance of the NATO security guarantee. In 1991, Turkey was shocked as some Atlantic Alliance members (including Germany) showed reluctance at the deployment of NATO defenses on Turkish territory, raising questions about the validity of the security guarantee from which Ankara was to benefit. Immediately before the March 2003 U.S.-led invasion of Iraq, a crisis of confidence developed within NATO as several alliance members refused to invoke Article IV of the Washington Treaty, which calls for consultations among members in case one of them believes its security is threatened, thus repeating, in Turkey's eyes, the experience of 1991. As Ian Lesser puts it, “In the absence of a predictable Western security guarantee, Ankara might also consider deterrent capabilities of its own, although the prospect for this is complicated and politically risky for Turkey.”14 Meanwhile, the prospect of Turkey's entry into the EU has become even more unlikely. Negotiations were formally opened in 2005, after several decades of hesitation from Europe, but the growing uncertainties about the direction of the European integration project, the failure of the constitutional referendum, and the open opposition to Turkish membership from several mainstream EU political parties have made Turkey's membership a distant prospect at best. The post-September 11, 2001 context and growing questions in Europe about the place of Islam in the West have fueled these uncertainties. The Turks clearly realize this: In the latest “Eurobarometer” opinion poll, only 43 percent of Turks now have a “positive” image of the EU, and barely more than a third, 35 percent, “trust” the EU.15 Given these circumstances, a Turkish nuclear capability is no longer in the realm of the farfetched. It would certainly take Ankara some time before it was able to have nuclear weapons. Since Ankara abandoned its Akkuyu nuclear plant project in July 2000, its nuclear-related infrastructure is very limited. Turkey has only a small, U.S.-origin research reactor in Istanbul, a pilot-fuel fabrication plant, and the Cekmece Nuclear Research and Training Center. However, Ankara recently has indicated that it might consider expanding its nuclear complex for the sake of electricity generation. It should also be noted that the participation of some Turkish firms in Pakistani nuclear imports and exports at various times since the early 1980s might give Turkey possible access to some components or equipment more quickly than if it started entirely from scratch.
1NC – Turkish Prolif (2/2)

That triggers regional proliferation, causes war and terrorism.

Sokolski, 2007 

[Henry, 6/14, Executive Director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, Former Fellow @ National Institute for Public Policy and Heritage, MA @ U Chicago.  “What Nuclear Challenges Might the EU Meet?” Keynote Address @ Conference “The EU Facing Nuclear Weapons Challenges,” http://www.npec-web.org/Presentations/20070616-Sokolski-Talk-AixEnProvence-Conference.pdf]

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

Johnson, 2009

Chalmers Johnson, President of the Japan Policy Research Institute, May 26, 2009, “Chalmers Johnson On The Cost Of Empire,” online: http://www.countercurrents.org/johnson260509.htm
The essay by Ayse Gul Altinay and Amy Holmes, “Opposition to the U.S. Military Presence in Turkey in the Context of the Iraq War,” is important for three reasons. First, there is very little published on the bases in Turkey; second, Incirlik Air Base on the outskirts of Adana, Turkey, is the largest U.S. military facility in a strategically vital NATO ally; and third, the decision on March 1, 2003, of the Turkish National Assembly not to deploy Turkish forces in Iraq nor to allow the United States to use Turkey as an invasion route into Iraq was one of the Bush administration’s greatest setbacks. Public opinion polls in January 2003 revealed that 90 percent of Turks opposed U.S. imperialism against Iraq and 83 percent opposed Turkey’s cooperating with the United States. Nonetheless, major U.S. newspapers either ignored or trivialized Turkey’s opposition to U.S. war plans. Altinay is a professor of anthropology at Sabanci University, Turkey, and the author of “The Myth of the Military Nation: Militarism, Gender, and Education in Turkey” (Palgrave Macmillan, 2004). Holmes is a doctoral candidate in sociology at the Johns Hopkins University and has written extensively on American bases in Germany and Turkey. Turkey is not an easy place to do research on American bases. Some 41 percent of bilateral agreements between the U.S. and Turkey between 1947 and 1965 were secret. It was not known that the U.S. had stationed missiles on Turkish territory until the U.S. promised to remove them in return for the USSR’s withdrawing its missiles from Cuba. Incirlik became even more central to U.S. strategy after 1974. In that year, Turkey invaded Cyprus and the United States imposed an arms embargo on its ally. As a result, Turkey closed all 27 U.S. bases in the country except for one, Incirlik. As Altinay and Holmes write, “It is difficult to overemphasize the importance of the Incirlik Air Base for U.S. power projection in the Middle East, particularly since the early 1990s; for more than a decade, the entire Iraq policy of the United States hinged on Incirlik.”
Impact Exts – Turkish Prolif 

Decline of security guarantee credibility freaks out Turkey – spurs creation of a national nuclear program. 
Tertrais, 2009 

Bruno, January, PhD Political Science, MA Public Law @ Institut d'études politiques de Paris, Senior Research Fellow at the Fondation pour la Recherche Stratigique, member of the International Institute for Strategic Studies and a member of the editorial board of the Washington Quarterly. “The Middle East's Next Nuclear State,” Strategic Insights 8.1, http://www.res.ethz.ch/kb/search/details.cfm?lng=en&id=95555.

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

Bowman, 8 -- major and strategic plans and policy officer in the U.S. Army.  As an assistant professor of American Politics, Policy, and Strategy and an academic counselor in the department of social sciences at the United States Military Academy at West Point, Major Bowman taught courses in American foreign policy and American politics (February, 08, Bradley L, Committee on Foreign Relations: United States Senate, “Chain Reaction: Avoiding a Nuclear Arms Race in the Middle East,” http://www.saudi-us-relations.org/fact-book/documents/2008/080315-arms-race.pdf)

Staff believes U.S.-Turkey relations and Turkish perceptions regarding the reliability of NATO will serve as the decisive factors in Turkey’s decision regarding nuclear weapons. If the bilateral relationship with the United States is poor and Turkey’s trust in NATO low, Turkey would be more likely to respond to Iranian nuclear weapons by pursuing nuclear weapons as well. However, a fully restored bilateral relationship with the United States and a renewed Turkish trust in NATO provide the best means to discourage a Turkish pursuit of nuclear weapons. Unfortunately, staff found evidence of strain in the U.S.-Turkey relations and skepticism regarding the reliability of NATO security assurances for Turkey. Prior to President Bush’s meetings with Turkish Prime Minister Recep Erdogan on November 5, 2007, Turkish-United States relations were at one of the lowest points in  memory. Since this visit, relations between the two countries have  begun to rebound, but much work remains. Also, real and perceive delays and failures of NATO in fulfilling its commitments to Turkey in 1991 and 2003 have contributed to a widespread Turkish disenchantment with NATO. If these Turkish perceptions toward the United States and NATO do not significantly improve, an Iranian bomb could lead to a Turkish bomb.  
Impact Exts – Iran 
Turkish presence key to deter Iran. 

Javedanfar, 10- a Middle East analyst and the co-author of 'The Nuclear Sphinx of Tehran: Mahmoud Ahmadinejad and The State of Iran' (6/18/2010, Meir, The Diplomat, “Iran’s Next Rival: Turkey,” http://the-diplomat.com/2010/06/18/iran%E2%80%99s-next-rival-turkey/)

So when Hadad Adel junior decided to write an op-ed for the Jahan News website (affiliated with Iran’s main Intelligence agency, VAVAK) in February, in which he predicted that another war may be about to be launched against Iran, not many people took notice. Nor did they pay much attention to his view on which country is most likely to be the perpetrator: ‘If we view the option of war as a possibility, we have to pay attention to the conduit for the imposition of such a war. Where is the country which has the suitable human resources? Which country can hope for the entry of its European and American friends into the arena of war, if it enters into war against us? Will NATO be considered as the supporter of our future enemy or the Arab league? The answer is clear. Turkey is the only option for the advancement of the West’s ambitions.’ Iran’s relations with Turkey were in fact improving greatly at that time the piece was published. Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan had visited Tehran on October 28 the previous year, in what was a very successful visit during which he met Iran’s Supreme Leader as well as President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad. These factors, plus Hadad Adel’s reputation as someone who received his post as head of the political council of the popular Hamshahri Javan magazine (Hamshahri for Youth) because of his family connections and not his skill set, led many to dismiss Hadad Adel’s controversial prognosis. But actually, he may have a point. While some in the West are worried about a new Iran–Turkey alliance being formed, they should also be aware that despite the seemingly close relations between the two, there are people in Iran who view Turkey with suspicion. Turkey may be a friend of today, but to the Islamic Republic, it’s the rival of tomorrow. The evidence is there for all to see. The Iranian government has spent hundreds of millions of dollars on support to Hamas. However, these days, the most popular foreign flag in Gaza is that of Turkey, not Iran. There are people who are calling their children Erdogan (and no one seems to be calling their child Ahmadinejad). Meanwhile, to some Iranians, the Turkish flotilla shouldn’t be interpreted as an attack on the Israeli siege of Gaza, but first and foremost as an assault against their influence in Gaza. Iran’s efforts to send its own flotilla are testimony to that. Iran’s main goal is not to help Palestinians who are suffering the consequences of the siege—that’s maybe a second or third consideration. Its number one goal is actually to save its standing and influence in Gaza compared with the Turks, and to improve its image in the Islamic world as the defender of the Islamic cause. It’s the same with Syria. For years, Iran has been trying to capture the Syrian market. Iranian officials have reportedly been greasing the palms of corrupt Syrian oligarchs such as Rami Makhlouf and the Assad family with bribes. They were also investing in the country when it was considered a pariah and no one else would invest there. This was especially true after the assassination of former Lebanese Prime Minister Rafiq Hariri. Now the Turks have arrived, and with their Free Trade Agreement are penetrating the Syrian economy and grabbing market share from Iran. The fact that both countries share a land border (unlike with Iran) makes Turkey an even more attractive destination.

Impact Exts – Middle East Influence (1/2)
US military presence in Turkey is vital to overall US influence in the region – defends the West from encroachment and solves regional stability

Uslu, 4 -- Ph.D in Middle Eastern history, author of The Turkish-American Relationship Between 1947 and 2003: the History of a Distinctive Alliance (2004, Nasuh, “Turkish Foreign Policy in the Post-Cold War Period,” http://books.google.com/books?id=nzbV4rGoLO8C&pg=PA8&lpg=PA8&dq=Incirlik+key+to+middle+east+stability&source=bl&ots=t1iHvPgsGS&sig=kWbZ7o_-Psa9cmCO5nvTNlPzYfs&hl=en&ei=2ksiTPSGMcuknQfnq4AB&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=5&ved=0CCIQ6AEwBDgK#v=onepage&q=airbase%20and%20other&f=false)

Strategic evaluations continued as follows: Turkey’s geographic location was one of its military and strategic assets, which could attract the jealousy of other states. Thanks to its geographic location. Turkey was able to serve both as a bridge and barrier on critical sea, land and air ways. Many important roads, which reached the world’s vital natural resources in the shortest and easiest way, passed through Turkey. With its geographic location, Turkey had also the ability to affect developments and crises in the strategic regions such as the Balkans, the Black Sea, the Caucasus, the Middle East and the Eastern Mediterranean.’ Since Turkey had a wide massive land, it might resist the military attacks launched against itself or the West in its strategic depth. When it was needed, Turkey could mobilize a considerable number of soldiers and keep them ready to fight for a long time. Although its industrial capacity was in a level which could meet its military requirements in a very limited way and its military technology was not advanced enough to compete with big powers. even with the size of its army Turkey was a country which had to be considered in developments and whose help was needed. It was the view of the strategists that the defense and security of the West began in Turkey’s southern and eastern borders. Turkey occupied a vital place in facing many risks and dangers, which threatened the interests and stability of the West (such as regional wars, terrorism, drug smuggling, organized crime. etc.). More importantly. Turkey was eager to play such a role voluntarily.’4 As Turkish rulers saw their state as the only country which was able to represent and protect Western interests in the Middle East and the surrounding region, they also thought that Turkey’s vital importance for the Western security was proved by the gap and uncertainty which came out with the end of the Cold War and the collapse of the Soviet Union.’5 President SUleyman Demirel expressed this thinking as the following: ‘Through her actions, fostering economic and political interdependence and cooperation. Turkey will not only remain central to the security and prosperity of the West. but will also be the key state in the containment and resolution of a host of problems of our era.’6 In Orhun’s view, ‘Turkey was one of the major providers of security and stability in the Euro-Atlantic era, rather than being a net consumer.”7 As Ergflvenç stated, with its big army, Turkey was a vital asset for the West in facing the threats and risks directed to its stability and with its massive land, it provided a strategic depth in neutralizing the military attacks against the West. By maintaining its alliance with Turkey, the West ensured that the balance in a strategic region as formed to its advantage and it obtains the stability in its flanks. The Gulf War showed how Turkey put its military capabilities and its territory under the service of the West in a time when the coalition forces needed Turkey’s help urgently.’ The West, especially the Europeans, saw Turkey as a barrier, which would prevent the clashes and chaos in the surrounding region from harming the European interests. In other words, the Europeans wanted to benefit from the shield provided by Turkey though they insisted on not taking Turkey to their security structures. The dependence of the West on the Persian Gulfs oil resources, the rise of new effective powers such as Russia in the region, the possibility of the eruption of regional clashes which might threaten the world security and the USA’s relations with the regional countries continuing for a long time were only some of the factors which underlined the importance of the Middle East for the West. Turkey was the most suitable country, which might allow its territory to be used by the West to intervene in regional crises rapidly. The fact that the United States was able to control Iraq through the warplanes using the Incirlik airbase proved this. The West might intervene in events in the Middle East in the fastest, the easiest and the most suitable way by using its forces, which it would station, on the Turkish territory.’9 Chipman had given the following information on the importance of the Incirlik airbase and other US installations in Turkey in the 1980s: “incirlik airbase... provides forward basing for US tactical fighter bombers in rotation from Spain. Fighters based here are the most forward-deployed land-based US aircraft in the eastern Mediterranean... Information from these systems would help the Sixth Fleet know of Soviet air attacks in eastern Mediterranean and give it warning of the need to deploy further west if necessary. These intelligence gathering sites in Turkey are also very important for monitoring the Soviet Union’s military activity in its south-western military districts and the development of weapons systems in the Black Sea region, as well as collecting data on Soviet tests pertinent to strategic arms limitations agreements. At least 20 percent of the Sixth fleet’s Mediterranean-based fuel is kept at Turkish installations.”20 The importance of the eastern Mediterranean and the Sixth Fleet for the United States was indisputable. Through the Sixth Fleet, which was the symbol and basis of Washington’s presence in the Mediterranean. the United States was able to establish its influence in the region. If America could not use the facilities in Turkey and Greece, its important activities would be affected negatively. On the other hand, the use of the facilities by the USA outside NATO purposes might cause problems between these states and America.2’ Turkey’s importance for future Middle Eastern 
Impact Exts – Middle East Influence (2/2)

crises was also apparent in the minds of strategists. In Evert’s words, ‘Turkey seeks to solidify an image that the geographic region it occupies is of such importance that it influences directly and decisively all developments in the Persian Gulf... by making available to the West military bases during critical... instances... and by controlling the freshwater resources.”22 According to Turkish authorities, the Gulf War proved not only that Turkey was a reliable ally of the West, but it also showed that Turkey was an indispensable partner for protecting Western interests by overcoming the complicated policies of the Middle East. Turkey’s ability to control the sea traffic from the Black Sea to the Mediterranean was another important issue on which the West put emphasis. Before the Cold War this sea route had been important for the Soviet Union to maintain its economic and military power. When it was needed. Turkey could close this route and thus lock the USSR in the Black Sea. In the case of breaking out a serious rift in relations between the West and Russia in the future. Turkey would come to the forefront with its ownership of the Straits. The limitations on ships passing through the Straits in accordance with the Montreaux Convention in 1936 was an important factor which had the potential to affect the balances in the region. In NATO’s strategies, controlling the sea route from the Black Sea to the Mediterranean by closing the Straits would always keep its important place.23 Turkey’s ability to control the sea routes in the region. too, showed that Turkey might play serious roles in a possible Middle Eastern crisis. 

Military presence key to US involvement and success in the Middle East

Larrabee, 4 -- Chair of European Security at the RAND Corporation, Ph.D. in political science and m.i.a. (international affairs), Columbia University; B.A., Amherst College (9/30/04, F. Stephen Larrabee, “American Perspectives on Turkey and Turkish-EU Relations,” http://www.aicgs.org/analysis/c/larrabee_turkey.aspx)

U.S. Interests and Perspectives Turkish-EU relations are seen in Washington largely through the prism of America's broader strategic interests. During the Cold War, Turkey served as a bulwark against Soviet expansion into the Middle East and Mediterranean. It tied down some twenty-four Soviet divisions that otherwise might have been oriented toward the Central Front. It also provided important facilities for monitoring Soviet compliance with arms control agreements. The end of the Cold War, however, did not reduce Turkey's strategic importance, as many Turks feared would happen. On the contrary, Turkey's strategic importance has increased in U.S. eyes. Today, Turkey is increasingly seen as an important part of the United States' broader strategy toward the Gulf and the Greater Middle East. Turkish facilities are seen in Washington as important potential staging areas for operations in the Gulf and the Middle East. The United States was able to use the air base at Incirlik to fly sorties against Iraq in the first Gulf war and to monitor the no fly zone over Northern Iraq in the aftermath of the war.

Incirlik is key to US interests in the middle east – solves rapid troops and aerial deployment and saves the military money

Migdalovitz, 8 -- Specialist in Middle Eastern Affairs, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division of the CRS (8/29/08, Carol, “Turkey: Selected Foreign Policy Issues and U.S. Views,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/mideast/RL34642.pdf)

Incirlik Air Base  

Turkey’s geostrategic importance for the United States depends partly on Incirlik Air Base, located about 7 miles east of Adana in southeast Turkey.31  The  United States constructed the base and the U.S. Air Force began using it during the  height of the Cold War in 1954.  The Turkish government transferred control of the  base to its military in 1975 in response to an arms embargo that Congress imposed  on Turkey in reaction to Turkey’s intervention/invasion of Cyprus in 1974.  The base continued to fulfill its NATO missions.  After the embargo ended, the U.S. and Turkey signed a bilateral Defense and Economic Cooperation Agreement (DECA)  in 1980 to govern U.S. use of the base and a DECA, under a NATO umbrella,  continues to allow the U.S. air force to use it for training purposes.  As an executive  agreement, the DECA does not require congressional or Turkish parliamentary  approval.  U.S. requests to use of the base for other purposes are made separately and  may require Turkish parliamentary authorization.   Incirlik is an invaluable instrument for the execution of NATO and U.S. policies  in Iraq, Afghanistan, and elsewhere in the Middle East.  It  offers a 10,000-foot main  runway and a 9,000 foot alternate runway able to service large cargo planes.  Some  74% of all air cargo into Iraq transits Incirlik.  The U.S. Air Force prizes the  efficiency of the use of the base: six C-17 aircraft based at Incirlik move the same  amount of cargo that 9 to 10 aircraft used to carry from Rhein-Main Air Base in  Germany, saving about $160 million a year.  In addition, thousands of U.S. soldiers  have rotated out of Iraq via use of Incirlik for transit.  KC-135 tankers operating out  of Incirlik have delivered more than 35 million gallons of fuel to U.S. fighter and  transport aircraft on missions in Iraq and Afghanistan.  On more than one occasion,  Turkey has authorized the temporary deployment of U.S. Air Force F-16's from  Germany to Incirlik for training.  In addition, in 2005, Incirlik served as an air-bridge  for the Pakistan Earthquake Relief Effort of seven NATO countries and, in 2006,  U.S. forces from Incirlik helped with the evacuation of some 1,700 Americans from  Lebanon during the Israeli-Hezbollah war.  Adding to Turkey’s strategic importance to the United States is its willingness  to house U.S. nuclear weapons at the Incirlik Air Base.  According to a 2005 report,  about 90 U.S. nuclear weapons were stored there, although a different group  estimated in 2008 that the number of weapons is 50 to 90 -- still the most at any base  in Europe.32  S. Res. 358, introduced on October 29, 2007, would acknowledge the  importance of friendship and cooperation between the United States and Turkey.  Incirlik is among the examples of the cooperation listed in the resolution. 

***TURKEY – TNWS***
1NC – Allied Prolif, Heg, NATO (1/4)
TNW withdrawal kills US credibility, spurs allied prolif and collapses NATO cohesion. 
Yost, 2009 

[Dr. David S., Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School, International Affairs, “Assurance and US extended deterrence in NATO,” July, 85: 4 (2009) 755–780, Wiley InterScience Database]

Possible consequences of a rupture with established arrangements Given the views of policy-makers and experts in NATO countries, notably in Turkey and in some of the new allies in East and Central Europe, some observers are concerned that it could be deeply damaging to US credibility, disruptive of alliance cohesion and potentially destabilizing to European security to withdraw the remaining US nuclear weapons in Europe. Withdrawing the weapons could be perceived as a signal of US disengagement and as evidence of a diminished US commitment to the security of NATO Europe. Such a withdrawal would be inconsistent with the objective of assuring US allies, and not only in Europe. There are connections between the US deterrence posture in Europe and US security partners and interests elsewhere. Australian and Japanese officials and experts are, for example, monitoring US decisions about extended deterrence globally; and they see US decisions about NATO’s nuclear posture and policy as emblematic of the US extended deterrence commitment to their own security. A loss of confidence in the reliability of the protection provided by US extended deterrence could lead some US allies and security partners to consider seeking their own national nuclear forces or to invest more in potential hedging measures such as air and missile defences and/or enrichment and reprocessing capabilities. The United States has been engaged in nuclear force cooperation with its allies in Europe since the 1950s, and this half-century of history has a certain political weight. If the United States unilaterally withdrew its remaining nuclear forces, the European allies would recognize that something fundamental had changed in their relationship with Washington. If the withdrawal was undertaken at the behest of the Europeans, US political leaders could for their part come to question the commitment of the European allies to bear their share of the risks and responsibilities associated with the alliance’s nuclear deterrence posture. Withdrawal of the remaining US weapons could lead to an erosion of confidence on both sides. Some allied observers are concerned that depending on offshore and distant US central strategic systems to protect the European allies would not have the same political significance as continued allied involvement in risk- and responsibility-sharing. NATO’s nuclear burden-sharing arrangements help to maintain a common security culture within the alliance and to prevent a division between the allies that possess nuclear arms and those that do not. The involvement of non-nuclear weapon states in nuclear-sharing arrangements creates a quality of engagement and solidarity distinct from that which would be feasible without that involvement. The political dynamics of the alliance might well change without US nuclear weapons in Europe—and not for the better, in the view of some allied observers. Over time the non-nuclear-weapon-state allies would almost certainly have less expertise regarding nuclear issues and less influence over (and less insight into) US policy-making.70 Some allied observers fear that with no US nuclear weapons in Europe, the United States might be less likely to engage in consultations with allies in defining doctrine and in making operational decisions. In short, some allied observers are concerned that giving up the shared nuclear response capability could weaken the bonds that tie the NATO allies together as a security community. Because the US extended deterrent provides NATO with a capability that is jointly owned and operated, there is a high level of cohesion based on shared risks and responsibilities, particularly among the NATO DCA states. Moreover, some allied observers maintain, some current non-nuclear weapon- state NATO allies cannot be protected from aggression or coercion without nuclear deterrence capabilities. If the allies gave up the current nuclear sharing arrangements and relied solely on the strategic nuclear forces of France, the United Kingdom and the United States, the alliance’s nuclear deterrent posture could be seen as less credible by the non-nuclear-weapon-state allies, if not by potential adversaries. A security gap dividing the nuclear-weapon-state allies from non-nuclear-weapon-state allies could emerge in the perceptions of the latter group of countries. Indeed, if the British and French forces were reduced further, the political gap between the United States and most of its NATO allies in nuclear risk- and responsibility- sharing could be widened. Moreover, the withdrawal of the US nuclear weapons remaining in Europe could be seen as a break with the historic transatlantic bargain whereby the United States plays a leading role in return for providing a security guarantee. It could contribute to launching a debate on the credibility of the US commitment to the collective defence pledge in Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty at a time when the meaning of collective defence is being reconsidered, owing in part to the emergence of new challenges such as cyber warfare. Some European allied observers hold that the complete withdrawal of US nuclear weapons from Europe would be interpreted, at least in some quarters of the alliance, as an ipso facto weakening of the credibility of the US extended deterrent. The implications for assurance of the NATO European allies could therefore be profound. The consequences of the withdrawal of the remaining US nuclear weapons in Europe would include the loss of the crisis management options provided by an alliance deterrent posture involving aircraft from multiple allies. This arrangement makes possible the transmission to adversaries of a political signal—one of a united and resolute alliance—distinct from a US (or British or French) national action. It is difficult to imagine an alternative to the current arrangements for nuclear risk- and responsibility-sharing that would provide equivalent benefits for alliance cohesion as well as assurance and extended deterrence, but the 
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examination of other approaches may well be an issue in the alliance’s Strategic Concept review. In this review assurance and extended deterrence will be considered in a dynamic context involving other NATO policy challenges—including missile defence, relations with Russia, the meaning of collective defence in light of new risks, force transformation (including aircraft modernization), arms control and disarmament, and current operations, notably in Afghanistan. The tradeoffs that may be made remain to be seen.

Heg collapse guarantees nuclear wars around the globe. 

Kagan, 2007  

[Robert, Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “End of Dreams, Return of History” Policy Review, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html#n10]
This is a good thing, and it should continue to be a primary goal of American foreign policy to perpetuate this relatively benign international configuration of power. The unipolar order with the United States as the predominant power is unavoidably riddled with flaws and contradictions. It inspires fears and jealousies. The United States is not immune to error, like all other nations, and because of its size and importance in the international system those errors are magnified and take on greater significance than the errors of less powerful nations. Compared to the ideal Kantian international order, in which all the world's powers would be peace-loving equals, conducting themselves wisely, prudently, and in strict obeisance to international law, the unipolar system is both dangerous and unjust. Compared to any plausible alternative in the real world, however, it is relatively stable and less likely to produce a major war between great powers. It is also comparatively benevolent, from a liberal perspective, for it is more conducive to the principles of economic and political liberalism that Americans and many others value. American predominance does not stand in the way of progress toward a better world, therefore. It stands in the way of regression toward a more dangerous world. The choice is not between an American-dominated order and a world that looks like the European Union. The future international order will be shaped by those who have the power to shape it. The leaders of a post-American world will not meet in Brussels but in Beijing, Moscow, and Washington.   The return of great powers and great games If the world is marked by the persistence of unipolarity, it is nevertheless also being shaped by the reemergence of competitive national ambitions of the kind that have shaped human affairs from time immemorial. During the Cold War, this historical tendency of great powers to jostle with one another for status and influence as well as for wealth and power was largely suppressed by the two superpowers and their rigid bipolar order. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has not been powerful enough, and probably could never be powerful enough, to suppress by itself the normal ambitions of nations. This does not mean the world has returned to multipolarity, since none of the large powers is in range of competing with the superpower for global influence. Nevertheless, several large powers are now competing for regional predominance, both with the United States and with each other. National ambition drives China's foreign policy today, and although it is tempered by prudence and the desire to appear as unthreatening as possible to the rest of the world, the Chinese are powerfully motivated to return their nation to what they regard as its traditional position as the  preeminent power in East Asia. They do not share a European, postmodern view that power is passé; hence their now two-decades-long military buildup and modernization. Like the Americans, they believe power, including military power, is a good thing to have and that it is better to have more of it than less. Perhaps more significant is the Chinese perception, also shared by Americans, that status and honor, and not just wealth and security, are important for a nation. Japan, meanwhile, which in the past could have been counted as an aspiring postmodern power -- with its pacifist constitution and low defense spending -- now appears embarked on a more traditional national course. Partly this is in reaction to the rising power of China and concerns about North Korea's nuclear weapons. But it is also driven by Japan's own national ambition to be a leader in East Asia or at least not to play second fiddle or "little brother" to China. China and Japan are now in a competitive quest with each trying to augment its own status and power and to prevent the other 's rise to predominance, and this competition has a military and strategic as well as an economic and political component. Their competition is such that a nation like South Korea, with a long unhappy history as a pawn between the two powers, is once again worrying both about a "greater China" and about the return of Japanese nationalism. As Aaron Friedberg commented, the East Asian future looks more like Europe's past than its present. But it also looks like Asia's past. Russian foreign policy, too, looks more like something from the nineteenth century. It is being driven by a typical, and typically Russian, blend of national resentment and ambition. A postmodern Russia simply seeking integration into the new European order, the Russia of Andrei Kozyrev, would not be troubled by the eastward enlargement of the EU and NATO, would not insist on predominant influence over its "near abroad," and would not use its natural resources as 

means of gaining geopolitical leverage and enhancing Russia 's international status in an attempt to regain the lost glories of the Soviet empire and Peter the Great. But Russia, like China and Japan, is 

moved by more traditional great-power considerations, including the pursuit of those valuable if intangible national interests: honor and respect. Although Russian leaders complain about threats to their security from NATO and the United States, the Russian sense of insecurity has more to do with resentment and national identity than with plausible external military threats. 16 Russia's complaint today is not with this or that weapons system. It is the entire post-Cold War settlement of the 1990s that Russia resents and wants to revise. But that does not make insecurity less a factor in Russia 's relations with the world; indeed, it makes finding compromise with the Russians all the more difficult. One could add others to this list of great powers with traditional rather than postmodern aspirations. India's regional ambitions are more muted, or are focused most intently on Pakistan,  but it is clearly engaged in competition with China for dominance in the Indian Ocean and sees itself, correctly, as an emerging great power on the world scene. In the Middle East there is Iran, which mingles religious fervor with a historical sense of superiority and leadership in its region. 17 Its nuclear program is as much about the desire for regional hegemony as about defending Iranian territory from attack by the United States. Even the European Union, in its way, expresses a pan-European national ambition to play a significant role in the world, and it has become the vehicle for channeling German, French, and British ambitions in what Europeans regard as a safe supranational direction. Europeans seek honor and respect, too, but of a postmodern variety. The honor they seek is to occupy the moral high ground in the world, to exercise moral authority, to wield political and economic influence as an antidote to militarism, to be the keeper of the global conscience, and to be recognized and admired by others for playing this role. Islam is not a nation, but many Muslims express a kind of religious nationalism, and the leaders of radical Islam, including al Qaeda, do seek to establish a theocratic nation or confederation of nations that would encompass a wide swath of the Middle East and beyond. Like national movements elsewhere, Islamists have a yearning for respect, including self-respect, and a desire for honor. Their national identity has been molded in defiance against stronger and often oppressive outside powers, and also by memories of ancient superiority over those same powers. China had its "century of humiliation." Islamists have more than a century of humiliation to look back on, a humiliation of which Israel has become the living symbol, which is partly why even Muslims who are neither radical nor fundamentalist proffer their sympathy and even their support to violent extremists who can turn the tables on the dominant liberal West, and particularly on a dominant America which implanted and still feeds the Israeli cancer in their midst. Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as "No. 1" and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, 
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and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying -- its regional as well as its global  predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes 

through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a 

multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic.  It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War I and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe's stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that 's not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world's great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China 's neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene -- even if it remained the world's most powerful nation -- could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe -- if it adopted what some call a strategy of "offshore balancing" -- this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine 

that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, "offshore" role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more "even-handed" policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel 's aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn't change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn 't changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to "normal" or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.
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Allied prolif causes nuclear war. 

Millot, Defense Analyst at RAND, 1994 [Marc Dean, Washington Quarterly, Summer, Lexis]
The outcome of this refusal to face the emerging reality of regional nuclear adversaries is that the United States is not preparing seriously for the possibility of having to fight in a regional nuclear war. If it continues down this path, it will be unable to cope with the potential threat of nuclear aggression against its allies. If it cannot assure the security of its allies against this threat, the result is likely to be further proliferation among these allies, highly unstable regional military situations, a severe reduction of the United States' international influence, and a growing probability of regional nuclear wars involving U.S. forces. 

NATO solves multiple escalatory nuclear wars. 

Duffield, 1994 

[John Duffield, Assistant Professor of Government and Foreign Affairs at the University of Virginia, POLITICAL SCIENCE QUARTERLY 109, 1994, p. 766-7.]

Initial analyses of NATO's future prospects overlooked at least three important factors that have helped to ensure the alliance's enduring relevance. First, they underestimated the extent to which external threats sufficient to help justify the preservation of the alliance would continue to exist. In fact, NATO still serves to secure its members against a number of actual or potential dangers emanating from outside their territory. These include not only the residual threat posed by Russian military power, but also the relatively new concerns raised by conflicts in neighboring regions. Second, the pessimists failed to consider NATO's capacity for institu​tional adaptation. Since the end of the cold war, the alliance has begun to develop two important new functions. NATO is increasingly seen as having a significant role to play in containing and controlling milita​rized conflicts in Central and Eastern Europe. And, at a deeper level, it works to prevent such conflicts from arising at all by actively pro​moting stability within the former Soviet bloc. Above all, NATO pessimists overlooked the valuable intra-alliance functions that the alliance has always performed and that remain rele​vant after the cold war. Most importantly, NATO has helped stabilize Western Europe, whose states had often been bitter rivals in the past. By damping the security dilemma and providing an institutional mech​anism for the development of common security policies, NATO has contributed to making the use of force in relations among the countries of the region virtually inconceivable. In all these ways, NATO clearly serves the interests of its European members. But even the United States has a significant stake in preserving a peaceful and prosperous Europe. In addition to strong transatlantic historical and cultural ties, American economic interests in Europe— as a leading market for U.S. products, as a source of valuable imports, and as the host for considerable direct foreign investment by American companies — remain substantial. If history is any guide, moreover, the United States could easily be drawn into a future major war in Europe, the consequences of which would likely be even more devastating than those of the past, given the existence of nuclear weapons.
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Removing TNWs causes general Middle East proliferation --- emboldens Syria and Iran.

Tertrais, 2006

[Bruno, PhD Political Science, MA Public Law @ Institut d'études politiques de Paris, Senior Research Fellow at the Fondation pour la Recherche Stratigique, member of the International Institute for Strategic Studies and a member of the editorial board of the Washington Quarterly, November,“NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION IN EUROPE Could It Still Happen?” Nonproliferation Review 13.3, Informaworld]

But there is a dilemma here: The very presence of U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe is supposed to contribute to the sense of security and reassurance, limiting any nuclear temptations. Furthermore, a pullout of U.S. nuclear weapons from Europe might send the wrong signal to would-be proliferators in the Greater Middle East. This would be an issue in particular for weapons based in Turkey, which are stationed very close to Iran and Syria. (Note, in this regard, that the withdrawal of U.S. nuclear weapons from South Korea in 1992 did nothing to stop North Korea's nuclear program.) Given the fact that NATO dual-capable aircraft are now on a low level of alert, there is little operational cost in maintaining this presence. The United States and the other members of NATO's integrated military structure should think twice before making any move that would be difficult to reverse. Whatever its format, the U.S. nuclear umbrella over Europe probably remains the most important factor for dissuading further nuclear proliferation on the continent. The acceptance of new members such as Ukraine, or perhaps one day Serbia, would ensure that such countries will remain fairly immune to the nuclear temptation. The prospect of possible EU membership for countries such as Turkey, Ukraine, and Serbia also acts as a disincentive to proliferation. The EU would not admit any country with a military-oriented nuclear program.

Causes regional nuclear war. 

Allison, 2006

[Graham, Director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, Boston globe, “The Nightmare This Time”, 3-12, L/N]

Barry Posen, professor of political science at MIT, has presented the most cogent argument for the proposition that "we could readily manage a nuclear Iran." Writing recently on The New York Times op-ed page, he identified and refuted the two most commonly cited reasons for opposing a nuclear Iran: that it would attempt to destroy Israel or strike the United States. Such an action, he rightly argues, would be suicidal for the Iranian regime. In either case, a nuclear attack would trigger overwhelming retaliation that could end life in Persia for a century to come.  Yet Posen's attempt to deal with a third concern-namely, Iran's transfer of nuclear weapons to terrorists who might use them-is less satisfactory. Relying on the Cold War logic of deterrence, he asserts that "Iran would have to worry that the victim would discover the weapon's origin and visit a terrible revenge on Iran."  Worry, yes. But Israel and the US have to worry even more about an Iranian president who denies the Holocaust and asserts that "Israel must be wiped off the map." Might he not also believe that he could sneak a weapon to Al Qaeda, Hamas, or Hezbollah with no fingerprints?  Tehran might not be overly concerned about getting caught-and with good reason. If a terrorist exploded a nuclear bomb in Tel Aviv or Boston, Iran would not be the only suspected source. The bomb could have come from Pakistan, Russia, or elsewhere in the former Soviet Union, where thousands of potential nuclear weapons are vulnerable to theft.  The US government is actively pursuing improvements in its nuclear forensic capability to increase the likelihood that it could identify the fissile material that powered a terrorist's bomb. But it's worth noting that more than two years after Libya's Khadafy disclosed his nuclear activities, the US has yet to conclude which nation provided him with enough uranium hexafluoride to make a nuclear bomb.  Before accepting the answer that the US can deal with an Iranian nuclear bomb, four further risks must be weighed: the threat of proliferation, the danger of an accidental or unauthorized nuclear launch, the risk of theft of an Iranian weapon or materials, and the prospect of a preemptive Israeli attack.  'A cascade of proliferation'  The current nonproliferation regime is a set of agreements between the nuclear "haves" and "have-nots," including the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, in which 184 nations agreed to eschew nuclear weapons and existing nuclear weapons states pledged to sharply diminish the role of such weapons in international politics. Since 1970, the treaty has stopped the spread of nuclear weapons with only two exceptions (India and Pakistan).  UN Secretary General Kofi Annan's High Level Panel on Threats, Challenges, and Change warned in December 2004 that current developments in Iran and North Korea threatened to erode the entire nonproliferation regime to a point of "irreversibility" that could trigger a "cascade of proliferation."  If Iran crosses its nuclear finish line, a Middle Eastern cascade of new nuclear weapons states could produce the first multiparty nuclear arms race, far more volatile than the Cold War competition between the US and USSR.  Given Egypt's historic role as the leader of the Arab Middle East, the prospects of it living unarmed alongside a nuclear Persia are very low. The International Atomic Energy Agency's reports of clandestine nuclear experiments hint that Cairo may have considered this possibility. Were Saudi Arabia to buy a dozen nuclear warheads that could be mated to the Chinese medium-range ballistic missiles it purchased secretly in the 1980s, few in the American intelligence community would be surprised. Given its role as the major financier of Pakistan's clandestine nuclear program in the 1980s, it is not out of the question that Riyadh and Islamabad have made secret arrangements for this contingency.  In 1962, bilateral competition between the US and the Soviet Union led to the Cuban missile crisis, which historians now call "the most dangerous moment in human history." After the crisis, President Kennedy estimated the likelihood of nuclear war as "between 1 in 3 and even." A multiparty nuclear arms race in the Middle East would be like playing Russian roulette with five bullets in a six-chamber revolver-dramatically increasing the likelihood of a regional nuclear war.  Accidental or unauthorized nuclear launch  A new nuclear state goes through a period of "nuclear adolescence" that poses special dangers of accidental or unauthorized use-and Iran would be no different. When a state first acquires a small number of nuclear weapons, those weapons become a tempting target: Successful attack would disarm any capacity to retaliate with nuclear weapons. Fearing preemption, new nuclear weapons states rationally adopt loose command and control arrangements. But control arrangements loose enough to guard against decapitation inherently mean more fingers on more triggers and consequently more prospects of a nuclear weapons launch.  
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Global nuclear war. 

Steinback, 2002

[John Steinbach, Center for Research on Globalization, March 3, 2002 (http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html)]

The Israeli nuclear arsenal has profound implications for the future of peace in the Middle East, and indeed, for the entire planet. It is clear from Israel Shahak that Israel has no interest in peace except that which is dictated on its own terms, and has absolutely no intention of negotiating in good faith to curtail its nuclear program or discuss seriously a nuclear-free MiddleEast,"Israel's insistence on the independent use of its nuclear weapons can be seen as the foundation on which Israeli grand strategy rests."(34) According to Seymour Hersh, "the size and sophistication of Israel's nuclear arsenal allows men such as Ariel Sharon to dream of redrawing the map of the Middle East aided by the implicit threat of nuclear force."(35) General Amnon Shahak-Lipkin, former Israeli Chief of Staff is quoted "It is never possible to talk to Iraq about no matter what; It is never possible to talk to Iran about no matter what. Certainly about writing in Haaretz said, "Whoever believes that Israel will ever sign the UN Convention prohibiting the proliferation of nuclear weapons... is day dreaming,"(37) and Munya Mardoch, Director of the Israeli Institute for the Development of Weaponry, said in 1994, "The moral and political meaning of nuclear weapons is that states which renounce their use are acquiescing to the status of Vassal states. All those states which feel satisfied with possessing conventional weapons alone are fated to become vassal states."(38) As Israeli society becomes more and more polarized, the influence of the radical right becomes stronger. According to Shahak, "The prospect of Gush Emunim, or some secular right-wing Israeli fanatics, or some some of the delerious Israeli Army generals, seizing control of Israeli nuclear weapons...cannot be precluded. ...while israeli jewish society undergoes a steady polarization, the Israeli  security system increasingly relies on the recruitment of cohorts from the ranks of the extreme right."(39) The Arab states, long aware of Israel's nuclear program, bitterly resent its coercive intent, and perceive its existence as the paramount threat to peace in the region, requiring their own weapons of mass destruction. During a future Middle Eastern war (a distinct possibility given the ascension of Ariel Sharon, an unindicted war criminal with a bloody record stretching from the massacre of Palestinian civilians at Quibya in 1953, to the massacre of Palestinian civilians at Sabra and Shatila in 1982 and beyond) the possible Israeli use of nuclear weapons should not be discounted. According to Shahak, "In Israeli terminology, the launching of missiles on to Israeli territory is regarded as 'nonconventional' regardless of whether they are equipped with explosives or poison gas."(40) (Which requires a "nonconventional" response, a perhaps unique exception being the Iraqi SCUD attacks during the Gulf War.) 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."  

1NC – Middle East War 

TNWs key to deter Middle East nuclear conflict. 

Martin, 2000 

[David H., Researcher with over 15 Years of Experience Working on Nuclear Issues and Research Director of Nuclear Awareness Project, “Nuclear Threat in the Eastern Mediterranean: The Case Against Turkey’s Akkuyu Nuclear Plant” – Nuclear Awareness Project June www.cnp.ca/issues/nuc-threat-mediterranean.pdf]

The proposed development of a nuclear program in Turkey takes place in the highly complex and strained political context of the Middle East. The Middle East is a breeding ground for nuclear-armed confrontation. Israel, Iraq and Iran have already demonstrated their aggressive commitment to the development of nuclear weapons. Moreover they have the advanced missile delivery systems and other means to deliver these weapons. Israel's longstanding possession of nuclear weapons, and its refusal to sign the NPT has been a primary impetus for nuclear weapons development among the states of the region (which can be broadly interpreted to include North Africa, the Persian Gulf, and the Middle East, including Turkey). Iraq deliberately subverted the NPT, and Iran is doing likewise, if we are to believe the intelligence agencies of the United States and Israel. The United States continues to rely on its nuclear weapons umbrella for deterrence in the region, with nuclear weapons reportedly stationed at Incirlik Air Base in Turkey.[305] 
Global nuclear war. 

Steinback, 2002

[John Steinbach, Center for Research on Globalization, March 3, 2002 (http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html)]

The Israeli nuclear arsenal has profound implications for the future of peace in the Middle East, and indeed, for the entire planet. It is clear from Israel Shahak that Israel has no interest in peace except that which is dictated on its own terms, and has absolutely no intention of negotiating in good faith to curtail its nuclear program or discuss seriously a nuclear-free MiddleEast,"Israel's insistence on the independent use of its nuclear weapons can be seen as the foundation on which Israeli grand strategy rests."(34) According to Seymour Hersh, "the size and sophistication of Israel's nuclear arsenal allows men such as Ariel Sharon to dream of redrawing the map of the Middle East aided by the implicit threat of nuclear force."(35) General Amnon Shahak-Lipkin, former Israeli Chief of Staff is quoted "It is never possible to talk to Iraq about no matter what; It is never possible to talk to Iran about no matter what. Certainly about writing in Haaretz said, "Whoever believes that Israel will ever sign the UN Convention prohibiting the proliferation of nuclear weapons... is day dreaming,"(37) and Munya Mardoch, Director of the Israeli Institute for the Development of Weaponry, said in 1994, "The moral and political meaning of nuclear weapons is that states which renounce their use are acquiescing to the status of Vassal states. All those states which feel satisfied with possessing conventional weapons alone are fated to become vassal states."(38) As Israeli society becomes more and more polarized, the influence of the radical right becomes stronger. According to Shahak, "The prospect of Gush Emunim, or some secular right-wing Israeli fanatics, or some some of the delerious Israeli Army generals, seizing control of Israeli nuclear weapons...cannot be precluded. ...while israeli jewish society undergoes a steady polarization, the Israeli  security system increasingly relies on the recruitment of cohorts from the ranks of the extreme right."(39) The Arab states, long aware of Israel's nuclear program, bitterly resent its coercive intent, and perceive its existence as the paramount threat to peace in the region, requiring their own weapons of mass destruction. During a future Middle Eastern war (a distinct possibility given the ascension of Ariel Sharon, an unindicted war criminal with a bloody record stretching from the massacre of Palestinian civilians at Quibya in 1953, to the massacre of Palestinian civilians at Sabra and Shatila in 1982 and beyond) the possible Israeli use of nuclear weapons should not be discounted. According to Shahak, "In Israeli terminology, the launching of missiles on to Israeli territory is regarded as 'nonconventional' regardless of whether they are equipped with explosives or poison gas."(40) (Which requires a "nonconventional" response, a perhaps unique exception being the Iraqi SCUD attacks during the Gulf War.) 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."  

1NC – Turkish Prolif 
The plan wrecks credibility of US commitment – guarantees Turkish prolif. 

Yost, 2009 

[Dr. David S., Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School, International Affairs, “Assurance and US extended deterrence in NATO,” July, 85: 4 (2009) 755–780, Wiley InterScience Database]

Alternative to the pursuit of national nuclear forces The non-proliferation function of NATO’s nuclear posture concerns not only the alliance’s potential adversaries but also the members of the alliance that are non-nuclear-weapon states. The United States discovered in the mid-1960s that it was imperative to reach agreements with its NATO allies, particularly the Federal Republic of Germany, on nuclear sharing and consultation arrangements— including Germany’s permanent membership in the NATO NPG founded in 1966–7—in order to be able to conclude the NPT.28 The NATO arrangements, including US nuclear forces in Europe, have served to assure Germany and other non-nuclear-weapon-state allies that they have no need to seek nuclear weapons of their own. These allies have, moreover, adhered to the NPT as non-nuclear-weapon states. Duygu Bazoglu Sezer, a prominent Turkish scholar, nonetheless pointed out in 1995 that ‘The Turkish commitment to non-nuclear weapons status is coupled with several strong qualifiers.’ The caveats associated with US nuclear commitments are perhaps the most significant: the strategic balance between the United States and NATO and the Russian Federation must not be allowed to erode, by the former’s unilateral moves to the disadvantage of NATO, until Russia gives sustained evidence that it has devalued the role of nuclear weapons in its overall foreign policy, including its policy toward the near abroad and their neighbors rather than merely in its Western policy … In other words, the extended deterrence of the United States must remain convincing and credible to Turks as well as to de facto and de jure nuclear weapons states and potential proliferators.29 It is noteworthy in this regard that in 2007 US congressional staff sought the views of Turkish political leaders regarding how US extended deterrence commitments might affect their country’s reaction to Tehran’s possible acquisition of nuclear arms: In a closed door meeting, staff asked a group of influential Turkish politicians how Turkey would respond to an Iranian acquisition of nuclear weapons. These politicians emphatically responded that Turkey would pursue nuclear weapons as well. These individuals stated, ‘Turkey would lose its importance in the region if Iran has nuclear weapons and Turkey does not.’ Another politician said it would be ‘compulsory’ for Turkey to obtain nuclear weapons in such a scenario. However, when staff subsequently asked whether a U.S. nuclear umbrella and robust security commitment would be sufficient to dissuade Turkey from pursuing nuclear weapons, all three individuals agreed that it would.30
That triggers regional proliferation, causes war and terrorism.

Sokolski, 2007 

[Henry, 6/14, Executive Director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, Former Fellow @ National Institute for Public Policy and Heritage, MA @ U Chicago.  “What Nuclear Challenges Might the EU Meet?” Keynote Address @ Conference “The EU Facing Nuclear Weapons Challenges,” http://www.npec-web.org/Presentations/20070616-Sokolski-Talk-AixEnProvence-Conference.pdf]

One country that might disagree with this view, though, is Turkey.  It is trying to figure  out how to live with a nuclear weapons armed neighbor, Iran; is disappointed by its  inability to be fully integrated into the EU; and is toying with getting its own nuclear  capabilities.   Whether or not Turkey does choose to go its own way and acquire a nuclear  weapons-option of its own will depend on several factors, including Ankara’s relations  with Washington, Brussels, and Tehran.   To a very significant degree, though, it also will  depend on whether or not the EU Members States are serious about letting Turkey join  the EU.  The dimmer these prospects look, the greater is the likelihood of that Turkey  will chose to hedge its political, economic, and security bets by seeking a nuclear  weapons-option of its own.  This poses a difficult choice for the EU.  Many key members  are opposed to letting Turkey join the EU.  There are arguments to favor this position.   Yet, if Turkey should conclude that its interests are best served by pursuing such a  nuclear weapons-option, it is almost certain to fortify the conviction of Egypt, Algeria,  and Saudi Arabia to do the same.  This will result in the building up a nuclear powder keg on Europe’s doorstep and significantly increase the prospect for nuclear terrorism and  war. 
1NC – Russia 
TNWs reduce the risk of Russian aggression and prevent renationalization of Europe. 

Yost 99 [David, Professor @ the Naval Postgraduate School, “The US and Nuclear Deterrence in Europe” – Adelphi Paper p. 14]

Historically, US nuclear forces have been seen as necessary to counter-balance the military capabilities of the Soviet Union and, since 1991, of Russia. According to NATO's Strategic Concept of_, 1991, one of the Alliance's four 'fundamental security tasks' is to 'preserve the strategic balance within Europe'? The document adds that 'Even in a non-adversarial and co-operative relationship, Soviet military capability and build-up potential, including its nuclear dimension, still constitute the most significant factor of which the J Alliance has to take account' .2 The document notes, moreover, that the 'supreme guarantee of the security of the Allies is provided by the strategic nuclear forces of the Alliance, particularly those of the United States', and that 'adequate sub-strategic forces based in Europe ... will provide an essential link with strategic nuclear forces, reinforcing the trans-Atlantic link' .3 US nuclear weapons in Europe help to convince Moscow that Washington's security commitments are genuine, thereby encouraging caution and reducing the risk of Russian adventurism. Moscow has evidently always regarded the US nuclear presence in Europe with great seriousness. It was one of the main targets of Soviet diplomacy in Europe from the early 1950s. Since 1991, the Russians have repeatedly expressed their interest in seeing US nuclear forces removed. NATO governments generally agree that, despite Russia's setbacks in Chechnya and its other problems, the country's military capabilities (especially its nuclear arms) could in certain circumstances still pose significant threats to Western security interests. NATO therefore requires an effective nuclear posture to ensure stability and balance in its relations with Russia. Western analyses hold that the US military and nuclear presence in NATO actually serves Russian security interests by helping to discourage the renationalisation of defence policies, nuclear proliferation and the formation of new competitive coalitions.

Nuclear war.

Cohen 96 (Ariel, PhD and Senior Policy Analyst – Heritage, Heritage Foundation Reports, 1-25, Lexis)
Much is at stake in Eurasia for the U.S. and its allies. Attempts to restore its empire will doom Russia's transition to a democracy and free-market economy. The ongoing war in Chechnya alone has cost Russia $ 6 billion to date (equal to Russia's IMF and World Bank loans for 1995). Moreover, it has extracted a tremendous price from Russian society. The wars which would be required to restore the Russian empire would prove much more costly not just for Russia and the region, but for peace, world stability, and security. As the former Soviet arsenals are spread throughout the NIS, these conflicts may escalate to include the use of weapons of mass destruction. Scenarios including unauthorized missile launches are especially threatening. Moreover, if successful, a reconstituted Russian empire would become a major destabilizing influence both in Eurasia and throughout the world. It would endanger not only Russia's neighbors, but also the U.S. and its allies in Europe and the Middle East. And, of course, a neo-imperialist Russia could imperil the oil reserves of the Persian Gulf. n15 n15 Vladimir Zhirinovsky, mouthpiece for the most irredentist elements in the Russian security and military services, constantly articulates this threat. Domination of the Caucasus would bring Russia closer to the Balkans, the Mediterranean Sea, and the Middle East. Russian imperialists, such as radical nationalist Vladimir Zhirinovsky, have resurrected the old dream of obtaining a warm port on the Indian Ocean. If Russia succeeds in establishing its domination in the south, the threat to Ukraine, Turkey, Iran, and Afganistan will increase. The independence of pro-Western Georgia and Azerbaijan already has been undermined by pressures from the Russian armed forces and covert actions by the intelligence and security services, in addition to which Russian hegemony would make Western political and economic efforts to stave off Islamic militancy more difficult. Eurasian oil resources are pivotal to economic development in the early 21 st century. The supply of Middle Eastern oil would become precarious if Saudi Arabia became unstable, or if Iran or Iraq provoked another military conflict in the area. Eurasian oil is also key to the economic development of the southern NIS. Only with oil revenues can these countries sever their dependence on Moscow and develop modem market economies and free societies. Moreover, if these vast oil reserves were tapped and developed, tens of thousands of U.S. and Western jobs would be created. The U.S. should ensure free access to these reserves for the benefit of both Western and local economies. In order to protect U.S. and Western interests in Eurasia and ensure free and fair access to the oil reserves of the region, the United States should: * Strive to preserve the independence and economic viability of the New Independent States in the region. In cooperation with Britain, Germany, and France, the U.S. should prevent the reconstitution of Moscow's sphere of influence in the southern CIS. The West should not grant Moscow carte blanche in the "near abroad" in exchange for cooperation in Bosnia. The U.S. should lead other Western countries in implementing programs that support independent statehood, free-market development, and the rule of law in Azerbaijan, Georgia, and the Central Asian states. Training for the civil and security services of these countries should be stepped up, and economic reforms, including privatization of industries and agriculture, should be continued. Moreover, sanctions on technical and humanitarian assistance to Azerbaijan, imposed at the height of the Karabakh conflict, should be lifted to increase Washington's leverage in settling the conflict there. * Ensure that Russia is not a dominant, but rather an equal partner in developing the oil resources of the Caucasus and Central Asia. Russian oil companies should be assured of equitable access to the development of oil resources and pipeline projects. The strategic goal of the West should be the creation of a level playing field that allows Russian and Western corporations to participate in the development of Eurasian energy resources on an equal footing.

Impact Exts – Allied Prolif, Heg, NATO

Withdrawing TNWs will crush the credibility of extended deterrence, force allies to nuclearize, undermine NATO cohesion and devastate transatlantic relations. Strategic nuclear deterrence is not a sufficient fill-in.

Thränert, 2008 – Senior Fellow, German Institute for International and Security Affairs in Berlin (12/10/08, Dr. Oliver, “U.S. Nuclear Forces in Europe to Zero? Yes, But Not Yet,” Proliferation Analysis, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22533&prog=zgp&proj=znpp, JMP)
Second: Nonproliferation within NATO. The U.S. nuclear presence in Europe was always intended to prevent nuclear proliferation within the Alliance. Without a clearly demonstrated nuclear deterrent provided by U.S. nuclear weapons based at Incirlik, Turkey could have further doubts about the reliability of NATO's commitment to its security. Turkey already feels let down by NATO's ambivalent response to its calls for support in the Iraq wars of 1991 and 2003. Sitting on the outer edge of the alliance, facing a nuclear-weapon-capable Iran, and possibly feeling that NATO’s nuclear security guarantee would not actually be extended to it in a crisis, Turkey could seek to develop countervailing nuclear capabilities of its own. 
U.S. allies remain fearful of Russia TNWs – strong U.S. nuclear posture is critical to both effective deterrence and reassure allies. 

Perry, 2009 – Chairman of the Congressional Commission (William J. Perry, James R. Schlesinger – Vice Chairman, Other members include: Harry Cartland, Fred Ikle, John Foster, Keith Payne, John Glenn, Bruce Tarter, Morton Halperin, Ellen Williams, Lee Hamilton, and James Woolsey, America’s Strategic Posture: The Final Report of the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States, http://media.usip.org/reports/strat_posture_report.pdf, JMP)

On the U.S. nuclear posture: The principal functions of the U.S. nuclear posture are to create the conditions in which nuclear weapons are never used, to assure allies of the U.S. commitment to their security, and to discourage unwelcome competition while encouraging strategic cooperation. Though the Cold War calculus to achieve these goals was effective at the time, the U.S. nuclear posture needs to change to cope with the new, more complex and fluid threat environment. A great deal of change has already occurred. The nuclear force of the United States is a small fraction of what it was at the end of the Cold War and the U.S. reliance on nuclear weapons in national military strategy and national security strategy has been substantially reduced. This process can continue, assuming that Russia is willing to remain involved in the process. The sizing of U.S. forces remains overwhelmingly driven by the requirements of essential equivalence and strategic stability with Russia. For the deterrence of attacks by regional aggressors and even China, the force structure requirements are relatively modest. The focus on Russia is not because the United States and Russia are enemies; they are not. No one seriously contemplates a direct Russian attack on the United States. Some U.S. allies located closer to Russia, however, are fearful of Russia and its tactical nuclear forces. The imbalance in non-strategic nuclear weapons, which greatly favors Russia, is of rising concern and an illustration of the new challenges of strategic stability as reductions in strategic weapons proceed. The need to reassure U.S. allies and also to hedge against a possible turn for the worse in Russia (or China) points to the fact that the U.S. nuclear posture must be designed to address a very broad set of U.S. objectives, including not just deterrence of enemies in time of crisis and war but also assurance of our allies and dissuasion of potential adversaries. Indeed, the assurance function of the force is as important as ever. The triad of strategic nuclear delivery systems should be maintained for the immediate future and this will require some difficult investment choices. The same is true for delivery systems of non-strategic nuclear weapons. // pg. xvi-xvii
 New NATO members and Turkey see TNWs as critical – they are worried about Russia and Iran
Thränert, 08 – Senior Fellow, German Institute for International and Security Affairs in Berlin (12/10/08, Dr. Oliver, “U.S. Nuclear Forces in Europe to Zero? Yes, But Not Yet,” Proliferation Analysis, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22533&prog=zgp&proj=znpp, JMP)
Building consensus on the role of nuclear deterrence in general and the stationing of U.S. nuclear forces in Europe in particular will be hard. While "old" NATO members may question the continued relevance of U.S. nuclear forces in Europe, "new" member states worry about Russia and its more assertive foreign policy, exemplified by the Georgia crisis and its announced intention to place nuclear-capable missiles close to the Polish border. NATO members at its Southern periphery – in particular Turkey – may insist that the U.S. should not remove its nuclear weapons in the face of Iran's continued nuclear program and the threat of a nuclear arms race in the Middle East.

 
Impact Exts – Iran 

US nuclear assets are essential to an active Turkish regional deterrence posture---fear of weakening security guarantees like tactical weapons is leaving Turkey hesitant---the counterplan bolsters capacity to deter Iranian nuclearization while the plan leaves Turkey helplessly “go it alone”

Lesser 5, Strategic Studies Institute of the U.S. Army War College (SSI), (Ian O. Lesser, “Getting Ready for a Nuclear Iran”, October 2005, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA439744)

Turkey is among the countries most exposed to proliferation developments in the Middle East. New disclosures regarding Iran’s nuclear ambitions, and Tehran’s apparent commitment to proceed with more extensive IAEA inspections and safeguards, comes at a time of general flux in Turkey’s strategic environment and in the country’s foreign and security policy outlook. For some 50 years, Turkey has lived with nuclear weapons on its borders and deployed on its territory. Although not a nuclear state, and unlikely to become one, nuclear forces and doctrines have been part of the security calculus of the modern Turkish republic for the majority of its existence. But only since the Gulf War of 1990-91, and with increasing attention over the past few years, have Turkish planners and policymakers begun to view the combination of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and the means for their delivery at longer ranges as a proximate threat to the security of the country. In the context of a foreign and security policy that is, at base, conservative and multilateral, the Middle East is one region where Ankara has been prepared to think and act more assertively. The prospect of one or more nuclear or near-nuclear states on Turkey’s Middle Eastern borders is now a significant factor in Turkish strategic thought. But in the nuclear realm, Turkey retains a strong preference for multilateral approaches, imbedded in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)—and to an increasing extent, European— policies. The NATO (really the United States) nuclear guarantee has been the cornerstone of an approach that still owes much to Cold War patterns. Only very recently have Turkish strategists begun to contemplate a capacity for deterrence and response that goes beyond Alliance arrangements. Turks worry about the reliability of both NATO and U.S. commitments to Turkish defense in Middle Eastern contingencies, and Turkey will be strongly affected by changes in Alliance strategy, missions, and cohesion, all of which are in flux. If the European Union (EU) does open formal accession talks with Ankara, as most Turks hope, the European part of this equation is set to grow in importance. While the defense dimension of Turkey’s relations with Europe has been less prominent (and sometimes strained), this too is set to grow in prominence as the EU focuses more heavily on extra-European challenges, including proliferation. Could Turkey act more radically, outside multilateral arrangements, to meet risks posed by a nuclear-ready Iran? The short answer is yes, but it is not very likely. Could Turkey “go nuclear”? Again, the answer is yes, but it is most unlikely. The key in both cases would be a sharp deterioration in the quality of Turkish defense cooperation with the West, and a sense that Turkey was being left to go it alone in a dangerous geo-strategic setting. Overall, the existence of a nuclear-ready Iran poses some direct risks to Turkish security— and many indirect but highly consequential ones. Implications for U.S. and Western policy abound. This chapter explores the contours of Turkey’s perceptions and potential responses to a nuclear-ready Iran. Section One discusses the Turkish strategic context, both regional and functional. Section Two assesses relations with Iran in the context of proliferation challenges, including the effect on wider regional dynamics. Section Three treats the range of possible Turkish responses to a nuclear or near-nuclear Iran, and external influences on Turkish choices. Section Four offers conclusions and policy implications. SECTION ONE: THE TURKISH STRATEGIC CONTEXT Turkey is a security-conscious society in which territorial defense and internal security remain priorities for the political class, the military, and the public. Broadly, the Turkish strategic culture displays several key characteristics that shape Ankara’s approach to the challenge of a nuclear Iran, and relations with allies on proliferation matters. These characteristics include a pronounced sensitivity to  questions of national sovereignty (far higher the modern norm in Europe), a low threshold of tolerance for national insecurity and threats to the “homeland,” a high threshold for intervention outside the country, and a willingness to act massively and decisively when this threshold is crossed (e.g., Cyprus in 1974 and more recent cross border actions in northern Iraq). Foreign policy debates in Ankara are also characterized by an historic tension between the Ataturkist tradition of nonintervention, even isolation, and demands for more active regional engagement. Turkey shares many of these characteristics with the United States.1 A Conservative Approach. Turkish perceptions regarding Iran and proliferation issues are affected by a deep tradition of conservatism in foreign and security policy.2 As a former imperial power, Turkey takes its regional role seriously, and Turkish strategists like to take the long view. Often, this puts them somewhat out of step with their Western counterparts. As an example, despite the transformation of western relations with Russia since the end of the Cold War, Turks have retained a very wary approach to Russian power and geopolitical aims. They have remained highly sensitive to the nuclear aspects of Russian doctrine, and Russia’s role in places like the Balkans and Cyprus—at a time when it has become fashionable to down-grade or dismiss the Russian factor in Europe and even Eurasia. In historical terms, Turkey has seen Russia as its primary geo-strategic competitor. Turkey’s relations with Arab neighbors in the Middle East have been colored by the experience of empire, including its collapse, leaving a legacy of mutual diffidence and mistrust. Iran, by contrast, has been a relatively stable and predictable neighbor, with no history of conflict with Ottoman Turkey or the Turkish republic. Turks—like many others—have been relatively slow to adapt their security thinking to new risks, although this dimension of Turkey’s conservatism in external policy is changing under pressure of new regional realities, and a new constellation of actors in the policymaking process. Turkey’s very significant conventional military strength, with the second largest military establishment   in NATO, an increasingly modern force structure, and a growing capacity for power projection beyond its borders, is an important element in the country’s perception of regional risks.3 One the one hand, Turkey’s overwhelming conventional superiority vis-á-vis its Middle Eastern neighbors, and its NATO membership, are obvious and very potent deterrents to aggression in relations with Iran, Iraq, and Syria. On the other hand, like their counterparts in Israel and the United States, Turkish strategists worry that their conventional superiority compels regional adversaries to adopt unconventional, asymmetric strategies. This can take the form of support for terrorism and insurgency, as with Syria’s past support for the Kurdistan Workers Party (PKK), or the threat to use chemical, biological, or even nuclear weapons against Turkish population centers or bases.4 Like other NATO allies, much Turkish thinking about nuclear forces and doctrine derives from Cold War experience. For 50 years, Turkey was a key forward location for intelligence and early warning on Soviet strategic forces and a base for potential nuclear operations against the Soviet Union. Nuclear-armed Jupiter missiles based in Turkey were traded away during the Cuban missile crisis, but Turkey continued to host tactical nuclear forces deployed in a NATO context. Turkish strategists remain attuned to shifts in Russian nuclear forces and doctrine. Even as Turkish-Russian political and economic relations have expanded dramatically over the past decade, security relations have remained tenuous, and Turks have been among the most sensitive of NATO members on the question of the re-nuclearization of Russian military doctrine. Changing Perceptions of WMD Exposure. Given the extraordinary extent of Turkey’s exposure to WMD and missile risks emanating from the Middle East—easily the most pronounced in NATO—some analysts express surprise that Turkey did not signal its concern about proliferation issues earlier and more forcefully.5 As general concern about WMD in the Middle East grew among Western and Israeli strategists, even prior to the Gulf War, Ankara remained relatively unconcerned, adopting a “surprisingly nonchalant attitude” toward the threat.6 Several explanations can  be offered for this stance. First, a perception of substantial strategic depth, with the main Turkish population and economic centers at some distance from Middle Eastern borders.7 Obviously, as the range of missiles deployed in the region has increased, this perception has waned. Second, in line with Cold War thinking and prior to the troubling experience of the Gulf War in 1990, Turkey assumed that the NATO security guarantee was relevant and more than sufficient to deter regional, unconventional threats. Third, the Turkish security elite, like the Turkish elite in general, has preferred to focus on European and transatlantic issues, holding Middle Eastern problems at arms length wherever possible. Turkish military planners noted with concern the exchange of missile strikes during the so-called “war of the cities” during the Iran-Iraq war. But the Gulf War of 1990 was the real watershed in Turkish strategic perceptions regarding WMD and missile risks.8 The war also had a negative effect on Turkey’s assumptions about the predictability of the NATO security guarantee in “out-of-area” contingencies. Despite threats from Baghdad, Turkey was not targeted by Iraq in its Scud missile campaign. Nonetheless, the Ozal government’s active role in the Gulf War coalition and the extensive air operations conducted from Incirlik Air Base, could well have made Turkey a target for retaliatory attack. During the run-up to the war, Turks were dismayed by the slow and contentious allied response to Ankara’s request for NATO air defense reinforcements (an experience repeated in the months before the 2003 Iraq war). The Scud attacks on Israel and in the Gulf made a strong impression on the Turkish military, who took away the lesson that Turkey’s large but rather out-dated military establishment required substantial modernization, including the ability to address WMD and missile risks from Iraq, Iran, and, above all, Syria. From the early 1990s, Turkey’s small cadre of strategic analysts outside the government, including academic observers and journalists, began to pay increased attention to WMD and missile risks. At the official level, the response remained largely rhetorical. Turkey was never a particularly enthusiastic supporter of the United Nations Special Commission’s (UNSCOM) work in Iraq, although Ankara clearly benefited from the military containment of Baghdad.   With proximate reasons for conflict, Syrian chemical and improved- Scud programs remained the leading concern. Iran’s nuclear and missile ambitions were seen as a more distant risk—linked more closely to American interests and behavior than to Turkish-Iranian dynamics. Growing attention to the WMD problem was reflected in changes to Turkey’s air defense strategy, which for the first time (1993) included the concept of countering medium-range missiles and potential nuclear arsenals deployed in countries to the south and east, with “countering” a matter of forward planning for enhanced early warning and missile defense procurement. The Turkish mix of active and passive defense against WMD envisioned reliance on NATO assets for deterrence, hardening of military targets and command and control, and bolstering the ability to locate and attack mobile targets (a tough problem, even for far more capable allies). The informed public debate noted the importance of the issue, largely as reflected through American and Israeli analyses, but was generally dismissive of Turkey’s own missile defense strategy.9  

TNW’s cause Iranian nuclearization
Kibaroglu, 10- teaches courses on arms control and disarmament in the Department of International Relations at Bilkent University (June 2010, Mustafa, Arms Control Association, “Reassessing the Role of U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Turkey” http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2010_06/Kibaroglu) 

The negative effects of the weapons deployments on Turkish-Iranian relations need to be assessed as well. Some Iranian security analysts even argue that the deployment of the weapons on Turkish territory makes Turkey a “nuclear-weapon state.”[25] There is, therefore, the possibility that the presence of the weapons could actually spur Iranian nuclear weapons efforts. This issue may well be exploited by the Iranian leadership to justify the country’s continuing investments in more ambitious nuclear capabilities.
Impact Exts – Turkish Prolif (1/3)
TNWs provide key symbolic commitment – prevents Turkish prolif. 
NTI, 2009       

[Nuclear Threat Initiative, “Turkey Profile,” http://www.nti.org/e_research/profiles/turkey/index.html, 

Updated June, 2009] 
Turkey is not known to possess nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons or weapons programs, and is a member in good standing of all of the major treaties governing their acquisition and use. Turkey is also active in proliferation prevention efforts such as the U.S.-led Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI).[1] While Turkey is situated in a notoriously "dangerous neighborhood"[2] and is often mentioned as a possible proliferation domino should Iran acquire nuclear weapons, it has relied for its security on the nuclear and conventional deterrence provided by U.S./NATO security guarantees for more than half a century. Turkey's dedication to the nonproliferation regime is further solidified by its commitment to the European Union accession process, as prospects for Turkish EU membership would be gravely diminished should Turkey choose to develop nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons.[3] Thanks in part to decades of U.S. military aid and cooperation, Turkey has robust conventional defense capabilities, including short-range ballistic missiles. Ankara is also working to procure advanced ballistic missile defense capabilities. Nuclear Turkey signed the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) as a non-nuclear weapon state in 1969, ratifying it in 1980, and is subject to extensive IAEA compliance monitoring through both its Comprehensive Safeguards Agreement and its voluntary membership in the Additional Protocol. Ankara has also ratified the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, and participates in nuclear export control efforts such as the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) and the Zangger Committee. As part of NATO's nuclear umbrella, Turkey continues to host approximately 90 U.S. tactical nuclear weapons on its territory at Incirlik Air Base.[4] There is some speculation in the Turkish press regarding possible conflict between Turkey's leaders and the United States should President Obama's commitment to "seek the peace and security of a world without nuclear weapons" lead to the near-term withdrawal of U.S. nuclear weapons from Turkey.[5] While the weapons serve little strategic purpose, they provide tangible evidence of a continued American commitment to Turkish security. Although Turkey's interest in nuclear technology dates to at least 1956, when the government founded the Turkish Atomic Energy Authority (TAEK), Ankara's nuclear capabilities never moved beyond the research and development stages. Thus while Turkey conducts sophisticated nuclear fuel cycle research—primarily at the Cekmece Nuclear Research and Training Centre (CNRTC) and the Istanbul Technical University—it does not possess nuclear power reactors or industrial-scale enrichment or reprocessing capabilities.[6] Ankara possesses only two small research reactors, the TRIGA Mark II 250-KWt reactor and the TR-2 5MWt reactor—the former operates on 20% U-235 fuel, while the latter possesses a mixed HEU/LEU core that will soon be fully converted to run on LEU.[7] While past decades have witnessed numerous attempts by the government to acquire power reactors, all failed for a variety of political, diplomatic, and economic reasons.[8] However, Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan's AKP-led government is aggressively pursuing nuclear energy. While the government's announcement in 2006 that it would install 5,000MW nuclear energy by 2015 (3 reactors) has encountered numerous feasibility problems—and may not yield even one reactor by that date—the AKP remains unwaveringly politically committed to the endeavor.[9] After a troubled tender process in 2008, the government began assessing the sole bid for construction of the first nuclear plant. The offer from Russian-led consortium Atomstroyexport-Inter Rao-Park Teknik is still under consideration.[10]

Nuclear presence symbolizes the security guarantee – that’s key to assuage Turkey’s fear of a threatening, nuclear Iran. 

Kelleher & Warren, 9 -- *Catherine M.: College Park Professor at the School of Public Policy at the University of Maryland and a senior fellow at the Watson Institute at Brown University. During the Clinton administration, she was defense adviser to the U.S. mission to NATO and deputy assistant secretary of defense for Russia, Ukraine, and Eurasia. She is a member of the Arms Control Association’s board of directors, AND **Scott L.: recent graduate of Brown University, currently serving as executive director of the nonprofit Generation Citizen (October, 09, Arms Control Association, “Getting to Zero Starts Here: Tactical Nuclear Weapons,” http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2009_10/Kelleher#bio)

The principal issues with the elimination of tactical nuclear weapons are political and conceptual, rather than straightforwardly military, with the single but critical exception of the risk of terrorist seizure. The notion of the U.S. nuclear umbrella, with tactical weapons serving as a real or potential down payment on a security commitment, particularly in Europe, still has significant traction within the Obama administration. Key factions in the Pentagon and perhaps in the Department of State argue that the United States must still provide allies substantial security support, especially with Iran and North Korea deeply engaged in nuclear programs. This is the case despite the indifference of many NATO allies toward technical weapons or, in some cases, direct demands for elimination. Some European countries, especially elites in the newer central and eastern European member states, attach a high symbolic importance to the deployment of tactical nuclear weapons on European soil as evidence of U.S. security guarantees. Turkey also is thought to be particularly concerned about any withdrawal because it faces a more direct threat from Iranian missiles, although it is now included in the new U.S. plans for a European missile defense system.[3]

Impact Exts – Turkish Prolif (2/3)

US nuclear presence and security guarantees are key to stop Turkish proliferation in the event of Iran nuclearization – the alternative is an escalating arms race

Yost, 9 -- Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School (NPS). He earned a Ph.D. in International Relations at the University of Southern California in 1976, and joined the NPS faculty in 1979. Dr. Yost worked in the Department of Defense, primarily in the Office of Net Assessment, in 1984-1986, while holding fellowships from NATO and the Council on Foreign Relations (2009, David S., “Assurance and US Extended Deterrence in NATO,” http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/122476701/PDFSTART)

Alternative to the pursuit of national nuclear forces  

The non-proliferation function of NATO’s nuclear posture concerns not only  the alliance’s potential adversaries but also the members of the alliance that are non-nuclear-weapon states. The United States discovered in the mid-1960s that it was imperative to reach agreements with its NATO allies, particularly the Federal Republic of Germany, on nuclear sharing and consultation arrangements— including Germany’s permanent membership in the NATO NPG founded in 1966–7—in order to be able to conclude the NPT.28 The NATO arrangements, including US nuclear forces in Europe, have served to assure Germany and other non-nuclear-weapon-state allies that they have no need to seek nuclear weapons of their own. These allies have, moreover, adhered to the NPT as non-nuclear-weapon states. Duygu Bazoglu Sezer, a prominent Turkish scholar, nonetheless pointed out in 1995 that ‘The Turkish commitment to non-nuclear weapons status is coupled with several strong qualifiers.’ The caveats associated with US nuclear commitments are perhaps the most significant: the strategic balance between the United States and NATO and the Russian Federation must not be allowed to erode, by the former’s unilateral moves to the disadvantage of NATO, until Russia gives sustained evidence that it has devalued the role of nuclear weapons in its overall foreign policy, including its policy toward the near abroad and their neighbors rather than merely in its Western policy … In other words, the extended deter- rence of the United States must remain convincing and credible to Turks as well as to de facto and de jure nuclear weapons states and potential proliferators.29 It is noteworthy in this regard that in 2007 US congressional staff sought the views of Turkish political leaders regarding how US extended deterrence commitments might affect their country’s reaction to Tehran’s possible acquisition of nuclear arms: In a closed door meeting, staff asked a group of influential Turkish politicians how Turkey would respond to an Iranian acquisition of nuclear weapons. These politicians emphatically responded that Turkey would pursue nuclear weapons as well. These individuals stated, ‘Turkey would lose its importance in the region if Iran has nuclear weapons and Turkey does not.’ Another politician said it would be ‘compulsory’ for Turkey to obtain nuclear weapons in such a scenario. However, when staff subsequently asked whether a U.S. nuclear umbrella and robust security commitment would be sufficient to dissuade  Turkey from pursuing nuclear weapons, all three individuals agreed that it would.30 

Impact Exts – Turkish Prolif (3/3)

Nuke withdrawal from Turkey sparks Turkish nucleraization to counterbalance Russia and Iran – escalates regional proliferation

Thränert, 8 – senior fellow for Non-Proliferation and Arms Control at the German Institute for International and Security Affairs (12/10/08, Oliver, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “U.S. Nuclear Forces in Europe to Zero?  Yes, But Not Yet,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=print&id=22533)

Building consensus on the role of nuclear deterrence in general and the stationing of U.S. nuclear forces in Europe in particular will be hard. While "old" NATO members may question the continued relevance of U.S. nuclear forces in Europe, "new" member states worry about Russia and its more assertive foreign policy, exemplified by the Georgia crisis and its announced intention to place nuclear-capable missiles close to the Polish border. NATO members at its Southern periphery – in particular Turkey – may insist that the U.S. should not remove its nuclear weapons in the face of Iran's continued nuclear program and the threat of a nuclear arms race in the Middle East. This discussion will be complicated by the fact that if nuclear sharing is to be continued, tough procurement decisions would have to be taken by participating countries. Germany, for instance, plans to use its Tornado aircraft for nuclear missions until 2020. By that time, the German Air Force will have put the new Eurofighter into service. But this system will not be certified by the U.S. for nuclear missions, leaving Berlin with no option but to buy an additional American platform if it does not want to get out of the nuclear sharing business. This would be an expensive endeavour that German taxpayers will be unlikely to swallow. Against this background, it is high time to re-think the rationale of the U.S. nuclear presence in Europe. To begin with, in pure military terms, these systems are not relevant anymore. If a U.S. president were to decide to use nuclear weapons in a crisis, why would he or she decide to use relatively old German Tornados instead of modern U.S. equipment such as B-2 bombers or air-launched cruise missiles? Moreover, the U.S. Air Force seems to be more concerned about possible terrorist attacks on nuclear stockpiles based in Europe than it is convinced of the military relevance of these systems. It would prefer to spend the money currently invested in the protection of nuclear sites in Europe for military projects it deems more important. At the same time, however, there are a number of political reasons for not entirely foregoing U.S. nuclear forces in Europe at this point in time. The function of these systems is to keep the peace and to prevent wars. In particular, U.S. nuclear forces in Europe and nuclear sharing with Alliance partners demonstrate a shared risk within NATO and binds America to the old continent. At least some NATO partners continue to value this. They remain particularly interested in a strong nuclear deterrent vis-à-vis Russia and Iran. Moreover, the U.S. nuclear presence gives those NATO members participating in nuclear sharing a greater say in nuclear decision making or, at least, more access to information. In order to avoid yet another split in NATO on a crucial issue, these political factors should not be neglected. In addition, three further points need to be taken into consideration. First: Arms control. In that regard, eliminating all U.S. nuclear forces in Europe does not make much sense. The aim of Soviet as well as Russian political leaders has always been to achieve a Western Europe free of U.S. nuclear weapons without removing its own non-strategic nuclear forces in which it enjoys massive numerical superiority. At a minimum, NATO should use the U.S. nuclear weapons based in Europe as a bargaining chip. However, Russia will not go to zero with its own non-strategic nuclear forces. Moscow perceives them as a counterweight to NATO’s overwhelming conventional superiority and its ongoing expansion ever closer to the Russian border. Today, we do not even know how many non-strategic nuclear forces Moscow possesses, nor do we know where they are located and whether they are appropriately protected against unauthorized use. For NATO, therefore, a more important first step than bringing Russian non-strategic nuclear forces to zero should be enhanced transparency. Removing all U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe without transparency and reciprocal reductions in return would run counter to Western interests. Second: Nonproliferation within NATO. The U.S. nuclear presence in Europe was always intended to prevent nuclear proliferation within the Alliance. Without a clearly demonstrated nuclear deterrent provided by U.S. nuclear weapons based at Incirlik, Turkey could have further doubts about the reliability of NATO's commitment to its security. Turkey already feels let down by NATO's ambivalent response to its calls for support in the Iraq wars of 1991 and 2003. Sitting on the outer edge of the alliance, facing a nuclear-weapon-capable Iran, and possibly feeling that NATO’s nuclear security guarantee would not actually be extended to it in a crisis, Turkey could seek to develop countervailing nuclear capabilities of its own.

2NC – Turkish Prolif TF

Turkish prolif would spread rapidly

Olsen, 7 – graduate of the Master in Public Policy program at Harvard University’s Kennedy School of Government and served as a research assistant with the Preventive Defense Project.  Worked in the State Department Bureau of Population, Refugees, and Migration as a consultant as McKinsey & Company (6/20/07, Belfer Center, “PDP Hosts WMD Workshop on Heading Off a Nuclear Proliferation Cascade,” http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/17426/pdp_hosts_wmd_workshop_on_heading_off_a_nuclear_proliferation_cascade.html?breadcrumb=%2F)

Turkish Route: Participants considered Turkey's likely response to a future Iranian nuclear weapon, noting Iran and Turkey's shared interest in dealing with the PKK (Kurdistan Workers' Party), Turkey's growing belief that NATO and the European Union will provide little defense assistance, and the Turkish General Staff's commitment to defending secularism. Participants did not agree on the implications of these factors, however, as some predicted that these trends would strengthen Turkey's relationship with Iran, while others warned that these developments might weaken the relationship and drive Turkey to develop a nuclear weapon of its own. To address this uncertainty, participants agreed that NATO should reinforce its commitment to Turkey. Most concurred that the United States has a role to play in helping Turkey overcome domestic distrust of NATO and the European Union, as well as recent alienation from the U.S. Some participants pointed out that Turkey's relationship with Israel might also be an important factor, and that Turkish proliferation might further impact Greece's nuclear decisions. Participants did not reach agreement on the likelihood that the Arab and Turkish proliferation cascades would be coupled, as some argued that there would be little connection and others questioned whether continued rejection by the Europeans would cause Turkey to be more competitive or more aligned with Arab nations. There was consensus, however, that developments in the Middle East would likely influence Latin American proliferation decisions. Overall, participants accepted that establishing a defense posture against a nuclear Iran would be very difficult (and likely would not include much help from the Europeans), but that this would be necessary to prevent a proliferation cascade. Some individuals pointed out that if Iran develops a nuclear weapon, Middle Eastern countries might take other actions -- apart from nuclear proliferation -- that would also be troubling to the United States.

AT Link Turns – Turkey/Europe Likes The Plan 
European leaders privately admit that they want a continued U.S. nuclear presence – an open debate about it is the worst of all worlds. 

Their ev relies on public rhetoric. 
Perkovich, 09 – Director, Nonproliferation Program at Carnegie Endowment (4/9/09, George, Carnegie International Nonproliferation Conference: Are the Requirements for Extended Deterrence Changing?” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/npc_extended_deterrence1.pdf, JMP)

MR. PERKOVICH: Okay. Extended nuclear deterrence and there’s a desire for a visible presence, as Secretary Schlesinger says in all the reports he’s writing – got to have a visible extended deterrence. On the other hand, Japan doesn’t want nuclear weapons on its territory or coming into its ports so I’m not sure – like visible but not too visible and similarly in Europe you have governments that come to U.S. officials and say or say publicly as I said this morning, you know, we want nuclear disarmament, we got to get rid of nuclear weapons, but then privately come to the U.S. and say, you know, we want to keep nuclear weapons in Europe but please let’s don’t have a debate about it because our publics don’t want us to have nuclear weapons in the country so don’t talk about it.
Our link outweighs – many allied experts agree that TNWs are key to credible extended deterrence in Europe and prevent war with Russia 
Yost, 09 – Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School (July 09, Dr. David S. Yost, International Affairs, “Assurance and US extended deterrence in NATO,” 85: 4 (2009) 755–780, Wiley InterScience Database, JMP)

Many allied experts and officials continue to hold that the US nuclear deterrence commitment—made manifest by US nuclear weapons in Europe—constitutes the collective defence core of the alliance.69 From their perspective, the US nuclear weapons presence in Europe bolsters the credibility of extended deterrence, provides assurance to allies as to the genuineness of US commitments, and makes for fairer sharing of risks and responsibilities. In their view, the relevance of the US weapons in Europe in crisis management contingencies cannot be excluded, and it is prudent to retain the options inherent in this capability. Many European experts and officials also consider this posture essential for war prevention and political stability in the alliance’s relations with Russia. They therefore wish to preserve as much continuity as possible in the alliance’s nuclear deterrence posture in Europe. However, the European allies, including the new allies in Eastern and Central Europe, would generally prefer to avoid a public debate on NATO’s nuclear deterrence posture. There is a general reluctance to bring divisions to the surface in such a sensitive domain.

AT Strategic Nukes Solve 
The active presence of U.S. nuclear weapons on European soil is key to credible deterrence and NATO cohesion

Yost, 09 – Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School (July 09, Dr. David S. Yost, International Affairs, “Assurance and US extended deterrence in NATO,” 85: 4 (2009) 755–780, Wiley InterScience Database, JMP)

Evidence of the genuineness of US commitments In NATO Europe (in contrast with, for example, Japan), it was generally agreed in leadership circles during the Cold War that a US nuclear weapons presence was one of the requirements for credible extended deterrence. As Alois Mertes, a Christian Democratic Union member of the Bundestag and CDU foreign policy spokesman, put it in 1981, when he argued for the deployment of land-based missiles instead of sea-based weapons, land-based nuclear forces ‘exercise a stronger deterrent impact, because they are clearly visible in a country whose protection the deterrent is intended to serve’. According to Mertes, the visibility—to Allied governments, if not to publics—of US nuclear forces in Europe ‘demonstrates the indivisibility of the territory covered by the Alliance and of Western security’. Mertes argued that relying on US nuclear forces at sea alone ‘could not adequately guarantee the linkage effect in favor of joint security for America and Europe’ and would eliminate the ‘visibility of American and European risk-sharing’.31 This judgement continues to be shared among many of the European politicians, officials and experts in NATO countries who take an active part in defence and security affairs. The primary rationales for US nuclear forces in Europe include contributing to the robustness of the transatlantic link and enhancing the credibility of US extended deterrence guarantees, in view of the judgement that US nuclear commitments would be substantially less credible if they depended solely on US forces at sea and in North America. US nuclear weapons on European soil, in other words, offer assurance to the allies regarding the seriousness and credibility of US security commitments. In the view of many European (and American) analysts, US nuclear weapons in Europe can be considered ‘coupling mechanisms’— that is, key means (among others) to connect US security commitments to US intercontinental nuclear forces and thus underscore a tangible ‘transatlantic link’ for protection in accordance with Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty. In other words, the traditional arguments for keeping US nuclear forces in Europe remain valid in the judgement of many officials and experts in the alliance. These arguments can be summed up as follows: US nuclear forces based in Europe send a more potent deterrent message about US commitments than reliance solely on US nuclear weapons at sea and in North America. With the US nuclear presence, extensive nuclear risk- and responsibility-sharing, and consultative arrangements for multinational nuclear policy deliberations and implementation, the alliance has greater confidence in its strength and cohesion than it would have without these interrelated attributes—and greater confidence that adversaries will recognize NATO’s resolve and capabilities.

***AFF***

AT China Impacts (1/3)
China’s not a threat – wont use force 

Thompson 10 -- director of China studies and Starr senior fellow at the Nixon Center (David, Foreign Policy, “Think Again: China's Military.” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/02/22/think_again_chinas_military?page=0,0)
Not yet. After two decades of massive military spending to modernize its armed forces, amounting to hundreds of billions of dollars, China increasingly has the ability to challenge the United States in its region, if not yet outside it. But the ability to project force tells us very little about China's willingness to use it. Certainly, China has made moves over the last few years that have stoked the China-is-a-dangerous-threat crowd in Washington. In 2007, for instance, Beijing launched a missile that obliterated a communications satellite -- a dramatic and unexpected display of capability -- and then kept mum for 12 days before a Foreign Ministry spokesperson finally admitted it took place, stating: "This test was not directed at any country and does not constitute a threat to any country." In May 2008, satellite imagery revealed that China had constructed a massive subterranean naval base on the southern island of Hainan, presumably a staging point to launch naval operations into the Pacific. This January, China conducted another anti-missile test, shortly after the United States announced arms sales to Taiwan. Similar developments have reliably shown up in annual Pentagon reports on China's military expansion, not to mention in articles such as Robert Kaplan's alarmist 2005 essay: "How We Would Fight China." Even Robert Gates, the mild-mannered U.S. defense secretary, warned last year that China's military modernization "could threaten America's primary means of projecting power and helping allies in the Pacific: our bases, air and sea assets, and the networks that support them." Last fall, Adm. Robert Willard, the new head of the U.S. Pacific Command, noted that "in the past decade or so, China has exceeded most of our intelligence estimates of their military capability," implying that maybe the alarmists are onto something. At the same time, China's leaders vehemently denounce any suggestion that they are embarked on anything other than what they have referred to as a "peaceful rise" and haven't engaged in major external hostilities since the 1979 war with Vietnam. But they also don't explain why they are investing so heavily in this new arms race. Beijing's official line is that it wants to be able to defend itself against foreign aggression and catch up with the West, as it was famously unable to do in the 19th century.
China can’t threaten US – expert consensus 

Thompson 10 -- director of China studies and Starr senior fellow at the Nixon Center (David, Foreign Policy, “Think Again: China's Military.” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/02/22/think_again_chinas_military?page=0,0)
But it's probably too soon for Americans to panic. Many experts who've looked closely at the matter agree that China today simply does not have the military capability to challenge the United States in the Pacific, though its modernization program has increased its ability to engage the United States close to Chinese shores. And the U.S. military is still, for all its troubles in Iraq and Afghanistan, the most capable fighting force on the planet.
"China's Armed Forces Are the Biggest in the World."
Yes,but it depends on how you count. The PLA has the most people on its payroll -- 2.2 million active personnel (though between 1985 and 2005, it shrank by 1.7 million soldiers and is still shrinking today). That's still far more than the 1.4 million active service members in the U.S. military.

Then again, the United States also has more than 700,000 civilian Defense Department employees and significant uncounted numbers of contractors. (In Iraq and Afghanistan, there are roughly equal numbers of contractors and uniformed personnel -- about 250,000 contractors to 180,000 soldiers.) But in China, uniformed PLA soldiers carry out many of the same duties that contractors perform for the U.S. military.

Arguably, the more significant figure for comparison is defense spending. Here the PLA lags far behind the Pentagon. In 2009, the U.S. military spent $738 billion on defense and homeland security. Estimates for China's annual military budget vary considerably, ranging from $69.5 billion to $150 billion, but it's clear that U.S. military spending is still several times higher than China's, the world's second highest.

And the PLA's global range is much more limited. As of last June, the United States had 285,773 active-duty personnel deployed around the world. But China operates no overseas bases and has only a handful of PLA personnel stationed abroad in embassies, on fellowships, and in U.N. peacekeeping operations.

AT China Impacts (2/3)

Not a threat – 1 child generation hurt military 

Thompson 10 -- director of China studies and Starr senior fellow at the Nixon Center (David, Foreign Policy, “Think Again: China's Military.” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/02/22/think_again_chinas_military?page=0,0)
Probably. The PLA's hardware is improving, but what about its recruits? China's one-child policy is widely perceived as creating a generation of spoiled, overweight boys, dubbed "little emperors," who are doted on by four grandparents while their parents toil to support them in fields, factories, and offices. Although accounts are sometimes exaggerated (in practice, many families, particularly in rural areas, have managed to have more than one child), the dramatic demographic shifts brought about by this policy, started in 1979, certainly impact the PLA. By 2006, "only-child soldiers" made up more than half of the force, up from just 20 percent a decade earlier, giving China the largest-ever military with a majority of only-children.

In a nod to the fact that enlistees are often the sole support for aging parents and grandparents, the PLA has shortened service commitments. In 1998, China reduced the time conscripts must serve to two years, lessening the economic and social burdens on rural families dependent on an only son. With a significantly shortened time to train conscripts and participate in exercises, many units will likely maintain low levels of readiness. Only-child officers are also more likely to leave the PLA to enter the private sector, where they are better able to support their parents and families.

No plans to invade Taiwan – Chinese focus is on modernization

Thompson 10 -- director of China studies and Starr senior fellow at the Nixon Center (David, Foreign Policy, “Think Again: China's Military.” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/02/22/think_again_chinas_military?page=0,0)
"China's War Plans Are All About Invading Taiwan." That was then. Chinese military leaders in the recent past did place intense focus on preparing their armed forces to fight a "limited war" over Taiwan, fully expecting that the United States would enter the conflict. Many weapons systems the PLA acquired or developed, as well as the exercises it trained for, were largely aimed at fighting a technologically superior enemy -- with particular emphasis on developing tactics to keep the United States from bringing naval assets to China's shores, a strategy known as "access denial." In the past, massive annual amphibious-assault exercises, known derisively as the "million-man swim," defined the military experiences of hundreds of thousands of conscripts. Although simulating a Chinese D-Day on Taiwan might be a tidy demonstration of the PLA's core mission, the armed forces today are developing capabilities and doctrine that will eventually enable them to protect China's expanding global interests. The PLA's Second Artillery Corps and science-and-technology units are increasingly capable in space and cyberspace operations, and they have honed the ability to launch and operate satellites to improve communications and intelligence collection. New air and naval platforms and capabilities, such as aerial refueling and new classes of ships, also increase the PLA's ability to deploy abroad. Official Chinese military writings now pay increasing attention to a greater range of military missions, focusing not only on China's territorial integrity, but on its global interests. From oil rigs in Nigeria to a crude-oil pipeline under construction that will connect Yunnan's capital city to Burma's port of Sittwe on the Bay of Bengal, Beijing thinks it must be able to defend its people, infrastructure, and investments in some of the world's most volatile places -- much as the British did in the 1800s. 

AT China Impacts (3/3)

No timeframe for China global expansion 

Thompson 10 -- director of China studies and Starr senior fellow at the Nixon Center (David, Foreign Policy, “Think Again: China's Military.” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/02/22/think_again_chinas_military?page=0,0)
"China's Military Has Global Aspirations."
Perhaps someday. At the height of the Cold War, Soviet military vessels prowled the world's oceans, and its aircraft patrolled international airspace. By contrast, China's navy rarely leaves its home waters; when it does patrol farther afield, it still does not cross the Pacific. But there is little doubt that China is steadily building its ability to project power beyond its shores. Milestones such as the PLA Navy's around-the-world cruise in 2002 and its anti-piracy mission off the African coast indicate that China is looking to operate more globally. Although Beijing has not yet sought to deploy combat-capable military units to the sites of international natural disasters, in the not-too-distant future Chinese military aircraft might be delivering Chinese-made disaster-relief supplies. Having recently commissioned a hospital ship, Chinese naval strategists have already identified disaster relief as a key mission for a future Chinese aircraft carrier, while military writers discuss how to conduct regional missions to protect China's interests outside its territorial waters. Undoubtedly, Chinese war planners see a future in which China will be able to defend itself offshore and its navy will operate beyond what is sometimes referred to as the "first island chain" (an imaginary line stretching from Japan, through Okinawa and Taiwan, and south to the Philippines and the South China Sea), eventually encompassing much of the Western Pacific up to the "second island chain" that runs from Japan southward past Guam to Australia. But whether Beijing envisions one day establishing overseas bases, or simply having the capability to project power globally when needed, is unclear. Some wonder whether China and the United States are on a collision course. Kaplan raised the ominous possibility in the Atlantic that when the Chinese navy does push out into the Pacific, "it will very quickly encounter a U.S. Navy and Air Force unwilling to budge from the coastal shelf of the Asian mainland," resulting in a "replay of the decades-long Cold War, with a center of gravity not in the heart of Europe but, rather, among Pacific atolls." Unquestionably, there is deep strategic mistrust between the two countries. China's rapid economic growth, steady military modernization, and relentless nationalistic propaganda at home are shaping Chinese public expectations and limiting possibilities for compromise with other powers. This does not make conflict inevitable, but it is cause for long-term concern and will shape U.S. efforts to avoid hostilities with China. Military-to-military contacts lag far behind the rest of the U.S.-China relationship. Taiwan is an obvious point of disagreement and the one place where the two powers could conceivably come into direct conflict. U.S. maritime surveillance activities inside China's exclusive economic zone are another contentious point. There is, however, a growing recognition that the United States and China should engage one another and seek to avoid a conflict that would almost certainly be destructive to both sides. Despite the goose-stepping soldiers at Chinese military parades, the PLA is far from a carbon copy of the Soviet threat. For all the jargon-laden, prideful articles about China's inevitable rise in the world, Chinese strategists are cautious not to openly verbalize aspirations to conquer the globe or establish distant bases, outposts, or supply stations. Perhaps a generation from now, Chinese military planners might be strategizing more openly about how to acquire overseas basing rights and agreements with allies where they might station their forces abroad, just as the French and British have done since the Napoleonic wars and the Americans have done more recently. But with China, that process has not begun in earnest. At least, not for now.

AT Iran Impacts 
Deterrence doesn’t check Iranian aggression – ideological motivations outweigh. 
Rubin, 2008 – (11/08, Michael Rubin, PhD, major research area in the Middle East, with special focus on Iran, Iraq, Turkey, and Kurdish society, American Enterprise Institute, “Can a Nuclear Iran Be Contained or Deterred?” http://www.aei.org/outlook/28896)

Should achievement of nuclear weapons capability make such debates moot, then what policy options short of military strikes would the West have? Alongside any diplomatic or economic strategy, the United States and its allies would have to rely on deterrence or containment. Both are military strategies. Successful nuclear deterrence requires two conditions: First, the Iranian leadership must prioritize the lives of its citizenry above certain geopolitical or ideological goals. Second, the deterring power--in this case, the United States--must be willing to kill hundreds of thousands of Iranians should authorities in Tehran or their proxies ever use nuclear weapons. On both questions, there is a disturbing lack of clarity. At its heart, the Islamic Republic is an ideological regime. Many visitors to the Islamic Republic may be rightly impressed by Tehran's vibrant political culture, but when push comes to shove, the Iranian leadership believes sovereignty derives from God and must be channeled through the supreme leader. The ambitions and values of ordinary people are subordinate to the will of God as interpreted by the supreme leader and the apparatus established to serve him. Hence, the Council of Guardians constrains any outlet for ordinary Iranians by disqualifying any potential political leaders whose governing philosophy does not conform to Khamenei's narrow views. The Islamic Revolutionary Guards Corps (IRGC), its associated paramilitary Basij, and assorted state-sanctioned vigilante groups exist to enforce ideological discipline and punish those who fail to conform.[16] Regardless of what most Iranians think, the Islamic Republic ascribes to a set of values far different from our own. Is Abizaid correct when he argues that the Islamic Republic is not suicidal? It is a crucial question. During the Cold War and after the Soviet Union's nuclear breakout, the United States had no choice but to deter. An ideological clash may have driven the Cold War, but neither Moscow nor Washington believed the other side to be suicidal. Each superpower pursued its interests but checked its own ambitions so as not to provoke a nuclear war that would destroy its home country. Despite mutually assured destruction, deterrence almost broke down on several occasions, bringing the United States and the Soviet Union to the brink of nuclear war: the Berlin crisis, the Cuban missile crisis, and the downing of Korean Air Lines Flight 007 each nearly escalated beyond control. In retrospect, deterrence brought neither the security nor the stability to which some historians and many current policymakers ascribe it. At the very least, nuclear deterrence is a highly risky strategy. The Soviet leadership was not suicidal, but how does the Iranian leadership approach questions of mass death? If Western politicians project their own value system onto their foes when calculating opponent decision-making, then they would assume that their Iranian counterparts would not be willing to absorb a nuclear attack. Such reasoning, however, ignores the role of ideology in the Islamic Republic. Regardless of what most Iranians think, the Islamic Republic ascribes to a set of values far different from our own. Ahmadinejad shocked the West when, soon after taking office, he called for Israel's destruction; dismissed the Holocaust as a fabrication; and hinted that he channeled the Hidden Imam, also known as the Mahdi, Shia Islam's messianic figure. Mahdism is not new to the Islamic Republic. After the first parliamentary elections in May 1980, Khomeini instructed the victors to offer their "services to the Lord of the Age, May God speed his blessed appearance."[17] Nevertheless, most parliamentarians at the time rooted themselves in the more pragmatic policy debates swirling around construction of the new system. Ahmadinejad, however, heightened emphasis on apocalyptic thought when he argued that Mahdism is "the defining strategy of the Islamic Republic" and that human action could hasten the Mahdi's return.[18] Indeed, it is this aspect of Ahmadinejad's thought that is especially dangerous because it suggests that Ahmadinejad believes that he and his fellow travelers could perhaps hasten the Mahdi's return by precipitating violence, setting the stage for the return as prophesied in some readings of Islamic texts. Ahmadinejad is not alone in such beliefs. Mesbah-Yazdi, his religious mentor, argues that the "superiority of Islam over other religions is stressed in Qur'an, which calls on believers to wage war against unbelievers and prepare the way for the advent of the Mahdi and conquering the world."[19] In his study of apocalyptic thought in Iran, Mehdi Khalaji, a senior fellow at the Washington Institute for Near East Policy who trained for fourteen years in the seminaries of Qom, noted, "Ahmadinejad appears to be influenced by a trend in contemporary apocalyptic thought in which the killing of Jews will be one of the most significant accomplishments of the Mahdi's government."[20] Certainly it is plausible that Ahmadinejad might, like Rafsanjani, believe Islamic interests make Iran's weathering a retaliatory nuclear strike worthwhile. If this is true, and the interpretation is certainly plausible, then traditional deterrence becomes impossible.

AT Middle East Impacts
Middle East stability at an all time low – a single trigger will set off a regional war

London, 6/28 -- president of Hudson Institute and professor emeritus of New York University. He is the author of Decade of Denial (Lanham, Maryland: Lexington Books, 2001) and America's Secular Challenge (6/28/10, Herbert, Hudson New York, “The Coming Crisis In The Middle East,” http://www.hudson-ny.org/1387/coming-crisis-in-the-middle-east)

The coming storm in the Middle East is gaining momentum; like conditions prior to World War I, all it takes for explosive action to commence is a trigger. Turkey's provocative flotilla, often described in Orwellian terms as a humanitarian mission, has set in motion a gust of diplomatic activity: if the Iranians send escort vessels for the next round of Turkish ships, which they have apparently decided not to do in favor of land operations, it could have presented a casus belli. [cause for war] Syria, too, has been playing a dangerous game, with both missile deployment and rearming Hezbollah. According to most public accounts, Hezbollah is sitting on 40,000 long-, medium- and short-range missiles, and Syrian territory has been serving as a conduit for military materiel from Iran since the end of the 2006 Lebanon War. Should Syria move its own scuds to Lebanon or deploy its troops as reinforcement for Hezbollah, a wider regional war with Israel could not be contained. In the backdrop is an Iran, with sufficient fissionable material to produce a couple of nuclear weapons. It will take some time to weaponize the missiles, but the road to that goal is synchronized in green lights since neither diplomacy nor diluted sanctions can convince Iran to change course. From Qatar to Afghanistan all political eyes are on Iran, poised to be "the hegemon" in the Middle East; it is increasingly considered the "strong horse" as American forces incrementally retreat from the region. Even Iraq, ironically, may depend on Iranian ties in order to maintain internal stability. For Sunni nations like Egypt and Saudi Arabia, regional strategic vision is a combination of deal-making to offset the Iranian Shia advantage, and attempting to buy or develop nuclear weapons as a counterweight to Iranian ambition. However, both of these governments are in a precarious state; should either fall, all bets are off in the Middle East neighborhood. It has long been said that the Sunni "tent" must stand on two legs: if one, falls, the tent collapses. Should this tent collapse, and should Iran take advantage of that calamity, it could incite a Sunni-Shia war. Or feeling empowered, and no longer dissuaded by an escalation scenario, Iran, with nuclear weapons in tow, might decide that a war against Israel is a distinct possibility. However implausible it may seem at the moment, the possible annihilation of Israel and the prospect of a second holocaust could lead to a nuclear exchange. The only wild card that can change this slide into warfare is an active United States' policy. Yet, curiously, the U.S. is engaged in both an emotional and physical retreat from the region.

AT Japan Prolif – Laundry List 
Japan will never go nuclear – too many obstacles and leaders know the DAs

Bakanic et. al., 2008 (Elizabeth, Mark Christopher, Sandya Das, Laurie Freeman, George Hodgson, Mike Hunzeker, R. Scott Kemp, Sung Hwan Lee, Florentina Mulaj, Ryan Phillips, Princeton University Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Relations, “Preventing Nuclear Proliferation Chain Reactions: Japan, South Korea, and Egypt.”) 
Japan Nuclear History As a direct result of the World War II nuclear attacks on Hiroshima and Nagasaki, Japan developed a strong aversion to nuclear weapons. Yet, this nuclear allergy notwithstanding, Japan has in the past explored the nuclear weapons option. Japanese leaders have studied the desirability and feasibility of acquiring nuclear weapons twice: first after China tested nuclear weapons in 1964, and then again in 1994 while formulating the country’s post-Cold War global strategy. On both occasions, Japan concluded that becoming a nuclear weapons state was not in its interests.1 As part of its robust civil nuclear energy program, however, Japan has developed both enrichment and reprocessing capabilities. Some have suggested that this is part of a hedging strategy that would give Japan the ability to produce fissile material quickly should it ever decide to develop a nuclear weapon.2 Following North Korea’s ballistic missile tests in 1998 and 2006 and its nuclear test in 2006, the Japanese government and people have shown more willingness to discuss publicly the possibility of acquiring nuclear weapons. At present, the discussion remains essentially a debate on whether to have the debate, but even this level of discourse indicates a significant increase in Japanese tolerance of the subject. Constraints on Developing Nuclear Weapons 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. Japan’s standing policy on nuclear weapons is summarized by the “three no’s”: no manufacturing, no possession, and no introduction of foreign nuclear weapons into Japanese territory. While these principles are not legally binding, they attract significant political support. Tokyo has discussed dropping or amending the third “no” to allow U.S. nuclear-armed vessels to visit Japanese harbors, but any changes would spark intense public debate and considerable opposition.4 The 1955 Basic Law on Atomic Energy also strictly limits Japan’s use of nuclear energy to peaceful purposes; changing this law would require action by the Diet. Finally, Article 9 of Japan’s constitution prohibits the country from developing offensive military capabilities. Many Japanese leaders— including current Prime Minister Yasuo Fukuda and his immediate predecessor Shinzo Abe—have stated that a nuclear option could be considered a defensive capability and is thus compatible with Japan’s constitution, but putting this interpretation into practice would likely spark a constitutional debate.5 Japan is undergoing something of a generational shift on nuclear issues. Many Japanese policymakers take as axiomatic that younger Japanese, those without firsthand experience of the WWII nuclear bombings, tend to be less opposed than older generations to the idea of acquiring nuclear weapons.6 Still, the majority of the public continues to view the nuclear option unfavorably, and debate on the topic—while more open than in previous years—remains stifled. In short, Japan’s “nuclear allergy” is still strong.

Japan won’t go nuclear – constitution, memory of bombings, expert consensus. 
Yoshihara and Holmes, 2009 -- associate professors of strategy at the Naval War College (Toshi and James, “THINKING ABOUT THE UNTHINKABLE.” Google Scholar) 
In any event, Japan’s “nuclear allergy” persists to the present day. Matake Kamiya explains Tokyo’s self-imposed injunction against bombmaking in terms of the general pacifism codified in Japan’s peace constitution, lingering memories of the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, and antimilitary sentiments dating from the interwar years.11 As a result, concludes Kamiya, opposition to nuclear weapons “is deeply embedded in postwar Japanese culture and society. . . . [I]t is still far stronger, even today, than those who warn of impending Japanese nuclear armament realize.”12 The vast majority of observers in Japan and in the West are inclined to agree with Kamiya, if for different reasons. Indeed, very few scholars have lent credence to rationales for a nuclear buildup.13 

AT Japan Prolif – Tech Barriers 

Technological barriers to Japan prolif 

Yoshihara and Holmes 2009 -- associate professors of strategy at the Naval War College (Toshi and James, “THINKING ABOUT THE UNTHINKABLE.” Google Scholar) 
Even assuming that Japan can procure enough fissile materials to build an arsenal, its engineers would still have to leap over several technical barriers. First, Japan must devise an effective, efficient delivery system. The most direct route would be to arm Japan’s existing fleet of fighter aircraft with nuclear bombs or missiles. The fighters in the Air Self-Defense Force (SDF) inventory, however, are constrained by four factors: vulnerability to preemptive strikes while still on the ground at their bases; limited range, as Japan possesses no strategic bombers; susceptibility to interception by enemy fighters while en route to their targets; and vulnerability to increasingly sophisticated integrated air-defense systems. Compounding these shortcomings, Japan is surrounded by water, substantially increasing flight times to targets on the Asian mainland.

In light of this, ballistic or cruisemissiles would likely rank as Japan’s weapon of choice. The challenges would be two. First, if Tokyo chose to rely on amissile delivery system, it would have to produce a workable,miniaturized nuclear warhead that could be mounted atop an accurate cruise or ballistic missile. Such a feat is not beyond Japanese engineering prowess, but it would involve significant lead time. Second, the nation must develop the delivery vehicle itself. Even the U.S. defense-industrial sector, with its half-century of experience in this field, takes years to design and build new missiles. Japan could conceivably convert some of its civilian space-launch vehicles into ballistic missiles, but it would have to perfect key components, like inertial guidance systems. If it opted for long-range cruise missiles, Tokyo would in effect find itself—unless it could purchase Tomahawk cruise missiles off the shelf fromtheUnited States, a doubtful prospect, given the highly offensive nature of Tomahawks and thus the political sensitivity of such a sale—compelled to start from scratch. Procuring and integrating satellite guidance, terrain-contour matching, and other specialized techniques and hardware would demand long, hard labor from Japanese weapon scientists.

There is also the question of testing. Japan would need to ensure the safety and reliability of its nuclear arsenal. There would be no substitute for an actual nuclear test that proved this new (for Japan) technology while bolstering the credibility of Japanese deterrence. The Japanese Archipelago is simply too small and too densely populated for a test to be conducted there safely—even leaving aside the potential for a political backlash, given thememories of Hiroshima and Nagasaki it would conjure up. Tokyo could detonate a device near some Japanese-held island in the Pacific, such as Okinotori-shima. But again, the diplomatic furor from flouting the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT)would be intense,while the Japanese populace would think back to the Lucky Dragon incident during the Bikini tests of the 1950s.46 One need only recall the uproar over French and Chinese tests on the eve of the CTBT’s entry into force. Computer simulations of weapon performance may be less optimal but would certainly be more palatable from a political standpoint for Japan. The Israeli experience may be instructive here for any Japanese bomb-making efforts.

The technical dilemmas reviewed above demonstrate that there is no shortcut to a nuclear breakout, even for a technological powerhouse of Japan’s standing. The Congressional Research Service notes, “If one assumes that Japan would want weapons with high reliability and accuracy, then more time would need to be devoted to their development unless a weapon or information was supplied by an outside source.”47 Kan Ito, a commentator on Japanese strategic affairs for nearly two decades, concurs, considering observers who predict a rapid breakout “utterly presumptuous.”Declares Ito, “It is dangerous to believe such a misconception. It will take 15 years for Japan to build up its own autonomous nuclear deterrence capability that is truly functional.”48 While one may quibble with his fifteen-year timeline, which seems unduly pessimistic, the period required to develop and field a credible deterrent would probably be measured in years rather than the weeks or months cavalierly bandied about.

AT North Korea – Nuclear Umbrella Deters 

Nuclear umbrella deters North Korea – not troops 

Alagappa 2009 – distinguished senior scholar at East-West Center (Muthiah, Global Asia, “nuclear weapons reinforce stability and security in 21st century Asia.” Google scholar) 

For non-nuclear weapon states like Japan and South Korea, the U.S. extended deterrence commitments have been a significant factor in assuaging their security vulnerabilities in the wake of the North Korean nuclear test. Both countries insisted on reaffirmation of the U.S. commitment, and Japan is exploring measures to increase the credibility of that commitment. In reassuring Japan, the U.S. commitment is a significant factor along with others in forestalling exploration of an independent nuclear option by that country. The U.S. commitment enables South Korea to maintain a nonnuclear posture, provides time to build a self-reliant defense capability, and is a fallback in dealing with a nucleararmed North Korea. 

AT Asian Prolif (1/2)
Asian prolif inevitable 

Alagappa 2009 – distinguished senior scholar at East-West Center (Muthiah, Global Asia, “nuclear weapons reinforce stability and security in 21st century Asia.” Google scholar) 

Continuing emphasis on non-proliferation and calls for elimination of nuclear weapons notwithstanding, it appears likely that nuclear weapons will persist and influence national security policies and strategies of major powers, as well as certain second-tier powers and isolated states in the foreseeable future.1 Initial anticipation in the West especially in the arms control and nonproliferation community of the decreasing security relevance of nuclear weapons was ill-founded. The effort in the last decade and a half to arrest and reverse the spread of nuclear weapons has not been any more successful than earlier ones. Leaders and governments in nuclear weapon states, their allies, and aspirants to the nuclear club believe that their nuclear forces or those of their allies can advance national security. Nuclear weapons, ballistic missiles, and strategic defense have entered or reentered the security thinking of the old, new, and prospective nuclear weapon states and their allies in a fundamentally different strategic environment and in a nuclear era that is substantially different from that of the Cold War. It is important to understand the security significance and roles of nuclear weapons in the new era, investigate national strategies for their employment, and explore their implications for international security, stability, and conflict resolution in the 21st century. This is particularly important in the broadly defined Asian security region which confronts serious security challenges and includes five of the seven declared nuclear weapon states (United States, Russia, China, India, Pakistan), one undeclared nuclear weapon state (Israel), two aspirant states (North Korea and Iran), and several states (Japan, South Korea, Taiwan and Australia) that rely on the American nuclear umbrella for their security. 

And, not destabilizing. 

Alagappa 2009 – distinguished senior scholar at East-West Center (Muthiah, Global Asia, “nuclear weapons reinforce stability and security in 21st century Asia.” Google scholar) 
Nuclear weapons have not disrupted or destabilized the overall distribution of power or fundamentally altered the patterns of amity and enmity in the Asian security region. The unipolar structure of the present system and the anticipated changes in the distribution of power in the Asian security region are consequences of change in the overall national power of states that has several dimensions. Military power is an important component of national power; and having nuclear weapons makes a significant difference in national military capability. However, military power by itself is not a sufficient basis for major power status. The enormous destructive power of nuclear weapons is also less fungible and less relevant to the pursuit of high priority non-traditional security goals. Nuclear weapons add to but are not a sufficient basis of national power. The present dominance of the United States, the decline in the position of Russia, and the rise of China and India are not due to their nuclear weapon capabilities. U.S. dominance is grounded in its vast lead in several dimensions of power.

Withdrawal won’t cause regional instability – the recent Taiwanese election has decreased the likelihood of war 

Bandow 08 - senior fellow at the Cato Institute and former special assistant to Reagan (6/9/08, Doug, National Interest, “Ending US-Korea Alliance,” http://www.facebook.com/home.php?)  

The pro-alliance mantra includes promoting regional stability, but the contention that East Asia would dissolve into chaos and war without Uncle Sam’s restraining hand is both arrogant and presumptuous. Everyone in the region has an interest in preserving peace and promoting prosperity. North Korea remains a problem state but the threat of war on the Korean peninsula has diminished dramatically; the result of the recent Taiwanese election has moderated fears about potential conflict in the Taiwan Strait. Beyond these two cases, there are no obvious bilateral controversies with much likelihood of flaring into violence.
AT Asian Prolif (2/2)

Withdrawal won’t wreck our extended deterrence – the current policy is outdated and flawed 

Bandow 08 - senior fellow at the Cato Institute and former special assistant to Reagan (6/9/08, Doug, National Interest, “Ending US-Korea Alliance,” http://www.facebook.com/home.php?)  

Yet Washington is locked in the past. We are told that U.S. troops must remain in South Korea to defend that nation from ever-diminishing threats, threats which the ROK is capable of handling. As the world changes, so should American security commitments and military deployments. Much of Washington’s global security structure is outdated. Nowhere is that more obvious than on the Korean peninsula. The only way to create a “twenty-first century strategic alliance” with the South is to end today’s outmoded twentieth-century alliance.

Withdrawal won’t cause a decline in deterrence – the U.S. will still be committed 

Lee 08 (4/14/08, Youkyung, Council on Foreign Relations, “The US-South Korea Alliance,” http://www.cfr.org/publication/11459/ussouth_korea_alliance.html) 

Experts have expressed concerns over how the development in military alliance would shape the future of Northeast Asia. Michael O’Hanlon at Brookings posits that the realignment of the military may be perceived by North Korea as “a sign of weakening of the alliance’s strength and strong deterrence against the North.” However, Gen. B. B. Bell, commander of USFK, says the United States is continuously committed to the political alliance regardless of the military command structure. “Commanding control apparatus is not a statement of the commitment of the two nations to each other’s security,” said Bell during his visit at Korea Society. The restructure of the U.S.-Korea military alliance also reflects the changing role and paradigm of U.S. leadership in the world. Hyeong Jung Park, a former fellow at Brookings, points out that “the alliance now is designed more for assisting U.S. global and regional strategy than for the defense of South Korea in the narrow sense.”

AT East Asian Conflict

Asia unstable now – North Korea, radical Islam, China military growth 

Blumenthal 6/7 – resident fellow at American Enterprise institute (Dan, The Weekly Standard, AEI, “Losing Asia?.” http://www.aei.org/article/102121) 

Yet, today, there are a number of developments that threaten the region's stability. First, North Korea has conventional missiles that can destroy Seoul and gravely damage Japan. It also has a nuclear arsenal. The North's brutal dictatorship could, moreover, suddenly collapse: leaving South Korea, Japan, the United States, and China scrambling to find and secure weapons of mass destruction while stabilizing the state. The allies and China have very different notions about what a secure Korean Peninsula means. China's pursuit of its own goals during a crisis is a recipe for trouble. Second, Southeast Asia suffers the scourge of radical Islam. The U.S. military may be called upon to help respond to terrorist attacks--as it has been doing, with a light footprint, for almost a decade in the Philippines. And then there is China, which has the greatest potential to undermine the Asia-Pacific peace. China has translated its economic resources into an impressive and growing military arsenal. Its Second Artillery ballistic and cruise missile forces pose a particular threat to U.S. and allied air supremacy in the "first island chain" (Japan, Taiwan, and the Philippines). China's missiles could seriously damage and ground most U.S. air assets at our most important Pacific base--Kadena in Japan. The Second Artillery is refining a land-based anti-ship ballistic missile. China could soon have the capability both to establish local air supremacy and to hit any surface ship coming its way from the Western Pacific. China has a growing fleet of diesel and nuclear submarines. The diesel boats, which can stay longer undersea, carry arsenals sufficient to enforce a blockade of Taiwan and threaten surface ships in and around China's littorals. With a new base in Hainan Island, China's nuclear submarine force has easy access to the South China Sea and the Malacca Strait. Given historic Sino-Indian mistrust and America's reliance on the Indian Ocean for its own energy trade, China's ability to cause mischief at critical Pacific and Indian Ocean chokepoints is a serious strategic developmen. Some experts argue that just because China has developed these capabilities does not mean that it will use them to threaten America or its allies. India, too, the logic goes, is undertaking a military modernization program. This is simply what great powers do. But it is the character of a rising power that matters. Those who take comfort in the assertion that "all great powers do it" should consider China's revanchist claims, its troubling international activities, and its internal dynamics.

No impact to East Asian conflict – economic turmoil in North Korea makes regional conflict impossible 

Cucullu 5 – a former Special Forces lieutenant colonel dealing with East Asia nations (10/27/05, Gordon, “Korean Troop Withdrawal,” http://www.military.com/opinion/0,15202,79439,00.html) 

North Korea is an acknowledged dangerous foe. It has massed artillery poised to rain steel down on Seoul and forward-deployed American units. It fields a 1.2 million man army with massive reserves. Aircraft, logistical support, armor units, and special operations infantry units have been deployed into protected attack positions for years. We know about the missiles, the nucs-bugs-and-gas WMD that Kim Jong Il possesses and seems willing to use on military and civilian targets. But we also know that the hedonistic Kim regime has one foot in the economic grave and the other on a banana peel. Without massive infusion of foreign assistance and revenue gained from illegal operations such as counterfeiting, narcotics, slave labor, and sale of weapons systems to other rogue states, it is likely that an economic implosion would have flushed his regime away. Thirty years ago analysts calculated that North Korea had upwards of 90 days supplies for a full-scale war. Given the economic disintegration of North Korea since 1994, it would be surprising if the North could mount an all-out war for more than 14-21 days. Nevertheless, in any conflict the North Korean wild card is the horrific damage it could inflict on the civilian population of Seoul even without using WMD.

Asia Affs – Troops Fail 
US troops do not stabilize the region

Bandow 6/18 -- senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Reagan (Doug, National Interest, “Get Out of Japan.” Get Out of Japan) 
The claim is oft-made that the presence of American forces also help promote regional stability beyond Japan. How never seems to be explained. Bruce Klingner of the Heritage Foundation contends: “the Marines on Okinawa are an indispensable and irreplaceable element of any U.S. response to an Asian crisis.” But the 3rd Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF), while packing a potent military punch, actually has little to do.

The MEF isn’t necessary to support manpower-rich South Korea, which is capable of deterring a North Korean attack. The Marines wouldn’t be useful in a war against China, unless the Pentagon is planning a surprise landing in Tiananmen Square to seize Mao Zedong’s mausoleum. If conflict breaks out over Taiwan or various contested islands, America would rely on air and naval units. Where real instability might arise on the ground, only a fool would introduce U.S. troops—insurgency in Indonesia, civil strife in the Solomon Islands or Fiji, border skirmishes between Thailand and Burma or Cambodia.

Asia Affs – Nuclear Umbrella Solves (1/2)
No link – missile defense and nuclear weapons deter more than troops 

Schoff 2009 -- director of Asia-Pacific studies at IFPA (James, institute for foreign policy analysis,”The U.S.-Japan Alliance & the Future of Extended Deterrence,” google scholar)

Despite arguments in Japan on the far ends of the nu- clear deterrent spectrum (those arguing for greater Japa- nese nuclear autonomy versus those trying to take nucle- ar weapons out of the security equation), the mainstream view has been continued reliance on the U.S. nuclear de- terrent as an indispensable component of Japanese de- fense policy. This is evident in the so-called Araki report, which was delivered to the prime minister in 2004 and clearly stated that the U.S. extended deterrence is still nec- essary for countering the threat of WMD including nucle- ar weapons (Council on Security and Defense Capabili- ties 2004). The 2004 NDPG reiterated that Japan will rely on the U.S. nuclear deterrent to protect Japan against the threat of nuclear weapons (Defense Agency of Japan 2006,428), and in 2007 the allies reaffirmed that the “full range of U.S. military capabilities – both nuclear and non-nu- clear strike forces and defensive capabilities – form the core of extended deterrence and support U.S. commit- ments to the defense of Japan (Security Consultative Com- mittee 2007). The key question is how long alliance man- agers can expect this theme of deterrence continuity to carry on without adjustment, and what (if anything) theyshould be doing to influence the future shape of extended deterrence.

No internal link – nuclear umbrella solves deterrence, Japan and South Korean prolif 

Payne et al 10 -- head of the department of defense and strategic studies at Missouri State University, and a member of congressional Strategic Posture Commission (Keith, National Institute Press, “U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia.” Google Scholar) 

Both countries are in the cockpit of Northeast Asia, an area of competition for power, influence, and security that also includes China, Russia, the United States, and North Korea. Within this political-military setting, the ROK sees North Korea as its primary threat. Renewed conflict between the North and South has loomed as a danger on the peninsula for more than 50 years. Pyongyang’s acquisition of nuclear weapons adds a new dimension to the threat. Japan, while alarmed by the North Korean nuclear tests, also views the growing military power, including nuclear capabilities, of China as a matter of serious concern. The contrast between the threat perceptions of the Japanese and the South Koreans has been summarized in the following way: “Japanese talk about North Korea but really worry about China. South Koreans worry about North Korea.... They share Japan’s concern about the implications of China’s rise on regional security dynamics in the long run, but do not think of China in extended deterrent terms—they are more concerned that unchecked North Korean nuclear ambitions may compel Tokyo to follow suit. The ‘Chinese threat’ is more territorial and psychological than nuclear.”179
These two developments—North Korea’s nascent nuclear arsenal and the military buildup accompanying China’s rise—have caused Japan and the ROK to raise questions about their protection under the U.S. nuclear umbrella. For the ROK, those questions relate to nuclear-armed North Korea. For Japan, they are due in large part to the increasing military strength of China.

In the face of these and other threats (notably the Soviet danger during the Cold War), U.S. nuclear guarantees have been, and continue to be, critical to the national security strategies of both Japan and South Korea. In this regard, the nuclear umbrella has played an essential role in discouraging both Seoul and Tokyo from acquiring nuclear weapons of their own. By the same token, when there have been doubts about the credibility of the U.S. nuclear guarantee, both countries have considered the nuclear option, with the ROK actually embarking on a dedicated nuclear weapons program in the 1970s. Although today there is some discussion in Japan and, to an even lesser extent, in South Korea about acquisition of indigenous nuclear weapons, this seems less a sign of future proliferation in Northeast Asia than an indication of the need for measures to bolster the nuclear guarantees to these two allies.
Asia Affs – Nuclear Umbrella Solves (2/2)

Plan doesn’t affect relations – nuclear umbrella is more important 
Tamamoto 2009 -- senior fellow at the World Policy Institute (Masaru,World Policy Journal 26.3 (Fall 2009): p63(8). The Emperor's new clothes: can Japan live without the bomb?. Google Scholar (Gale Group))
YOKOHAMA -- Authorities in the land of Hiroshima and Nagasaki find President Barack Obama's vision of a world free of nuclear weapons ill-advised. Japanese security policy distilled to its essence is the American nuclear umbrella. Simply put, Tokyo expects the United States to employ nuclear weapons to counter any attack on Japan, whether it is nuclear or conventional. Such clarity has long been Japan's understanding of what it means to be under American military protection. But now, Japanese officials in both politics and the military, if not yet the broader public, are confused as to how America's avowed pursuit of a nuclear-free world could proceed without compromising Japan's security.

Kuwait Aff – AT Iran 

Iran won’t invade – Kuwait’s forces deter enough and Iran has no intention

Pollock 2007 – senior fellow at The Washington Institute, visiting lecturer at Harvard University and former assistant professor at George Washington University (David, “Kuwait: Keystone of U.S. Gulf Policy.” Washington Institute for Near East Policy, http://www.mafhoum.com/press10/310P6.pdf) 
First, Iran has shown no intention to attack or threaten Kuwait militarily for almost twenty years, since the end of the Iran-Iraq War. Second, Kuwait’s own armed forces, according to some analysts, might offer an unexpectedly meaningful deterrent or reaction against at least some types of Iranian military adventurism. As Michael Knights has pointed out, Kuwait’s military, while minuscule compared to Iran’s, is reasonably effective, having carried out a “measured and successful” modernization program over the past decade. Kuwait, he writes,

has developed a small but powerful air and naval fleet armed with advanced anti-shipping missiles. . . . [These] have the capability to destroy tens of strategic targets on Iran’s coast, with pinpoint accuracy and without exposing themselves to Iranian air defenses, and to block Iranian shipping with some effectiveness.5

Moreover, Iran’s lack of land access to the GCC countries and the likelihood of advance warning of any major assault in Knights’ judgment make the threat from Iran “manageable.” Another 2005 assessment quotes U.S. military officers to the effect that Kuwait’s military has shown some improvement, especially regarding its air force.6 Yet given the fact that Kuwait’s own armed forces boast barely 15,000 men, and that its GCC partners have shown no disposition to take on Iran’s military power, these judgments are by nature highly debatable. 

TNWs Affs – Don’t Solve Deterrence
TNWs not key to deterrence

Bell & Loehrke, 9 -- * Project Manager at the Ploughshares Fund and Special Assistant to the President. During the 2008 election, Bell worked on arms control and nonproliferation issues for the Obama campaign. Bell was previously a Research Assistant for Nuclear Policy at the Center for American Progress, AND ** research assistant at the Ploughshares Fund (11/23/09, Alexandra and Benjamin, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, “The status of U.S. nuclear weapons in Turkey,” http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey)

For more than 40 years, Turkey has been a quiet custodian of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons. During the Cold War, Washington positioned intermediate-range nuclear missiles and bombers there to serve as a bulwark against the Soviet Union (i.e., to defend the region against Soviet attack and to influence Soviet strategic calculations). In the event of a Soviet assault on Europe, the weapons were to be fired as one of the first retaliatory shots. But as the Cold War waned, so, too, did the weapons' strategic value. Thus, over the last few decades, the United States has removed all of its intermediate-range missiles from Turkey and reduced its other nuclear weapons there through gradual redeployments and arms control agreements.

Today, Turkey hosts an estimated 90 B61 gravity bombs at Incirlik Air Base. Fifty of these bombs are reportedly PDF assigned for delivery by U.S. pilots, and forty are assigned for delivery by the Turkish Air Force. However, no permanent nuclear-capable U.S. fighter wing is based at Incirlik, and the Turkish Air Force is reportedly PDF not certified for NATO nuclear missions, meaning nuclear-capable F-16s from other U.S. bases would need to be brought in if Turkey's bombs were ever needed.

Such a relaxed posture makes clear just how little NATO relies on tactical nuclear weapons for its defense anymore. In fact, the readiness of NATO's nuclear forces now is measured in months as opposed to hours or days. Supposedly, the weapons are still deployed as a matter of deterrence, but the crux of deterrence is sustaining an aggressor's perception of guaranteed rapid reprisal--a perception the nuclear bombs deployed in Turkey cannot significantly add to because they are unable to be rapidly launched. Aggressors are more likely to be deterred by NATO's conventional power or the larger strategic forces supporting its nuclear umbrella.

Empirically, security doesn’t rely on TNWs – other deterrents check

Kibaroglu, 10 -- professor on arms control and disarmament in the Department of International Relations at Bilkent University in Ankara, Turkey, held fellowships at Harvard University’s Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, the Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, the International Atomic Energy Agency, and the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (June, 10, Mustafa, “Reassessing the Role of U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Turkey,” http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2010_06/Kibaroglu)

One concern might be the contingencies in which the security situation in Turkey’s neighborhood deteriorates, thereby necessitating the active presence of an effective deterrent against the aggressor(s). Yet, given the elaborate capabilities that exist within the alliance and the solidarity principle so far effectively upheld by the allies, extending deterrence against Turkey’s rivals should not be a problem. Turkey would continue to be protected against potential aggressors by the nuclear guarantees of its allies France, the United Kingdom, and the United States, the three NATO nuclear-weapon states. Turkey’s reliance on such a “credible” deterrent, which will not be permanently stationed on Turkish territory, is less likely to be criticized by its Middle Eastern neighbors and should not engender a burden-sharing controversy with its European allies.

One cannot argue that once U.S. nuclear weapons that are stationed in Turkish territory are sent back, the nuclear deterrent of the alliance extended to Turkey will be lost forever.

Currently, three NATO members are nuclear-weapon states. Of the NATO non-nuclear-weapon states, only five, as mentioned above, are known to host U.S. nuclear weapons. The remaining 20 members have no nuclear weapons on their territories. Yet, these members enjoy the credible nuclear deterrent of NATO, which remains the most powerful military organization in the world. Hence, the simple outcome of this analysis is that, for NATO members to feel confident against the threats posed to their national security, they do not have to deploy U.S. nuclear weapons on their territory. Turkey need not be an exception to this rule.

Turkey Affs (General) – Not K/T Deterrence

Ground forces in NATO country not key to deter conflict

Thränert, 9 – senior fellow for Non-Proliferation and Arms Control at the German Institute for International and Security Affairs (December, 09, Oliver, “NATO, Missile Defence and Extended Deterrence,” informaworld, http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a917062955&fulltext=713240928)

The value of US nuclear forces in Europe seems questionable

Similarly, if Iran becomes nuclear-armed and at the same time more assertive vis--vis Israel and its other neighbours, NATO would be affected, not least because Turkey shares a border with Iran and the Alliance is cooperating with Israel and Arab countries through the Mediterranean Dialogue and the Istanbul Cooperation Initiative. Although unlikely, a confrontation between Iran and the United States and NATO in which nuclear weapons could play a role cannot be ruled out entirely. But, again, it would seem unnecessary to have nuclear forces available in Europe. The United States could deter Iran with strategic and sea-based non-strategic forces (sea-launched cruise missiles on attack submarines), and advanced conventional weapons could perform in many ways almost as well as nuclear weapons in many missions. From a purely military point of view, then, land-based US nuclear weapons in Europe are already of negligible importance. Modernisation would not be necessary even if the political and military environment were to change dramatically. But while no future modernisation is one thing, withdrawal in the foreseeable future is quite a different matter.

Turkey Affs (General) – AT Middle East Prolif

Removing forces from Turkey will spillover to other countries and lead to large-scale disarmament  

Hyland, 7 -- served in the National Security Agency, the Central Intelligence Agency's Counter-Terrorist Center and the National Counter-Terrorism Center, taught at both The Johns Hopkins University and the Joint Military Intelligence College and is presently on the faculty of the American Public University System (12/19/07, Frank, The Jamestown Foundation, “U.S. Air Base at Incirlik Faces Political and Security Threats,” http://www.jamestown.org/single/?no_cache=1&tx_ttnews%5Btt_news%5D=4619)

The most problematic thinkable nuclear weapons threat to NATO is currently Iran, even while it is still probably years away from the development of a nuclear weapon (in the worst-case scenario that Iran is actually developing such a weapon). While it is unsure whether US nuclear weapons forward deployed in Turkey involve a certain level of deterrence and constitute strategic pressure on Iran (but will most likely not keep the latter from developing its own nuclear bomb if it so desired), their removal from Turkey could have a beneficial effect in the process of negotiating a security guarantee for the Iranian government and a conditional acceptance of its civil nuclear programme in exchange for an agreement on its presumed support for terrorist activity and its alleged attempt to develop a latent nuclear weapons capability. If one considers the removing of forward deployed tactical nuclear weapons from Europe timely, the question is whether one ought to act quietly or not. Arguments seem to exist both in favour and against the full public disclosure of such removal. Virtually no attention was paid by the media to the examples of recent European nuclear weapons withdrawals mentioned above. A potential advantage of withdrawing these weapons silently is that as such no undue attention is drawn that otherwise may arouse concern with politicians interested in keeping them, for instance as a symbol of national prestige. Countries in Central Europe that are now member of the EU may express interest in keeping some NATO tactical nuclear weapons deployed in Europe. These nations continue to hold reservations vis-à-vis their mighty neighbour, as demonstrated recently during the short war between Georgia and Russia in August 2008. A nuclear weapon in a nearby European ally could yield the sense of enhanced national security they desire. On the other hand, one may argue in favour of removing tactical nuclear weapons publicly from Europe. Much of the population is unaware of their presence in still 5 European countries and their existence deserves attention by the public. Publicizing their removal in one country may also prompt others to follow suit. Furthermore, public debate may help taking away a possibly big misunderstanding, in which Europeans believe the US still sees a role for these weapons deployed in Europe, while the US believes the Europeans still prefer to keep them forward deployed (for whatever reason it may) in their respective countries. Last but not least, one may wonder why 5 NATO members actually host US tactical nuclear weapons, while a large majority of 18 NATO countries do not see the need for their presence domestically.

Turkey Affs (General) – Incirlik Not K/T Deterrence 
Incirlik is an ineffective deterrent – Turkey has already signaled its unwillingness to back US military action on Iran

Kristensen, 5 -- independent nuclear weapons policy analyst who has spent the last 20 years researching nuclear weapons policy and operations, consultant to the nuclear program at the Natural Resources  Defense Council in Washington D.C., co-author of the bi-  monthly NRDC Nuclear Notebook in The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists and  writes the World Nuclear Forces appendix to the SIPRI Yearbook (February, 05, Hans M., “U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe: A Review of Post-Cold War Policy, Force Levels, and War Planning,” http://www.nukestrat.com/pubs/EuroBombs.pdf)
The need for these weapons is rapidly eroding.  While NATO still talks about their unique contribution to the alliance, the U.S. Defense Science Board Task Force on Future  Strategic Strike Forces recommended in February 2004 that the nuclear capability of the forward-based, tactical, dual-capable aircraft should be eliminated because there is “no obvious military need for these systems….”228 Because the use of nuclear weapons in a conflict could provoke serious political, economic, military, and environmental consequences, according to the latest U.S. Doctrine for Joint Nuclear Operations, “allied as well as adversary understanding of US nuclear weapon policy is essential.”229 Yet the vague and unspecific role attributed by NATO to the weapons in Europe suggests that the alliance – and therefore also potential adversaries – is uncertain about the exact role. Finally, there is the question of burden sharing and whether this long-held principle of NATO nuclear planning is eroding. Although a third of the U.S. forward-deployed nuclear bombs in Europe are earmarked for deliver by half a dozen non-nuclear NATO countries, many of those countries are showing signs of retreating from of the nuclear mission. Nuclear weapons were removed from Greece in 2001, Italy only has nuclear weapons on one national air base, Germany also only has nuclear weapons left on one national air base and closed another base in 2003. And Germany may phase out its nuclear mission altogether with its planned replacement of the Tornado aircraft with the Eurofighter in the next decade. Turkey no longer stores nuclear weapons on its national air bases, and the Turkish government has made decisions during the last couple of years that strongly call into question the credibility of nuclear operations from Turkey territory. During the 2003 war against Iraq, Turkey refused to give the United States permission to move major ground forces through Turkey into northern Iraq. And as recently as in December 2004, the Turkish government announced that it would “not back any U.S. military action on Iran.”230 NATO’s nuclear posture in Europe is partially justified as a potential deterrent against proliferating countries, and Incirlik Air Base in Turkey is the only NATO nuclear air base within striking range of Iran. The credibility of that deterrent – even if one believes it existed – seems to have eroded with Turkey’s stand. In conclusion, a final review of the forward deployment of U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe is long overdue. This time, the U.S. Congress and European parliaments must ask tough questions about the rationale for the deployment. They should not be content with vague justifications from the past about nuclear weapons “preventing war” or  “providing a political link between Europe and North America.”  The focus must be on  exactly who the enemy is and where the targets are for these weapons, which essential  and unique benefits the weapons provide to NATO’s security that cannot be met through  other means, and how the training in peacetime of pilots from non-nuclear countries to  deliver nuclear weapons in wartime matches European and U.S. nonproliferation  messages. 

Turkey Affs (General) – Fill-In 
NSNWs, also known as non-strategic nuclear weapons, are an ineffective deterrent and can’t prevent Turkish prolif – conventional forces and the nuclear umbrella will fill in

Warden, 3/5 – research assistant working with the Project on Nuclear Issues and the Defense and National Security Group in the International Security Program, recipient of the 2009-2010 William J. Taylor CSIS debate internship (3/5/10, John K., Center for Strategic and International Studies, “U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe: An Ineffective Deterrent, Unnecessary for Assurance,” http://csis.org/blog/us-nuclear-weapons-europe-ineffective-deterrent-and-unnecessary-assurance)

A second objection to withdrawing NSNW from Europe is allied proliferation.  In particular, Miller, Robertson, and Schanke argue that U.S. nuclear weapons stationed in Turkey play an important role in dissuading Turkey from acquiring an arsenal of their own.  This is certainly an important concern, especially as Iran continues to expand its nuclear program, while ignoring its obligations under the NPT. However, for the same reasons that NSNW are an ineffective deterrent, they are unlikely dissuade Turkish proliferation. According to Alexandra Bell and Benjamin Loehrke of the Ploughshares Fund, the readiness problem is even more pronounced in Turkey: Today, Turkey hosts an estimated 90 B61 gravity bombs at Incirlik Air Base. Fifty of these bombs are reportedly assigned for delivery by U.S. pilots, and forty are assigned for delivery by the Turkish Air Force. However, no permanent nuclear-capable U.S. fighter wing is based at Incirlik, and the Turkish Air Force is reportedly not certified for NATO nuclear missions, meaning nuclear-capable F-16s from other U.S. bases would need to be brought in if Turkey's bombs were ever needed. Other capabilities, such as missile defense and strategic deterrence are more important in demonstrating U.S. commitment to Turkey (there are rumors that the United States will place an AN/TPY-2 radar in Turkey). According to Johan Bergenäs of the Monterey Institute of International Studies, “senior Turkish officials recently indicated that they ‘would not insist’ that NATO retain its forward-deployed nuclear weapons, and that conventional forces were sufficient to satisfy Ankara's security requirements. Such a position is perhaps motivated by the knowledge that Turkey would still be covered by the U.S. strategic nuclear umbrella.”

Turkey Affs (General) – Deterrence Fails
Deterrence strategies are useless in the face of new multilateral relations in the middle east.  US presence only fuels anti-American sentiments and proliferation

Kibaroglu, 10 -- professor on arms control and disarmament in the Department of International Relations at Bilkent University in Ankara, Turkey, held fellowships at Harvard University’s Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, the Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, the International Atomic Energy Agency, and the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (June, 10, Mustafa, “Reassessing the Role of U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Turkey,” http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2010_06/Kibaroglu)

Deterrence Against Whom? Because of the view that NATO’s deterrent will be more credible with the presence of forward-deployed U.S. nuclear weapons in the allied territories in Europe, Turkish diplomats believe that the burden of hosting these weapons should continue to be shared collectively among five allies, as has been the case over the last several decades. Even if all of Turkey’s allies accept this proposal and act accordingly, Turkey will still face a dilemma in its foreign and security policies if it sees the hosting of U.S. nuclear weapons as the only way for it to fulfill its burden-sharing obligations. Ankara’s continuing support for the presence of the U.S. weapons on Turkish territory could be justified only if there were a threat from the military capabilities of Turkey’s neighbors, the two most significant of which would be Iran and Syria, and if the Western allies shared that threat assessment. There can be no other meaningful scenario that would justify Turkey’s policy of retaining U.S. nuclear weapons on its territory as well as leaving the door open for the deployment of U.S. missile defenses in Turkey in the future. Recent trends, however, appear to be moving from such a threat assessment by Turkey. Over the last few years, Turkey has experienced an unprecedented rapprochement with its Middle Eastern neighbors. Last year, Turkey held joint ministerial cabinet meetings with Iraq in October and Syria in December. Until recently, Turkey had treated both countries as foes rather than friends. These meetings have produced a significant number of protocols, memoranda of understanding, and other documents on a wide array of issue areas including the thorniest subjects, such as ways and means of dealing with terrorism effectively and using the region’s scarce water resources more equitably. Moreover, these high-level meetings resulted in the lifting of the visa requirement for Turkish citizens traveling to Syria and vice versa. That action has paved the way to an opening of the borders between the two countries; the borders had stayed closed for decades due to the presence of large numbers of heavy land mines on both sides. The mines will soon be cleaned up with a view to opening huge land areas to agriculture. In addition to improvements in bilateral relations with its immediate neighbors, Turkey has become more involved in wider Middle Eastern political affairs than it ever has been since the establishment of the Republic of Turkey in 1923. A key part of this regional involvement is mediation efforts between Israel and Syria. Another element is a willingness to take on a similar role in Iran’s dispute with the international community over the nature and scope of Tehran’s nuclear program, which is generally considered by Turkey’s NATO allies to have the potential for weaponization and thus further proliferation in the region. Top Turkish political and military officials have suggested on various occasions that the most promising way out of the conflict in the longer term would be the creation of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East. Against that background, the continued insistence of the Turkish security elite on hosting U.S. nuclear weapons has drawn criticism from Turkey’s Middle Eastern neighbors.[21] Some of these neighbors, such as Iran and Syria, criticize Turkey’s policy of retaining nuclear weapons because they see the weapons as being directed against them.[22] Others in the Arab world, such as Egypt, portray these weapons as a symbol of Western imperialism.

AT Turkish Prolif – Nukes Solve 

Nuclear guarantee solves risk of Turkish prolif

Kamiya et al, 9 -- *Matake: professor of International Relations at the National Defense Academy of Japan and a leading security expert in Japan. He is also a member of the board of directors of the Japan Association for International Security, and a member of the board of trustees as well as a member of the policy council of the Japan Forum on International Relations, AND ** Henri J. Barkley: visiting scholar in the Carnegie Middle East Program and the Bernard L. and Bertha F. Cohen Professor at Lehigh University.  He served as a member of the U.S. State Department Policy Planning Staff working primarily on issues related to the Middle East, the Eastern Mediterranean, and intelligence from 1998 to 2000. He has taught at Princeton, Columbia, the State University of New York, and the University of Pennsylvania, AND ***Marcos C. de Azambuja (September, 09, Matake and Henri J., Pragmatic Steps for Global Security, “Barzil, Japan, and Turkey,” http://www.stimson.org/nuke/pdf/BJT_Print_Final.pdf)
In contemplating conventionally armed foes, the Turkish armed forces are quite competent.   For example, the first post-Cold War demonstration of Turkish military prowess occurred in  1998 when the Turks threatened Syria with military intervention unless it stopped providing  the PKK’s leader, Abdullah Öcalan, with refuge in Damascus and Syrian-controlled parts of  Lebanon.  With most of its divisions facing south against Israel, Syria quickly capitulated  and sent Öcalan on his way—a decision that ended with his capture and imprisonment by Turkish officials. With the capture of Öcalan and further political changes in both Turkey and Syria, relations between the two governments have improved significantly.5 However, in the absence of any nuclear weapons of its own, when it comes to contemplating threats from nuclear-armed nations, Turkey has little else to rely on other than NATO’s guarantees. This might be relevant in considering the possibility of a revanchist Russia, or scenarios in which Iran and/or Syria acquire nuclear weapons. Hence, despite the discordant voices emanating from various groups, Turks continue to rely on the American security umbrella. Ankara has always stressed the importance of its NATO commitments. Moreover, as will be discussed below, there is no easy way for Turkey to obtain such weapons, even assuming it was willing to forsake its alliance and treaty pledges. It currently has no nuclear power plants and only the beginnings of a research/technical infrastructure. What has made the Turkish military a potent force has been its NATO links. The combination of NATO, a robust army, and a willingness to take security seriously has served effectively as Turkey’s primary form of deterrence.   

Deterrence Fails – General (1/2)
Deterrence fails—forces don’t prevent terrorism, and countries can defend themselves—at worst we can spot them assistance to prevent escalation

Friedman and Preble 10 – Benjamin Friedman is a research fellow in defense and homeland security studies at the Cato Institute, and Christopher Preble is director of foreign policy studies at Cato (6/14, Benjamin Friedman and Christopher Preble, “Defense Cuts: Start Overseas”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11896)

But the dirty secret of American defense politics is that we are fairly safe.  We are surrounded by vast seas and friendly neighbors. But our military spending is nearly equal to half the world's, and our allies spend most of the other half. Russia, China, North Korea, Syria and Iran collectively spend about a fourth of what we do on defense, according to statistics compiled by the International Institute for Strategic Studies. Even if we cut our military in half, it would still be far bigger than that of any conceivable rival.  Encouragingly, members of President Obama's bipartisan commission on the deficit and debt have said that the military ought to be among the items on the table for possible spending cuts. Sen. Ron Wyden (D-Ore.) and Reps. Barney Frank (D-Mass.), Walter B. Jones (R-N.C.) and Ron Paul (R- Texas) last month sent a joint letter to the commissioners arguing that the trims to the Pentagon budget should flow from cuts in overseas commitments.  The commissioners should take that advice.  The Cold War is over. While we were defending our allies in Europe and Asia, they got wealthy. The new status quo is that we offer them perpetual security subsidies — and risk being drawn into wars that do not serve our security interests. The recent trouble regarding the sinking of a South Korean naval ship by Pyongyang is illustrative. Odious as North Korea is, we have no obvious interest in fighting for South Korea, which has grown far richer and militarily capable than its northern rival. South Korea can defend itself. So can our European and Japanese friends. Nor can terrorism justify a huge military. Most of our military spending goes to conventional forces adept at destroying well-armed enemies. Terrorists are lightly armed and mostly hidden. The trick is finding them, not killing or capturing them once they are found. Counterinsurgency enthusiasts claim that we can only be safe from terrorists by using ground forces to rebuild the states where they operate. But we have learned the hard way that theory badly overestimates our ability to organize other nations' politics. Even if we could master that imperial art, it would not be worth the cost.  By avoiding the occupation of failing states and shedding commitments to defend healthy ones, we could plan for far fewer wars, allowing cuts in force structure, manpower, procurement spending and operational costs. The resulting force would be more elite, less strained and far less expensive.  Even if the commission calls for cutting defense commitments, the Obama administration has shown little interest in following such recommendations. When the Japanese government recently asked us to remove our Marines from Okinawa after 65 years, for example, the administration hectored Tokyo into letting us keep our base rather than wishing the Japanese well and bringing the troops home.  Instead of looking to shed missions, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates recently advocated maintaining current funding levels while cutting overhead costs by a few billion to fund frontline forces. Good idea, except that it won't offset the rapidly rising cost of the military's personnel, healthcare and operational spending. The likely result will be that these accounts will continue to take funds needed for manpower and force structure, leaving a shrinking force overburdened even in peacetime.  Our deficit problem is an opportunity to surrender the pretension that we are the world's indispensable nation, preventing instability, shaping the international system and guiding history. We should be content to settle for being the big kid on the block that looks out for itself and occasionally helps friends in a bad spot. That approach would take advantage of the security we have, and save money we don't.

Deterrence Fails – General (2/2)
Deterrence fails—empirically proven

Kober 10 – research fellow in foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute (6/13, Stanley, “The Deterrence Illusion”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11898)

The first world war was the product of a mode of rational thinking that went badly off course. The peace of Europe was based on security assurances. Germany was the protector of Austria-Hungary, and Russia was the protector of Serbia.  The prospect of escalation was supposed to prevent war, and it did — until, finally, it didn't. The Russians, who should have been deterred — they had suffered a terrible defeat at the hands of Japan just a few years before — decided they had to come to the support of their fellow Slavs.  As countries honoured their commitments, a system that was designed to prevent war instead widened it.  We have also been living in an age of globalisation, especially since the end of the cold war, but it too is increasingly being challenged.  And just like the situation at the beginning of the last century, deterrence is not working. Much is made, for example, of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) invoking Article V — the famous "three musketeers" pledge that an attack on one member is to be considered as an attack on all — following the terrorist attacks of September 11.  But the United States is the most powerful member of NATO by far. Indeed, in 2001, it was widely considered to be a hegemon, a hyperpower. Other countries wanted to be in NATO because they felt an American guarantee would provide security. And yet it was the US that was attacked. This failure of deterrence has not received the attention it deserves. It is, after all, not unique. The North Vietnamese were not deterred by the American guarantee to South Vietnam. Similarly, Hezbollah was not deterred in Lebanon in the 1980s, and American forces were assaulted in Somalia. What has been going wrong?  The successful deterrence of the superpowers during the cold war led to the belief that if such powerful countries could be deterred, then lesser powers should fall into line when confronted with an overwhelmingly powerful adversary. It is plausible, but it may be too rational. For all their ideological differences, the US and the Soviet Union observed red lines during the cold war. There were crises — Berlin, Cuba, to name a couple — but these did not touch on emotional issues or vital interests, so that compromise and retreat were possible.  Indeed, what we may have missed in the west is the importance of retreat in Soviet ideology. "Victory is impossible unless [the revolutionary parties] have learned both how to attack and how to retreat properly," Lenin wrote in Left-Wing Communism: An Infantile Disorder. When the Soviets retreated, the US took the credit. Deterrence worked. But what if retreat was part of the plan all along?  What if, in other words, the Soviet Union was the exception rather than the rule?  That question is more urgent because, in the post-cold war world, the US has expanded its security guarantees, even as its enemies show they are not impressed.  The Iraqi insurgents were not intimidated by President Bush's challenge to "bring 'em on". The Taliban have made an extraordinary comeback from oblivion and show no respect for American power. North Korea is demonstrating increasing belligerence. And yet the US keeps emphasising security through alliances. "We believe that there are certain commitments, as we saw in a bipartisan basis to NATO, that need to be embedded in the DNA of American foreign policy," secretary of state Hillary Clinton affirmed in introducing the new National Security Strategy.  But that was the reason the US was in Vietnam. It had a bipartisan commitment to South Vietnam under the Southeast Asia Treaty Organisation, reaffirmed through the Tonkin Gulf Resolution, which passed Congress with only two dissenting votes. It didn't work, and found its commitments were not embedded in its DNA. Americans turned against the war, Secretary Clinton among them.  The great powers could not guarantee peace in Europe a century ago, and the US could not guarantee it in Asia a half-century ago.

 Before the US makes further guarantees, it needs to understand the reasons for these failures, lest new promises lead to tragedy both for the US and those who would put their trust in it.
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