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Afghanistan – 1NC Terrorism Module

Withdrawal causes nuclear terrorism. 
Chase and Bacevich, 9

(Genevieve, founder of American Women Veterans, AND Andrew, professor of international relations at Boston University, “SEN. JOHN KERRY HOLDS A HEARING ON SOLDIERS' STORIES FROM THE AFGHAN WAR,” Political Transcript Wire, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_8167/is_20090427/ai_n50869482/pg_30/, NJ)

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. 
Nuclear terrorist attack causes extinction
Morgan, 9

(Dennis Ray Morgan, Hankuk University of Foreign Studies, Yongin Campus - South Korea Futures, Volume 41, Issue 10, December 2009, Pages 683-693, World on fire: two scenarios of the destruction of human civilization and possible extinction of the human race)

In a remarkable website on nuclear war, Carol Moore asks the question “Is Nuclear War Inevitable??” In Section , Moore points out what most terrorists obviously already know about the nuclear tensions between powerful countries. No doubt, they’ve figured out that the best way to escalate these tensions into nuclear war is to set off a nuclear exchange. As Moore points out, all that militant terrorists would have to do is get their hands on one small nuclear bomb and explode it on either Moscow or Israel. Because of the Russian “dead hand” system, “where regional nuclear commanders would be given full powers should Moscow be destroyed,” it is likely that any attack would be blamed on the United States” Israeli leaders and Zionist supporters have, likewise, stated for years that if Israel were to suffer a nuclear attack, whether from terrorists or a nation state, it would retaliate with the suicidal “Samson option” against all major Muslim cities in the Middle East. Furthermore, the Israeli Samson option would also include attacks on Russia and even “anti-Semitic” European cities In that case, of course, Russia would retaliate, and the U.S. would then retaliate against Russia. China would probably be involved as well, as thousands, if not tens of thousands, of nuclear warheads, many of them much more powerful than those used at Hiroshima and Nagasaki, would rain upon most of the major cities in the Northern Hemisphere. Afterwards, for years to come, massive radioactive clouds would drift throughout the Earth in the nuclear fallout, bringing death or else radiation disease that would be genetically transmitted to future generations in a nuclear winter that could last as long as a 100 years, taking a savage toll upon the environment and fragile ecosphere as well. And what many people fail to realize is what a precarious, hair-trigger basis the nuclear web rests on. Any accident, mistaken communication, false signal or “lone wolf’ act of sabotage or treason could, in a matter of a few minutes, unleash the use of nuclear weapons, and once a weapon is used, then the likelihood of a rapid escalation of nuclear attacks is quite high while the likelihood of a limited nuclear war is actually less probable since each country would act under the “use them or lose them” strategy and psychology; restraint by one power would be interpreted as a weakness by the other, which could be exploited as a window of opportunity to “win” the war. In other words, once Pandora's Box is opened, it will spread quickly, as it will be the signal for permission for anyone to use them. Moore compares swift nuclear escalation to a room full of people embarrassed to cough. Once one does, however, “everyone else feels free to do so. The bottom line is that as long as large nation states use internal and external war to keep their disparate factions glued together and to satisfy elites’ needs for power and plunder, these nations will attempt to obtain, keep, and inevitably use nuclear weapons. And as long as large nations oppress groups who seek self-determination, some of those groups will look for any means to fight their oppressors” In other words, as long as war and aggression are backed up by the implicit threat of nuclear arms, it is only a matter of time before the escalation of violent conflict leads to the actual use of nuclear weapons, and once even just one is used, it is very likely that many, if not all, will be used, leading to horrific scenarios of global death and the destruction of much of human civilization while condemning a mutant human remnant, if there is such a remnant, to a life of unimaginable misery and suffering in a nuclear winter. In “Scenarios,” Moore summarizes the various ways a nuclear war could begin: Such a war could start through a reaction to terrorist attacks, or through the need to protect against overwhelming military opposition, or through the use of small battle field tactical nuclear weapons meant to destroy hardened targets. It might quickly move on to the use of strategic nuclear weapons delivered by short-range or inter-continental missiles or long-range bombers. These could deliver high altitude bursts whose electromagnetic pulse knocks out electrical circuits for hundreds of square miles. Or they could deliver nuclear bombs to destroy nuclear and/or non-nuclear military facilities, nuclear power plants, important industrial sites and cities. Or it could skip all those steps and start through the accidental or reckless use of strategic weapons.
Afghanistan – 2NC Terrorism Impact Calc

Policy–makers should prefer a one percent probability of nuclear terrorism
Mowatt-Larssen, 9 

(Rolf, senior fellow at the Belfer Center at Harvard University, former Director of Intelligence and Counterintelligence at the U.S. Department of Energy, “The Armageddon Test,” http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/8.2009.Armageddon%20Test.pdf, NJ)
It is not necessary to believe that nuclear terrorism is likely to happen in order to take the threat seriously. It is only necessary to believe that it is not impossible, that there is a one percent possibility that terrorists can launch a successful nuclear attack. Adopting the proper risk-management principles for such a precedent-setting event requires an appreciation of the implications of failure, and a determination to avoid them at all costs. It requires having a full awareness of the strategic consequences of a single nuclear event. It means having a keen understanding that a robust, aggressive, and integrated policy and intelligence response is essential, even for such a low-probability threat. Effective risk management also entails thinking through the complexities of leading the kind of unprecedented international cooperation that assure not just national security, but global security. Developing a collective security consciousness demands an acknowledgement that there is no such thing as nuclear security, and thus, a fatal lapse of security at any site in any country would affect all; there can be no other choice than to work more closely on such matters, even if this cooperation touches on each state’s most sensitive, sovereign interests. At the end of the day, all states should be able to give a reassuring answer to their citizens on one question: has everything possible been done on an urgent basis to lock up all nuclear weapons and material to a Fort Knox standard – and can everything be recovered that may no longer be in the vault? 
Great power wars are obsolete
Mandelbaum, 99

(Michael, Christian A. Herter Professor and Director of the American Foreign Policy at Johns Hopkins University, “Transcript: Is Major War Obsolete?” CIAOnet, http://www.ciaonet.org/conf/cfr10/index.html, NJ)

So if I am right, then what has been the motor of political history for the last two centuries that has been turned off? This war, I argue, this kind of war, is obsolete; less than impossible, but more than unlikely. What do I mean by obsolete? If I may quote from the article on which this presentation is based, a copy of which you received when coming in, “ Major war is obsolete in a way that styles of dress are obsolete. It is something that is out of fashion and, while it could be revived, there is no present demand for it. Major war is obsolete in the way that slavery, dueling, or foot-binding are obsolete. It is a social practice that was once considered normal, useful, even desirable, but that now seems odious. It is obsolete in the way that the central planning of economic activity is obsolete. It is a practice once regarded as a plausible, indeed a superior, way of achieving a socially desirable goal, but that changing conditions have made ineffective at best, counterproductive at worst.”  Why is this so? Most simply, the costs have risen and the benefits of major war have shriveled. The costs of fighting such a war are extremely high because of the advent in the middle of this century of nuclear weapons, but they would have been high even had mankind never split the atom. As for the benefits, these now seem, at least from the point of view of the major powers, modest to non-existent. The traditional motives for warfare are in retreat, if not extinct. War is no longer regarded by anyone, probably not even Saddam Hussein after his unhappy experience, as a paying proposition.  And as for the ideas on behalf of which major wars have been waged in the past, these are in steep decline. Here the collapse of communism was an important milestone, for that ideology was inherently bellicose. This is not to say that the world has reached the end of ideology; quite the contrary. But the ideology that is now in the ascendant, our own, liberalism, tends to be pacific.  Moreover, I would argue that three post-Cold War developments have made major war even less likely than it was after 1945. One of these is the rise of democracy, for democracies, I believe, tend to be peaceful. Now carried to its most extreme conclusion, this eventuates in an argument made by some prominent political scientists that democracies never go to war with one another. I wouldn’t go that far. I don’t believe that this is a law of history, like a law of nature, because I believe there are no such laws of history. But I do believe there is something in it. I believe there is a peaceful tendency inherent in democracy.  Now it’s true that one important cause of war has not changed with the end of the Cold War. That is the structure of the international system, which is anarchic. And realists, to whom Fareed has referred and of whom John Mearsheimer and our guest Ken Waltz are perhaps the two most leading exponents in this country and the world at the moment, argue that that structure determines international activity, for it leads sovereign states to have to prepare to defend themselves, and those preparations sooner or later issue in war.  I argue, however, that a post-Cold War innovation counteracts the effects of anarchy. This is what I have called in my 1996 book, The Dawn of Peace in Europe, common security. By common security I mean a regime of negotiated arms limits that reduce the insecurity that anarchy inevitably produces by transparency-every state can know what weapons every other state has and what it is doing with them-and through the principle of defense dominance, the reconfiguration through negotiations of military forces to make them more suitable for defense and less for attack.  Some caveats are, indeed, in order where common security is concerned. It’s not universal. It exists only in Europe. And there it is certainly not irreversible. And I should add that what I have called common security is not a cause, but a consequence, of the major forces that have made war less likely. States enter into common security arrangements when they have already, for other reasons, decided that they do not wish to go to war.  Well, the third feature of the post-Cold War international system that seems to me to lend itself to warlessness is the novel distinction between the periphery and the core, between the powerful states and the less powerful ones. This was previously a cause of conflict and now is far less important. To quote from the article again, “ While for much of recorded history local conflicts were absorbed into great-power conflicts, in the wake of the Cold War, with the industrial democracies debellicised and Russia and China preoccupied with internal affairs, there is no great-power conflict into which the many local conflicts that have erupted can be absorbed. The great chess game of international politics is finished, or at least suspended. A pawn is now just a pawn, not a sentry standing guard against an attack on a king.”  
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Recruitment – Withdrawal sends terrorists the signal that they won – increases recruitment
Gilmore, 9
(Gerry J, American Forces Press Service, 10/5/09, “Gates: Withdrawal from Afghanistan Would Embolden Radicals”, http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=56106, NJ)
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.
Drug Trade – Withdrawal expands illegal drug trade
Grornov, 10
(Boris, governor of Moscow region, 1/11/09, “Russian Advice on Afghanistan,” New York Times,  http://www.nytimes.com/2010/01/12/opinion/12iht-edrogozin.html)

How long would the Afghan government endure today if it were left alone to face the Taliban? A rapid slide into chaos awaits Afghanistan and its neighbors if NATO pulls out, pretending to have achieved its goals. A pullout would give a tremendous boost to Islamic militants, destabilize the Central Asian republics and set off flows of refugees, including many thousands to Europe and Russia. It would also give a huge boost to the illegal drug trade. Opium production in Afghanistan in 2008 came to 7,700 tons, more than 40 times that of 2001, when international forces arrived. If even the ISAF presence could not prevent the explosive growth of Taliban drug dealing, than it is not difficult to understand what a NATO pull-out would lead to. As people in the West count the coffins of NATO soldiers from Afghanistan, let them not forget to include the coffins of Americans and Europeans who were killed by Taliban heroin in their own countries. A “successful end” to the operation in Afghanistan will not come simply with the death of Osama bin Laden. The minimum that we require from NATO is consolidating a stable political regime in the country and preventing Talibanization of the entire region.
Drug trade funds terrorists

Ehrenfeld, 9

(Rachel, director of American Center for Democracy, 2/26/09, "Stop The Afghan Drug Trade, Stop Terrorism", Forbes, http://www.forbes.com/2009/02/26/drug-trade-afghanistan-opinions-contributors_terrorism_mycoherbicides.html, NJ)

To win, the link between narcotics and terrorism must be severed. That is the necessary condition for a successful strategy to undermine the growing influence of al-Qaida, the Taliban and radical Muslim groups in Afghanistan and Pakistan. It is all about money--more precisely, drug money. The huge revenues from the heroin trade fill the coffers of the terrorists and thwart any attempt to stabilize the region. Though not traded on any stock exchange, heroin is one of the most valuable commodities in the world today. While a ton of crude oil costs less than $290, a ton of heroin costs $67 million in Europe and between $360 million and $900 million in New York, according to estimates based on recent Drug Enforcement Administration figures. Since its liberation from Taliban rule, Afghanistan's opium production has gone from 640 tons in 2001 to 8,200 tons in 2007. Afghanistan now supplies over 93% of the global opiate market. This is a source of income for the warlords and regional factions to pay their soldiers," warned former Afghan Interior Minister Ali Ahmad Jalili in a May 2005 interview with Reuters. "The terrorists are funding their operations through illicit drug trade, so they are all interlinked.
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Expert consensus – everyone agrees withdrawal causes terrorism

Sinha, 9

(Sylvana Q, attorney working in Afghanistan on development projects, “President Obama, don’t listen to the public on Afghanistan,” Foreign Policy,  http://afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/09/14/president_obama_don_t_listen_to_the_public_on_afghanistan, NJ)

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." 
Empirics – withdrawal certain cities caused terrorist fill in

BBC, 10

(5/24/10, “US pull-out from Afghan east strengthening Taleban,” BBC, l/n, NJ)

[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.
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Withdrawing troops causes Pakistan to support terrorism
News4u, 9 (News Site, Citing Chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, Ike Skelton, “‘US pullout from Afghanistan will lead Pak to Taliban’” News4u, http://news4u.co.in/?p=37629, NJ) 
Cautioning the Obama administration against withdrawing from Afghanistan soon, a powerful US lawmaker has said this would lead to Pakistan again supporting al Qaeda and Taliban as part of its policy to counter the Indian influence in the region.  Amidst report that US is considering withdrawal of its forces from parts of Afghanistan and instead focus more on aerial strikes, Congressman Ike Skelton, who is Chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, has said such a policy is not only far away from the ground realities of the region but would also be disastrous for the US.  In a five-page letter to US President Barack Obama written on September 22, Skelton said such a strategy will not be successful, in part because of the strategic outlook of Pakistan.  “Pakistan sees India as an existential threat and Afghanistan as important for strategic depth. The Pakistanis fear that, should the Indians gain undue influence in Afghanistan, they could encircle Pakistan,” he said.  “Pakistan’s main tool to counter this has been the Taliban, and many observers believe that Pakistan retains its ties with the Taliban for this reason,” he said.  He said Pakistan’s strategic thinking would suggest that if the US were to depart from Afghanistan in the near term, Pakistan would again need to rely on the Taliban to preserve Pakistani interests.
Pakistani cooperation with terrorists causes them to go nuclear
Kapisthalam, 4

(Kaushik, Writer for Asia times, 6/4/04, “Pakistan's forgotten al-Qaeda nuclear link,” Asia Times, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/FF04Df05.html, NJ)

Despite all the ominous-sounding facts mentioned above, some readers might wonder whether the Pakistan nuclear-terrorism threat is a credible one. Indeed, some analysts do feel that the idea of Pakistan's nuclear warheads falling into the hands of terrorist groups such as LeT is an exaggeration. After all, it is widely believed that Pakistan's nuclear weapons are under the secure safekeeping of the nation's army, the only institution in Pakistan that is supposedly free of al-Qaeda influence. But is that really so? 
 Just recently, Musharraf revealed that some "junior" Pakistani army and air force officers had colluded with al-Qaeda terrorists in the two attempts on his life last December. The Pakistani newspaper the Daily Times revealed that the "junior officers" referred to by Musharraf may include an army captain, three majors, a lieutenant-colonel and a colonel. This is extremely significant. While many retired Pakistani generals and intelligence chiefs have openly associated with groups such as al-Qaeda, their actions have been glossed over because they weren't in active service. But when we know that serving Pakistani military officers have been conducting joint operations with al-Qaeda, the possibility of a Pakistani nuclear device falling into the hands of al-Qaeda appears more credible.  Even if al-Qaeda never gets hold of a Pakistani nuclear warhead, thanks to US technical safeguards, the possibility of it building a Pakistani-designed radiation dispersal device or a "dirty bomb" looks plausible. A recent analysis by US nuclear experts David Albright and Holly Higgins found strong evidence that Pakistani nuclear scientists Sultan Mahmood and Abdul Majid "provided significant assistance to al-Qaeda's efforts to make radiation dispersal devices". Therein lies the most overlooked Pakistani threat - the knowledge in the heads of nuclear experts sympathetic to the jihad movement, and jihadi groups with weapons-of-mass-destruction ambitions such as LeT operating secure facilities and training camps in Pakistan with only the most minimal of restraints.  Assuming that the US might be secretly monitoring Pakistani nuclear fuel and weapons sites, such actions would not be enough to prevent, for instance, radioactive materials stolen from the former Soviet Union by Chechen LeT members and delivered to Pakistan, packaged into a dirty bomb designed by a Pakistani nuclear scientist (or an improvised nuclear device based on a Pakistani warhead design) in an LeT compound and delivered by a Pakistani-trained Western citizen taking orders from a handler in Karachi or Lahore.
Afghanistan – AT: Terrorists Can’t Get Nukes

Withdrawal destabilizes Pakistan – terrorists get nukes

Bromund and Roach, 9

(Ted, Senior Research Fellow at Heritage, AND Morgan L, Research Assistant in the Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom at Heritage, 10/26/09, “Islamist Terrorist Plots in Great Britain: Uncovering the Global Network”, Heritage, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/10/Islamist-terrorist-Plots-in-Great-Britain-Uncovering-the-Global-Network, NJ)

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.

Afghanistan – AT: Terrorists Won’t Use Nukes

Terrorists will use nukes – they said so

Farah, 5

(Joseph, Editor in Chief of World Net Daily, “Al-Qaida nukes already in U.S.” World Net Daily, http://www.wnd.com/?pageId=31232, NJ)

According to Williams' sources, thousands of al-Qaida sleeper agents have now been forward deployed into the U.S. to carry out their individual roles in the coming "American Hiroshima" plan.  Bin Laden's goal, according to the book, is to kill at least 4 million Americans, 2 million of whom must be children. Only then, bin Laden has said, would the crimes committed by America on the Arab and Muslim world be avenged.

Afghanistan – 1NC Pakistan Instability Module

Withdrawal destabilizes Pakistan – terrorists get nukes
Bromund and Roach, 9 (Ted, Senior Research Fellow at Heritage, AND Morgan L, Research Assistant in the Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom at Heritage, 10/26/09, “Islamist Terrorist Plots in Great Britain: Uncovering the Global Network”, Heritage, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/10/Islamist-terrorist-Plots-in-Great-Britain-Uncovering-the-Global-Network, NJ)
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.

Independently, Pakistan instability causes nuclear war

Pitt, 9 (William, 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.", 5/8/09, “Unstable Pakistan Threatens the World,” 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.

Afghanistan – 1NC Resolve/Heg Module

Plan sends signal of weakened resolve
GEO, 9

(GEO TV News, “ US pullout from Afghanistan would be disastrous: FM Qureshi,” GEO, http://www.geo.tv/10-2-2009/50133.htm, NJ)

Foreign Minister Shah Mahmood Qureshi’s said U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan before the Taliban are defeated would be “disastrous’ as Pakistan would an immediate effectee of such a move.  “This will be disastrous,” he was quoted as saying by the Wall Street Journal. “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?”  The journal said 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?,” he asked. “Why did you send so many billion of dollars and lose so many lives? And why did we ally with you?” 

Resolve key to heg

Fettweis, 4

(Christopher, Professor at the U.S. Army War College, December 2004, “Resolute Eagle or Paper Tiger? Credibility, Reputation and the War on Terror,” online: http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p67147_index.html)

If decision makers interpreted interests along material lines, then analysts of foreign policy would need to look no further in order to explain state behavior. However, time and again nations take on tasks that appear to be counter to what a rational evaluation of interests would recommend – to borrow Barbara Tuchman’s memorable phrase, they engage in a “march of folly.”6 How could U.S. policymakers fail to disengage from Vietnam, for instance, when it was clear that the costs in blood and treasure were not proportional to any potential benefits that could conceivably be gained from an anti-communist South Vietnam? To prominent realists such as Hans Morgenthau and Kenneth Waltz, intervention in isolated, resource-poor Vietnam was irrational, “moralistic” and mistaken. Only “if developments in Vietnam might indeed tilt the world’s balance in America’s disfavor,” argued Waltz, would the war be worthwhile.7 They did not, of course – from a material perspective, Vietnam was next to irrelevant to U.S. national security. Clearly some other compelling forces had to be at work. State behavior cannot be explained absent an understanding of the forces at work within the human mind. Intangible interests, ones whose roots are psychological and inherently unmeasurable, often drive decisions in directions inexplicable to the empirical analyst. The war in Vietnam was fought more to send messages to adversaries, allies and neutrals than in pursuit of any material benefits that victory would bring. Diplomatic historian Robert McMahon spoke for the vast majority of observers when he argued that Vietnam’s importance did not derive from tangible interests, but “primarily from the meanings that others would ascribe to American actions there.”8 The reputation and credibility of the United States was at stake, or so decision-makers thought, and those were assets well worth a fight. One cannot understand the major U.S. foreign policy actions – from Korea to Iraq – without understanding the messages that policymakers hoped to send through their actions. The conventional wisdom holds that a healthy reputation of the United States is absolutely vital for not only its national security, but for the very maintenance of world order and peace. It is this belief, which McMahon has called the “credibility imperative,” that has driven action in consistent and observable ways since the end of World War II.9

Solves nuclear war
Thayer, 6 

(Bradley A., Prof of Defense and Strategic Studies @ Missouri State University, “In Defense of Primacy.,” National Interest; Nov/Dec2006 Issue 86, p32-37)

THROUGHOUT HISTORY, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power--Rome, Britain or the United States today. Scholars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics.  Everything we think of when we consider the current international order--free trade, a robust monetary regime, increasing respect for human rights, growing democratization--is directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages followed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. Without U.S. power, the liberal order created by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Ral Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)."  Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washington and the world. The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists, most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated relationships aligned--between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war. Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars. / Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread democracy and other elements of its ideology of liberalism: Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.( n3) So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing interests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. leadership. And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States.

Afghanistan – 1NC Indo–Pak Module

Withdrawal causes Indo–Pak war
Cordesman, 10

 (Anthony H, Arleigh A. Burke Chair in Strategy at CSIS, 6/16/10, “Realism in Afghanistan: Rethinking an Uncertain Case for the War,” Center for Strategic and International Studies, http://csis.org/publication/realism-afghanistan-rethinking-uncertain-case-war, NJ)

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.

Indo-Pak war causes extinction
Fai, 1

(Dr. Ghulam Nabi, Executive Director of the Washington-based Kashmiri American Council, “India Pakistan Summit and the Issue of Kashmir,” 7/8/01, Washington Times, http://www.pakistanlink.com/Letters/2001/July/13/05.html)

The foreign policy of the United States in South Asia should move from the lackadaisical and distant (with India crowned with a unilateral veto power) to aggressive involvement at the vortex. The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary. This apocalyptic vision is no idiosyncratic view. The Director of Central Intelligence, the Department of Defense, and world experts generally place Kashmir at the peak of their nuclear worries. Both India and Pakistan are racing like thoroughbreds to bolster their nuclear arsenals and advanced delivery vehicles. Their defense budgets are climbing despite widespread misery amongst their populations. Neither country has initialed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, or indicated an inclination to ratify an impending Fissile Material/Cut-off Convention. 
Afghanistan – AT: Withdrawal Inevitable
Withdrawal is limited
Oliphant, 8/1/10

(James, Staff writer for the Tribune Washington Bureau, “Gates says withdrawal from Afghanistan to be limited at first,” LA Times, http://www.latimes.com/news/nationworld/nation/sc-dc-gates-afghanistan-20100801,0,3322891,print.story, NJ) 

Defense Secretary Robert Gates suggested Sunday that only a small portion of the U.S. force in Afghanistan will begin to return home next year, when an Obama administration deadline for a troop pullout goes into effect.  "Drawdowns early on will be of fairly limited numbers," Gates said in an interview on ABC News' "This Week." "It will depend on the conditions on the ground."  In calling for a surge of troops in the region, President Obama set July 2011 as the time when the Pentagon would begin to reduce forces, ostensibly with Afghanistan more secure from the threat of the Taliban.  The U.S. will have more than 100,000 troops in Afghanistan by the end of this summer. Gates said Sunday that the rate of the withdrawal will depend on the security conditions in the country. He said he expected the pace to increase as conditions improve.  "I think we need to reemphasize the message that we are not leaving Afghanistan in July of 2011. We are beginning a transition process," Gates said.

Gates stressed US commitment to Afghanistan – no full pullout

Carden, 8/1/10

(Michael J, Army Sgt. 1st Class, “Gates, Mullen Reaffirm Commitment to Afghanistan, Pakistan,” American Forces Press Service, http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=60262, NJ)

Despite July being the deadliest month for U.S. troops in the entire 9-year war in Afghanistan, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs said U.S. forces remain steadfast.  The U.S. must continue to focus on the Afghan people, and must show both, Afghans and Pakistanis that the U.S. is committed to their security, Mullen said.  “We left Afghanistan in the late ’80s, [and] we left Pakistan in the late ’80s,” Mullen said on CBS’s Face the Nation. “And we find ourselves back there now. Certainly the questions that are out there from the citizens … is, ‘Are they going to stay this time?’”  Mullen called the mission in Afghanistan a regional effort. The U.S. will be there for the long term, he said.  “I believe we’ve got to stay,” the admiral said. “We’ve got the right strategy, we’ve got the right resources.
Iraq – 1NC Iran/ME Stability/Terror/Resolve Module

Withdrawal from Iraq emboldens Iran, causing them to nuclearize, destabilizing the region, causing nuclear terrorism, and killing resolve

US News 10 (“3 Steps to Stop Iran From Getting A Nuclear Bomb,” 6/25/10, http://politics.usnews.com/opinion/mzuckerman/articles/2010/06/25/3-steps-to-stop-iran-from-getting-a-nuclear-bomb.html, NJ)
It has long been said about diplomacy that the most dangerous course, even more dangerous than risking a tough response, is to raise a warning fist and then lose nerve. Iran sees the red lines the United States sets and crosses them with impunity. In the years since sanctions were imposed, Iran has blatantly circumvented them. It has purchased sophisticated technology for its nuclear programs through front companies in Dubai, and apparently also in Bahrain and Kuwait. Its leaders and enterprises use banks in these countries for illicit transactions and to launder money. What is at stake here is too menacing for the world to delude itself that Iran will somehow change course. It won't. Iran's president, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, does not want a seat at the negotiating table with the great powers, he wants to overturn the table. He is a messianic revolutionary, not a leader. As Abdul Rahman al-Rashed, general manager of the Dubai-based Al Arabiya news channel, put it, "The Ahmadinejad regime aspires to expansion, hegemony, and a clear takeover on the ground, and to do this he needs a nuclear umbrella." A nuclear Iran, already a neighborhood bully, would export its revolutionary ideology and destabilize the Middle East. It would be more effective in its subversion of neighbors and its fomenting of worldwide terrorism. We'd see even bolder interference in Iraq and Afghanistan, more meddling in Lebanon, more incitement and aggressive support for Hamas and Hezbollah--both of which it already funds, trains, and arms to conduct terrorist attacks against Israel. It would sabotage any dialogue between Israel and the Palestinian Authority. It would incite the Shiite populations in the Persian Gulf states and altogether threaten the survival of modern Arab governments there. Iran already plays an extensive role in Shiite southern Iraq. When American forces withdraw fully, likely over the longer term, an uprising may be fomented in Iraq that might well lead to a full takeover by an Iranian-dominated Iraqi government, which would then pressure its neighbor, Jordan. It would put at risk the whole international nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, foreshadowing a nuclear arms race all over the Middle East and nuclear weapons getting into the hands of non-state actors. A nuclear Iran, emboldened by its success in fooling and defying the world, might well be tempted to challenge its neighbors in the Gulf to reduce oil production and limit the presence of U.S. troops there. The United States has declared that a nuclear-armed Iran is unacceptable. So if Iran succeeds, it would be seen as a major defeat and open our government to doubts about its power and resolve to shape events in the Middle East. Friends would respond by distancing themselves from Washington; foes would aggressively challenge U.S. policies.
Extinction
Rubin, 9

(Barry, Prof @ the Interdisciplinary Center, Director of the Global Research in International Affairs, Research Director of the IDC's Lauder School of Government, Diplomacy, and Strategy, “What if Iran gets a working nuclear weapon? How Middle East crisis would hit U.S.,” http://www.nydailynews.com/news/national/2009/03/09/2009-03-09_what_if_iran_gets_a_working_nuclear_weap.html)

If and when Iran gets nuclear weapons it would set off a global nightmare.  Most obviously, Iran could use nuclear arms to attack Israel. It’s easy to say that Iran’s leaders would be cautious, but what if ideology, error, or an extremist faction decides to wipe the Jewish state off the map? Even a 10-percent chance of nuclear holocaust is terrifying.  And if Israel decides its existence is at risk, it would launch a preemptive attack that would also produce a big crisis. That’s just for starters.  Once Iran has nuclear weapons, every Arab state, with the exception of Iran’s ally Syria, would also be imperiled. Those countries would beg for U.S. protection. But could they depend on America, under the Barack Obama administration, to go to war – especially a nuclear one – to shield them?  Uncertain of U.S. reliability, these governments would rush to appease Iran. To survive, the Arab states will do whatever Iran wants – which would come at high cost for America: alliances would weaken and military bases would close down. No Arab state would dare support peace with Israel, either. But Arab states wouldn’t feel safe with just appeasement. An arms’ race would escalate in which several other countries would try to buy or build nukes of their own. Tension, and chance for nuclear war, whether through accident or miscalculation, would soar. The United States would eventually have to get dragged in. European allies would also be scared. As reluctant as they are to help America in the Middle East, that paralysis would get worse. As willing as they are to appease Tehran, they’d go far beyond that. Meanwhile, an emboldened Iran would push to limit oil and gas production and increase prices. Other oil producers would feel compelled to move away from their former, more responsible practices. Consumers’ fears would push up the prices further. Yet there’s worse. Flush with a feel of victory, Iran and its allies — Syria, Hamas, Hezbollah, and Iraqi insurgents — would recruit more members to its cause. These terrorist groups would interpret the retreat of more moderate Arab countries and the West as signs of weakness and use it to fuel more aggression. Such a terrible scenario is likely even if Iran never actual uses a nuclear weapon on another country.  This new era in the Middle East would bring risks and the probability of war for America that would dwarf all the region’s current troubles and the crises faced by the United States in the whole world. And that’s why it’s so important to avoid Iran getting nuclear weapons in the first place.
Iraq – 2NC Iran Impact Calculus

Withdrawal makes war inevitable, and un–preventable – only a risk that presence stops conflict
Washington Times, 9

(“The coming war with Iran,” 10/4/09, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2009/oct/04/the-coming-war-with-iran/?page=2, NJ)

Yet, allowing a nuclear-armed Iran is likely to lead to an even worse regional war. Once the ruling clerics get their hands on nukes, a military showdown with Israel is inevitable. They will seek to destroy the Jewish state once and for all. Jerusalem will not stand by and commit existential suicide. It will retaliate. The result would be a nuclear holocaust in the Middle East. The winds of war are blowing across the Persian Gulf. Following this summer's crackdown on pro-democracy protesters, the Iranian regime is weak, desperate and fracturing. Washington should vigorously pursue a policy of internal regime change; otherwise, Tehran will drag the Middle East into a certain conflagration that could lead to the slaughter of millions. Instead, Mr. Obama has ruled out "meddling in Iran's internal affairs." His peace-at-any-cost diplomacy guarantees military conflict. It is no longer a question of if this will happen, but when and on whose terms. Mr. Obama is sleepwalking into disaster. America and the Middle East will pay the price. 

Highest Probability


a.) Iran clearly stated their objective to start a nuclear war
Rubin, 8

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

There is reason to take the worst case scenario seriously. While giving the official state sermon at Tehran University on December 14, 2001, for example, former Iranian president Ali Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani, current chairman of the powerful Expediency Council, argued that it might not be far-fetched to envision use of nuclear weapons against the Jewish state. Amid chants of "Death to Israel," he declared, "The use of even one nuclear bomb inside Israel will destroy everything. . . . It is not irrational to contemplate such an eventuality." Even if Israel responded with its own nuclear arsenal, the Islamic Republic has the strategic depth to absorb and withstand the retaliation, and so the price might be worth it. "It will only harm the Islamic world," he argued.[9] When it comes to Iranian desires to possess nuclear weapons rather than simply a civilian nuclear energy program, Rafsanjani's statements have become the rule rather than the exception.

b.) That stability spreads

Steinbach, 2

(John, nuclear specialist, Secretary of the Hiroshima-Nagasaki Peace Committee of the National Capitol Area, 2002, Centre for Research on Globalisation, “Israeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: a Threat to Peace,” http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html)

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." (44)
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Withdrawal kills resolve and emboldens Iran – sends international signal of weakness – that’s 1NC US News

Resolve key to heg

Fettweis, 4

(Christopher, Professor at the U.S. Army War College, December 2004, “Resolute Eagle or Paper Tiger? Credibility, Reputation and the War on Terror,” online: http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p67147_index.html)

If decision makers interpreted interests along material lines, then analysts of foreign policy would need to look no further in order to explain state behavior. However, time and again nations take on tasks that appear to be counter to what a rational evaluation of interests would recommend – to borrow Barbara Tuchman’s memorable phrase, they engage in a “march of folly.”6 How could U.S. policymakers fail to disengage from Vietnam, for instance, when it was clear that the costs in blood and treasure were not proportional to any potential benefits that could conceivably be gained from an anti-communist South Vietnam? To prominent realists such as Hans Morgenthau and Kenneth Waltz, intervention in isolated, resource-poor Vietnam was irrational, “moralistic” and mistaken. Only “if developments in Vietnam might indeed tilt the world’s balance in America’s disfavor,” argued Waltz, would the war be worthwhile.7 They did not, of course – from a material perspective, Vietnam was next to irrelevant to U.S. national security. Clearly some other compelling forces had to be at work. State behavior cannot be explained absent an understanding of the forces at work within the human mind. Intangible interests, ones whose roots are psychological and inherently unmeasurable, often drive decisions in directions inexplicable to the empirical analyst. The war in Vietnam was fought more to send messages to adversaries, allies and neutrals than in pursuit of any material benefits that victory would bring. Diplomatic historian Robert McMahon spoke for the vast majority of observers when he argued that Vietnam’s importance did not derive from tangible interests, but “primarily from the meanings that others would ascribe to American actions there.”8 The reputation and credibility of the United States was at stake, or so decision-makers thought, and those were assets well worth a fight. One cannot understand the major U.S. foreign policy actions – from Korea to Iraq – without understanding the messages that policymakers hoped to send through their actions. The conventional wisdom holds that a healthy reputation of the United States is absolutely vital for not only its national security, but for the very maintenance of world order and peace. It is this belief, which McMahon has called the “credibility imperative,” that has driven action in consistent and observable ways since the end of World War II.9

Prevents great power wars
Thayer, 6 

(Bradley A., Prof of Defense and Strategic Studies @ Missouri State University, “In Defense of Primacy.,” National Interest; Nov/Dec2006 Issue 86, p32-37)

THROUGHOUT HISTORY, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power--Rome, Britain or the United States today. Scholars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics.  Everything we think of when we consider the current international order--free trade, a robust monetary regime, increasing respect for human rights, growing democratization--is directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages followed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. Without U.S. power, the liberal order created by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Ral Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)."  Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washington and the world. The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists, most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated relationships aligned--between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war. Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars. / Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread democracy and other elements of its ideology of liberalism: Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.( n3) So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing interests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. leadership. And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States.

Iraq – 2NC Iran Module – Terrorism Impact Add-On

Withdrawal emboldens Iran, this allows them to give nuclear weapons to terrorists – that’s 1NC US News

Extinction
Morgan, 9

(Dennis Ray Morgan, Hankuk University of Foreign Studies, Yongin Campus - South Korea Futures, Volume 41, Issue 10, December 2009, Pages 683-693, World on fire: two scenarios of the destruction of human civilization and possible extinction of the human race)

In a remarkable website on nuclear war, Carol Moore asks the question “Is Nuclear War Inevitable??” In Section , Moore points out what most terrorists obviously already know about the nuclear tensions between powerful countries. No doubt, they’ve figured out that the best way to escalate these tensions into nuclear war is to set off a nuclear exchange. As Moore points out, all that militant terrorists would have to do is get their hands on one small nuclear bomb and explode it on either Moscow or Israel. Because of the Russian “dead hand” system, “where regional nuclear commanders would be given full powers should Moscow be destroyed,” it is likely that any attack would be blamed on the United States” Israeli leaders and Zionist supporters have, likewise, stated for years that if Israel were to suffer a nuclear attack, whether from terrorists or a nation state, it would retaliate with the suicidal “Samson option” against all major Muslim cities in the Middle East. Furthermore, the Israeli Samson option would also include attacks on Russia and even “anti-Semitic” European cities In that case, of course, Russia would retaliate, and the U.S. would then retaliate against Russia. China would probably be involved as well, as thousands, if not tens of thousands, of nuclear warheads, many of them much more powerful than those used at Hiroshima and Nagasaki, would rain upon most of the major cities in the Northern Hemisphere. Afterwards, for years to come, massive radioactive clouds would drift throughout the Earth in the nuclear fallout, bringing death or else radiation disease that would be genetically transmitted to future generations in a nuclear winter that could last as long as a 100 years, taking a savage toll upon the environment and fragile ecosphere as well. And what many people fail to realize is what a precarious, hair-trigger basis the nuclear web rests on. Any accident, mistaken communication, false signal or “lone wolf’ act of sabotage or treason could, in a matter of a few minutes, unleash the use of nuclear weapons, and once a weapon is used, then the likelihood of a rapid escalation of nuclear attacks is quite high while the likelihood of a limited nuclear war is actually less probable since each country would act under the “use them or lose them” strategy and psychology; restraint by one power would be interpreted as a weakness by the other, which could be exploited as a window of opportunity to “win” the war. In other words, once Pandora's Box is opened, it will spread quickly, as it will be the signal for permission for anyone to use them. Moore compares swift nuclear escalation to a room full of people embarrassed to cough. Once one does, however, “everyone else feels free to do so. The bottom line is that as long as large nation states use internal and external war to keep their disparate factions glued together and to satisfy elites’ needs for power and plunder, these nations will attempt to obtain, keep, and inevitably use nuclear weapons. And as long as large nations oppress groups who seek self-determination, some of those groups will look for any means to fight their oppressors” In other words, as long as war and aggression are backed up by the implicit threat of nuclear arms, it is only a matter of time before the escalation of violent conflict leads to the actual use of nuclear weapons, and once even just one is used, it is very likely that many, if not all, will be used, leading to horrific scenarios of global death and the destruction of much of human civilization while condemning a mutant human remnant, if there is such a remnant, to a life of unimaginable misery and suffering in a nuclear winter. In “Scenarios,” Moore summarizes the various ways a nuclear war could begin: Such a war could start through a reaction to terrorist attacks, or through the need to protect against overwhelming military opposition, or through the use of small battle field tactical nuclear weapons meant to destroy hardened targets. It might quickly move on to the use of strategic nuclear weapons delivered by short-range or inter-continental missiles or long-range bombers. These could deliver high altitude bursts whose electromagnetic pulse knocks out electrical circuits for hundreds of square miles. Or they could deliver nuclear bombs to destroy nuclear and/or non-nuclear military facilities, nuclear power plants, important industrial sites and cities. Or it could skip all those steps and start through the accidental or reckless use of strategic weapons.
Iraq – 2NC Iran Module – NPT Impact Add-On

Iran’s nuclear program threatens the stability of the NPT.

Picard, 10

(Joseph, Writer for International Bussiness Times, “Iran: nukes and sanctions,” International Business Times, http://www.ibtimes.com/articles/30328/20100623/iran-nuclear.htm, NJ)

Iran is problematic for the West. On the one hand, the U.S. and its allies cannot let Iran flout the provisions of the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty without consequences. On the other hand, Iran could undermine the NPT by playing the martyr and claiming it is being bullied by the West.  "Now our challenge is to turn pressure into progress," Senator John Kerry, D-MA, and chairman of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, said on Tuesday, as that committee held hearings on the latest round of U.S.-supported UN sanctions on Iran.  On June 9, the UN Security Council passed Resolution 1929, claiming that Iran remains in violation of the provisions of the NPT by continuing to enrich uranium towards weapons-grade levels and refusing to cooperate with the investigations into its activities by the UN's International Atomic Energy Agency. The resolution intensified measures against the nation, marking the fourth round of sanctions imposed by the UN since 2006.  

That solves prolif
LAWS, 99

(Lawyers Alliance for World Security, "Summary of the Report of the Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs and International Trade of the Canadian House of Commons," Conference Proceedings: Nuclear Arms Control, Non-proliferation and Disarmament in the Post-Cold War Security Environment; Summer, 31 Case W. Res. J. Int'l L. 697, l/n)

With the Cold War over and the nuclear competition between the superpowers behind us, the most significant threat to international security is the proliferation of nuclear weapons. The danger that nations, terrorist organizations, or fanatical groups and individuals could acquire nuclear weapons is real, and will become more so as the fifty-year old technology necessary to build them becomes older and more accessible. The lone protection against this threat is the NPT regime. To maintain the perception that nuclear weapons are highly valuable would erode the effectiveness of the Treaty by increasing the probability that nations would desire these weapons, thus challenging the security of all states, nuclear and non-nuclear alike.

That’s key– 40 countries on the brink

Rublee, 8

(Maria, Professor of Government and World Affairs at University of Tamp, “Taking Stock of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Regime: Using Social Psychology to Understand Regime Effectiveness,” International Studies Review, 22 Aug 2008, Volume 10, Issue 3, Pages 420-450, WileyInterScience)

However, I would argue that before the United States (or any other country) gives up on the NPT and associated nuclear nonproliferation regime, we should take full account of not only the regime's failures, but also its successes. Indeed, the success of the NPT is in many ways more surprising than its recent failures: for almost four decades, almost all states in the international system chose to forgo nuclear weapons, and in some cases, even gave them up. Numerous reports in the 1960s warned that the number of new nuclear states could reach as high as 20 in a few decades (The Bomb 1965:53). Instead, the count by 2008 is only four: India, Pakistan, Israel, and North Korea.2 The fact that so many states abstained from nuclear weapons tells us to look closely at the nuclear nonproliferation regime. What role has it played in encouraging nuclear forbearance? With the risk of nuclear theft or accidents increasing with each new nuclear weapons state, the international community needs all the help it can get in discouraging nuclear proliferation. This is especially important given the growing numbers of "latent nuclear states," those with the "necessary industrial infrastructure and scientific expertise to build nuclear weapons on a crash basis if they chose to do so" (Sagan 1996:56). In 2004, the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) estimated that over 40 countries were "nuclear latent states". Given the high stakes, we need to better understand how and in what ways the NPT has actually helped discouraged nuclear proliferation. In doing so, we can also understand the mechanisms through which international regimes work to influence policymakers.

Extinction
Utgoff, 2

(Victor – deputy director for strategy, forces and resources division at the Institute for Defense Analysis, Survival, p. OUP Journals)

Widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand.  Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s.  With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear "six-shooters" on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations
Iraq – Iran Module – AT: Iran Won’t Proliferate
Iran’s on their way to nuclear weapons – they’ve already purchased the technology, it’s only a question if they fully develop and arm weapons – that’s US News.

And, CBO goes neg – they’ll have weapons by 2015

CBO, 9

(Congressional Budget Office, February, federal agency within the legislative branch of the United States government. It is a government agency that provides economic data to Congress, “Options for Deploying Missile Defenses in Europe,” http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/100xx/doc10013/02-27-MissileDefense.pdf)

Another question often raised about MDA’s plans for European missile defense is the viability and urgency of the Iranian missile threat—in particular, the threat to the United States. Developing long-range missiles capable of traveling the 10,000 or more kilometers from Iran to the United States would be a technical challenge, as would developing a nuclear weapon. (Presumably, an Iranian ICBM attack on the United States would use a nuclear warhead or other weapon of mass destruction rather than a conventional warhead.) In a 2006 report, DoD’s National Air and Space Intelligence Center stated that “Iran has an extensive missile development program and has received support from entities in Russia, China, and North Korea,” concluding that “Iran could have an ICBM capable of reaching the United States before 2015.”22 Previous assessments by various organizations have reached similar conclusions. A National Intelligence Estimate from November 2007 addressed the issue of potential Iranian nuclear weapons, concluding that “Iran probably would be technically capable of producing enough [highly enriched uranium] for a weapon sometime during the 2010–2015 time frame.” That report also stated that until fall 2003, Iranian military entities were working to develop a nuclear weapon, but those programs were subsequently halted. However, the report also judged that “Iran has the scientific, technical and industrial capacity eventually to produce nuclear weapons if it decides to do so.”23 Combining those two components to form a viable nuclear ICBM threat would present additional challenges. Citing the difficulties in adapting a nuclear weapon from a laboratory environment “in a concrete tunnel, [with] no G-loading, no vibration, no temperature extremes” to an ICBM, a former commander-in-chief of U.S. Strategic Command stated, “I would submit that the miniaturization of a nuclear warhead is probably the most significant challenge that any proliferant would have to face.”24 CBO modeled the defensive capability of various missile defense options against shorter-range missiles that Iran has reportedly tested or claims to have developed and against potential future Iranian IRBMs or ICBMs. However, CBO did not attempt to assess whether or when Iran might be technically capable of fielding such threats. CBO’s analysis was based on technical descriptions of current Iranian missiles and of proxy missiles developed by other countries available in unclassified literature. The proxy missiles were chosen to represent the various types of missiles that exist and could potentially be fielded by an adversary (a liquid-fuel IRBM capable of reaching all of Europe and liquid- and solid-fuel ICBMs capable of reaching the United States), each of which would present different challenges to a missile defense system. Any actual missiles in those categories that Iran fielded in the future would most likely differ in detail from the proxies that CBO selected. 

Iraq – Iran Module – AT: Nuclear Deterrence Solves

Conventional forces key to deter Iran – they only perceive forces on their borders

Pollack, 10

(Kenneth M, Director at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy
Senior Fellow at Foreign Policy and Saban Center for Middle East Policy, “Deterring a Nuclear Iran,” Council of Foreign Relations, google, NJ)

Moreover, scholarly work on extended deterrence has consistently found that would-be aggressors tend to only pay attention to the local balance of forces, discounting or ignoring the global balance. As when Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait, aggressors may recognize that the United States could ultimately defeat them, but may assume that if they can grab their prize quickly before the United States is ready, Washington will not summon the will to roll back a fait accompli (or will be blocked by other forces from doing so). Thus, preventing aggression against a third country in the first place (the definition of extended deterrence) is best served by a strong local military presence so that the would-be aggressor never believes that it can get create such a fait accompli. This, too, argues for strong American conventional forces deployed along Iran’s borders.

Nuclear deterrence not enough – investment in conventional forces key

Davis et al, 9

(Jacquelyn K, Executive vice president of the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Dr. Robert L Pfaltzgraff jr, Dr. Charles M Perry, James L Schoff, “Updating U.S. Deterrence Concepts and Operational Planning,” Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Updating_US_Deterrence_Concepts.pdf, NJ)

Our non-proliferation strategy will continue to depend upon U.S. extended deterrence strategy as one of its pillars. Our military capabilities, both nuclear and conventional, un​derwrite U.S. security guarantees to our allies, without which many of them would feel enormous pressures to create their own nuclear arsenals. So long as the United States maintains adequately strong conventional forces, it does not necessarily need to rely on nuclear weapons to deter the threat of a major conventional attack. But long-term U.S. superiority in the conventional military domain cannot be taken for granted and requires continuing attention and investment. Moreover, it is not adequate for deterring nuclear attack. The U.S. deterrent must be both visible and credible, not only to our possible adversaries, but to our allies as well.

Nuclear deterrence is not enough – we need conventional deterrence.

Robbins, 6

(James S, Senior Editorial Writer for Foreign Affair; “Let Iran Go Nuclear?”  1/10/06; http://www.nationalreview.com/robbins/robbins200601100812.asp, NJ)

There are scores of similar scenarios that do not involve actually going to nuclear war but all of which demonstrate that deterrence at the nuclear level does not translate into stability at lower levels of conflict. In fact, it leads to permanent instability as regimes pursue conflict by other means, relying on their nuclear insurance cards to deter the U.S. or any other power from settling things decisively. This is why the United States had to withdraw from Vietnam rather than invade north and risk a Soviet or Chinese response; it is why the Soviet Union was unwilling to impose its will on Afghanistan by invading Pakistan and risking a U.S. response. Consciously allowing the Iranian regime to assume the mantle of a nuclear power would be an act of strategic negligence that would make the world a much more dangerous place. And by the way, these scenarios assume the Iranian leaders are “rational actors” who won’t just wake up one day and decide that they don’t want to live in a world with New York, Washington, D.C., or a variety of other cities. They send their surrogates out to punish the Great Satan, and the rest is God’s will. Or maybe terrorists or a radical faction within the government get hold of the weapons and use them without permission. Would you gamble your life against the bribe level of an Iranian nuclear-weapons manager? Let’s hope we don’t have to. 

Iraq – Iran Module – AT: Prolif Inevitable

Reverse Casual – deterrence prevents conflicts

Clawson and Einstadt, 7

(Patrick, deputy director for research, AND Michael, director of Military and Security Studies Program; “Deterring the Ayatollahs: Complications in Applying Cold War Strategy to Iran”  July 2007 Washington Institute for Near East Studies, Policy Focus #72, http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/pubPDFs/Policyfocus72finalweb.pdf, NJ)

Consideration of deterrence should not be read as resigned acceptance that Iran will acquire nuclear weapons. Quite the contrary: a strong deterrent posture implemented now could be a useful way of demonstrating to Iran’s leaders that nuclear weapons will bring them little if any benefit, and that the nuclear program is not worth the high political and economic cost. History offers ample precedent for deterrence as a means of dissuasion, such as the Soviet Union’s agreement to dismantle the SS-20 missiles after NATO deployed similar intermediate- range missiles. Furthermore, a sober examination of the risks and costs of deterring Iran could be a useful reminder of why a diplomatic agreement is a much better solution, thereby stimulating the international community to more vigorously support diplomatic initiatives, including active enforcement of the diplomacy-supporting sanctions mandated by the UN Security Council. 
Iraq – 1NC Iraq Stability Module

Withdrawal emboldens Iran – collapses Iraqi stability

Byman, 5

(Daniel, Assistant professor in the Security Studies Program, “Five Bad Options for Iraq,” Brooks Institution, http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2005/0322iraq_byman/20050322.pdf, NJ)

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. 

Iraq instability causes extinction

Ferguson, 6

(Niall, Professor of History at Harvard University, “The Next War of the World,” Foreign Affiars, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2006/09/the_next_war_of_the_world.html, NJ)

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.
Iraq – Link Wall – Presence Key To Deterrence

Psychology goes neg – presence key to deterrence
Davis et al, 9

(Jacquelyn K, Executive vice president of the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Dr. Robert L Pfaltzgraff jr, Dr. Charles M Perry, James L Schoff, “Updating U.S. Deterrence Concepts and Operational Planning,” Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Updating_US_Deterrence_Concepts.pdf, NJ)

Crucial to this line of thinking is the notion of tailoring deterrence for different strategic contexts. In other words, as numerous deterrence theorists have underscored, we need to understand the psychology of prospective adversaries and the terrain in which they operate in order to hold at risk those things that are most valued by their leaderships. This is particularly true in the contexts of Iran and North Korea, both of which may seek nuclear weapons to deter regime change and to establish themselves as major regional powers. In each case, deterrence planning requires an in-depth understanding of the political, cultural, religious, and strategic environments within which these potential adversaries operate. This implies as well the need to develop deterrence concepts and force structures appropriate to the unique circumstances of each situation. In the case of non-state actors, targeting the enabling structures of state and other sponsors may provide one avenue for delineating a viable set of deterrence options. This highlights the need for non-military (as well as military) deterrence tools and for Interagency collaboration in identifying effective options for specific contingencies. In this context, the Department of Treasury’s efforts to “target” Iranian businesses and banking ventures associated with Iran’s nuclear programs are illustrative of the creative use of non-military tools to help dissuade Iran’s (nuclear) weaponization.

Logical Supreme Power – deterring Iran requires US presence – otherwise, they believe they’re the regional power, causing conflict
The Star, 10 
(“The ticking time-bomb”, 5/7/10, l/n, NJ)
The world is entering a scary period as Iran moves steadily towards acquiring atomic weapons - a goal it will probably achieve within the next few years. One big question is preoccupying governments and pundits now: will Israel - and/or the US - try to prevent Tehran doing so, by force? That question hovers over the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) Review Conference, which is underway at the United Nations in New York this month. One of its aims is to strengthen international measures for preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons to states that do not have them.  But the Iranian horse has already bolted. Bruno Tertrais, an expert on nuclear conflict at the Foundation for Strategic Research in Paris, believes that Iran's nuclear weapons programme is already on "autopilot" as a large nuclear bureaucracy is now developing the weapons programme without strategic guidance from the political leadership. He believes Iran will go nuclear unless it is stopped militarily. Although he says a huge debate is raging within the Israeli government about the wisdom of a strike, he does not rule out the possibility of Israel striking because he believes that Tel Aviv's main consideration is the practical feasibility of such a strike, rather than the political fall-out. Intriguingly, he also says the US threshold for a military strike is not that far from Israel's. Like many other experts, Tertrais does not think Iran actually intends to wipe Israel off the map if it gets an atomic bomb, even though its President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad has threatened to do that. But he does think that Iran would exploit its possession of atomic weapons to throw its weight around much more in the Middle East, believing, as it does, that it is the logical supreme power in the region. And if Iran gets the bomb, other Middle Eastern powers might feel they need them too. That would create a very complex and dangerous region with too many nervous fingers too close to too many red buttons. The greatest danger, of course, would be of nuclear war between Iran and Israel, which is believed to have more than 200 nuclear warheads.

Resource and Equipment deployment – withdrawal pulls out resources necessary to contain– signals weakness to allies

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

Oil interests ensures Iran fills the vacuum
BBC, 10 (BBC, “Iraqi deputies welcome US pullout decision but warn Iran might fill vacuum,” 3/1/10, l/n, NJ)
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."

Japan – 1NC China Module
US-Japan Relations High-Deters Conflict in the region

Talmadge 6/22. [Eric. Associated Press Writer. “US-Japan Security Pact Turns 50, faces new strains” Associated Press. June 22, 2010. http://www.boston.com/news/world/asia/articles/2010/06/22/us_japan_security_pact_turns_50_faces_new_strains/]

"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. 
Aff Destroys Deterrence, Forward Deployment key to Power Projection

Bush 10. [Richard. Director at the Center for Northeast Asian Policy Studies, “Okinawa and Security in East Asia,” Brookings Institute. March 10, 2010 http://www.brookings.edu/speeches/2010/0310_japan_politics_bush.aspx]
More attention, however, is focused on China, which has gradually developed a full spectrum of capabilities, including nuclear weapons. Their current emphasis is on power projection and their immediate goal is to create a strategic buffer in at least the first island chain. Although Taiwan is the driver for these efforts, they affect Japan. Of course, capabilities are not intentions. However, how will Japan feel as the conventional U.S.-China balance deteriorates and a new equilibrium is reached, especially knowing that China has nuclear weapons? There are also specific points of friction within Northeast Asia such as the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands, the East China Sea, North Korea, and Taiwan, some of which involve and concern more than one government. Although we can hope that China will not seek to dominate East Asia at the U.S. and Japan’s expense, we can’t be sure of their intentions either. Hope is not a policy.  The most sensible strategy—for both the U.S. and Japan—is to try to shape China’s intentions over time so that they move in a benign direction; so that it has more to gain from cooperation than a challenge. This has been the U.S. and Japan’s strategy since the early 1970s. The strategy has a good foundation in economic interdependence. However, it is easier said than done and is one of the biggest challenges of this century. The strategy requires at least two elements: engaging and incorporating China as much as possible, and maintaining the strength and willingness to define limits. This combination of elements is important because engagement without strength would lead China to exploit our good will while strength without engagement would lead China to suspect that our intentions are not benign.  If engagement-plus-strength is the proper strategy for the U.S. and Japan each to cope with a rising China, it only makes sense that Japan and the United States will be more effective if they work together, complementing each other’s respective abilities. The strength side of this equation almost requires Japan to rely on the alliance since history suggests that it will not build up sufficiently on its own. An important part of strength is positioning your power in the right places. That is why forward deployment of U.S. forces in Japan has always been important. That is why our presence on Okinawa is important.  
Extinction

Strait Times 2k. [“No One Gains in War over Taiwan.” June 25, 2000. Lexis Nexis] 
THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable.  Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -horror of horrors -raise the possibility of a nuclear war.  Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation.  In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore.  If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire.  And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order.  With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq.  In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase.  Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war?  According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat.  In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons.  If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons.  The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option.  A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons.  Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it.  He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention.  Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation.  There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.
Japan – 1NC North Korea Module
The US deters North Korea from attacking.

Japan Today 7/18 [“North Korea would attack Japan in the event of war: U.S Scholar.” July 18, 2010. http://www.japantoday.com/category/national/view/n-korea-would-attack-japan-in-event-of-war-us-scholar]

North Korea would attack Japan if another war with the reclusive country erupted as a result of efforts to implement recently strengthened U.N. sanctions against Pyongyang over its second nuclear test, a U.S. scholar said Wednesday.      Selig Harrison, Asia Program director at the Washington-based Center for International Policy, who visited North Korea in January, sounded the warning during a House Foreign Affairs Committee subcommittee hearing on North Korea policy.      ‘‘In the event of another war with North Korea resulting from efforts to enforce the U.N. sanctions, it is Japan that North Korea would attack, in my view, not South Korea,’’ he said.      ‘‘Nationalistic younger generals with no experience of the outside world are now in a strong position in the North Korean leadership’’ in the wake of the illness suffered by the country’s leader Kim Jong Il last year that led to ‘‘his reduced role in day-to-day management,’’ he said.      Earlier this month, the U.N. Security Council unanimously adopted a resolution to punish North Korea over its second nuclear test in late May, centering on tougher financial sanctions and the stricter enforcement of North Korean cargo inspections.    North Korea reacted with anger to the resolution, saying it would ‘‘weaponize’’ more plutonium, begin uranium enrichment and react militarily to blockades.      Harrison attributed North Korea’s eagerness to attack Japan to the U.S. military presence in Japan. ‘‘The reason—U.S. bases in Japan, in all likelihood,’’ he said. 

Military Base removal Slows Japan’s Defenses in time of attack

SamoaNews 5/28 [“US, Japan to keep US Military Base in Okinawa.” May 28, 2010. http://www.samoanews.com/viewstory.php?storyid=15508&edition=1275040800]

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.   

Retaining Bases on Japan crucial to Korean stability
Bush 10. [Richard. Director at the Center for Northeast Asian Policy Studies, “Okinawa and Security in East Asia,” Brookings Institute. March 10, 2010 http://www.brookings.edu/speeches/2010/0310_japan_politics_bush.aspx]

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. 

Extinction

Doyle 9 (Clare, Committee for a Workers' International, Nuclear sabre-rattling, http://socialistworld.net/eng/2009/06/0701.html)

In the past couple of weeks, three 'events' in the peninsula have hit the headlines. There was the renewed nuclear bomb and missile testing in the north, accompanied by threats of resuming a war that is more than half a century old. At about the same time there was the suicide of a former president in the south, followed by mass demonstrations of grief and protest at the present right-wing government. Thirdly, came news that the ailing North Korean leader, Kim Jong-il, had named his successor. These events coming together have underlined the instability of the situation on the peninsula. In particular, the question is raised of whether a war will take place – one that could develop into a nuclear war threatening the very survival of the planet.

Japan – 1NC East Asian Arms Race Module
US withdrawal of troops would force Japanese rearmament causing regional instability 

Self, 2k 

(Ben Self is the inaugural Takahashi Fellow in Japanese Studies at the Walter H. Shorenstein Asia-Pacific Research Center."CBMs and the Three Pillars of Japanese Security Policy1" http://www.stimson.org/japan/pdf/self.pdf)

The Alliance likewise has persuasive justifications. In its favor, advocates note the need to keep the United States engaged in the region in a time of strategic fluidity, especially since the U.S. military is almost universally accepted as a stabilizing presence. In regard to those who do not appreciate the American presence, North Korea for example, many Japanese feel the Alliance is still important for its deterrent function. Another argument is that if the Alliance were weakened or terminated, not only would the U.S. withdrawal leave a power vacuum, but also Japanese defense capability would most likely increase sharply, destabilizing relations with its neighbors. This line of reasoning is popular among past victims of Japanese aggression, and, ironically, is also prevalent among leftists in Japan who formerly opposed the Alliance for fear the United States would drag Japan into war. This “cap in the bottle” function of the Alliance is decidedly unpopular among mainstream Japanese, however.

Nuclear war

Landay 2K (3/10, Jonathan S,“Top Administration Officials Warn Stakes for U.S. Are High in Asian Conflicts”, Knight Ridder/Tribune News Service, Lexis)

Few if any experts think China and Taiwan, North Korea and South Korea, or India and Pakistan are spoiling to fight. But even a minor miscalculation by any of them could destabilize Asia, jolt the global economy and even start a nuclear war. India, Pakistan and China all have nuclear weapons, and North Korea may have a few, too. Asia lacks the kinds of organizations, negotiations and diplomatic relationships that helped keep an uneasy peace for five decades in Cold War Europe. “Nowhere else on Earth are the stakes as high and relationships so fragile,” said Bates Gill, director of northeast Asian policy studies at the Brookings Institution, a Washington think tank. “We see the convergence of great power interest overlaid with lingering confrontations with no institutionalized security mechanism in place. There are elements for potential disaster.” In an effort to cool the region’s tempers, President Clinton, Defense Secretary William S. Cohen and National Security Adviser Samuel R. Berger all will hopscotch Asia’s capitals this month. For America, the stakes could hardly be higher. There are 100,000 U.S. troops in Asia committed to defending Taiwan, Japan and South Korea, and the United States would instantly become embroiled if Beijing moved against Taiwan or North Korea attacked South Korea. While Washington has no defense commitments to either India or Pakistan, a conflict between the two could end the global taboo against using nuclear weapons and demolish the already shaky international nonproliferation regime. In addition, globalization has made a stable Asia  with its massive markets, cheap labor, exports and resources  indispensable to the U.S. economy. Numerous U.S. firms and millions of American jobs depend on trade with Asia that totaled $600 billion last year, according to the Commerce Department.

Ext – Japan – East Asian Arms Race
And even if Japan doesn’t rearm other countries will rapidly attempt to fill the power vacuum and cause a regional arms race

Jiji 10 

(2/17, Jiji Press, Japanese Newspaper "U.S. Commander Stresses Importance of Okinawa Base")

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 only our evidence speaks to the psychological impact of US presence

AFP 9 

(Agence France Presse "Despite base dispute, US-Japan security alliance solid")

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."

Japan – AT: Presence Is Destabilizing
And, we control the direction of the link- US withdrawal will lead to Japanese militarization and an asian arms race

Asian Times 10

(“The Cheonan sinking ... and Korea rising” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/LF03Dg02.html)

That role is traditionally played by Japan, which is locked in a zero-sum economic battle with China and highly suspicious of Chinese military motives. The US forward military presence in Japan pre-empts Japanese rearmament, reduces the incentives for a regional arms race, and is welcomed by many regional actors including, perhaps, China itself.  The DPJ government is now in full retreat from its original non-aligned strategy. It aroused Chinese ire by tweaking Beijing on the issue of its nuclear arsenal, then leaked the news of Foreign Minister Yang Jiechi's rage to the international press to gain desperately needed political and diplomatic capital.  Instead of moving the US Marine air base off Okinawa, Hatoyama clumsily and without reference to his cabinet reaffirmed the pro-US deal negotiated by the previous Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) government that keeps it on the island, to the dismay of Hatoyama's coalition partners and the disgust of the Japanese electorate.  It appears inevitable that the successor to the Hatoyama government will remain committed to the US alliance. 

US withdrawal from Japan causes China-Taiwan tension to escalate, Japan rearm and Sino-Japanese war

Soloman and Drennan 1 

(Richard H. Solomon is President and William M. Drennan is ProgramOfficer, United States Institute of Peace, Washington, D.C. THE UNITED STATES AND ASIAIN 2000", http://caliber.ucpress.net/doi/pdf/10.1525/as.2001.41.1.1)

Asia’s future at the opening of the 21st century holds both promise and risk. A U.S.-China confrontation over Taiwan would catalyze a “lose-lose-lose” situation not only for those three parties but for the region as a whole. Similarly, a U.S. withdrawal from forward bases in Korea and Japan would open the way to Chinese military assertions of its claims to Taiwan and disputed territories in the East and South China Seas, likely leading to Japan’s remilitarization and renewed Sino-Japanese confrontation. The challenge to leaderships in all three countries is to manage differences in a political framework that will enhance common interests—especially in economic and social development. The history of 20th century East Asia does not give great confidence in such a future, but the costs of mismanaging relations in this dynamic region are equally evident. No country can want to go forward to the past.

Japan – 1NC Korean War Module
US Presence is key to contain an eventual Korean civil war

Mainchini Daily Newspaper 10 

(Mainchini Daily Newspaper, 3/6, "U.S. commander reveals true purpose of troops in Okinawa is to remove N. Korea’s nukes" http://mdn.mainichi.jp/mdnnews/news/20100401p2a00m0na016000c.html)

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.

Korea war goes nuclear

Chol 2 (Chol, Director Center for Korean American Peace, 2002 10-24, http://nautilus.org/fora/security/0212A_Chol.html)

Any military strike initiated against North Korea will promptly explode into a thermonuclear exchange between a tiny nuclear-armed North Korea and the world's superpower, America. The most densely populated Metropolitan U.S.A., Japan and South Korea will certainly evaporate in The Day After scenario-type nightmare. The New York Times warned in its August 27, 2002 comment: "North Korea runs a more advanced biological, chemical and nuclear weapons program, targets American military bases and is developing missiles that could reach the lower 48 states. Yet there's good reason President Bush is not talking about taking out Dear Leader Kim Jong Il. If we tried, the Dear Leader would bombard South Korea and Japan with never gas or even nuclear warheads, and (according to one Pentagon study) kill up to a million people." Continues…The first two options should be sobering nightmare scenarios for a wise Bush and his policy planners. If they should opt for either of the scenarios, that would be their decision, which the North Koreans are in no position to take issue with. The Americans would realize too late that the North Korean mean what they say. The North Koreans will use all their resources in their arsenal to fight a full-scale nuclear exchange with the Americans in the last war of mankind. A nuclear-armed North Korea would be most destabilizing in the region and the rest of the world in the eyes of the Americans. They would end up finding themselves reduced to a second-class nuclear power.
US Serves as a deterrent force against North Korean Aggression

Jitsuro, 10 

(Terashima Jitsuro is the president of Tama University, as well as president of the Mitsui Global Strategic Studies Institute and chairman of the Japan Research Institute."The Will and Imagination to Return to Common Sense: Toward a Restructuring of the US-Japan Alliance" ttp://japanfocus.org/-Terashima-Jitsuro/3321)

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.

Japan – Okinawa KT Sino-Japanese Relations

US presence in Okinawa encourages stronger Sino-Japanese relations

Michaeli 10 

("Give Up the 2006 Futenma Agreement: There’s More to the U.S.-Japan Alliance" A research associate at a foreign policy think tank in Washington, DC, Of the domestic affairs of Asian countries, I understand those of China with the greatest depth. I lived in China for a total of more than one and a half years between 2005 and 2008, including two periods of intensive language study and a Fulbright research fellowship. I spent time in 17 provinces and autonomous regions.I received my bachelor’s degree in history and began studying Chinese. Since then, I have been engaged in research about China, India, Japan, South Korea, North Korea, and Russia, and I have traveled in four of these countries. My interests include domestic matters in Asian countries, relations among Asian governments and economies, and the role of the United States in the region. http://www.asiaruminations.com/2010/05/10/give-up-the-2006-futenma-agreement-theres-more-to-the-u-s-japan-alliance)

The U.S. bases much percent of its presence in Japan on Okinawa, an island strategically located near the Taiwan Strait. The tactical arguments for why the U.S. marines need to be in Okinawa province are compelling, even if the public relations effort at explaining it has been inept.  Marines operate as a combined air-land-sea force and these different elements would have to be brought to bear together, and quickly, in the event of a crisis–such as an attack on Taiwan from the Chinese mainland. The new V-22 Osprey transport aircraft the Marines plan to deploy there can take off and land vertically, but apparently requires a new long runway “just in case” due to reliability issues.  But the reason the U.S.-Japan relationship works is, more than anything else, strategic rather than tactical. Japan–and, for that matter, Taiwan (as I noted here)–are able to develop closer ties with mainland China because they understand the United States is committed to ensuring their security. The reason the United States is able to protect its allies and economic interests in the region is because commitments have been made in treaties and are consistently repeated at the highest levels. That is a strategic, not a tactical, matter. 

Japan – Okinawa KT Power Projection
Reduction of bases on Okinawa and redeployment to Guam would devastate US power projection in East Asia

Klingner 9 (Bruce Klingner, Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation, 11/9/09, “U.S. Should Stay Firm on Implementation of Okinawa Force Realignment”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/12/US-Should-Stay-Firm-on-Implementation-of-Okinawa-Force-Realignment)

Forward Deployment Critical to U.S. Fulfilling Treaty Obligations The forward-deployed U.S. military presence in Japan, including Okinawa, demonstrates Washington's commitment to fulfilling its 1960 bilateral security treaty obligations. Although not widely known, the security treaty obligates the U.S. not only to defend Japan, but also to fulfill broader regional security responsibilities. "For the purpose of contributing to the security of Japan and the maintenance of international peace and security in the Far East, the United States of America is granted the use by its land, air and naval forces of facilities and areas in Japan."[14] Alliance security objectives extending beyond the defense of Japan have been affirmed in recent bilateral agreements: February 2005: Listed among the common strategic objectives of the alliance are to "[e]nsure the security of Japan, strengthen peace and stability in the Asia-Pacific region, maintain the capability to address contingencies affecting the United States and Japan [and] promote a peaceful, stable, and vibrant Southeast Asia."[15] October 2005: "The U.S. will maintain forward-deployed forces, and augment them as needed, for the defense of Japan as well as to deter and respond to situations in areas surrounding Japan."[16] October 2005: "Bilateral cooperation in improving the international security environment to achieve regional and global common strategic objectives has become an important element of the alliance."[17] Redeploying to Guam Would Weaken Alliance Capabilities 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 three-hour 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. Separating Marine Ground and Air Units Hinders Operations The rapid crisis response capabilities provided by the presence of the Marine Corps forces constitute a critical alliance capability.... [S]ustaining those capabilities, which consist of air, ground, logistics and command elements, remains dependent upon the interaction of those elements in regular training, exercises and operations. [Therefore,] the FRF must be located within Okinawa...near the other elements with which they operate on a regular basis. --U.S.-Japan Joint Statement[18] The Marine Corps trains, deploys, and fights in combined-arms units under the doctrine of Marine Air Ground Task Force. This method of operation requires co-location, interaction, and training of integrated Marine Corps air, ground, logistics, and command elements. The 3rd Marine Division ground component located on Okinawa relies on the 1st Marine Air Wing at Futenma to conduct operations and training outside Okinawa. Marine Corps rapid reaction is a core capability of the U.S.-Japan alliance. Marine transport helicopters on Okinawa can self-deploy to Southeast Asia for theater security operations by island-hopping. This is not possible from Guam because some helicopters would need to be transported by ship, which is a three-day transit. The DPJ advocacy for removing Marine helicopter units from Okinawa is analogous to a town demanding the removal of a police or fire station, but still expecting the same level of protection, which is impossible given the tyranny of distance.

Japan – Okinawa KT Deterrence
Presence in Okinawa is key to deterrence

Bush 10 (Richard C. Bush III, Director, Center for Northeast Asian Policy Studies, 5/19/10, “Okinawa and Security in East Asia” http://www.brookings.edu/speeches/2010/0310_japan_politics_bush.aspx)

The threat environment in Northeast Asia is not benign. North Korea’s WMD capabilities are a matter of concern but will hopefully be a medium-term problem. More attention, however, is focused on China which has gradually developed a full spectrum of capabilities, including nuclear weapons. Their current emphasis is on power projection and their immediate goal is to create a strategic buffer in at least the first island chain. Although Taiwan is the driver for these efforts, they affect Japan. Of course, capabilities are not intentions. However, how will Japan feel as the conventional U.S.-China balance deteriorates and a new equilibrium is reached, especially knowing that China has nuclear weapons? There are also specific points of friction within Northeast Asia such as the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands, the East China Sea, North Korea, and Taiwan, some of which involve and concern more than one government. Although we can hope that China will not seek to dominate East Asia at the U.S. and Japan’s expense, we can’t be sure of their intentions either. Hope is not a policy. The most sensible strategy—for both the U.S. and Japan—is to try to shape China’s intentions over time so that they move in a benign direction; so that it has more to gain from cooperation than a challenge. This has been the U.S. and Japan’s strategy since the early 1970s. The strategy has a good foundation in economic interdependence. However, it is easier said than done and is one of the biggest challenges of this century. The strategy requires at least two elements: engaging and incorporating China as much as possible, and maintaining the strength and willingness to define limits. This combination of elements is important because engagement without strength would lead China to exploit our good will while strength without engagement would lead China to suspect that our intentions are not benign. If engagement-plus-strength is the proper strategy for the U.S. and Japan each to cope with a rising China, it only makes sense that Japan and the United States will be more effective if they work together, complementing each other’s respective abilities. The strength side of this equation almost requires Japan to rely on the alliance since history suggests that it will not build up sufficiently on its own. An important part of strength is positioning your power in the right places. That is why forward deployment of U.S. forces in Japan has always been important. That is why our presence on Okinawa is important. 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] 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.
Japan – Okinawa KT Deterrence/Alliance Cred

Withdrawing troops from Okinawa will wreck deterrence, alliance credibility and East Asian security

Melton and Eldridge 10 (Dan Melton and Robert D. Eldridge, Col. Melton, a former marine attache at U.S. Embassy Tokyo, currently serves as the assistant chief of staff, G-5, U.S. Marine Corps Bases, Japan. Eldridge, Ph.D., a former tenured associate professor of U.S.-Japan relations and Okinawan history at Osaka University, serves in the same office as Melton, 3/4/10, “U.S. marine presence in Okinawa Pref. essential”, http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/columns/commentary/20100304dy01.htm)

While both KAB and MCAS Futenma are co-located in central Okinawa, they have fundamentally different roles and missions. Yet, there is an important synergy between the two airfields in daily operations as well as in a contingency if deterrence failed. A loss of the capabilities of either airfield could significantly impact operations during a crisis. When discussing them, it is not an either/or choice but a clear requirement for both. While scholars can hope for the best, planners need to prepare for the worst. One airfield reduces contingency options and creates a military planner's worst nightmare: a single point of failure. We disagree that this option is a "tolerable one," as he suggests, by any means, regardless of whether contingency access to other airfields is improved or not. There are numerous political and operational challenges to the concept of contingency use but the bottom line up front is: moving or spreading the functions of Futenma outside of the main island of Okinawa not only would critically affect the ability of the Marine Corps to perform its daily operations and training to sustain combat readiness as well as to ably and quickly respond to crises, but could also impair the deterrence functions and credibility of our alliance and thus security in the entire region. The USMC takes seriously "local sensitivities" in all aspects of our training and operations, and it was the U.S. and Japanese governments' efforts to address these concerns that were behind the 1996 and 2006 agreements to return Futenma, which were conditioned on a replacement site being found within the prefecture. A replacement facility then and now remains important because the capabilities Futenma possesses are vital to the mission of the Marine Corps and other U.S. forces in Okinawa, as well as being a United Nations Command (Rear) Airfield and a diversion airfield for civilian aircraft. Not only do the Marines provide significant contributions to deterrence and defense of Japan and peace and prosperity in the Asia-Pacific region, but are also actively involved in HA/DR missions and Theater Security Cooperation (TSC), which is designed to build transparency and trust in this region. Significantly, there have been hundreds of thousands of lives saved in the region by U.S. Marines, such as during the 12 significant HA/DR operations in the past five years alone, including the 2004 tsunami and the disastrous tropical cyclones in 2007 in Bangladesh and 2008 in Burma in which units from the III Marine Expeditionary Force stationed on Okinawa either directly led or significantly contributed to response efforts.

Japan – Okinawa KT Japanese Alliance

US Presence in Okinawa is critical to the overall military alliance and stability in the region - outweighs their internal link 
Kapoor 10 

(Dr. Rajesh Kapoor is Associate Fellow at the Centre for Land Warfare Studies, New Delhi."The Strategic Relevance of Okinawa" http://idsa.in/idsacomments/TheStrategicRelevanceofOkinawa_rkapoor_100610)

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. 
Troop presence is key to the overall alliance

Schiffer 10

(Michael Schiffer, Deputy Assistant Secretary Of Defense For Asian And Pacific Security Affairs (East Asia); Hearing Of The Asia, Pacific, And Global Environment Subcommittee Of The House Foreign Affairs Committee)

The only readily deployable U.S. ground forces between Hawaii and India and the U.S. marines on Okinawa. The United States cannot meet its treaty obligations to defend Japan, cannot respond to humanitarian crises or natural disasters, cannot meet its commitments for regional peace and ability without forward deployed ground forces in Japan with the appropriate capabilities and training. In this broader context, the goal of the Roadmap is to provide the alliance, not just the United States, not just Japan, but the alliance, Japan and the United States together, with the posture and the capabilities necessary to be able to meet our commitments to the defense of Japan, to respond to challenges in the region and around the globe, and toe continue to underwrite peace, stability, and economy prosperity in the region for decades to come. 

AT: Okinawa = Not Strategic

Okinawa provides the best strategic location in Asia- ensures effective power projection

Kapoor 10 (Dr. Rajesh Kapoor is Associate Fellow at the Centre for Land Warfare Studies, New Delhi."The Strategic Relevance of Okinawa" http://idsa.in/idsacomments/TheStrategicRelevanceofOkinawa_rkapoor_100610)
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 

And O’Hanlon has a poor track record and should be rejected- Iraq proves

Logan 7 (Justin, is a foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute."Inside Track: Being Right Matters" http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=15102)
Last week, pro-war liberals Michael O’Hanlon and Kenneth Pollack wrote a New York Times op-ed arguing that the Iraq troop surge was working and should be extended into 2008. They may be right, but based on their track records, it’s doubtful. And track records ought to matter. Rather than hiding behind arguments that are couched in conditionals and mushy language, pundits should put specific predictions on the record, in clear, falsifiable language, so that the public can better determine who among us actually knows what he’s talking about.   Foreign-policy analysts have an incredibly difficult task: to make predictions about the future based on particular policy choices in Washington. These difficulties extend into the world of intelligence, as well. The CIA issues reports with impossibly ambitious titles like "Mapping the Global Future", as if anyone could actually do that. The father of American strategic analysis, Sherman Kent, grappled with these difficulties in his days at OSS and CIA. When Kent finally grew tired of the vapid language used for making predictions, such as "good chance of", "real likelihood that" and the like, he ordered his analysts to start putting odds on their assessments. When a colleague complained that Kent was "turning us into the biggest bookie shop in town", Kent replied that he’d "rather be a bookie than a [expletive] poet."   Kent’s instinct was right. More bookies and fewer poets are what the United States needs, both in intelligence analysis and in foreign-policy punditry. University of California Berkeley professor Philip Tetlock examined large data sets where experts on various topics made predictions about the future. He was troubled to discover "an inverse relationship between how well experts do on scientific indicators of good judgment and how attractive these experts are to the media and other consumers of expertise." He proposed one way to reform the situation: conditioning experts’ appearance in high-profile media venues on "proven track records in drawing correct inferences from relevant real-world events unfolding in real time."   Which brings us back to the authors of the New York Times piece. Michael O’Hanlon, for example, argued in February 2004 that the "dead-enders are few in number and have little ability to inspire a broader following among the Iraqi people." Kenneth Pollack gained notoriety for his publication of The Threatening Storm, a book that argued Saddam Hussein was close to obtaining nuclear weapons and was not a deterrable actor.  So, the argument goes, why should they be revered as authorities, given that they’ve been so wrong in the past?   It’s a fair question. The best way to correct the situation is by developing a predictions database, where experts can weigh-in on specific, falsifiable claims about the future, putting their reputations on the line. Something like this was envisioned in a DARPA program developed under Admiral John Poindexter in 2003. The so-called "policy analysis market" was designed to allow analysts to buy futures contracts for various scenarios. As the value of these contracts went up or down, other analysts could observe and investigate why, determining how and why others were "putting their money where their mouths were", and whether they should do the same.  But the "policy analysis market" sank beneath a wave of demagoguery from congressmen who had an astonishing lack of understanding how prediction markets are used to great effect in the investment banking, insurance and other industries.   To cite one historic example, if there had been such a market before 9/11, Coleen Rowley, the FBI agent who detected and arrested Zacarias Moussaoui and whose attempts to further investigate the conspiracy were stymied, could have taken her suspicions to the futures market. As her behavior moved the market, other observers would have had an incentive to investigate why she was so certain that a dangerous plot was afoot.   There are a number of similar enterprises that have begun since 9/11. Foreign Policy magazine publishes a "terrorism index" in which foreign policy experts predict the likelihood of various events. The results are not encouraging—in the 2006 version, 57 percent of experts said that an attack on the United States "on the scale of those that took place in London and Madrid" was either "likely or certain" before the end of 2006.   Predicting the future is hard, and if nothing else, pundits are experts at explaining why their failed predictions are somebody else’s fault. It may be the case that even the best experts rarely make accurate predictions of important events. But the only way to better our predictions in the future is to learn not just who gets things right, but why. Putting our reputations where our mouths are would teach us a great deal.  

And our evidence cites military brass

Reuters 10 (2/19, "Top U.S. Pacific Marine says base must be in Okinawa" http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE61I12U20100219)
"Okinawa is in the perfect place in the region," said Lieutenant General Keith Stalder, when asked about suggestions that the base be moved to Guam or the tiny island of Tinian.  "It's literally a day away from almost anything that can occur in the region," he said during a visit to Tokyo.  Stalder underscored the U.S. view that a 2006 agreement between the two governments to shift the Futenma base to a more remote area of Okinawa as part of a realignment that involves moving 8,000 Marines to Guam was the most desirable option.  But he said shifting all Japan-based Marines elsewhere would not be feasible.  "The notion that you can have an alliance and deter and respond with only sea and air forces is a misperception that I want to dispel," he said. "You've got to have ground forces."

Japan – Links – Deterrence

Withdrawal from Japan would destroy extended deterrence guarantees and credibility

Nye 9 (Joseph Nye, professor of International Relations at Harvard University, 7/19/09, “Will the U.S.-Japan Alliance Survive?”, http://www.realclearworld.com/articles/2009/07/19/will_the_us-japan_alliance_survive_96948.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 US 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 US 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. Equally important are American actions that show the high priority that the US gives to the alliance, and its guarantees not to engage in what Japan fears will be "Japan-passing" in its relations with Asia. That is why it was so important that US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton's first trip was to Asia, and her first stop in Japan. It is also why it is mistaken to speak of a formal G-2 with China, rather than multilateral cooperation.

Okinawa presence is key to overall military strategy in Asia 

Talmadge 10 

(Eric is the Tokyo bureau chief of the Associated Press “US Military Base Row Could Bring Down Japan Prime Minister” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/05/13/us-military-base-row-coul_n_575003.html#)

U.S. officials say a replacement for the Futenma base is essential because its air assets support the infantry units that will remain on Okinawa. They also argue that Okinawa – site of one of the bloodiest battlefields of World War II – is a key to Washington's strategy in the Pacific because of its proximity to China, Taiwan and the Korean peninsula.  "Is the Marine presence necessary in Okinawa? In terms of geostrategic location, the answer is a definite yes," said Mike Green, Japan chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington. "Okinawa is only a few days' sailing time and only a few hours' flight time from the major hotspots in the Western Pacific. Time matters in a crisis."
Withdrawal is net-worse for regional security—China and Korea are genuine threats.

Auslin 10 (Michael, Resident Scholar and Director of Japan Studies at the American Enterprise Institute, Michael Auslin, former associate professor of history and senior research fellow at the MacMillan Center for International and Area Studies at Yale University, “The Real Futenma Fallout,” Wall Street Journal Asia, June 16th, Available Online at http://www.aei.org/article/102196)
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. 

Japan – BMD Specific – Uniqueness

Threat of ballistic missiles increasing – regional capacity spurred by tech transfer.

Gates 10 (Robert, Secretary of Defense of the US, February, “Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report”, http://www.defense.gov/bmdr/docs/BMDR%20as%20of%2026JAN10%200630_for%20web.pdf)

Two additional factors stand out in this proliferation landscape. First, there is the potential for a substantial increase in the transfer of advanced capabilities from both government and nongovernment entities in some technically advanced countries. Some states with more advanced capabilities continue to transfer both technologies and systems to those with less mature capabilities. These actions underscore the importance of building consensus with other governments about the damaging impact on stability and security of such transfers, and of drawing them more deeply into a global approach that stigmatizes missile proliferation as a threat to peace. Second, there is the potential for increasingly sophisticated regional missile threat capabilities. Proliferators are increasing the number of deployed systems (and thus raid sizes), shifting from liquid- to solid-fueled systems, and deploying missile defense countermeasures. These threats are inherently difficult to predict, but indicators and warnings associated with such threats remain under intense scrutiny by the Intelligence Community and our allies and partners, who are similarly concerned about these destabilizing trends.

Missile defense threat increase qualitatively and quantitatively.

Gates 10 (Robert, Secretary of Defense of the US, February, “Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report”, http://www.defense.gov/bmdr/docs/BMDR%20as%20of%2026JAN10%200630_for%20web.pdf)

The ballistic missile threat is increasing both quantitatively and qualitatively, and is likely to continue to do so over the next decade. Current global trends indicate that ballistic missile systems are becoming more flexible, mobile, survivable, reliable, and accurate, while also increasing in range. A number of states are also working to increase the protection of their ballistic missiles from pre-launch attack and to increase their effectiveness in penetrating missile defenses. Several states are also developing nuclear, chemical, and/or biological warheads for their missiles. Such capabilities could be significant sources of military advantage during a conflict. But they may be equally significant in times of relative peace, when they undergird efforts to coerce states near and far. Regional actors such as North Korea and Iran continue to develop long-range missiles that will be threatening to the United States. There is some uncertainty about when and how this type of intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) threat to the U.S. homeland will mature, but there is no uncertainty about the existence of regional threats. They are clear and present. The threat from short-range, medium-range, and intermediate-range ballistic missiles (SRBMs, MRBMs, and IRBMs) in regions where the United States deploys forces and maintains security relationships is growing at a particularly rapid pace.

Threat from Ballistic missiles increasing - complexity

Gates 10 (Robert, Secretary of Defense of the US, February, “Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report”, http://www.defense.gov/bmdr/docs/BMDR%20as%20of%2026JAN10%200630_for%20web.pdf)

The threat posed by ballistic missile delivery systems is likely to increase while growing more complex over the next decade. This judgment by the Intelligence Community is borne out by recent events, such as Iran’s launch of a new mobile, solid-propellant medium range ballistic missile (MRBM) in December 2009. Ballistic missile systems are becoming more flexible, mobile, survivable, reliable, and accurate while also increasing in range. Pre-launch survivability is also likely to increase as potential adversaries strengthen their denial and deception measures and increasingly base their missiles on mobile platforms. Key trends in the development of the threat include the following:  The threat is increasing both quantitatively and qualitatively.  Quantitatively, many states with missiles are increasing their inventories, at the same time that a growing number of states are deploying missiles with greater capabilities.  More states are moving to advanced liquid-propellant systems and even to solid-propellant systems, which increase flexibility, mobility, survivability, and reliability.  Ranges are increasing, putting ever more targets at risk.  Accuracy is increasing, making these systems more effective against point targets.  Some states are working to defeat missile defenses, through both technical and operational countermeasures.  Some states are also taking steps to increase the protection of their ballistic missiles from pre-launch attack, including through more aggressive denial and deception practices as well as a shift to mobile systems.  Some states are also developing nuclear, chemical, and/or biological warheads for missiles, and if they are successful in these efforts, the threat to others will be greatly magnified.  These technical capabilities could be significant sources of military advantage during a conflict. But they may be equally significant in times of peace or crisis, when they may undergird efforts to coerce other states.

Japan – BMD Specific – North Korea Uniqueness

North Korea gathering nukes – they will have them by the next deacade

Gates 10 (Robert, Secretary of Defense of the US, February, “Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report”, http://www.defense.gov/bmdr/docs/BMDR%20as%20of%2026JAN10%200630_for%20web.pdf)

One of the most significant threats to the U.S. homeland is the continued progress of regional actors in developing weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and the means to deliver them by ballistic missiles. North Korea, which has demonstrated its nuclear ambitions and continues to develop long-range missiles, is of particular concern. Following the Taepo Dong 1 missile test in 1998, North Korea has conducted flight tests of the Taepo Dong 2 (TD-2) missile in 2006 and more recently in April 2009. Despite the most recent launch’s failure in its stated mission of orbiting a small communications satellite, it successfully tested many technologies associated with an ICBM. Although the test launches of the TD-2 in 2006 and 2009 were deemed unsuccessful, we must assume that sooner or later North Korea will have a successful test of its TD-2 and, if there are no major changes in its national security strategy in the next decade, it will be able to mate a nuclear warhead to a proven delivery system.

North Korea will get missiles – testing and trends

Gates 10 (Robert, Secretary of Defense of the US, February, “Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report”, http://www.defense.gov/bmdr/docs/BMDR%20as%20of%2026JAN10%200630_for%20web.pdf)

North Korea conducted seven widely publicized ballistic missile launches on July 4–5, 2006. It successfully tested six mobile theater ballistic missiles, demonstrating a capability to target U.S. and allied forces in South Korea and Japan. On July 3–4, 2009, it again exercised its capability to threaten U.S. and allied forces and populations in South Korea and Japan by launching seven ballistic missiles. North Korea has developed an advanced solid-propellant short-range ballistic missile (SRBM). A mobile IRBM is also under development.

Japan – BMD Specific – Iran Uniqueness

Iran will get long range ballistic missiles.

Gates 10 (Robert, Secretary of Defense of the US, February, “Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report”, http://www.defense.gov/bmdr/docs/BMDR%20as%20of%2026JAN10%200630_for%20web.pdf)

Although Iran has not stated an intent to develop ICBMs, it continues to pursue longer-range ballistic missiles. Iran launched its Safir Space Launch Vehicle (SLV) in August 2008 with what it claims was a dummy satellite. Iran used the Safir-2 SLV to place the domestically produced Omid satellite in orbit in February 2009, according to statements made to the press by Iranian officials. Despite continued diplomatic efforts Iran also continues to defy its international obligations on its nuclear program, further reducing international confidence in the nature of its program. These factors only compound international concerns about the intent of its ballistic missile program.

Iran is getting weapons – support from other powers.

Gates 10 (Robert, Secretary of Defense of the US, February, “Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report”, http://www.defense.gov/bmdr/docs/BMDR%20as%20of%2026JAN10%200630_for%20web.pdf)

Iran also presents a significant regional missile threat. It has developed and acquired ballistic missiles capable of striking deployed forces, allies, and partners in the Middle East and Eastern Europe. It is fielding increased numbers of mobile regional ballistic missiles and has claimed that it has incorporated anti-missile-defense tactics and capabilities into its ballistic missile forces. Iran has an extensive missile development program and has received support in the past from entities in Russia, China, and North Korea. DIA believes that Iran still depends on outside sources for many of the related dualuse raw materials and components; for example, the Shahab-3 MRBM is based on the North Korean No Dong missile. Iran continues to modify this missile to extend its range and effectiveness. In 2004, Iran claimed that it tested an improved version of the Shahab-3; subsequent statements by Iranian officials suggest that the improved Shahab-3’s range is up to 2,000 kilometers and that Iran has the ability to mass-produce these missiles. In addition, Iran’s solid-propellant rocket and missile programs are progressing, and Iran has flight-tested a new solid-propellant MRBM with a claimed range of 2,000 kilometers. Iran is also likely working to improve the accuracy of its SRBMs.

Japan – BMD Specific – Development Key

Continued development of BMD key to successful BMD

Gates 10 (Robert, Secretary of Defense of the US, February, “Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report”, http://www.defense.gov/bmdr/docs/BMDR%20as%20of%2026JAN10%200630_for%20web.pdf)

The United States is currently protected against limited ICBM attacks. This is a result of investments made over the past decade in a system based on ground-based midcourse defense (GMD). Because of continuing improvements in the GMD system and the number of groundbased interceptors now deployed compared to potential North Korean and Iranian long-range ballistic missile capabilities, the United States possesses a capability to counter the projected threat from North Korea and Iran for the foreseeable future. Given uncertainty about the future ICBM threat, including the rate at which it will mature, it is important that the United States maintain this advantageous position. But doing so does not require that the United States develop these capabilities at the same accelerated rate or with the same level of risk as in recent years. Rather, the United States will refocus its homeland ballistic missile defense program as it began to do with the fiscal year (FY) 2010 budget—maintaining the current level of capability with 30 ground-based interceptors (GBIs) and further developing proven capabilities that will enhance homeland defense should a new threat emerge. Toward that end, the United States will:  Maintain readiness and continue to develop existing operational capabilities at Fort Greely, Alaska, and Vandenberg Air Force Base, California.  Complete the second field of 14 silos at Fort Greely to hedge against the possibility that additional deployments become necessary.  Deploy new sensors in Europe to improve cueing for missiles launched at the United States by Iran or other potential adversaries in the Middle East.  Invest in further development of the Standard Missile 3 (SM-3) for future land-based deployment as the ICBM threat matures.

Continued development key to adaptability and effectiveness.

Gates 10 (Robert, Secretary of Defense of the US, February, “Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report”, http://www.defense.gov/bmdr/docs/BMDR%20as%20of%2026JAN10%200630_for%20web.pdf)

This assessment of the threat points to two key implications for U.S. defense planning. First, U.S. defense investments must be balanced in a way that enables the effective defense of the U.S. homeland and of U.S. forces, allies, and partners overseas in both the near term and long term. The Department must ensure that the balance of investments is rigorously assessed and consistently applied across each annual budget and that the assessments of plans against projected threats are updated periodically. This analysis also shows the need to maintain a strong focus by the Intelligence Community on the ballistic missile threat and strong intelligence relationships with allies and partners. Accurate and timely intelligence should play a vital role in informing defense planning; assessments of what we do not know with confidence play an equally vital role. Second, our defensive capabilities must be adaptable to unexpected threat developments. Threats may mature more rapidly or more slowly than predicted, may appear in unexpected locations, or may involve novel technologies or concepts of operations. It is essential that the United States be well hedged and have a strong posture against unpredicted threat developments.

Japan – BMD Specific – SM-3 Development Key

New SM-3 development key to solve long range missile threats.

Gates 10 (Robert, Secretary of Defense of the US, February, “Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report”, http://www.defense.gov/bmdr/docs/BMDR%20as%20of%2026JAN10%200630_for%20web.pdf)

The threat environment described earlier reinforces the need for the United States to maintain a flexible approach to developing missile defense capabilities. The Department must be prepared to adjust its plans as the threat evolves. The Missile Defense Agency is currently developing next-generation missile defense capabilities to counter future threats. Within this set of capabilities, a number of new technologies and concepts are being pursued to improve homeland defense. These include intercepting long-range missiles early in their flight, launching interceptors based on remote sensor information, and strengthening ballistic missile sensor networks. In addition, MDA will begin advanced technology development for a new Standard Missile 3 variant, the Block IIB, which should provide some capability to intercept longrange missiles. These developments will ensure that the United States will stay ahead of the emerging long-range ballistic missile threat. In addition to continuing to sustain and improve the GMD system through a variety of means, including a rigorous flight testing program, the United States is also pursuing several other hedging strategies for defense of the homeland against a ballistic missile attack. For example, the United States will continue development and assessment of a two-stage ground-based interceptor. We will also pursue multiple paths to develop and deploy ballistic missile sensors, including both airborne and space-based detection and tracking systems. Although the Airborne Laser (ABL) program has been restructured, the Department will continue to research the potential of directed energy systems for missile defenses, including the establishment of a directed energy research program inside MDA. MDA “red team” activities also support hedging by anticipating possible future changes in the threat.

Japan – BMD Specific – Key to Deterrence

BMD spurs cooperation and deters attacks

Gates 10 (Robert, Secretary of Defense of the US, February, “Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report”, http://www.defense.gov/bmdr/docs/BMDR%20as%20of%2026JAN10%200630_for%20web.pdf)

Sixth, the United States will seek to lead expanded international efforts for missile defense. It will work more intensively with allies and partners to provide pragmatic and cost-effective capacity. The United States will also continue in its efforts to establish a cooperative BMD relationship with Russia. The United States, with the support of allies and partners, seeks to create an environment in which the acquisition, deployment, and use of ballistic missiles by regional adversaries can be deterred, principally by eliminating their confidence in the effectiveness of such attacks, and thereby devaluing their ballistic missile arsenals. This will help undergird a broader strategic objective: to strengthen deterrence in key regions through the integrated and innovative use of military and nonmilitary means that adapt regional deterrence architectures to 21st-century requirements.

BMD is key to deterrence – moves states away from the nuclear brink

Gates 10 (Robert, Secretary of Defense of the US, February, “Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report”, http://www.defense.gov/bmdr/docs/BMDR%20as%20of%2026JAN10%200630_for%20web.pdf)

The benefits of comprehensive, phased adaptive approaches to regional missile defense architectures are considerable. They allow strong partnerships with regional allies and partners in meeting emerging security challenges, as well as a responsible measure of burden sharing. They focus resources on real, emerging threats and rely on proven solutions. Another benefit is improved deterrence. Missile-armed challengers in the Middle East and Northeast Asia will find it more difficult to threaten and coerce their neighbors in the region and beyond. U.S. allies and partners will remain confident in the role of the United States as security guarantor. These results could help significantly reduce pressures at the so-called nuclear tipping point.

Key to deterrence and solving prolif
Frederick 9 (Lt Col Lorinda A., USAF (BA, Michigan State University; MBA, Regis University; Master of Military Operational Art and Science, Air Command and Staff College; Master of Airpower Art and Science, School of Advanced Air and Space Studies) is assigned to the Air Force Concepts, Strategy, and Wargaming Division, Headquarters US Air Force. She has served as a flight commander and instructor in intercontinental ballistic missile and missile warning squadrons. While assigned to Air Force Space Command, she worked space and missile officer assignments and ICBM requirements., 9/1, “Deterrence and Space-Based Missile Defense”, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/fal09/frederick.html#frederick)
BMD should primarily be considered a vital part of a deterrent strategy and secondarily an effective tool to protect against ballistic missile attacks. BMD is an integral part of deterrence because it makes escalation less likely. Confidence in BMD technology may allow US decision makers to accept an increased risk of attack and allow time for other instruments of power to defuse the situation. Adversaries must consider US defensive capabilities in relation to their offensive capabilities. Confident that inbound ballistic missiles will not reach the homeland, the United States could choose not to respond in kind to such provocation. Extending BMD to friendly states bolsters deterrence because it effectively conveys to potential aggressors the US commitment to defense. Extended deterrence can keep other states out of the conflict. For example, the United States provided Israel with theater missile defense (TMD) during Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm to protect the Israelis and keep them out of the broader conflict. Extended deterrence may encourage allies to “forgo indigenous development or procurement of duplicative military capabilities, thereby enhancing US counterproliferation efforts.”13 BMD is more than just a defensive measure that the United States possesses to knock down threatening missiles. Decision makers should think of it as a vital part of deterrence to help restrain rogue elements and proliferators.

Missile Defense is the cornerstone of our defense.

Garamone 10 (Jim, American Forces Press Service, 3/23, “Missile Defense Review confirms capability's necessity”, http://www.af.mil/news/story.asp?id=123196183)
The United States now has limited continental defense, and deployed U.S. forces have a shield against shorter-range missile threats. Mr. Lynn called missile defense a cornerstone to American defense. But the threat continues to grow, Mr. Lynn said. "The most immediate threat is ballistic missiles from regional actors," he said. "That threat is growing both quantitatively and qualitatively -- systems that could someday be deployed against our forces are becoming more accurate and harder to defeat, while attaining greater ranges." Defense Department officials completed its first Ballistic Missile Defense Review this past year and released its conclusions in early February. The review posited six priorities that shape the missile defense program. The first brick in the missile defense policy wall is that the United States will continue to defend the homeland against limited missile attack, he said. "With current capabilities we can continue to defend the homeland against a limited attack, both now and in the foreseeable future," Mr. Lynn said, adding that homeland defense is focused on Iran and North Korea and does not focus on Russia or China. The United States will defend U.S. forces and allies from regional threats, Mr. Lynn said. The short-range missile threat has increased and while the United States has made significant progress, more needs to be done, he noted. "To counter the regional threat ... we need to devote further resources to missile defense capabilities," Mr. Lynn said. "The safety of our deployed forces and allies depend upon this investment."

Japan – BMD Specific – BMD Good - Prolif

Key to non prolif – cooperation solves.

Gates 10 (Robert, Secretary of Defense of the US, February, “Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report”, http://www.defense.gov/bmdr/docs/BMDR%20as%20of%2026JAN10%200630_for%20web.pdf)

This missile defense strategy is part of a larger strategic framework. The Administration intends to leverage all elements of national power to prevent and deter conflicts. Doing so should help mitigate the factors that drive some countries to seek ballistic missiles. The Administration’s national security approach also seeks collaborative approaches with allies and partners, in order to strengthen international responses to shared challenges. Improved missile defenses and the supporting policy agenda elaborated here are integral to these larger purposes. They are intended to reinforce broad efforts to mitigate the missile (and nuclear) threats through political and cooperative measures rather than by reliance on military means alone.

Japan – BMD Specific – BMD Good – Deterrence/Conflict
BMD is vital to deterrence

Hicks 8 [Rear Admiral Alan B, USN, is Program Director and Commander, Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense, “Seabased Ballistic Missile Defense,” issue 50, online]

The events of September 11, 2001, clearly revealed that Americans are at risk from terrorist attacks throughout the world, even within the borders of their own  country. Earlier terrorist attacks targeted  U.S. Government and military personnel and  sites, such as the bombings of U.S. Embassies  in East Africa and the USS Cole while in port  in Yemen. Now, everyday American civilians are at risk. Considering the strategic environment, we face growing threats from weapons  of mass destruction (WMD) in the hands of  states or nonstate actors.  These threats range from terrorism to ballistic missiles tipped with WMD,  intended to intimidate the United States by  holding it, its friends, and its allies hostage.  Presently, more than 25 nations have developed chemical and biological  WMD. More than 30 nations  have ballistic missiles in  their arsenals. Not only are forward deployed forces at  risk from ballistic missiles, but also the U.S.  homeland is within  range of these threats,  which continue to  grow in number, range,  and complexity. One factor that makes ballistic missiles desirable  as a delivery vehicle for  WMD is that the United States and its allies have  lacked an effective defense  against this threat.  Terminal High Altitude Area Defense missile tip  undergoes testing at hypervelocity wind tunnel USS Lake Erie commanding officer CAPT Randall  Hendrickson explains ship’s vertical launching  system to media  Within 30 minutes, an intercontinental ballistic missile could be launched  from any location in the world and strike  somewhere in the United States. Today, over 200,000 forward deployed American  Soldiers, Sailors, Airmen, and Marines are  at risk from short- to intermediate-range  ballistic missiles located in North Korea and  Iran.1 On July 4 and 5, 2006, North Korea  launched seven ballistic missiles, including  a long-range Taepo Dong–2.2 In October of  that year, North Korea detonated a nuclear  device.3 During the Great Prophet exercise  conducted in November, Iranian state televi-  sion reported that dozens of ballistic missiles  were fired, some capable of striking Israel,  Turkey, and American bases in that region.  These events demonstrate that ballistic  missiles are not a future threat, so there is  an urgent need to rapidly deploy a ballistic  missile defense capability.  Deterrence The emerging missile threat from  hostile states is fundamentally different  from that of the Cold War and requires  both a different approach to deterrence and  new tools for defense. Today’s rogue leaders view WMD as weapons of choice, not of last  resort. These weapons are their means to  compensate for U.S. conventional strength,  allowing them to pursue their objectives  through coercion and intimidation.   To deter such threats, the United  States must devalue ballistic missiles as  tools of extortion and aggression by fielding  defenses. Although missile defenses are not a  replacement for an offensive response capability, such defenses are a critical dimension  of deterrence. Missile defenses will also help  to assure U.S. allies and friends and to dissuade countries from pursuing ballistic missiles by undermining their military value.4  Fighting and winning wars are the  main missions of the U.S. Armed Forces;  however, deterring wars, one of our strategic  priorities, is always preferable. To ensure  credible deterrence across the range of  threats in the current strategic environment,  the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff  has expressed the need for a “New Triad”  consisting of improved global strike capability, further developed global missile defense  systems, and modernized strategic weapons  systems and infrastructure. Also, increased emphasis is needed not only on development  of American capabilities but also on building  the capacity of partners to counter threats  and to promote regional stability. 

BMD prevents nuclear war

IBD 8 (Investor’s Business Daily, “Obama's Plan To Disarm The U.S”, Lexis) 

Cutting allegedly “unproven” missile defense systems is music to Kim Jong Il’s and Mahmoud Ahmadinejad’s ears, let alone all the PLA generals wishing our destruction. Yet Obama wants to kill a program that’s yielding success after success, with both sea- and land-based systems. The military just this week intercepted a ballistic missile near Hawaii in a sea-based missile defense test. Proposing “deep cuts in our nuclear arsenal” amounts to unilateral disarmament, and it’s suicidal given China’s and now Russia’s aggressive military buildup. Meanwhile, Iran and North Korea threaten nuclear madness, and Osama bin Laden dreams of unleashing a nuclear 9/11 on America.

Japan – BMD Specific – BMD Good – Allies/Prolif Module
BMD key to alliances and non prolif – key commitment.

Gates 10 (Robert, Secretary of Defense of the US, February, “Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report”, http://www.defense.gov/bmdr/docs/BMDR%20as%20of%2026JAN10%200630_for%20web.pdf)

Missile defenses support a number of defense strategy goals. Ballistic missile defenses help support U.S. security commitments to allies and partners. They provide reassurance that the United States will stand by those commitments despite the growth in the military potential of regional adversaries. Missile defenses also aid the United States in maintaining military freedom of maneuver, by helping to negate the coercive potential of regional actors intent on inhibiting and disrupting U.S. military access in their regions. Missile defenses are an essential element of the U.S. commitment to strengthen regional deterrence architectures against states acquiring nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction in contravention of international norms and in defiance of the international community. They also support U.S. and allied capacities for mutual defense in the face of coercion and aggression by these defiant states. In these ways, missile defenses strengthen U.S. goals of deterrence, extended deterrence, and assurance. In so doing, they contribute to international peace and stability and reinforce the global nonproliferation regime. If Northeast Asia, the Middle East, and other regions become more peaceful and stable as a result of these and other measures, then more states in these regions may be willing to take steps back from the “nuclear tipping point” and toward stronger and more effective implementation of global treaty regimes.

Alliances prevent nuclear war

Ross 99, Winter 1998/ (Douglas – professor of political science at Simon Fraser University, Canada’s functional isolationism and the future of weapons of mass destruction, International Journal, p. lexis)

Thus, an easily accessible tax base has long been available for spending much more on international security than recent governments have been willing to contemplate. Negotiating the landmines ban, discouraging trade in small arms, promoting the United Nations arms register are all worthwhile, popular activities that polish the national self-image. But they should all be supplements to, not substitutes for, a proportionately equitable commitment of resources to the management and prevention of international conflict – and thus the containment of the WMD threat. Future American governments will not ‘police the world’ alone. For almost fifty years the Soviet threat compelled disproportionate military expenditures and sacrifice by the United States. That world is gone. Only by enmeshing the capabilities of the United States and other leading powers in a co-operative security management regime where the burdens are widely shared does the world community have any plausible hope of avoiding warfare involving nuclear or other WMD.
Japan – BMD Specific – BMD Good – Terrorism Module
BMD deters terrorists acquisition of nukes – kills effectiveness.

Gates 10 (Robert, Secretary of Defense of the US, February, “Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report”, http://www.defense.gov/bmdr/docs/BMDR%20as%20of%2026JAN10%200630_for%20web.pdf)

An important uncertainty exists in this future landscape. Some non-state actors have sought weapons of mass destruction and the means to deliver them. These organizations, and the proliferation networks (front companies, shippers, facilitators) with which they are affiliated, are often able to sidestep or outpace international detection and export control regimes. So far, state sponsors of terror appear to be reluctant to transfer WMD capabilities to the terrorists themselves. This could change abruptly, however. The possibility of such transfer is on the rise in the Middle East. Hezbollah, for example, has already acquired and used rockets for the delivery of conventional munitions against Israel. The advent of ballistic missile threats from such terrorist organizations would raise profound new questions about regional security.

Terrorism Causes Extinction

Sid-Ahmed 4 (Mohamed, Managing Editor for Al-Ahali, political analyst, “Extinction!” August 26-September 1, Issue no. 705, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)

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

Japan – BMD Specific – BMD Good – Accidental Launch Module
Missile defense solves accidental launch 

Koehl 6 – defense analyst specializing in US and foreign military systems @ Weekly Standard (Stuart, “Re: Missile Defense Works,” Weekly Standard Blog, http://www.weeklystandard.com/weblogs/TWSFP/2008/02/re_missile_defense_works.asp)

Today, of course, our potential adversaries have just a minuscule fraction of the Soviet Union's ballistic missile capability. And, with their smaller economic and technical bases, they certainly don't have the wherewithal to deploy thousands of missiles with multiple warheads and complex PENAIDS, so a relatively modest missile defense system can deter attack by small and medium-sized nuclear powers, or defeat an accidental launch or deliberate attack by a suicidal rogue state. It's a very worthwhile investment, on par with buying fire insurance for your house. The recent successes of the Aegis/Standard III system have implications beyond forces afloat. Both the SPY-1 radar system and the Mk.41 Vertical Launch System (VLS) from which the Standard III missile is fired, are self-contained units. There is nothing that says they must be deployed aboard ships--they could just as easily be emplaced on land. Indeed, travelers up the Jersey Turnpike are familiar with the "Cruiser in the Cornfield"--the Lockheed Martin Aegis testbed at Moorestown, NJ. One could easily build similar facilities in Allied countries, connect them by fiber-optic link to a battery of Mk.41 VLS that could be buried in hardened concrete pits, and voila! Instant ABM system, capable of taking down short-to-intermediate range ballistic missiles. This would have a significant effect of extending U.S. deterrence to threatened friendly countries such as South Korea, Japan, Iraq, Israel (and, dare I say it?) Taiwan. It would go a long way to preventing nuclear intimidation by countries such as Iran and North Korea, and prevent the decoupling of the U.S. from its regional allies in times of crisis. 

Nuclear war 

Forrow 98 (Lachlan, MD, et al, "Accidental Nuclear War – A Post-Cold War Assessment", New England Journal of Medicine) 

Public health professionals now recognize that many, if not most, injuries and deaths from violence and accidents result from a predictable series of events that are, at least in principle, preventable.44,45 The direct toll that would result from an accidental nuclear attack of the type described above would dwarf all prior accidents in history. Furthermore, such an attack, even if accidental, might prompt a retaliatory response resulting in an all-out nuclear exchange. The World Health Organization has estimated that this would result in billions of direct and indirect casualties worldwide.

Japan – BMD Specific – BMD Good – Allied Prolif Module
BMD key to security commitments

McHugh 9 – ranking member of the U.S. House of Representatives' Armed Services Committee, (R) Congressman, New York (John, “MCHUGH: Cutting Defense Too Deeply,” American Chronicle, http://www.americanchronicle.com/articles/view/95655)

Missile defense policy offers a good example. Many anticipate deep cuts into these programs, yet strategic deterrence is precisely what will be required to bolster our allies and friends. A weakened global economy is unlikely to lead competitors and adversaries to decrease their strategic capability as some may hope. In fact, the opposite is more plausible. Faced with fiscal constraints, Iran will likely double down on its ballistic missile program, while Russian support in halting Iran's nuclear and ballistic missile ambitions would run counter to its economic interests. Perceived reversal of U.S. commitment to missile defense runs the risk of threatening our credibility with our allies and may encourage others to proliferate as well.
Nuclear war

Millot 94 – analyst @ Rand (Marc Dean, “Facing the Emerging Reality of Regional Nuclear Adversaries,” The Washington Quarterly, Summer)

The lack of credible security assurances will push allies of the United States toward nuclear arsenals of their own to restore the military equilibrium upset by their local nuclear adversaries or by more general regional nuclear instabilities. These allies may well see a realization of their virtual nuclear arsenal as the only alternative to losing all influence over their own national security. This development, however, would lead down a worrisome path, with dangerous implications for regional stability and ultimately for the security of the United States itself. One lesson U.S. defense decision makers should take from the growing understanding of U.S.-Soviet crises is that nuclear stability is not automatic. By the end of the Cold War nuclear stability was practically an institution; in the beginning it was barely a concept. As historians report their findings on such events as the Cuban missile crisis, it is becoming apparent that the superpowers learned to create stability on the basis of trial and error. n62 Reading the results of this research it is difficult not conclude that, particularly in the early days of U.S.-Soviet competition, luck played an uncomfortably significant role in avoidance of nuclear war. It is possible that the new nuclear powers will learn from the history of U.S.-Soviet nuclear crises, just as they have learned to take advantage of U.S. technological innovations in the development of their own nuclear weapons programs. Perhaps the relatively rapid development of a stable regional nuclear balance is feasible. On the other hand, U.S. leaders should be concerned that nations with widely varying values, thought processes, and cultures may go through the learning experience without their own good fortune. It is hard to know where any nuclear war might end, or what lessons onlookers will take away from it. It is doubtful that anyone is eager to run a real world experiment on the universality of the superpowers' nuclear logic. Indeed the vision of experimental failure on a massive scale has probably influenced U.S. decision makers to give prevention its privileged role in the national response to the proliferation threat. But now that regional adversaries of the United States are going nuclear, the experiment will begin if U.S. allies follow suit. As perhaps several of these experiments play themselves out, the odds increase that one will lead to nuclear war.
Japan – BMD Specific – BMD Good – Heg Module
Missile defense key to heg

Kaplan 01 (Lawrence F. Kaplan, The New Republic 3-12, online)

The real rationale for missile defense is that without it an adversary armed with long-range missiles can, as Robert Joseph, President Bush's counterproliferation specialist at the National Security Council (NSC), argues, "hold American and allied cities hostage and thereby deter us from intervention." Or, as a recent rand study on missile defense puts it, " Ballistic missile defense is not simply a shield but an enabler of U.S. action." In other words, missile defense is about preserving America's ability to wield power abroad. It's not about defense. It's about offense. And that's exactly why we need it.
Nuclear war

Khalilzhad 95 (Zalmay Khalilzhad, Rand Corporation Spring 1995. RAND Corporation. “Losing the Moment?” The Washington Quarterly 18.2, Lexis.)
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

Japan – BMD Specific – BMD Good – Korea Relations Module
A. Missile defense is key to US-Korean relations

Hackett 9 (James, 4/7, “Obama lowers our shield; As North Korea launches missiles into orbit”, Lexis)

It is surprising that North Korea's testing of president obama President Obama  -Search using: News, Most Recent 60 Days
by firing a long-range missile should coincide with word from the administration that it plans to slow the major program defending this  country against such threats.  When North Korea launched its missile, dozens of radars and other sensors followed it, confirming that its payload fell into the sea. Either its payload was not a satellite or it was one that failed to reach orbit. Apparently the missile was an improved Taepodong-2 that went farther than ever before. But there is good news. This time a virtual armada of interceptors on land and sea was ready to shoot it down. A signal achievement of the George W. Bush administration was its withdrawal from the highly restrictive Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty and the subsequent deployment of missile defenses that previously were banned, such as the land- and sea-based interceptors that stood guard last week. The backbone of our national missile defense, the 26 Ground-based Midcourse Defense (GMD) interceptors in Alaska and California, were on alert, ready to shoot down the missile if ordered to do so. So were a number of Navy ships. The United States, Japan and South Korea cooperated as never before. A massive surveillance system of space-based, land-based and sea-based radars and airborne sensors covered the Sea of Japan like a blanket. The SPY-1 radars on Aegis destroyers were an important part of this sensor system, providing tracking data to the interceptors on land and sea. The United States reportedly had seven Aegis ships in the Sea of Japan or the North Pacific to track the launch. Japan had three Aegis destroyers on station, and South Korea's only Aegis destroyer was in the Sea of Japan to help with the tracking. Seven of the U.S. and Japanese destroyers carried SM-3 missile interceptors, designed to shoot down missiles of the kind North Korea has been testing, and some of Japan's Patriot PAC-3 land-based interceptors were moved to locations closer to the expected trajectory. Because North Korea said it was a satellite launch, the United States did not plan to shoot it down, although Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates said that could happen - for example, if it took an aberrant course and headed for Hawaii. Japan was ready to shoot down anything that might land on Japanese soil. Because the missile went over northern Honshu Island, dropping its first stage in the Sea of Japan and the second and third in the Pacific, it was possible they might have come down on Japan.The experience was positive for the United States and its Asian allies. Despite historical animosity between South Korea and Japan, the threat from North Korea brought them together in cooperative missile defense. Hopefully, this Northeast Asian alliance will continue, not only to contain the North Korean regime, but also to confront Chinese territorial 

B. Korean relations are key to Asian stability

Perry 95 [William J, secretary of state, Security Implications of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Agreement With North Korea, “Prepared Statement by Hon. William J Perry”, Hearing Before the Committee on Armed Services United States Senate One Hundred Fourth Congress First Session, 26 January 1995, pg. 13]

The foundation for Northeast Asia's impressive economic growth since the Second World War has, in large measure, been provided by America s military strength and commitment to the region and our allies. The linchpins of that commitment are our security relationships with South Korea and Japan. More recently, China and Rus​sia have helped us build on that commitment and resolve issues which threaten re​gional stability. Our success in laying a foundation of peace and stability, however, has been tem​pered by long-standing challenges; foremost among these has been the division of the Korean Peninsula and the hostilities engendered by that division. Since fighting a costly war to a stalemate on the Peninsula during the early 1950s, in consonance with the United Nations, we have maintained a strong military presence in the ROK to safeguard it against the conventional threat posed by its ethnic brethren to the North. U.S./ROK determination and readiness have deterred further aggression for more than four decades.
C. Nuclear war

Landay 2K (3/10, Jonathan S,“Top Administration Officials Warn Stakes for U.S. Are High in Asian Conflicts”, Knight Ridder/Tribune News Service, Lexis)

Few if any experts think China and Taiwan, North Korea and South Korea, or India and Pakistan are spoiling to fight. But even a minor miscalculation by any of them could destabilize Asia, jolt the global economy and even start a nuclear war. India, Pakistan and China all have nuclear weapons, and North Korea may have a few, too. Asia lacks the kinds of organizations, negotiations and diplomatic relationships that helped keep an uneasy peace for five decades in Cold War Europe. “Nowhere else on Earth are the stakes as high and relationships so fragile,” said Bates Gill, director of northeast Asian policy studies at the Brookings Institution, a Washington think tank. “We see the convergence of great power interest overlaid with lingering confrontations with no institutionalized security mechanism in place. There are elements for potential disaster.” In an effort to cool the region’s tempers, President Clinton, Defense Secretary William S. Cohen and National Security Adviser Samuel R. Berger all will hopscotch Asia’s capitals this month. For America, the stakes could hardly be higher. There are 100,000 U.S. troops in Asia committed to defending Taiwan, Japan and South Korea, and the United States would instantly become embroiled if Beijing moved against Taiwan or North Korea attacked South Korea. While Washington has no defense commitments to either India or Pakistan, a conflict between the two could end the global taboo against using nuclear weapons and demolish the already shaky international nonproliferation regime. In addition, globalization has made a stable Asia  with its massive markets, cheap labor, exports and resources  indispensable to the U.S. economy. Numerous U.S. firms and millions of American jobs depend on trade with Asia that totaled $600 billion last year, according to the Commerce Department.

Japan – BMD Specific – BMD Good – Iran/North Korea Prolif

BMD checks Iranian and North Korean prolif

Gates 10 (Robert, Secretary of Defense of the US, February, “Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report”, http://www.defense.gov/bmdr/docs/BMDR%20as%20of%2026JAN10%200630_for%20web.pdf)

The commitment of the United States to defend against ballistic missile capabilities from North Korea and Iran stems from the U.S. perception, shared by our allies and partners, that they are threatening. North Korea and Iran have shown contempt for international norms, pursued illicit weapons programs in defiance of the international community, and have been highly provocative in both their actions and statements. They have exploited the capabilities available to them to threaten others. Their neighbors—and the United States—may be limited in their actions and pursuit of their interests if they are vulnerable to North Korean or Iranian missiles. Deterrence is a powerful tool, and the United States is seeking to strengthen deterrence against these new challenges. But deterrence by threat of a strong offensive response may not be effective against these states in a time of political-military crisis. Risk-taking leaders may conclude that they can engage the United States in a confrontation if they can raise the stakes high enough by demonstrating the potential to do further harm with their missiles. Thus U.S. missile defenses are critical to strengthening regional deterrence.

Iranian prolif causes extinction

Bayegan 4 (Reza, British Council In Paris, FRONT PAGE MAGAZINE, September 6, 2004, http://frontpagemag.com/Articles/ReadArticle.asp?ID=14936) 

The danger we face from the regime in Tehran acquiring the nuclear bomb cannot be exaggerated. Our democratic values and the very survival of Western civilization are at stake. In particular such an eventuality would be the worst nightmare scenario for the state of Israel and an unprecedented blow to peace and liberty throughout the world. Since September 11, we have seen how terrorists are able to strike anywhere they choose and hijack Western democratic processes by intimidating the public as they did during the recent Spanish election. With a nuclear bomb at their disposal they can do this without risking their own lives and by pushing -- or just threatening to push -- a button. With or without WMDs, the danger the clerical regime poses is far greater than the other members of the 'axis of evil' i.e. Iraq during Saddam Hussein and North Korea. This danger is rooted in a ruthless anti-Western ideology that manipulates the religious belief of the masses and justifies any means for reaching its deadly objectives. If the mullahs get their hands on a nuclear bomb we might as well assume that Hamas and other terrorist organizations have access to it also.
Japan – BMD Specific – BMD Good – Laundry List

BMD contains nuclear war – stops global escalation, prolif, reassures allies, and boosts naval power 

Hicks 8 – Rear Admiral USN, Program Director and Commander, Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense (Alan, “Sea-based ballistic: missile defense (FORUM),” Joint Forces Quarterly) 

Maritime BMD is a new capability for preventing wars. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has shifted emphasis from preparation for a global war to more frequent use of expeditionary forces to contain regional conflicts. The rapid proliferation of ballistic missiles among potential regional adversaries requires a dramatically increased U.S. capability for BMD. National objectives include protection of forward deployed and expeditionary elements of our Armed Forces and the ability to support the defense of friendly forces and allies, including important seaports, airfields, and population centers. The goal is not only actual defense against ballistic missiles but also the strengthening of U.S. security relationships and reassurance for allies.  BMD supports broader political goals because it can help discourage the proliferation of ballistic missile technology and WMD by reducing incentives to develop, acquire, or use these weapons. Furthermore, the ability to extend reliable protection to allies and friends can have a significant mitigating effect on their desire to produce or acquire their own offensive systems as a deterrent against other nations in a region. At the same time, it can encourage the willingness of potential allies to act in concert with the United States during a conflict. Deploying long-range BMD at sea provides a dramatic deterrent and war-winning capability. Because we can position ships closer to anticipated ballistic missile launch points, our Aegis cruisers and destroyers can provide hundreds of thousands of square kilometers of defended area, encompassing entire geographic regions. The world's oceans permit this forward positioning at sea, enabling the Navy to achieve ascent phase intercept in just the areas we are most likely to need it (for example, the Sea of Japan, Arabian Gulf, and the Mediterranean Sea).  Forward deployed BMD ships also provide substantial political and military leverage. Naval forces are mobile. They can arrive on the scene early and sustain themselves for days. In fact, naval forces are normally the first on scene when a crisis is imminent. They provide great operational flexibility. Naval ships project a positive and engaged U.S. image to reassure friends and to encourage regional stability. They are relatively independent of host nation support and can influence political events immediately on arrival. BMD-equipped ships buy time for negotiation and promote the cohesion essential for allied coalitions.
Independently, strong Navy solves conflict escalation

Friedman 7 – founder, CEO, and chief intelligence officer of Stratfor (George, April 10th, “The Limitations and Necessity of Naval Power”, http://www.stratfor.com/limitations_and_necessity_naval_power)
The argument for slashing the Navy can be tempting. But consider the counterargument. First, and most important, we must consider the crises the United States has not experienced. The presence of the U.S. Navy has shaped the ambitions of primary and secondary powers. The threshold for challenging the Navy has been so high that few have even initiated serious challenges. Those that might be trying to do so, like the Chinese, understand that it requires a substantial diversion of resources. Therefore, the mere existence of U.S. naval power has been effective in averting crises that likely would have occurred otherwise. Reducing the power of the U.S. Navy, or fine-tuning it, would not only open the door to challenges but also eliminate a useful, if not essential, element in U.S. strategy -- the ability to bring relatively rapid force to bear. There are times when the Navy's use is tactical, and times when it is strategic. At this moment in U.S. history, the role of naval power is highly strategic. The domination of the world's oceans represents the foundation stone of U.S. grand strategy. It allows the United States to take risks while minimizing consequences. It facilitates risk-taking. Above all, it eliminates the threat of sustained conventional attack against the homeland. U.S. grand strategy has worked so well that this risk appears to be a phantom. The dispersal of U.S. forces around the world attests to what naval power can achieve. It is illusory to believe that this situation cannot be reversed, but it is ultimately a generational threat. Just as U.S. maritime hegemony is measured in generations, the threat to that hegemony will emerge over generations. The apparent lack of utility of naval forces in secondary campaigns, like Iraq, masks the fundamentally indispensable role the Navy plays in U.S. national security.

Japan – BMD Specific – AT: Russia/China Turns

Russia and China won’t backlash – their evidence assumes the Cold War setting of the past.

Gates 10 (Robert, Secretary of Defense of the US, February, “Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report”, http://www.defense.gov/bmdr/docs/BMDR%20as%20of%2026JAN10%200630_for%20web.pdf)

Today, only Russia and China have the capability to conduct a large-scale ballistic missile attack on the territory of the United States, but this is very unlikely and not the focus of U.S. BMD. As the President has made clear, both Russia and China are important partners for the future, and the United States seeks to continue building collaborative and cooperative relationships with them. With Russia, the Administration is pursuing an agenda aimed at bringing the strategic military postures of the two countries into alignment with their post – Cold War relationship – no longer enemies, no significant prospect of war between them, and cooperating when mutually advantageous. The United States will continue to engage with Russia’s neighbors as fully independent and sovereign states, and looks forward to a peaceful and prosperous Russia that makes contributions to international peace and security as a global partner. The Administration is closely monitoring China’s continuing buildup of military capability, including its missile forces. While the United States will ensure that we can defend our interests in the region, we remain committed to a relationship that is positive, cooperative, and comprehensive and do not believe a hostile or adversarial relationship with China is by any means inevitable.

Japan – BMD Specific – AT: Russia Turn

Russia won’t backlash – the US will include them in the defense

Gates 10 (Robert, Secretary of Defense of the US, February, “Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report”, http://www.defense.gov/bmdr/docs/BMDR%20as%20of%2026JAN10%200630_for%20web.pdf)
The Administration has given a special emphasis to renewing cooperation with Russia on missile defense. U.S. officials have discussed with Russia’s leaders our view that U.S. missile defenses are a needed response to an emerging challenge to international peace and stability. One of the benefits of the European Phased Adaptive Approach is that it allows for a Russian contribution if political circumstances make that possible. For example, Russian radars could contribute useful and welcome tracking data, although the functioning of the U.S. system will not be dependent on that data. The Administration is committed to substantive and sustained dialogue with the leadership of Russia on U.S. missile defenses and their roles in different regions. For example, the United States and Russia have initiated a joint assessment of the ballistic missile threat, as agreed to by Presidents Obama and Medvedev at the July 2009 Moscow Summit. Our goals are to enlist Russia in a new structure of deterrence that addresses the emerging challenges to international peace and security posed by a small number of states seeking illicit capabilities. Moreover, the Administration seeks to develop a mutual understanding of a new approach to strategic stability that integrates both defensive and offensive capabilities in the hope that this will enable the two nations to commit to even deeper reductions in their nuclear arsenals. As it pursues this goal, the Administration will continue to reject any negotiated restraints on U.S. ballistic missile defenses.

Japan – BMD Specific – AT: China Turn

The US will engage China in sustained dialogue – solves backlash

Gates 10 (Robert, Secretary of Defense of the US, February, “Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report”, http://www.defense.gov/bmdr/docs/BMDR%20as%20of%2026JAN10%200630_for%20web.pdf)

Engaging China in discussions of U.S. missile defense plans is also an important part of our international efforts. China is one of the countries most vocal about U.S. ballistic missile defenses and their strategic implications, and its leaders have expressed concern that such defenses might negate China’s strategic deterrent. The United States will continue to discuss these matters with China. Maintaining strategic stability in the U.S.-China relationship is as important to the Administration as maintaining strategic stability with other major powers. At the same time, it is important that China understand that the United States will work to ensure protection of our forces, allies, and partners in East Asia against all regional ballistic missile threats. Consequently, the Administration is committed to substantive and sustained dialogue with China, with the goals of enhancing confidence, improving transparency, and reducing mistrust on strategic security issues.

Japan – BMD Specific – Deterrence Good – AT: Impact Turns

We’re not offensive deterrence – don’t link to your disads

Pfaltzgraf 7 – *Shelby Cullom Davis Professor of International Security Studies @ Tufts and **Van Cleave, Professor Emeritus, Department of Defense and Strategic Studies @ Missouri State University (Dr. Robert L and Dr. William R, “Missile Defense, The Space Relationship, and the 21st Century,” http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/IWG2009.pdf)

U.S. and allied ballistic missile defense capabilities are an essential element of a broader damage limitation strategy. The purpose of this strategy is to protect and defend the people, territory, infrastructure, and institutions of the United States and its allies to the greatest extent possible. This strategy is a marked departure from the retaliation-based deterrence strategy of the Cold War. It is a strategy specifically tailored to meeting the security demands resulting from the emerging multi-polar world, which has been brought about, at least in part, by the proliferation of ballistic missiles and nuclear weapons. A mix of offensive and defensive strategic forces, which are modernized to meet the new and challenging requirements of this strategy, will be necessary. Thus, a global and layered ballistic missile defense system must be intricately linked to other strategic forces, where the broader strategic posture of the U.S. and its allies results in security benefits that are greater than the sum of its parts.

Deterrence solves nuclear war

Robinson 1 – president and director of the Department of Energy Sandia National Laboratories (C. Paul, “A White Paper: Pursuing a New Nuclear Weapons Policy for the 21st Century,” http://www.nukewatch.org/importantdocs/resources/pursuing_a_new_nuclear_weapons_p.html)
I served as an arms negotiator on the last two agreements before the dissolution of the Soviet Union and have spent most of my career enmeshed in the complexity of nuclear weapons issues on the government side of the table. It is abundantly clear (to me) that formulating a new nuclear weapons policy for the start of the 21st Century will be a most difficult undertaking. While the often over-simplified picture of deterrence during the Cold War—two behemoths armed to the teeth, staring each other down—has thankfully retreated into history, there are nevertheless huge arsenals of nuclear weapons and delivery systems, all in quite usable states, that could be brought back quickly to their Cold War postures. Additionally, throughout the Cold War and ever since, there has been a steady proliferation of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction by other nations around the globe. The vast majority of these newly armed states are not U.S. allies, and some already are exhibiting hostile behaviors, while others have the potential to become aggressors toward the U.S., our allies, and our international interests. Russia has already begun to emphasize the importance of its arsenal of nuclear weapons to compensate for its limited conventional capabilities to deal with hostilities that appear to be increasing along its borders. It seems inescapable that the U.S. must carefully think through how we should be preparing to deal with new threats from other corners of the world, including the role that nuclear weapons might serve in deterring these threats from ever reaching actual aggressions. I personally see the abolition of nuclear weapons as an impractical dream in any foreseeable future. I came to this view from several directions. The first is the impossibility of ever “uninventing” or erasing from the human mind the knowledge of how to build such weapons. While the sudden appearance of a few tens of nuclear weapons causes only a small stir in a world where several thousands of such weapons already exist, their appearance in a world without nuclear weapons would produce huge effects. (The impact of the first two weapons in ending World War II should be a sufficient example.) I believe that the words of Winston Churchill, as quoted by Margaret Thatcher to a special joint session of the U.S. Congress on February 20, 1985, remain convincing on this point: “Be careful above all things not to let go of the atomic weapon until you are sure, and more sure than sure, that other means of preserving the peace are in your hands.” Similarly, it is my sincere view that the majority of the nations who have now acquired arsenals of nuclear weapons believe them to be such potent tools for deterring conflicts that they would never surrender them. Against this backdrop, I recently began to worry that because there were few public statements by U.S. officials in reaffirming the unique role which nuclear weapons play in ensuring U.S. and world security, far too many people (including many in our own armed forces) were beginning to believe that perhaps nuclear weapons no longer had value. It seemed to me that it was time for someone to step forward and articulate the other side of these issues for the public: first, that nuclear weapons remain of vital importance to the security of the U.S. and to our allies and friends (today and for the near future); and second, that nuclear weapons will likely have an enduring role in preserving the peace and preventing world wars for the foreseeable future. These are my purposes in writing this paper. For the past eight years, I have served several Commanders-in-Chief of the U.S. Strategic Command by chairing the Policy Subcommittee of the Strategic Advisory Group (SAG). This group was asked to help develop a new terms of reference for nuclear strategy in the post-Cold War world. This paper draws on many of the discussions with my SAG colleagues (although one must not assume their endorsement of all of the ideas presented here). We addressed how nuclear deterrence might be extended—not just to deter Russia—but how it might serve a continuing role in deterring wider acts of aggression from any corner of the world, including deterring the use of nuclear, chemical or biological weapons. [Taken together, these are normally referred to as Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD).] My approach here will be to: (1) examine what might be the appropriate roles for nuclear weapons for the future, (2) propose some new approaches to developing nuclear strategies and policies that are more appropriate for the post-Cold War world, and (3) consider the kinds of military systems and nuclear weapons that would be needed to match those policies. The Role(s) of Nuclear Weapons The Commander-in-Chief of the Strategic Command, Admiral Rich Mies, succinctly reflected the current U.S. deterrent policy last year in testimony to the U.S. Senate: “Deterrence of aggression is a cornerstone of our national security strategy, and strategic nuclear forces serve as the most visible and most important element of our commitment Š (further) deterrence of major military attack on the United States and its allies, particularly attacks involving weapons of mass destruction, remains our highest defense priority.” While the application of this policy seemed clear, perhaps we could have said even “straightforward,” during the Cold War; application of that policy becomes even more complicated if we consider applying it to any nation other than Russia. Let me first stress that nuclear arms must never be thought of as a single “cure-all” for security concerns. For the past 20 years, only 10 percent of the U.S. defense budget has been spent on nuclear forces. The other 90 percent is for “war fighting” capabilities. Indeed, conflicts have continued to break out every few years in various regions of the globe, and these nonnuclear capabilities have been regularly employed. By contrast, we have not used nuclear weapons in conflict since World War II. This is an important distinction for us to emphasize as an element of U.S. defense policy, and one not well understood by the public at large. Nuclear weapons must never be considered as war fighting tools. Rather we should rely on the catastrophic nature of nuclear weapons to achieve war prevention, to prevent a conflict from escalating (e.g., to the use of weapons of mass destruction), or to help achieve war termination when it cannot be achieved by other means, e.g., if the enemy has already escalated the conflict through the use of weapons of mass destruction. Conventional armaments and forces will remain the backbone of U.S. defense forces, but the inherent threat to escalate to nuclear use can help to prevent conflicts from ever starting, can prevent their escalation, as well as bring these conflicts to a swift and certain end. In contrast to the situation facing Russia, I believe we cannot place an over-reliance on nuclear weapons, but that we must maintain adequate conventional capabilities to manage regional conflicts in any part of the world. Noting that the U.S. has always considered nuclear weapons as “weapons of last resort,” we need to give constant attention to improving conventional munitions in order to raise the threshold for which we would ever consider nuclear use. It is just as important for our policy makers to understand these interfaces as it is for our commanders. Defenses Although it is beyond the scope of this paper to strictly consider “defensive” tactics and armaments, I believe it is important for the United States to consider a continuum of defensive capabilities, from boost phase intercept to terminal defenses. Defenses have always been an important element of war fighting, and are likely to be so when defending against missiles. Defenses will also provide value in deterring conflicts or limiting escalations. Moreover, the existence of a credible defense to blunt attacks by armaments emanating from a rogue state could well eliminate that rogue nation’s ability to dissuade the U.S. from taking military actions. If any attack against the U.S., its allies, or its forces should be undertaken with nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction, there should be no doubt in the attacker’s mind that the United States might retaliate for such an attack with nuclear weapons; but the choice would be in our hands.

Kuwait – 1NC Democracy Impact Module

Kuwait Democracy is strong but US withdrawal crushes the movement and destroys regional democratization.

Terrill 7 (Dr. W. Andrew, Research Professor of National Security Affairs, September, “Kuwaiti National Security and the U.S.-Kuwaiti Strategic Relationship after Saddam”, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/summary.cfm?q=788)
The United States also has a vested interest in regional political reform and ongoing democratization in Kuwait. Beyond being a valuable strategic ally, Ku- wait has also shown a commitment to expanding de- mocracy in an evolutionary way that supports U.S. aspirations for both stability and more inclusive government within the region. Kuwaitis have a long-standing democratic tradition that they have attempted to blend with the continued authority of a ruling monarchy that has been in power since the 1750s. The existence of this monarchy and the history of democratic expression are key components of the Kuwaiti national identity. Additionally, Kuwaitis may be especially concerned about maintaining their democratic image abroad because of their continuing need for international support against potential enemies. Kuwait is clearly the most democratic country among the Gulf Arab states, and the Kuwait democratization effort serves as an important if still incomplete example to the region. Kuwaiti democratization has shown particular vitality over the last year, and the United States needs to continue supporting such efforts to ensure that they are not ephemeral. The United States must also remain aware that democracy and moderation are not the same thing, and that elections in Kuwait have empowered a number of Islamists who appear deeply unsympathetic to U.S. goals for the region.

Regional Democracy key to the wider global movement

Shaw 1 (Martin Review of International Studies, The unfinished global revolution: intellectuals and the new politics of international relations,  http://nationalism.org/library/science/ir/shaw/shaw-ris-2001-27-04.pdf) 
The new politics of international relations require us, therefore, to go beyond the anti-imperialism of the intellectual left as well as of the semi-anarchist traditions of the academic discipline. We need to recognize three fundamental truths. First, in the twenty-first century people struggling for democratic liberties across the non- Western world are likely to make constant demands on our solidarity. Courageous academics, students and other intellectuals will be in the forefront of these movements. They deserve the unstinting support of intellectuals in the West. Second, the old international thinking in which democratic movements are seen as purely internal to states no longer carries conviction—despite the lingering nostalgia for it on both the American right and the anti-American left. The idea that global principles can and should be enforced worldwide is firmly established in the minds of hundreds of millions of people. This consciousness will become a powerful force in the coming decades. Third, global state-formation is a fact. International institutions are being extended, and (like it or not) they have a symbiotic relation with the major centre of state power, the increasingly internationalized Western conglomerate. The success of the global-democratic revolutionary wave depends first on how well it is consolidated in each national context—but second, on how thoroughly it is embedded in international networks of power, at the centre of which, inescapably, is the West.  From these political fundamentals, strategic propositions can be derived. First, democratic movements cannot regard non-governmental organizations and civil society as ends in themselves. They must aim to civilize local states, rendering them open, accountable and pluralistic, and curtail the arbitrary and violent exercise of power. Second, democratizing local states is not a separate task from integrating them into global and often Western-centred networks. Reproducing isolated local centres of power carries with it classic dangers of states as centres of war.84 Embedding global norms and integrating new state centres with global institutional frameworks are essential to the control of violence. (To put this another way: the proliferation of purely national democracies is not a recipe for peace.)  Third, while the global revolution cannot do without the West and the UN, neither can it rely on them unconditionally. We need these power networks, but we need to tame them too, to make their messy bureaucracies enormously more accountable and sensitive to the needs of society worldwide. This will involve the kind of ‘cosmopolitan democracy’ argued for by David Held.85 It will also require us to advance a global social-democratic agenda, to address the literally catastrophic scale of world social inequalities. This is not a separate problem: social and economic reform is an essential ingredient of alternatives to warlike and genocidal power; these feed off and reinforce corrupt and criminal political economies. Fourth, if we need the global-Western state, if we want to democratize it and make its institutions friendlier to global peace and justice, we cannot be indifferent to its strategic debates. It matters to develop international political interventions, legal institutions and robust peacekeeping as strategic alternatives to bombing our way through zones of crisis. It matters that international intervention supports pluralist structures, rather than ratifying Bosnia-style apartheid.86  As political intellectuals in the West, we need to have our eyes on the ball at our feet, but we also need to raise them to the horizon. We need to grasp the historic drama that is transforming worldwide relationships between people and state, as well as between state and state. We need to think about how the turbulence of the global revolution can be consolidated in democratic, pluralist, international networks of both social relations and state authority. We cannot be simply optimistic about this prospect. Sadly, it will require repeated violent political crises to push Western and other governments towards the required restructuring of world institutions.87 What I have outlined is a huge challenge; but the alternative is to see the global revolution splutter into partial defeat, or degenerate into new genocidal wars—perhaps even nuclear conflicts. The practical challenge for all concerned citizens, and the theoretical and analytical challenges for studvents of international relations and politics, are intertwined.  

Democratic consolidation prevents extinction 
Diamond 95 (Larry, Senior Fellow – Hoover Institution, Promoting Democracy in the 1990s, December, http://wwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/1.htm)
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. 

Kuwait – Links – Deters Iran
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.
Kuwait presence key to deter Iran – vital regional basing.

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)

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.

Kuwait – Links – Deters Iran
US must protect Kuwait – Iran will expand.

Zuckerman 10 (Mortimer B., Editor in Chief of US News and World Report, 6/25, “3 Steps to Stop Iran From Getting a Nuclear Bomb”, http://politics.usnews.com/opinion/mzuckerman/articles/2010/06/25/3-steps-to-stop-iran-from-getting-a-nuclear-bomb.html)

In the meantime, not only are the centrifuges still running, but Iran is expanding its influence and threatening the smaller Gulf countries like Qatar, Bahrain, Kuwait, and the United Arab Emirates, which do not have options that may be available to larger countries. Those states need cast-iron assurances that America will be at their side. What confidence can they have in America's will to resist an expansionist Iran? The Iranians understand the equation of fear. The official Iranian news agency recently warned the Gulf states: "There is no lion in the region save for the one that crouches on the shore opposite the Emirate states. . . . Those who believe that another lion exists in the vicinity [meaning the United States]. Well, his claws and fangs have already been broken in Iraq, Afghanistan, Lebanon and Palestine."

Security commitment to Kuwait key

Zuckerman 10 (Mortimer B., Editor in Chief of US News and World Report, 6/25, “3 Steps to Stop Iran From Getting a Nuclear Bomb”, http://politics.usnews.com/opinion/mzuckerman/articles/2010/06/25/3-steps-to-stop-iran-from-getting-a-nuclear-bomb.html)

The Gulf states are justifiably worried that Iran's drive to influence the agenda in the region is now being transformed into an effort to dictate the agenda. The Arab states see clearly what is happening. A new study of public opinion shows that most Arabs in the Gulf see their region as a more likely target than Israel from an Iranian bomb. If we wait for that threat to fully materialize, we will have waited too long. As the French president, Nicolas Sarkozy, has said, we might be left with a choice of "an Iranian bomb or bombing Iran." The only thing worse than bombing Iran, according to Sen. John McCain, is letting Iran get the bomb. All the choices for the United States are bad. The only option is to find the one that is the least bad. The minimum we must do is station missile defense systems in or provide them to local states, including missiles with the range to hit Tehran. Second, we must provide a security blanket and guarantee to selected Gulf states including Qatar, the UAE, Saudi Arabia, and Kuwait. Third, we must impose an embargo even more extensive than the one we imposed on Cuba at the time of the Cuban missile crisis. This would include a ban on the sale or purchase of products or services to or from Iran, a ban on all financial transactions of any kind with Iranians for their businesses, a ban on all travel to and from Iran, and more. This policy must make it absolutely clear that any companies or individuals who violate the embargo will be banned from doing business with the United States.

Prevents Iran Domination of the region

Terrill 7 (Dr. W. Andrew, Research Professor of National Security Affairs, September, “Kuwaiti National Security and the U.S.-Kuwaiti Strategic Relationship after Saddam”, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/summary.cfm?q=788)

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.

Kuwait – Impacts – Iran Prolif Bad – Heg

Prolif collapses US global influence.

Zuckerman 10 (Mortimer B., Editor in Chief of US News and World Report, 6/25, “3 Steps to Stop Iran From Getting a Nuclear Bomb”, http://politics.usnews.com/opinion/mzuckerman/articles/2010/06/25/3-steps-to-stop-iran-from-getting-a-nuclear-bomb.html)

The United States has declared that a nuclear-armed Iran is unacceptable. So if Iran succeeds, it would be seen as a major defeat and open our government to doubts about its power and resolve to shape events in the Middle East. Friends would respond by distancing themselves from Washington; foes would aggressively challenge U.S. policies. As far as the war we're fighting in Afghanistan and its spillover into Pakistan, Iran has tremendous potential to make a very difficult situation even worse, given its influence on the western side of Afghanistan, some of which is linked to Iran's electrical grid. It could strengthen the Taliban with weapons such as surface-to-air missiles. Why should Iran halt a nuclear program that would give it such new power in the region? The essence of the regime's policy is to keep the talks going and keep the centrifuges spinning until Iran completes its sprint to the finish line. It is taking the politics of procrastination to a whole new level. From an American point of view, the issue is not just the nuclear program. It is the hostile intentions of a regime that since 1979 has waged war persistently against the United States and its allies. Iran is directly responsible for killing many Americans in Iraq by supplying guerrillas with high-tech roadside bombs and rockets. The savage irony that no good deed goes unpunished has played out in Iraq to the benefit of Iran. Our overthrow of Saddam Hussein's Sunni dictatorship liberated Iran on one border from the threat he posed to its Shiite regime. On Iran's eastern border, our ouster of the Taliban in Afghanistan removed another potential threat. The result has been to free up Iran's ability to meddle in the broader Middle East.

Kuwait – Impacts – Iran Prolif Bad – Laundry List

Iran Prolif causes middle east instability, terrorism, collapses the NPT and causes Oil Shocks

Zuckerman 10 (Mortimer B., Editor in Chief of US News and World Report, 6/25, “3 Steps to Stop Iran From Getting a Nuclear Bomb”, http://politics.usnews.com/opinion/mzuckerman/articles/2010/06/25/3-steps-to-stop-iran-from-getting-a-nuclear-bomb.html)

A nuclear Iran, already a neighborhood bully, would export its revolutionary ideology and destabilize the Middle East. It would be more effective in its subversion of neighbors and its fomenting of worldwide terrorism. We'd see even bolder interference in Iraq and Afghanistan, more meddling in Lebanon, more incitement and aggressive support for Hamas and Hezbollah—both of which it already funds, trains, and arms to conduct terrorist attacks against Israel. It would sabotage any dialogue between Israel and the Palestinian Authority. It would incite the Shiite populations in the Persian Gulf states and altogether threaten the survival of modern Arab governments there. Iran already plays an extensive role in Shiite southern Iraq. When American forces withdraw fully, likely over the longer term, an uprising may be fomented in Iraq that might well lead to a full takeover by an Iranian-dominated Iraqi government, which would then pressure its neighbor, Jordan. It would put at risk the whole international nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, foreshadowing a nuclear arms race all over the Middle East and nuclear weapons getting into the hands of non-state actors. A nuclear Iran, emboldened by its success in fooling and defying the world, might well be tempted to challenge its neighbors in the Gulf to reduce oil production and limit the presence of U.S. troops there.
Terrorism Causes Extinction

Sid-Ahmed 4 (Mohamed, Managing Editor for Al-Ahali, political analyst, “Extinction!” August 26-September 1, Issue no. 705, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)

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

Nuclear war

Khalilzhad 95 (Zalmay Khalilzhad, Rand Corporation Spring 1995. RAND Corporation. “Losing the Moment?” The Washington Quarterly 18.2, Lexis.)

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.
Middle East war causes extinction

Nassar 02 (Bahig, Arab Co-ordinating Centre of Non-Governmental Organizations, and Afro-Asian People’s Solidary Organization, 11/25, keynote paper for Cordoba Dialogue on Peace and Human Rights in Europe and the Middle East, http://www.inesglobal.org/BahigNassar.htm)

Wars in the Middle East are of a new type. Formerly, the possession of nuclear weapons by the United States and the Soviet Union had prevented them, under the balance of the nuclear terror, from launching war against each other. In the Middle East, the possession of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction leads to military clashes and wars. Instead of eliminating weapons of mass destruction, the United States and Israel are using military force to prevent others from acquiring them, while they insist on maintaining their own weapons to pose deadly threats to other nations. But the production, proliferation and threat or use of weapons of mass destruction (nuclear chemical and biological) are among the major global problems which could lead, if left unchecked, to the extinction of life on earth. Different from the limited character of former wars, the current wars in the Middle East manipulate global problems and escalate their dangers instead of solving them.
South Korea – Uniqueness – Deterrence Now – Generic
The US has guaranteed to deter future Korean aggression

Mason 10 (Jeff, Reuters, 5/24, “Obama Tells Military: Prepare for North Korea Aggression”, http://www.commondreams.org/headline/2010/05/24-6)

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.

US presence in Korea is a stabilizing deterrent now

Porth 7 (Jacquelyn S, February 27, “U.S. Military Bases Provide Stability, Training, Quick Reaction”, http://www.america.gov/st/washfile-english/2007/February/20070227132836sjhtrop0.6571466.html, AV)
The United States long has pursued its national security interests in cooperative efforts with friends and allies around the world, sometimes through military bases and smaller defense installations. U.S. military facilities are established only after a country invites the United States to do so and the host nation signs a status of forces or access rights agreement. Such agreements have a broad range of tangible benefits, the most obvious being valuable military-to-military contacts and a presence that offers regional stability or deterrence. The U.S. military presence in South Korea, for example, authorized as part of the 1954 U.S.-Republic of Korea Mutual Defense Treaty, is a deterrent to neighboring North Korea and has had a stabilizing effect on the Korean Peninsula. (See The U.S. and the Korean Peninsula.)

South Korea – Uniqueness – Deterrence Now – Gates/Administration

US is increasing deterrence against North Korea now – Gates

Rabiroff 7/20 (Jon, “Gates: Military exercise is no threat to China”, http://www.stripes.com/news/gates-military-exercise-is-no-threat-to-china-1.111587, AV)
Gates’ comments came in response to questions from reporters after he spoke to about 300 soldiers of the 2nd Infantry Division’s 1st Heavy Brigade Combat Team at Camp Casey, a base about 20 miles south of the Demilitarized Zone that is home to some 7,000 troops. The defense secretary said he and U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton will meet with their South Korean counterparts and tour the DMZ on Wednesday as “a gesture of solidarity with our [South] Korean allies and a recognition that the issues of missile and nuclear proliferation in the North continue to be serious challenges for us and our allies, and we intend to take them seriously. “I think it is a useful reminder that … [this] is a volatile region, as we saw with the Cheonan.”

US is committed to deterrence in Korea

Payne et al 10 (Dr Keith, Professor in Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University, Study Director, Thomas Scheber and Kurt Guthe, March, “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, AV)

Similarly, within hours of the May 2009 test, President Obama called and “assured President Lee of the unequivocal commitment of the United States to the defense of the Republic of Korea.”48 Two days later, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton “underscore[d] the commitments that the United States has and intends always to honor for the defense of South Korea and Japan.”49 (A short time afterward, she met with the South Korean foreign minister and “agreed on the need for…‘extended deterrence’” protection of the ROK.)50 On an Asian trip at the end of May, Secretary of Defense Gates warned that the United States “will not accept North Korea as a nuclear weapons state. North Korea’s nuclear program and actions constitute a threat to regional peace and security. We unequivocally reaffirm our commitment to the defense of our allies in the region. …We will not stand idly by as North Korea builds the capability to wreak destruction on any target in the region—or on us.” The United States, Gates added, will “maintain its firm commitment to security on the peninsula” and remain “fully prepared to carry out all—and I repeat, all—of our alliance commitments.”51 Military officials traveling with the secretary said his statement was deliberately meant to assure South Korea and other Asian allies.52 Two weeks later, Gates met in Washington with President Lee and, according to a South Korean spokesman, “reaffirmed the United States will fulfill its commitment to the joint defense of South Korea through all necessary means, such as provision of a nuclear umbrella.”53 The next day, Presidents Obama and Lee announced their Joint Vision for the alliance, including the explicit reference to the U.S. nuclear guarantee. And, as with the SCM communiqué that followed the 2006 test, the October 2009 communiqué also contained a statement on extended deterrence and the nuclear umbrella.

South Korea – Uniqueness – Yes Troop Presence

The US is committed to presence in South Korea for deterrence now
Gienger 9 (“Gates Pledges ‘Enduring’ U.S. Troop Presence in South Korea,” 10-22, http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=20601087&sid=arz7hYEpZMZY)
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. 

US forces are committed to protecting Korea now

Cunningham 10 (Jim, Red Cloud Garrison Public Affairs, July 7, “Korean War remembrance tour highlights importance of peace, security”, http://www.army.mil/-news/2010/07/07/41926-korean-war-remembrance-tour-highlights-importance-of-peace-security/, AV)

In the wake of the South Korean warship Cheonan sinking and the death of 46 sailors, the Gyeonggi Province Office of the Vice-Governor Choi Hong-chul gave a group of 2nd Infantry Division Band members and Koreans a tour, June 23, through early and late Korean history that included the Demilitarized Zone, or DMZ. In his opening remarks to the tourists, Choi said he hoped the tour commemorating the 60th anniversary of the Korean War would give the 11 band members and 109 Korean veterans, families, students and North Korean defectors an opportunity to reflect on the importance of national security to South Korea. "Sixty years has passed since the Korean War broke out and 60 years since South Korea was founded, and now 60 years later our country is the 10th largest economy in the world," he said. The spirit of the Korean people following the attack March 26 has been low as the nation mourned the dead sailors, but tours such as this will help to lift their spirits, said Kim Chang-hoon, spokesman for the vice governor. "USFK Soldiers, especially 2nd ID Soldiers, train and work hard to protect South Korea," Kim said. "Many American Soldiers, Sailors, Marines and Airmen sacrificed for our country during the Korean War. It means a lot to the people of Korea and the Vice Governor's Office to bring Soldiers to the DMZ area. Because it is a neglected or forgotten area, we, by inviting 2nd ID Soldiers will share the message - peace is important; the peace and security the 2nd ID Soldiers keep means a lot to all of us. We want to give them a chance to think about why they are here."

South Korea – Uniqueness – AT: Troop Decreases Now

US troop presence sends a concrete signal of deterrence – troop numbers have stabilized
Payne et al 10 (Dr. Keith, Study Director, Thomas Scheber and Kurt Guthe, “U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia”, March 2010, http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/US%20Extend-Deter-for%20print.pdf, AV)

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 will stay on the peninsula for the long haul – deters North Korea and bolsters the alliance

Payne et al 10 (Dr. Keith, Study Director, Thomas Scheber and Kurt Guthe, “U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia”, March 2010, http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/US%20Extend-Deter-for%20print.pdf, AV)

In response to these concerns, American officials argue that the United States remains firmly committed to the defense of South Korea and that the “trip wire” for that commitment is not “how many U.S. troops are arranged in any particular location on the peninsula,” but “the letter and spirit of our mutual defense treaty, backed up by the substance of our alliance and our strong military forces.”61 They also point to plans for three-year, family-accompanied tours of duty by U.S. military personnel in South Korea as a clear sign that the United States intends to maintain its commitment to the ROK for the long haul. By 2020, up to 14,000 families of American service members could be on the peninsula.62 While longer, accompanied tours offer a number of advantages over the current one-year stints (reduced training demands, for example), their assurance value has been emphasized by Secretary of Defense Gates, Adm. Michael Mullen, the Joint Chiefs chairman, and Gen. Walter Sharp, the commander of U.S. forces in Korea: Secretary Gates: “[T]he United States will maintain an enduring and capable military presence on the Korean Peninsula. Our long-term commitment is signified by our plans to make three year accompanied tours the norm for most U.S. troops in Korea—similar to arrangements we have in Europe.”63 Adm. Mullen: “The whole issue of extending the tours, bringing the families, investing the money is a significant increase in the commitment to the Republic of Korea and to the alliance….”64 Gen. Sharp: “[Family-accompanied tours] hugely shows our commitment to Northeast Asia. One of the fears you hear on OpCon Transition in Korea is what is the US going to do on the 18th of April 2012, after OpCon Transition? Are you all out of here? We remind the Koreans we would be really stupid to do that. They remind us occasionally we have done stupid things in the past. But then when we point to the fact that hey, we’re bringing all of these families over. And it’s not just about North and South Korea, it is about the importance of the region to the United States, the vital national interest. …the more presence we have in Korea of families shows the commitment of the United States and I think that in and of itself reduces the likelihood of [North Korean leader] Kim Jong Il making a mistake in doing an attack. Many of us lived in Germany in the mid ‘80s across the Fulda Gap where there were lots of nuclear weapons. …it’s not exactly the same [in Korea], but there is a parallel there of being shown that you’re dedicated and that you’re not leaving is a great deterrent value that’s there.”65 In short, U.S. troops in South Korea no longer may be a trip wire, but they—and now their dependents as well—still provide an immediate presence that symbolizes the U.S. commitment to the defense of the ROK.
South Korea – Uniqueness – AT: OPCON Transfer

The US is delaying the OPCON until 2015, ensuring US presence

Chan and Calmes 10 (Sewell, economic writer, and Jackie, chief political reporter, New York Times, “U.S. Keeps Command Of  Military In Seoul”, June 27, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/27/world/asia/27prexy.html, AV)

President Obama said Saturday that he would delay transferring wartime authority for all military forces in South Korea for three years, in an apparent effort to signal to North Korea that the United States would remain firmly in control of military operations in the South in a conflict.  The decision, which President Obama reached here with President Lee Myung-bak of South Korea, follows the sinking of a South Korean warship in March, an act for which North Korea has been widely blamed.  This move is the strongest action taken by the administration since the attack and reflects nervousness about how the North might react to sanctions and other punishment.

South Korea – 1NC Asian War Module

Withdrawal destroys regional stability – causes war as other factors won’t check escalation 

Richardson 6 (Corey, Analyst who covered East Asian security issues as a presidential management fellow with the DoD 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 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.

South Korea – 1NC Japanese Prolif Module

South Korean withdrawal freaks out Japan – causes them to rearm
Dao 3 (James, “Why Keep U.S. Troops in South Korea?”, NY Times, 1/5,  http://www.nytimes.com/2003/01/05/weekinreview/05JDAO.html)
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."
Japan prolif causes a chain reaction in Asia and collapses the NPT
Halloran 9 (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. 

Prolif causes extinction

Utgoff 2 (Victor A, Deputy Director of Strategy, Forces, and Resources Institute for Defense Analysis, Summer, Survival) 

In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear 'six-shooters' on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.
South Korea – Japanese Rearm Extensions

US presence prevents Japanese rearm

Russell 10 (James A, senior lecturer in the Department of National Security Affairs at the Naval Postgraduate School, January 5, “Extended Deterrence, Security Guarantees and Nuclear Weapons: U.S. Strategic and Policy Conundrums in the Gulf”, http://www.analyst-network.com/article.php?art_id=3297, AV)

More recently, United States clearly still believes that the concept has great relevance in Northeast Asia. In response to North Korean nuclear and missile tests during the last several years, senior U.S. officials quickly and routinely fan out to South Korea and Japan to “assure” them of America’s commitment to their security.[21] A main target of these efforts is to forestall the possibility that either South Korea or Japan will reconsider decisions not to develop nuclear weapons. Japan in particular has a robust nuclear infrastructure and is now widely considered to be a “latent” nuclear power that could develop a weapon reasonably quickly.

South Korea – 1NC Japanese Alliance Module

Full withdrawal from South Korea causes us to pull out of Japan – kills the alliance

Levkowitz 8 (Alon, Professor of Asian studies, University of Haifa, “The seventh withdrawal: has the US forces' journey back home from Korea begun?”, March 28, http://irap.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/reprint/8/2/131, AV)

A complete withdrawal, however, must take into account its impact on the North-East Asian arena and the US forces in Japan. If the US forces withdraw from Korea, it might lead to increased internal pressure on the government in Tokyo to evacuate the American forces from Japan, backed by political groups in Washington DC who will link the withdrawal from Korea to the need to withdraw from Japan as well. This will have serious implications on the USA-Japan alliance, which USA will have to thoroughly consider before deciding on a complete withdrawal from Korea.

That’s key to Asian stability, prolif, and regional deterrence

Flournoy 7/16 (Michele, U.S. undersecretary of defense for policy, 2010, “POINT OF VIEW/ Michele Flournoy: U.S.-Japan alliance a cornerstone in a complex world”, http://www.asahi.com/english/TKY201007150534.html)
As we celebrate the 50th anniversary of the U.S.-Japan Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security, we should all take a moment to appreciate the critical contributions the alliance has made to the international community. There have been many challenges over the last 50 years, and there are bound to be more in the future. But the alliance has shown that it is mature, strong and enduring. The American and the Japanese people have never lost sight of the shared values, democratic ideals and common interest in peace, stability and prosperity of the Asia-Pacific region that make for an unshakable alliance. As President Barack Obama and Prime Minister Naoto Kan recently affirmed at the Group of 20 summit in Toronto, the U.S.-Japan alliance continues to be indispensable not only for the defense of Japan, but also for the peace and prosperity of the entire Asia-Pacific region. The positive value of the U.S.-Japan alliance is not lost on other countries in the region; the enduring presence of U.S. forces in Japan is the bedrock for prosperity in the region. The continued U.S. presence provides deterrence against acts of aggression and reassures other nations in the region. This presence, and the benefits it provides, is supported by significant Japanese financial contributions. This financial support is essential to the ability of the United States to maintain some of the most advanced military capabilities in the world in Japan. Japan's contribution also supports the U.S. service members prepared to risk their lives in defense of Japan and peace and security in the Asia-Pacific region. In addition to providing deterrence in a still uncertain region, the presence of U.S. forces allows the United States and Japan to respond to humanitarian and natural disasters and to save lives. With close logistics and operational support from Japan, U.S. forces quickly responded to crises such as the 2009 typhoons in the Philippines, the 2008 Cyclone Nargis in Burma (Myanmar) and the 2007 Cyclone Sidra in Bangladesh. Japanese Self-Defense Forces (SDF) are increasingly deploying alongside their American partners to address humanitarian challenges in the region, as they did in responding to the 2004 tsunami. For example, earlier this year, Japan deployed the SDF via U.S. mainland bases to provide critical relief to Haiti following that devastating earthquake. The U.S. Navy and Japan's Maritime Self-Defense Force (JMSDF) have conducted humanitarian civil assistance activities in Cambodia and Vietnam as part of the PACIFIC PARTNERSHIP 2010 operation. Going forward, humanitarian assistance/disaster relief cooperation will provide countless opportunities for the U.S.-Japan alliance to contribute to the welfare of the region and the world. The United States and Japan also cooperate closely to ensure that every nation has the right to freedom of navigation and access to open sea lanes, thereby providing for the safety of mariners and the security of trade in and out of the region. The JMSDF and the U.S. Navy work hand-in-hand to respond to the recent proliferation of pirate attacks on shipping in and around vital sea lanes, especially off the Horn of Africa. Japan and the United States are partnering to contribute significant resources to building peace and stability in some of the most war-torn places in the world. For example, in Afghanistan and Pakistan, we are cooperating to implement reconstruction and stabilization measures. Over the next 50 years, the United States and Japan look forward to deepening our level of cooperation on other issues as well, particularly in the area of regional missile defense. Japan's decision to invest in advanced AEGIS destroyers, upgrade its Patriot missile battalion, and cooperate with the United States on a next generation of missile defense systems, underscores a firm commitment to enhancing regional deterrence. The United States and Japan will look to grow our partnership in the areas of space and cyber cooperation. As the world becomes increasingly interconnected, we recognize the need to strengthen our cooperation under the alliance to promote the security of the global commons, including space and cyberspace. As we move into the future, we will also look to develop new programs for cooperation, like "Green Alliance" initiatives, which aim to promote the use of environmentally friendly technology on Guam and Japan. We also aim to enhance cultural exchanges, education programs and research partnerships. It is often said that the strength of any relationship can be measured by how well it manages challenges, conflicts and crises. Over the past 50 years, the U.S.-Japan alliance has endured all three and emerged stronger and ready to address the challenges of the 21st century. Whether it is working to secure the sea lanes of maritime trade, addressing the challenges posed by the potential spread of weapons of mass destruction, or responding to an increasing array of humanitarian and disaster relief crises around the globe, the U.S.-Japan alliance remains a security cornerstone in a complex world. 

South Korea – 1NC North Korea

Withdrawal causes North Korea to invade South Korea
Huessy 3 (Peter, Senior Defense Associate at National Defense University Foundation who specializes in nuclear weapons, missile defense, terrorism and rogue states, 8/13, “Realism on the Korean Peninsula: Real Threats, Real Dangers,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=18560)

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.

Nuclear war

Huessy 3 (Peter, Senior Defense Associate at National Defense University Foundation who specializes in nuclear weapons, missile defense, terrorism and rogue states, 8/13, “Realism on the Korean Peninsula: Real Threats, Real Dangers,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=18560)

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. 

South Korea – 1NC South Korean Prolif

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

Payne et al 10 (Dr Keith, Professor in Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University, Study Director, Thomas Scheber and Kurt Guthe, March, “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, AV)

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 7 (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 2K (Joseph, Director of the Non-Proliferation Project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Spring, 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
South Korea – Links – Relations

Removal of troops decks US-South Korean relations and deterrence in the region

Dujarric 4 (Robert, Visiting Scholar, Research Institute of Economy, Trade and Industry http://www.rieti.go.jp/en/papers/contribution/dujarric/02.html)
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. 

US presence is key to Korean and Japanese relations

O'Hanlon 5 (Michael E, Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy "Future of U.S.-Seoul Ties"

 http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2005/1218southkorea_ohanlon.aspx)

A U.S. force presence in Korea would also benefit Japanese-South Korean relations. First, it could reassure the Koreans, who would not have to wonder if they were a second-class U.S. ally in any major dispute with Japan over disputed territories or maritime resources. Second, the Japanese government might prefer this arrangement. With U.S. military facilities also in Korea, Japan would avoid becoming the only country in the region hosting U.S. forces, and Tokyo would probably find it easier to sustain public support for the alliance.  Both Japan and Korea are small, mountainous and heavily populated countries where land, airspace, ports and other requirements for military bases and operations are at a premium. Although both countries also recognize the importance of a deterrent against regional instability, both are also appropriately sensitive to the need for good relations with their neighbors and avoid creating the perception they are trying to contain China or any other specific country. Under these circumstances, it seems imprudent to ask either country to provide the U.S. military bases without the other doing so.  Also, keeping forces in the two countries would help Washington retain influence with both Korea and Japan, similar to how the United States has ensured its influence with even more quarrelsome neighbors, such as Greece and Turkey or Israel and Egypt, by forging close military relations with both. 

South Korea – Links – Presence Deters NoKo

Withdrawal from South Korea emboldens North Korea

Chang 10 (Gordon G, Author of Nuclear Showdown: North Korea Takes On the World and The Coming Collapse of China, May 22, “Obama, the Sinking of the Cheonan, and the Failure of Nuclear Deterrence”, http://pajamasmedia.com/blog/obama-the-sinking-of-the-cheonan-and-the-failure-of-nuclear-deterrence/)

A “highly prudent” response, however, will only reinforce in Kim Jong Il’s mind the notion that he has gotten away with the murder of South Koreans, emboldening him to stage future attacks. The Obama administration, which gives the impression that it does not have a North Asia policy, does not seem to care. Yet its weak response — lots of stirring words and zero leadership — could have repercussions far beyond the troubled Korean peninsula. In fact, the sinking of the Cheonan raises a matter of global significance: the possible failure of deterrence in an age of nuclear terrorism. During the Cold War, both the United States and the Soviet Union were able to prevent the other from launching nuclear-tipped missiles because each knew that retaliation would be, among other things, swift, certain, and devastating. States like Kim’s Korea, however, may look at Washington’s so-far inadequate response to the Cheonan incident and believe that a future act of nuclear terrorism just might go unpunished. If so, deterrence could fail. How could that happen? It would take weeks — and perhaps months — to conclusively determine the source of fissile material used by nuclear terrorists. The International Atomic Energy Agency, the home of “cutting-edge forensics,” can find a particle that is out of place and measure things that weigh no more than a femtogram, 0.000000000000001 of a gram. Its technicians can look at the smallest speck of uranium and find out how it was formed. But the IAEA’s near-magical work takes time, just as it took time to establish responsibility for the Cheonan’s sinking. Intelligence analysts knew within hours that the North Koreans used a torpedo to sink the vessel, but detective works requires patience — in this case, more than seven weeks — to find, analyze, and present evidence. As hours turn into days, days into weeks, and weeks into months, the certainty of a retaliatory response decreases. In our complex world, there is always a reason not to act, and those reasons grow stronger over time. In the Cheonan case, we are already hearing the calls for South Korea to move on and consider “the broader issues.” Secretary of State Clinton, when she was in Tokyo on Friday, ruled out a purely regional reaction to the Cheonan’s sinking and signaled that China, Pyongyang’s best friend, would have to be part of the world’s response. Yet six decades of history show that China will not permit the international community to punish the North in any serious fashion. In short, the Obama administration looks like it will, once again, let Kim Jong Il off lightly. “Deterrence requires a combination of power, the will to use it, and the assessment of these by the potential aggressor,” noted Henry Kissinger. “Moreover, deterrence is the product of those factors and not the sum. If any of them is zero, deterrence fails.” Deterrence looks like it might fail soon. The Cheonan incident could convince Chairman Kim and other potential aggressors that they will pay no price for committing horrible acts. Even in such a clear-cut circumstance as the sinking of the South Korean frigate, the international community is having trouble imposing punishments on the aggressor. When responsibility is murkier, the urge to retaliate will be even more muted. And that can give ideas to terrorism-sponsoring states. Take Iran, for instance. As the Islamic Republic builds its links with al-Qaeda and accelerates the enrichment of uranium, we have to wonder whether the mullahs think the slow — and uncertain — response to the sinking of the Cheonan will make nuclear terrorism a possible option for them. So there is a lot riding on Washington’s response to the sinking of the Cheonan. This is not just about South Korea.
South Korea – Links – Presence Deters China
US presence in South Korea key to deter China

Van Nguyen 9 (Peter Van, freelance writer based in Sydney, His articles have been published in OpEdnews, Asia Times Online and Foreign Policy Journal, October 13, “U.S. bases are obstacle to Korean reunification”, http://www.upiasia.com/Security/2009/10/13/us_bases_are_obstacle_to_korean_reunification/1193/)

Since the end of the Korean War the United States has maintained a large military contingent in South Korea to deter an invasion attempt by the North. The U.S. military presence keeps China’s ambitions in check and in the bargain offers Japan some security, as the Japanese fear reprisals from the Chinese for atrocities committed during World War II. Besides, China’s growing economic and military clout has increased the necessity for a military presence in South Korea. However, U.S. military bases in South Korea could pose the greatest obstacle to a peaceful reunification of the Koreas. Even a unified Korea might not want the U.S. military, as reunification would make the objective of providing deterrence against the North redundant. A U.S. military base in a united Korea would only strain ties with China, as it would be difficult to explain why it was required if the North Korean threat no longer exists. Also, millions of North Koreans have a deeply embedded resentment against the United States and are highly suspicious of its geopolitical moves in the region. Many believe that the South Korean government is a puppet of the United States. Stationing troops in Korea after reunification would only reinforce this belief. This would create a deep rift within the Koreas and threaten to derail the reunification process. The complete withdrawal of all U.S. military bases and personnel from the Korean peninsula should follow after a timetable has been set, allowing the new Korea to handle its own security. The question is, will the United States pull out all its troops in order to allow the peaceful reunification of the Koreas? The United States has been dreading a scenario in which its military bases in South Korea could come under threat. The United States may not withdraw its troops, as that would leave a strategic vacuum. It would risk losing influence over Korea to China, whose economy is touted to race ahead of that of the United States. 

South Korea – Links – Resolve

Withdrawal from South Korea weakens US resolve and credibility

Kinne 4 (Colonel Gary S. Kinne, US Army, 03 MAY, “U.S. STRATEGY TOWARDS NORTH KOREA”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA423691)

In contrast to the containment strategy, strategic withdrawal of U.S. forces from South Korea poses a number of diplomatic dilemmas. Removal of forces could be viewed as the first step in deescalating tensions. North Korea views U.S. military presence as an act of potential aggression. Therefore, the North continuously demands a “bilateral nonaggression treaty” signed by the U.S. as a prerequisite for future peace.9 Strategic withdrawal might be the catalyst for peace; however, it might also signal a weakening U.S. resolve and encourage further aggression by the North. On the other hand, removal of U.S. forces could evoke harsh diplomatic backlash from many of our allies and other Asian-Pacific regional actors. Current plans to reduce American troop deployments by 12,000 in Korea have met with significant resistance from Korean and Japanese officials.10 South Korean diplomats have voiced concerns regarding North Korean aggression, regional stability, U.S. resolve, commitment to allies and alliances, and U.S. treaty obligations.11 Furthermore, U.S. credibility and prestige would likely suffer resulting in a diminished capability to influence regional actors (primarily North Korea and China) and shape the region in terms of vital U.S. national interests.

Withdrawing troops causes the US to lose global credibility and allies

Kinne 4 (Colonel Gary S. Kinne, US Army, 03 MAY, “U.S. STRATEGY TOWARDS NORTH KOREA”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA423691)
The economic viability of the current U.S. containment policy towards North Korea remains basically sound. Stringent monetary and trade policies have devastated the North in an attempt to bring them into compliance with international norms, values, and laws. Through our status as a global superpower, the U.S. has been able to influence most of our allies, regional actors, and international organizations to support economic sanctions and embargoes against the North. These efforts have been largely successful until late. Leading experts posit that the underlying reason for the resurgence of the North’s WMD program and proliferation efforts stems from the country’s near economic devastation.12 Sanctions and embargoes, coupled with a failing agrarian system have lead to mass starvation, malnourishment, and a potential humanitarian crisis. In order to offset current U.S. economic policies, North Korea has chosen to sell WMD technology and components in return for hard currency or drastically needed food and supplies. Other experts contend that while economic policies have achieved their desired impact, a humanitarian crisis could be avoided if the North Korean government redirects money from its massive army to the people. Currently, 33.9 percent of the countries gross domestic product (GDP) is allocated to military expenditures.13 This said, current U.S. economic policy appears to have fostered an environment conducive to creating instability between the North Korean leadership, its army, and the people. Strategic withdrawal of U.S. forces from South Korea would present some unique economic challenges for the United States. As discussed earlier, removal of forces might promote a peaceful solution that affords the U.S. and other regional actor’s access to a new and emerging North Korean market. Although remotely possible, this is highly unlikely given the North’s past history and aggressive nature. More than likely, the U.S. would lose global and regional credibility, unfettered access to the Asian-Pacific market, and the ability to influence regional economic policies. Our departure might also lead to reduced levels of foreign investment (other than by U.S.) due to security concerns. Loss of this foothold in the Asian-Pacific market would be cataclysmic to the U.S. economy. Approximately 25 percent of our annual imports come from this region.14 In addition, the emergence of China as a potential global super power will require that the U.S. remain fully entrenched in this region in order to contain and shape China’s ascendancy into the global marketplace. In terms of military feasibility, the strategy of containment is executable. Our National Security Strategy of 1-4-2-1 (1 - homeland defense as first priority, 4 - maintaining deterrent forces forwardly deployed in four regions, 2 - the ability to swiftly defeat enemy efforts in two theaters of operations simultaneously, 1 - decisively defeating an adversary in one of the two theaters) supports the forward deployment of 37,000 personnel assigned to dissuade, deter, or defeat North Korean forces if called upon.15 These forces represent the deterrent element of our containment strategy that has successfully maintained peace for over 50 years. Increased operational tempo, the Global War on Terror, transformation, and dwindling resources have 5 placed untold burden on our military forces. Regardless, the U.S. remains capable of deploying military forces anywhere and defending the vital interests of the U.S. and its allies. North Korea is no exception and the forward deployment of forces stationed on the peninsula signals our continuing commitment to our allies and also affords us the ability to rapidly respond to other contingencies within the region. A strategic withdrawal of U.S. military forces from Korea would pose a considerable threat to South Korea without first enhancing the capability of its military or encouraging other regional actors to participate in its shared defense. As discussed earlier, significant investment in terms of foreign aid, military sales, training, and security assistance would be required. South Korea currently spends only 2.8 percent of its GDP on military expenditures.16 Additionally, current U.S. power projection capability would not support the rapid build-up of combat power necessary to defeat an unambiguous, direct North Korean attack. As strategic lift and transformation initiatives evolve, U.S. forces will inevitably become more strategically deployable and less dependent on forward basing. This objective will not be realized for years to come; therefore, U.S. forces must either remain forward deployed or the ROK must be willing to drastically increase defense spending and assume higher levels of risk. Although possible to execute, strategic withdrawal would require considerable resources and lead-time, time that could be utilized for further development and proliferation of WMD by the North. Table 1 depicts a comparison between the strategy of containment (COA 1) and the strategy of strategic withdrawal (COA 2). COA 1 is superior to COA 2. In a nutshell, the current strategy of containment has kept North Korea “in check” for over fifty years. This policy has been relatively successful in promoting regional stability, building alliances, and fostering economic prosperity. The principal advantage of COA 1 is its proven track record of success. However, new and expanding North Korean nuclear threats and proliferation efforts pose a serious challenge to this strategy. Likewise, a strategy of strategic withdrawal might or might not reduce tensions while at the same time signal to our friends and allies potential weakness, loss of resolve, and the demise of U.S. credibility and prestige worldwide. Therefore, containment is preferred over the strategy of withdrawal.

South Korea – Links – Resolve

Withdrawal destroys US credibility, triggers a regional arms race, and encourages Chinese adventurism, and eventually pulls us back in

Kelly 9 (Robert E, Kelly, Assistant Professor, Department of Political Science & Diplomacy, Pusan National University, “Should the US Pull Out of South Korea (2): No”, http://asiansecurityblog.wordpress.com/2009/12/18/should-the-us-pull-out-of-south-korea-2-no/ )

So here is why we should stay: 1. If we leave, everyone in Asia will read it as a sign that we are weak and that we are leaving Asia generally. Yes, this is the credibility argument straight out of the Vietnam, Iraq, and Afghanistan debates. But the world sees US power today as wavering; we are the tottering giant, especially in Asia. If we leave during the GWoT, that image will be confirmed, and the Chinese will push hard in Asia. A US departure will touch off an arms race as regional uncertainty rises. Asia is not where Europe or Latin America are in terms of regional amity. The US presence is more needed in this region, and it earns the US the friendship of the local democracies. It is hard to see how a spiraling arms race, as Japan and China openly start competing for regional leadership, plus perhaps India and China, would help the US. The US could very well be pulled back in later. A US departure from Korea (and Japan next?) will be read as a clear victory for China in the Sino-US regional competition. 

Withdrawal kills the alliance

Kelly 9 (Robert E, Kelly, Assistant Professor, Department of Political Science & Diplomacy, Pusan National University, “Should the US Pull Out of South Korea (2): No”, http://asiansecurityblog.wordpress.com/2009/12/18/should-the-us-pull-out-of-south-korea-2-no/ )

It also means that the US will lose SK as an ally, because without the troops, they’ll feel, rightfully, that the US abandoned them. It would be nice to assure SK security without the ground forces, but US infantry on the ground (the USFK logo above) sends a much greater signal of commitment than air and sea power. SK will slide into China’s orbit if the US leaves. It’s already edging that way now. If America bails, it loses them. It is correct that SK no longer needs us to win a second Korean war though. So after unification, US retrenchment from Asia would be more possible and likely. But if America sticks with the Koreans through these difficult times, it will have them as good allies long into the future. Consider how loyal Kuwait and Germany are to the US because of historical goodwill. When Korea finally does unify – and it will happen as the post-Cold War North is in a permanent economic and legitimacy crisis – the Koreans will be deeply grateful if the US is here, or deeply resentful, and likely very pro-Chinese, if the US is not.
Turkey – 1NC Heg Module

Presence in Turkey is key to power projection and hegemony
Lesser 2K (Ian O, Woodrow Wilson Center Public Policy Scholar, “The future of Turkish-Western relations: toward a strategic plan”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA381247&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, pg 71-73, AV)

Despite concerns in Ankara that the end of the Cold War would reduce Turkey's strategic importance to Washington, Turkey has become even more central to planning for the projection of military power. The fact that the Ozal government permitted the United States to use Incirlik airbase and other facilities for offensive air operations against Iraq during the Gulf War encouraged the belief that Ankara would welcome a more forward-leaning approach to access and overflight. In reality, the Turkish contribution to coalition operations was highly controversial within the Turkish security establishment. The TGS in particular was wary of hyperactive participation in the air war (the chief of staff resigned during the Gulf crisis, reportedly over this question). Sovereignty concerns were central to this debate, and remained divisive throughout the period of Operation Provide Comfort. On occasions since the Gulf War when renewed U.S. air strikes on WMD and other targets in Iraq have been threatened or carried out, Turkish facilities have not been used. During the Iraqi incursion into the north in October 1996, and again during Operation Desert Fox, Ankara made it clear that the use of Turkish bases would not be welcome. This reticence can be ascribed to a closer measurement of Turkish interests in defense cooperation, and concern that a more provocative stance toward Baghdad might complicate Turkey's campaign against the PKK. Turkish policymakers, including the military, worry that they will be left to address the consequences of a wider confrontation with Iraq on Turkey's borders, while U.S. military intervention is aimed at containment rather than a definitive change in the regional order. In the event of a fullscale Western military campaign aimed at regime change in Ragh-dad, the Turkish response might well be favorable—as it was during the Gulf War. Today, against a background of rising nationalism, the Turkish interest in having a "seat at the table" in the context of largescale security initiatives is arguably even greater than in the early 1990s. That said, the extent of the air operations in the northern no-fly zone being conducted by U.S. and British aircraft flying from Incirlik reveals that Turkish policymakers, especially the TGS, are willing to tolerate such operations when convenient and compatible with Turkish security interests.31 Recent Turkish successes in countering the PKK have put Ankara in a more confident mood vis-S-vis the situation in northern Iraq. Operation Northern Watch may also have some utility (e.g., intelligence sharing, control of the airspace, and reassurance against Iraqi retaliation) as an adjunct to Turkey's own cross-border operations against the PKK within what has become a de facto security zone across the border. Looking ahead, the United States and Western allies may have even greater interest in Turkey as a base for air operations and the logistical support of ground operations in adjacent regions. As U.S. planners become increasingly concerned about reliance on bases and defense relationships within the Gulf for the defense of the political order and the region's resources, other power projection options may become more attractive. Bases such as Incirlik in southern Turkey are actually closer to the northern Gulf than facilities on the Arabian Peninsula. Concerns about political acceptance, regime stability, and terrorism In relation to deployed forces will be less pressing in Turkey than in the Gulf states. A northern route for power projection in the Gulf, relying on Turkey and perhaps Israel and Jordan, may also be more suitable to U.S. strategy, which is increasingly expeditionary in character. U.S. and NATO interest has tended to focus on Incirlik for power projection purposes, but Turkey has a variety of bases that might be useful for contingencies in the Balkans, the Caucasus, or the Caspian. The offer of facilities in Turkish Thrace during Operation Allied Force points to these alternatives, and suggests that Ankara is capable of prompt decisionmaking about the use of these facilities in a crisis.32 Nonetheless. It is likely that the NATO context for Operation Allied Force was critical in Turkish perception. A unilateral request from the U.S. might not have been viewed favorably. Indeed. Ankara has always made a very clear legal and perceptual distinction between NATO and non-NATO uses of Turkish facilities. Given the overwhelming importance of the Alliance link for Turkey, this distinction is unlikely to lose its significance over the coming years. From an American point of view, this argues for giving access requests and proposals for expanded defense cooperation a NATO imprimatur wherever possible. It also reinforces the U.S. interest in NATO's evolution toward a more expansive, global alliance in which Middle Eastern contingencies can be addressed with Ankara in a multilateral manner. Many contingencies in which access to Turkish bases would be necessary are, in fact, related to the defense of Turkey's own territory. These would be a NATO (Article V) responsibility, although the forces involved would be largely American. The range of such contingencies is potentially quite broad, and embraces ground, air, and missile risks from Syria, Iraq, Iran, and, perhaps under certain conditions, Russia. Under these circumstances, access to Turkish facilities would unquestionably be forthcoming. The more difficult question concerns the nature of day-to-day Western reassurance to Turkey, especially against WMD and missile risks, as this is set to have a more profound influence on the Turkish calculus of risk in future defense cooperation with the United States.33

Nuclear war

Khalilzad 95 (Zalmay, Director of the Strategy and Doctrine Program @ RAND & former US Ambassador to Afghanistan, "Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold War," Washington Quarterly, Spring, Proquest)
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values — understood as democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.
Turkey – 1NC Iran Module

Military presence in Turkey deters Iran – tangible response time and perception
Rubin 8 (Michael, Resident scholar at AEI, American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, 11/8, “Can a Nuclear Iran Be Contained or Deterred?” http://www.aei.org/outlook/28896)

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 goes nuclear

Sokolsky 3 (Henry, Executive Director, Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, POLICY REVIEW, October/November, p. http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/3447161.html, AV)

If nothing is done to shore up U.S. and allied security relations with the Gulf Coordination Council states and with Iraq, Turkey, and Egypt, Iran's acquisition of even a nuclear weapons breakout capability could prompt one or more of these states to try to acquire a nuclear weapons option of their own. Similarly, if the U.S. fails to hold Pyongyang accountable for its violation of the NPT or lets Pyongyang hold on to one or more nuclear weapons while appearing to reward its violation with a new deal--one that heeds North Korea's demand for a nonaggression pact and continued construction of the two light water reactors--South Korea and Japan (and later, perhaps, Taiwan) will have powerful cause to question Washington's security commitment to them and their own pledges to stay non-nuclear. In such a world, Washington's worries would not be limited to gauging the military capabilities of a growing number of hostile, nuclear, or near-nuclear-armed nations. In addition, it would have to gauge the reliability of a growing number of nuclear or near-nuclear friends. Washington might still be able to assemble coalitions, but with more nations like France, with nuclear options of their own, it would be much, much more iffy. The amount of international intrigue such a world would generate would also easily exceed what our diplomats and leaders could manage or track. Rather than worry about using force for fear of producing another Vietnam, Washington and its very closest allies are more likely to grow weary of working closely with others and view military options through the rosy lens of their relatively quick victories in Desert Storm, Kosovo, Operation Iraqi Freedom, and Just Cause. This would be a world disturbingly similar to that of 1914 but with one big difference: It would be spring-loaded to go nuclear.
Turkey – 1NC Turkish Prolif Module

Withdrawal of US deterrence capability against Iran results in Turkish prolif
Bell and Loehrke 9 (Alexandra, MD in International affairs and former Research Assistant for Nuclear Policy at the Center for American Progress and Benjamin, Ploughshares Fund Research Assistant, “The status of U.S. nuclear weapons in Turkey,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 11/23, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey)

Then there is the issue of Tehran's nuclear program, which seriously complicates any discussion of the United States removing its tactical nuclear weapons from Turkey. An Iranian nuclear capability could spark an arms race in the Middle East and bring about a "proliferation cascade," which could cause Turkey to reconsider its nuclear options--especially if the United States pulls its nuclear weapons from Incirlik. When asked directly about its response to an Iranian nuclear weapon, a high-ranking Foreign Ministry official said that Turkey would immediately arm itself with a bomb. This isn't Ankara's official policy, but it seems to indicate a general feeling among its leaders. Whether Turkey is primarily concerned about security or prestige, the bottom line is that it would not sit idly by as Iran established a regional hegemony. A prescription for withdrawal. Preventing Turkey (and any other country in the region) from acquiring nuclear weapons is critical to international security. Doing so requires a key factor that also is essential to paving the way toward withdrawal of U.S. nuclear weapons: improved alliance relations. The political and strategic compasses are pointing to the eventual withdrawal of nuclear weapons from Europe--it's a strategy that certainly fits the disarmament agenda President Barack Obama has outlined. But to get there, careful diplomacy will be required to improve U.S.-Turkish ties and to assuage Turkish security concerns. The U.S.-Turkish relationship cooled when Turkey refused to participate in Operation Iraqi Freedom, after which Turkish support for U.S. policy declined through the end of the George W. Bush administration. Obama's election has helped to mend fences, and his visit to Turkey in April was warmly received. In fact, all of the administration's positive interactions with Turkey have been beneficial: Washington has supported Turkey's role as a regional energy supplier and encouraged Ankara as it undertakes difficult political reforms and works to resolve regional diplomatic conflicts. For its part, Turkey recently doubled its troop contribution to NATO's Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan--a boon to U.S. efforts there. By incorporating Ankara into its new European missile defense plans--intended to protect Turkey and other countries vulnerable to Iran's short- and intermediate-range ballistic missiles--Washington could further shore up its military relationship with Turkey. Ship-based Aegis missile systems will be the backbone of the strategy, with considerations left open for later deployments of mobile ground-based interceptors in Eastern Europe or Turkey. This cooperation could provide the bond with Washington and perception of security that Turkey seeks in the face of a potential Iranian bomb. Because Russia weighs significantly in Turkish security calculations, reductions to Russian strategic and nonstrategic nuclear arsenals also would help improve Ankara's peace of mind. The United States and Russia soon will seek ratification of a follow-on agreement to START. And treaty negotiations in pursuit of further reductions to the U.S. and Russian arsenals should involve forward-deployed nuclear weapons, including the U.S. weapons in Turkey. During any such negotiations, Turkey must be fully confident in NATO and U.S. security guarantees. Critically, any removal of the weapons in Turkey would need to happen in concert with efforts to prevent Iran from turning its civil nuclear energy program into a military one. Otherwise, Washington would risk compromising Turkey as a NATO ally and key regional partner.
That causes regional proliferation, war and terrorism
Sokolski 7 (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. 

Turkey TNWs – Uniqueness – No Prolif Now

Turkey will not pursue nuclear weapons as long as TNWs remain 

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

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.
Turkey wants to maintain TNWs – empirics and Iranian threat
Lale 9 (Sariibrahimolu, Political Writer – Today’s Zaman (a Turkish daily newspaper, “Turkey to face pressure over US nukes on its soil”, 5-4, http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/detaylar.do?load=detay&link=174286&bolum=100))

But Mustafa Kibarolu, an associate professor at Ankara's Bilkent University and an expert on arms control issues, told Today's Zaman that Turkish decision makers, i.e., both the political and the military leadership, are for maintaining those weapons on Turkish soil to continue their deterrence capabilities in the region, which includes the Balkans, the Middle East and the Mediterranean. Second, Turkey sees the US as the backbone of deterrence in the region and does not favor the idea of scrapping the nukes from its soil.  Kibaroğlu, in an article he had published by the Routledge publishing house in December 2005 under the headline "Isn't it Time to Say Farewell to Nukes in Turkey?," gives an in-depth analysis of the rationale behind the Turkish reluctance over the idea to scrap US nukes on its territory.  Kibaroğlu states in his article that the attitude of Turkish officials toward US nuclear weapons deployed in Turkey for over four decades has been static. Officials have understandable arguments, based on their threat analysis, as to why these weapons should be retained in Turkey.  "However, since the Sept. 11 terrorist attacks, the international security environment has undergone radical changes. The classical deterrent value of nuclear weapons no longer applies with these emerging threats. At the same time, there is an increased probability of unauthorized use of crude radiological devices or nuclear weapons by terrorist organizations. In addition to increased security at storage sites, bolder steps must be taken by concerned countries to get rid of nuclear weapons. Such steps should begin with reducing the number of US nuclear weapons deployed in allied countries, including Turkey," he asserts.  Turkey's possible reluctance to agree on the withdrawal of nukes from its soil sets another example of the Turkish state's inability to adjust itself to the new realities of the world following the demise of the Soviet Union in the early 1990s, recalled a Turkish security analyst. Neighboring Iran's possible attempts to acquire nuclear weapons may also harden the Turkish policy of agreeing to the withdrawal of US nuclear weapons from its soil, asserted the same analyst. In a major speech delivered in Prague on April 5, US President Barack Obama outlined his vision for strengthening the global effort to curb the spread of nuclear weapons, moving forward on long-overdue disarmament measures and preventing nuclear terrorism. He stated "clearly and with conviction America's commitment to seek the peace and security of a world without nuclear weapons." Obama's major call on curbing nuclear weapons in the world also hints at a divergence of opinion emerging between the two close NATO allies -- Turkey and the US -- since the latter has reportedly not opposed the withdrawal of its nuclear weapons from five NATO states, including Turkey.
Turkey TNWs – 1NC Heg Module

Withdrawal of TNWs from Turkey damage US credibility and weaken NATO
Yost 9 (David S, July, Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School, Ph.D. in international relations at the University of California, “Assurance and US extended deterrence in NATO,” International Affairs 85.4, EBSCO, AV)
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 cyberwarfare. 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 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 causes nuclear war

Khalilzad 95 (Zalmay, Director of the Strategy and Doctrine Program @ RAND & former US Ambassador to Afghanistan, "Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold War," Washington Quarterly, Spring, Proquest)
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values — understood as democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.
Turkey TNWs – Turkish Prolif 1NC

Removing TNWs from Turkey will exacerbate existing tensions and encourage Turkish prolif

Lavoy and Walker 6 (Peter and Robin, Director of the Center for Contemporary Conflict at the Naval Postgraduate School's Department of National Security Affairs, http://www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/events/recent/NuclearWeaponsProliferation2016Jul06_rpt.asp)

Bruno Tertrais of the Foundation pour la Recherche Strategique began his discussion of potential European proliferators by explaining the path taken by Europe’s newest nuclear power: France. France’s Fourth Republic lasted from 1946-1958, during which international status considerations trumped security concerns. No actual decision was made to produce nuclear weapons; the program continued based on small decisions and bureaucratic momentum. Once the program was operational the decision to test a device was made prior to de Gaulle’s return to power in 1958, but without regime change France’s program might have stayed virtual. With the start of the Fifth Republic in 1958 the U.S. security guarantee was seen as less credible and security considerations were once again dominant. Being a nuclear power in both the civilian and military realms symbolized modernity and independence. Europe is a unique case in that, while only three countries are actual nuclear weapons states, five non-nuclear weapons states have nuclear weapons stationed on their territory and a nuclear security guarantee covers 26 countries. Many countries have been tempted to develop nuclear weapons in the past, primarily the three neutral countries not in either NATO or the Warsaw Pact, but the NATO nuclear guarantee was useful even to neutral countries such as Sweden. Those conditions and institutions still exist today, but the Warsaw Pact no longer exists as a threat, and NATO has enlarged, reducing European fears of insecurity. While Tertrais stressed that nuclear proliferation of any sort is unlikely in Europe, he identified Turkey as the biggest long-term threat, with Ukraine and Serbia as even more unlikely and an EU member dismissed as wild speculation. If Turkey were to move toward nuclear weapons it would be in a post-2010 timeframe and follow the continued breakdown of U.S.-Turkey relations. Catalysts for Turkish proliferation would include failure to be accepted into the European Union and the continued progress of Iran’s nuclear weapons program and would be exacerbated by a breakdown of the nuclear nonproliferation treaty and the United States withdrawing the nuclear weapons it has based in Turkey. Ukraine and Serbia would also become more inclined to initiate a nuclear program if the NPT broke down and they were denied entry into NATO and the EU, with Ukraine’s decision probably triggered by continued Russian-Ukrainian tensions post 2010 and Serbia triggered by increased Serbian nationalism post 2015. Tertrais’ most improbably scenario involved a current EU member post-2020 following the “perfect storm” of a complete breakdown of European society, and serious military threats in the European neighborhood. If Russia became hyper nationalistic again, Finland, Sweden, and Poland might attempt to acquire nuclear weapons. If Middle Eastern proliferation spilled over into the Mediterranean Italy and Spain might arm themselves, possibly followed by secondary proliferation by Greece, Turkey and, once the nuclear taboo was broken, Germany. Although the prospects of a European proliferator are slim, some elements are factors in all the most likely scenarios. Maintaining the U.S. nuclear security guarantee as a credible defense, even if the missile defense system becomes effective and is extended to cover Europe, is one key element in dissuading potential nuclear weapons states. Additional guarantees from France and the United Kingdom can add to this nuclear peace. Additionally, Europe itself can dissuade countries from arming themselves by allowing them to join the European Union.

That causes regional proliferation, war and terrorism
Sokolski 7 (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. 

Turkey TNWs – Turkey Relations 1NC

Removing TNWs kills relations

Kibaroglu 5 (Mustafa Kibaroglu, December 2005. Assistant professor in the department of international relations at Bilkent University, “Isn’t it Time to Say Farewell to Nukes in Turkey?” European Security 14.4, Ebsco.

Turkish officials consider nuclear weapons more as political weapons than as having a significant military value and they do not seriously think of contingencies where nuclear weapons could or even should be used. Having said that, they do believe in the deterrent value of US nuclear weapons stationed in Turkey. It is true that the Middle East and adjacent regions are far from being peaceful or stable and that this situation is unlikely to change soon. Adding to the unrest arising from the political situation in Iraq, and the Palestine-Israel conflict, is Iran’s substantial nuclear development program that may have weapons development potential. Uncertainty about Iran’s capabilities as well as its intentions further complicate the threat assessments of Turkish security elite, especially those in the military domain. Hence, retaining the US nukes in Turkey ‘to be on the safe side’ sounds like a better option to them.12 Another fundamental reason why Turkish officials wanted to keep these weapons, at least to date, has to do with the nature and the scope of Turkish-American relations in particular, and Turkey’s place in the Western alliance in general. First and foremost, the deployment of the remaining tactical nuclear weapons in Turkey is believed to strengthen the bonds between the US and Turkey. These bonds were severely strained during and after the crisis in Iraq in late 2002 when the US wanted to deploy tens of thousands of troops in Turkey as part of its war plans against Saddam Hussein’s Iraq and the Turkish Parliament did not approve such a request. Hence, neither party got what it wanted.13 Withdrawing the US nuclear weapons from Turkey in the aftermath of such a delicate period was feared to weaken the bonds in the longstanding strategic alliance (or the ‘partnership’ as many Turkish and American analysts would prefer to term it). 

US-Turkish relations key to leadership - necessary to prevent Russia/China counterbalancing

Malik 97 (Mustafa, 5/15, Senior associate at The Strategy Group, an international foreign policy research entity in Washington. “TURKEY REMAINS STRONG U.S. ALLY, WHY NOT FOR EU?” Chicago Tribune, NewsBank)

That trepidation has eased now. Erbakan has agreed, though grudgingly, to retain Turkey's ties to Europe, the United States and Israel, and committed himself to working within the secular Turkish constitution. But American interest in Turkey has actually been heightened by a string of other events affecting U.S. strategic interests. China's economic and military resurgence is causing unease in Washington. Beijing appears to aspire for the status of a second superpower. And the Russian announcement of a new military doctrine stipulating the first use of nuclear weapons in a desperate conflict was a reminder that the honeymoon with the Russians is over. Even though President Boris Yelstin has swallowed the NATO expansion plans, the Russian parliament could hold off on ratifying the second strategic arms reduction treaty requiring Moscow to dismantle thousands of nuclear warheads. And Yeltsin recently joined Chinese President Jiang Zemin in a statement criticizing the U.S. domination of world affairs and calling for a "multipolar world." A multipolar, bi-polar world may not be around the corner, but the United States needs allies in the periphery of the world's second- and third-largest military powers that are resentful of its superpower status. Turkey is its only ally in the periphery of both. Turkish politics, however, remain extremely fluid and Islamic revivalism is far from over. The best way to promote stability and secularism in Turkey, its secular politicians and diplomats have been telling the West, is to integrate it with Western Europe politically and economically. Talbott's impassioned plea to the EU indicates that Washington is listening. Recently, a Turkish diplomat in Washington acknowledged that "the United States, happily, is showing a greater appreciation" of his country "during the last two, three months." He was quick to point out, though, that "the helicopters and frigates issue" remained unresolved. U.S.-Turkish relations have never been smooth. Under pressures from the Greek lobby, Congress has held up the delivery of 10 Super Cobra helicopters and three guided-missile frigates to Turkey. Besides, influential groups are sounding the alarm bell about the Islamists in the Turkish government. Yet Turkey is likely to remain strategically important to Americans as long as they have stakes in its neighborhood.
Heg collapse causes nuclear war

Khalilzad 95 (Zalmay, Director of the Strategy and Doctrine Program @ RAND & former US Ambassador to Afghanistan, "Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold War," Washington Quarterly, Spring, Proquest)
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values — understood as democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.
Turkey TNWs – Allied Prolif 1NC

TNW withdrawal from Europe would cause allied prolif – Japan, Turkey, Eastern Europe

Laird 9 (Burgess, National security analyst, 7/21, “A Guide to the Challenges Facing President Obama's Nuclear Abolition Agenda,” Carnegie Council, http://www.cceia.org/resources/articles_papers_reports/0025.html)

Many disarmament advocates have argued for a withdrawal of U.S. non-strategic nuclear weapons from Europe for quite some time. The argument is that these weapons no longer have any operational utility as they were deployed to offset the sizeable advantage enjoyed by Soviet conventional forces—a quantitative advantage that disappeared with the end of the Cold War and the demise of the Soviet Union—and that their number, size and geographic dispersal makes both the U.S. and Russian weapons difficult and costly to control and secure. In short, they are proliferation nightmares. Critics point out that such arguments neglect the views of our allies, who see these weapons as concrete symbols of U.S. extended deterrence guarantees. And to be sure, the high value of these weapons has been frequently reaffirmed, most emphatically, in NATO's 1999 "Strategic Concept." The Strategic Concept asserts that "The Alliance will maintain for the foreseeable future an appropriate mix of nuclear and conventional forces based in Europe…The Alliance's conventional forces alone cannot ensure credible deterrence. Nuclear weapons make a unique contribution in rendering the risks of aggression against the Alliance incalculable and unacceptable. Thus, they remain essential to preserve the peace." Many U.S. allies, the argument proceeds, especially the newer member states of NATO as well as Turkey and Japan would interpret a withdrawal of the non-strategic nuclear weapons as a significant weakening of U.S. security commitments and, in response, some allies might well undertake nuclear weapons programs of their own to ensure their security. 

Extinction

Utgoff 2 (Victor A, Deputy Director of Strategy, Forces, and Resources Institute for Defense Analysis, Summer, Survival,p.87-90) 
Further, the large number of states that became capable of building nuclear weapons over the years, but chose not to, can be reasonably well explained by the fact that most were formally allied with either the United States or the Soviet Union. Both these superpowers had strong nuclear forces and put great pressure on their allies not to build nuclear weapons. Since the Cold War, the US has retained all its allies. In addition, NATO has extended its protection to some of the previous allies of the Soviet Union and plans on taking in more. Nuclear proliferation by India and Pakistan, and proliferation programmes by North Korea, Iran and Iraq, all involve states in the opposite situation: all judged that they faced serious military opposition and had little prospect of establishing a reliable supporting alliance with a suitably strong, nuclear-armed state. What would await the world if strong protectors, especially the United States, were [was] no longer seen as willing to protect states from nuclear-backed aggression? At least a few additional states would begin to build their own nuclear weapons and the means to deliver them to distant targets, and these initiatives would spur increasing numbers of the world’s capable states to follow suit. Restraint would seem ever less necessary and ever more dangerous. Meanwhile, more states are becoming capable of building nuclear weapons and long-range missiles. Many, perhaps most, of the world’s states are becoming sufficiently wealthy, and the technology for building nuclear forces continues to improve and spread. Finally, it seems highly likely that at some point, halting proliferation will come to be seen as a lost cause and the restraints on it will disappear. Once that happens, the transition to a highly proliferated world would probably be very rapid. While some regions might be able to hold the line for a time, the threats posed by wildfire proliferation in most other areas could create pressures that would finally overcome all restraint. Many readers are probably willing to accept that nuclear proliferation is such a grave threat to world peace that every effort should be made to avoid it. However, every effort has not been made in the past, and we are talking about much more substantial efforts now. For new and substantially more burdensome efforts to be made to slow or stop nuclear proliferation, it needs to be established that the highly proliferated nuclear world that would sooner or later evolve without such efforts is not going to be acceptable. And, for many reasons, it is not. First, the dynamics of getting to a highly proliferated world could be very dangerous. Proliferating states will feel great pressures to obtain nuclear weapons and delivery systems before any potential opponent does. Those who succeed in outracing an opponent may consider preemptive nuclear war before the opponent becomes capable of nuclear retaliation. Those who lag behind might try to preempt their opponent’s nuclear programme or defeat the opponent using conventional forces. And those who feel threatened but are incapable of building nuclear weapons may still be able to join in this arms race by building other types of weapons of mass destruction, such as biological weapons. The war between Iran and Iraq during the 1980s led to the use of chemical weapons on both sides and exchanges of missiles against each other’s cities. And more recently, violence in the Middle East escalated in a few months from rocks and small arms to heavy weapons on one side, and from police actions to air strikes and armoured attacks on the other. Escalation of violence is also basic human nature. Once the violence starts, retaliatory exchanges of violent acts can escalate to levels unimagined by the participants before hand. Intense and blinding anger is a common response to fear or humiliation or abuse. And such anger can lead us to impose on our opponents whatever levels of violence are readily accessible. In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear 'six-shooters' on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.
Turkey TNWs – Russia/NATO Cohesion 1NC

Withdrawal of TNWs causes Russia war and destroys NATO cohesion

Yost 9 (David S, July, Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School, Ph.D. in international relations at the University of California, “Assurance and US extended deterrence in NATO,” International Affairs 85.4, EBSCO, AV)

Moreover, there is no threat perception justifying nuclear deterrence in some quarters in NATO Europe. Broadly speaking, at the mass public level in some countries of Western Europe, Russia seems no longer to be regarded as a threat justifying the retention of the alliance’s nuclear deterrence arrangements. In contrast, public opinion in Eastern and Central Europe remains concerned about a potential threat from Russia. As Maria Mälksoo, an Estonian analyst, recently wrote, ‘NATO’s general, system-wide deterrence effect could be sustained by the continuing presence of the United States’ nuclear forces in Europe’.66 The alliance’s nuclear deterrence posture is more widely viewed as advantageous for maintaining peace and stability in Eastern and Central Europe, as well as in Turkey, than in certain other parts of NATO Europe. Bruno Tertrais has observed that ‘a US nuclear withdrawal could be perceived as a lessening of transatlantic security ties by countries which are particularly keen to shelter behind US protection, such as Poland, the Baltic States and Turkey’.67 Threat perceptions in the alliance diverge and are subject to flux, but the two countries most often listed in recent years by NATO experts as widely agreed justifications for maintaining the alliance’s nuclear deterrence posture have been Russia and Iran.68 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.

US-Russia war would lead to extinction

Helfand and Pastore 9 (Ira, M.D., and John O, M.D., are past presidents of Physicians for Social Responsibility, March 31, “U.S.-Russia nuclear war still a threat”, http://www.projo.com/opinion/contributors/content/CT_pastoreline_03-31-09_EODSCAO_v15.bbdf23.html, AV)

President Obama and Russian President Dimitri Medvedev are scheduled to Wednesday in London during the G-20 summit. They must not let the current economic crisis keep them from focusing on one of the greatest threats confronting humanity: the danger of nuclear war.  Since the end of the Cold War, many have acted as though the danger of nuclear war has ended. It has not. There remain in the world more than 20,000 nuclear weapons. Alarmingly, more than 2,000 of these weapons in the U.S. and Russian arsenals remain on ready-alert status, commonly known as hair-trigger alert. They can be fired within five minutes and reach targets in the other country 30 minutes later.  Just one of these weapons can destroy a city. A war involving a substantial number would cause devastation on a scale unprecedented in human history. A study conducted by Physicians for Social Responsibility in 2002 showed that if only 500 of the Russian weapons on high alert exploded over our cities, 100 million Americans would die in the first 30 minutes.  An attack of this magnitude also would destroy the entire economic, communications and transportation infrastructure on which we all depend. Those who survived the initial attack would inhabit a nightmare landscape with huge swaths of the country blanketed with radioactive fallout and epidemic diseases rampant. They would have no food, no fuel, no electricity, no medicine, and certainly no organized health care. In the following months it is likely the vast majority of the U.S. population would die.  Recent studies by the eminent climatologists Toon and Robock have shown that such a war would have a huge and immediate impact on climate world wide. If all of the warheads in the U.S. and Russian strategic arsenals were drawn into the conflict, the firestorms they caused would loft 180 million tons of soot and debris into the upper atmosphere — blotting out the sun. Temperatures across the globe would fall an average of 18 degrees Fahrenheit to levels not seen on earth since the depth of the last ice age, 18,000 years ago. Agriculture would stop, eco-systems would collapse, and many species, including perhaps our own, would become extinct.  It is common to discuss nuclear war as a low-probabillity event. But is this true? We know of five occcasions during the last 30 years when either the U.S. or Russia believed it was under attack and prepared a counter-attack. The most recent of these near misses occurred after the end of the Cold War on Jan. 25, 1995, when the Russians mistook a U.S. weather rocket launched from Norway for a possible attack.  Jan. 25, 1995, was an ordinary day with no major crisis involving the U.S. and Russia. But, unknown to almost every inhabitant on the planet, a misunderstanding led to the potential for a nuclear war. The ready alert status of nuclear weapons that existed  in 1995 remains in place today.

Turkey TNWs – Extended Deterrence Prevents Prolif

US extended deterrence critical to prevent Turkish prolif in response to Iran

Yost 9 (David S, July, Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School, Ph.D. in international relations at the University of California, “Assurance and US extended deterrence in NATO,” International Affairs 85.4, EBSCO, AV)

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

Turkey – AT: NPT Prevents Turkey Prolif

NPT isn’t a guarantee against Turkish nuclear development

Martin 2K (Dave, Research Dir. – Nuclear Awareness Project, Campaign for Nuclear Phaseout, “Nuclear Threat in the Eastern Mediterranean: The Case Against Turkey’s Akkuyu Nuclear Plant,” June, p. 64, http://www.cnp.ca/issues/nuc-threat-mediterranean.pdf)

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

Afghanistan – Withdrawal Inevitable

Non Unique – Withdrawal date 

Yang, 10

(Ai, Writer for China Daily, 4/8/10, “Early US pullout from Afghanistan could be a problem for Pakistan,” China Daily, http://www.chinadaily.net/cndy/2010-04/08/content_9699910.htm, NJ)

The United States' strategy in Afghanistan has come in for flak from the intelligence establishment in Pakistan, with officials complaining that Washington's announcement of the date of its pullout from the war-torn nation as being too soon.  If the US did not take more effort to train Afghan security forces, the hasty troops withdrawal plan would be disastrous for Pakistan, they added.  "Washington has made a mistake by announcing the withdrawal date (starting July next year). It is being seen as a sign of weakness and wanting to leave because they feel defeated," a senior official of Pakistan's Inter Services Intelligence (ISI) told China Daily in Islamabad.

Afghanistan – Terrorism Inevitable

Terrorism is inevitable

Jacoby, 8

(Jeff, columnist for the Boston Globe, “Anti-Americanism is Inevitable, Even Under Obama,” Boston Globe, http://www.bwcitypaper.com/Articles-i-2008-11-13-225276.113121_AntiAmericanism_is_Inevitable_Even_Under_Obama.html, NJ)

The storyline goes something like this: America's one-time popularity in the world was squandered by George W. Bush, whose belligerence and unilateralism after September 11, 2001, alienated allies and engendered widespread anti-Americanism. But now, with the election of Barack Obama, America can restore its good name and regain the world's goodwill.  One vigorous exponent of this narrative has been Obama himself. "The single most important issue that we're facing in this election," he said during the campaign, is choosing a leader "to repair all the damage that's been done to America's reputation overseas." "When I become president," he often told voters, "the world will look at America differently."  Sure enough, much of the international reaction to Obama's election has been ecstatic. "Legions of jubilant supporters set off firecrackers in El Salvador, danced in Liberia, and drank shots in Japan," the Los Angeles Times reported. Kenya declared a national holiday. South Africa's Archbishop Desmond Tutu exulted, "We have a new spring in our walk and our shoulders are straighter." The Sun, Britain's most popular newspaper, headlined its story "One Giant Leap for Mankind."   For Obama, such worldwide jubilation must be gratifying. He should take it all with a healthy grain of salt, however. Because it isn't going to last. Antagonism to the United States is as old as the United States. It didn't begin with the current president, unpopular though he is, or in response to American military action in Iraq. Nor is it going to vanish on January 20.  In Hating America, a survey of more than two centuries of anti-American hostility, Barry Rubin and Judith Colp Rubin note that an upsurge of anti-Americanism was already "strong in the Middle East and well under way in Europe" before Bush took office in 2001. In the 1990s, for example, Greeks opposed U.S. support for Kosovo's Muslims, and vented their anger at President Bill Clinton. "Among the epithets flung at Clinton in the mainstream Greek media," the Rubins recount, "were criminal, pervert, murderer, imposter, bloodthirsty, gangster, slayer, naïve, criminal, butcher, stupid, killer, foolish, unscrupulous, disgraceful, dishonest, and rascal."

Afghanistan – Can’t Get Nukes

Can’t get nukes from Pakistan

Mueller, 10

(John, professor of political science at Ohio State University, Calming Our Nuclear Jitters, Issues in Science & Technology, Winter2010, Vol. 26, Issue 2)

The terrorist group might also seek to steal or illicitly purchase a "loose nuke" somewhere. However, it seems probable that none exist. All governments have an intense interest in controlling any weapons on their territory because of fears that they might become the primary target. Moreover, as technology has developed, finished bombs have been outfitted with devices that trigger a non-nuclear explosion that destroys the bomb if it is tampered with. And there are other security techniques: Bombs can be kept disassembled with the component parts stored in separate high-security vaults, and a process can be set up in which two people and multiple codes are required not only to use the bomb but to store, maintain, and deploy it. As Younger points out, "only a few people in the world have the knowledge to cause an unauthorized detonation of a nuclear weapon." / There could be dangers in the chaos that would emerge if a nuclear state were to utterly collapse; Pakistan is frequently cited in this context and sometimes North Korea as well. However, even under such conditions, nuclear weapons would probably remain under heavy guard by people who know that a purloined bomb might be used in their own territory. They would still have locks and, in the case of Pakistan, the weapons would be disassembled.

Afghanistan Troops Bad – Terrorism

Troops cause terrorism

Greenwald, 10

(Glenn, former constitutional and civil rights litigator, “Cause and effect in the War on Terror”; http://www.salon.com/news/opinion/glenn_greenwald/2010/06/22/terrorism, NJ)

This proves only what it proves.  The issue here is causation, not justification.   The great contradiction of American foreign policy is that the very actions endlessly rationalized as necessary for combating Terrorism -- invading, occupying and bombing other countries, limitless interference in the Muslim world, unconditional support for Israeli aggression, vast civil liberties abridgments such as torture, renditions, due-process-free imprisonments -- are the very actions that fuel the anti-American hatred which, as the U.S. Government itself has long recognized, is what causes, fuels and exacerbates the Terrorism we're ostensibly attempting to address.    It's really quite simple:  if we continue to bring violence to that part of the world, then that part of the world -- and those who sympathize with it -- will continue to want to bring violence to the U.S.  Al Qaeda certainly recognizes that this is the case, as reflected in the statement it issued earlier this week citing the war in Afghanistan and support for Israel as its prime grievances against the U.S.  Whether that's what actually motivates that group's leaders is not the issue.  They are citing those policies because they know that those grievances resonate for many Muslims, who are willing to support radical groups and support or engage in violence only because they see it as retaliation or vengeance for the violence which the U.S. is continuously perpetrating in the Muslim world (speaking of which:  this week, WikiLeaks will release numerous classified documents relating to a U.S. air strike in Garani, Afghanistan that killed scores of civilians last year, while new documents reveal that substantial amounts of U.S. spending in Afghanistan end up in the hands of corrupt warlords and Taliban commanders).  Clearly, there are other factors (such as religious fanaticism) that drive some people to Terrorism, but for many, it is a causal reaction to what they perceive as unjust violence being brought to them by the United States.  Given all this, it should be anything but surprising that, as a new Pew poll reveals, there is a substantial drop in public support for both U.S. policies and Barack Obama personally in the Muslim world.  In many Muslim countries, perceptions of the U.S. -- which improved significantly upon Obama's election -- have now plummeted back to Bush-era levels, while Obama's personal approval ratings, while still substantially higher than Bush's, are also declining, in some cases precipitously.  As Pew put it:   Roughly one year since Obama's Cairo address, America's image shows few signs of improving in the Muslim world, where opposition to key elements of U.S. foreign policy remains pervasive and many continue to perceive the U.S. as a potential military threat to their countries.   Gosh, where would they get that idea from?  People generally don't like it when their countries are invaded, bombed and occupied, when they're detained without charges by a foreign power, when their internal politics are manipulated, when they see images of dead women and children as the result of remote-controlled robots from the sky.  Some of them, after a breaking point is reached, get angry enough where they not only want to return the violence, but are willing to sacrifice their own lives to do so (just as was true for many Americans who enlisted after the one-day 9/11 attack).  It's one thing to argue that we should continue to do these things for geopolitical gain even it means incurring Terrorist attacks (and the endless civil liberties abridgments they engender); as amoral as that is, at least that's a cogent thought.  But to pretend that Terrorism simply occurs in a vacuum, that it's mystifying why it happens, that it has nothing to do with U.S. actions in the Muslim world, requires intense self-delusion.  How much more evidence is needed for that?

Iraq – Can’t Deter Iran

Iran can’t be deterred – they believe their weapons deter the US
Rubin, 8

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

An Iranian nuclear first strike might be the nightmare scenario for U.S. policymakers, but it is not the most likely one. Should Tehran acquire nuclear arms, the Iranian leadership may feel itself so immune from consequence that it has no obstacles to conventional aggression, whether direct or by proxy. While Western officials may think that the United States can deter Iran, Iranian officials may believe that their nuclear capability will enable them to deter the West. Indeed, in September 2005, the hard-line monthly Ma'refat opined, "Deterrence does not belong just to a few superpowers," and cited the Quranic verse declaring, "Against them [your enemies] make ready your strength to the utmost of your power, including steeds of war, to strike terror into the hearts of enemies of God and your enemies."[23]

Iran can’t be deterred – Ideology

Rubin, 8

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

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.

Japan BMD – Russia Turn – START

Missile defense necessitates Russian buildup and withdrawal from START.

Hildreth and Woolf 10 (Steven A., Specialist in Missile Defense and Amy F., Specialist in Nuclear Weapons Policy, 5/25, “Ballistic Missile Defense and Offensive Arms

Reductions: A Review of the Historical Record,”, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/R41251.pdf)

Russia’s concerns about U.S. missile defense programs derive from its stated concern that missile defenses could upset strategic stability by undermining the effectiveness of Russia’s offensive nuclear weapons. Specifically, Russia appears to be concerned that, if the United States were to increase the numbers and capabilities of its missile defense interceptors while Russia was reducing its numbers of deployed offensive weapons, the time may come when the United States believed it had the ability to launch a first strike against Russia’s strategic forces while protecting itself from Russia’s retaliatory attack with its missile defenses. In this environment, Russia may believe it had to increase its offensive forces so that it would have enough surviving weapons to penetrate the U.S. missile defenses. Such a response could require a withdrawal from the New START Treaty.

Japan BMD – AT: Key To Deterrence
BMD fails as a deterrent – NPR is wrong.

Butt 10 (Yousaf, Physicist in the High-Energy Astrophysics Division at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics. Previously, he was a fellow in the Committee on International Security and Arms Control at the National Academy of Sciences. He holds a PhD in nuclear physics., 5/8, “The myth of missile defense as a deterrent”, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-myth-of-missile-defense-deterrent)

The Obama administration's long-awaited Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) "establishes U.S. nuclear policy, strategy, capabilities and force posture for the next five to ten years." The review signals a fresh approach to nuclear doctrine; however, its reliance on missile defense as an element of nuclear deterrence is wrong. Such systems are useless, dangerous, and destabilizing, and ramping up reliance on missile defenses because of planned reductions to the U.S. operational nuclear stockpile is deeply misguided. Specifically, the new NPR states, "Nuclear forces will continue to play an essential role in deterring potential adversaries and reassuring allies and partners around the world. But fundamental changes in the international security environment in recent years--including the growth of unrivaled U.S. conventional military capabilities, major improvements in missile defenses [emphasis added], and the easing of Cold War rivalries--enable us to fulfill those objectives at significantly lower nuclear force levels and with reduced reliance on nuclear weapons." In other words, the posture review essentially asserts that missile defense can somehow compensate for the deterrent capability that will supposedly be lost due to reductions in the U.S. nuclear stockpile. Setting aside the fact that there haven't been any realistic tests indicating "major improvements in missile defenses," such logic is questionable on three levels. 

Still a huge number of weapons.

Butt 10 (Yousaf, Physicist in the High-Energy Astrophysics Division at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics. Previously, he was a fellow in the Committee on International Security and Arms Control at the National Academy of Sciences. He holds a PhD in nuclear physics., 5/8, “The myth of missile defense as a deterrent”, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-myth-of-missile-defense-deterrent)

First, it's far from clear that the precise number of deployed U.S. nuclear weapons affects an adversary's deterrent calculus--especially when the operational stockpile will still consist of more than 1,000 weapons. (Even if New START is ratified and the Russian and U.S. operational warheads are reduced to about 1,550 each, many thousands of additional weapons will remain in the reserve stockpiles.) As Jeffrey Lewis has pointed out, "An enemy who can be deterred, will be deterred by the prospect of a counterattack, even if it consists of only a few nuclear weapons. Beyond that minimum threshold, nuclear weapons provide little additional deterrent benefit." Similarly, Col. B. Chance Saltzman, chief of the air force's Strategic Plans and Policy Division, has argued PDF that "the United States could address military utility concerns with only 311 nuclear weapons in its nuclear force structure while maintaining a stable deterrence." So contrary to what the NPR indicates, slightly reducing the U.S. operational arsenal won't create a "deterrence gap" that needs to be filled. 

Japan BMD – AT: Key To Deterrence
Missile Defense can’t effect nuclear attacks

Butt 10 (Yousaf, Physicist in the High-Energy Astrophysics Division at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics. Previously, he was a fellow in the Committee on International Security and Arms Control at the National Academy of Sciences. He holds a PhD in nuclear physics., 5/8, “The myth of missile defense as a deterrent”, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-myth-of-missile-defense-deterrent)

Second, even if reducing the U.S. stockpile did affect U.S. deterrent posture, missile defense couldn't replace any lost deterrent value because missile defense doesn't deter nuclear attacks. The purpose of missile defense is to defend--or, more accurately, attempt to defend. An adversary wouldn't be deterred from launching a nuclear attack because of the existence of missile defense; rather, it's the credible threat of overwhelming nuclear retaliation that deters an adversary. If the enemy is irrational and suicidal enough to discount the threat of massive nuclear retaliation, then a missile defense system that can theoretically intercept only some of the attacking missiles most certainly isn't going to be a deterrent. In wonk parlance, the NPR conveniently conflates reprisal deterrence with denial deterrence. Reprisal deterrence is the 800-pound gorilla, and denial deterrence is the flea. If our adversaries are thinking twice about using nuclear weapons it's because they're scared of reprisal deterrence. And if they aren't sufficiently scared of reprisal, fractional denial certainly isn't going to stop them. To borrow an analogy used by Thomas Schelling, a Nobel laureate with a deep knowledge of arms control and game theory: Denial deterrence adds to reprisal deterrence like tying an extra cotton string adds to the strength of an aircraft carrier's anchor chain. 

Can’t deter regional threats
Butt 10 (Yousaf, Physicist in the High-Energy Astrophysics Division at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics. Previously, he was a fellow in the Committee on International Security and Arms Control at the National Academy of Sciences. He holds a PhD in nuclear physics., 5/8, “The myth of missile defense as a deterrent”, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-myth-of-missile-defense-deterrent)

Third, even if one agrees with the NPR's argument that missile defense can somehow compensate for the deterrence allegedly lost by reducing the nuclear arsenal, an enormous logical flaw persists: The two alleged "deterrents"--the operational stockpile and missile defenses--are aimed at different countries and aren't interchangeable. Reducing the U.S. operational nuclear stockpile, which is calibrated to Russia's arsenal, isn't going to be compensated by investing in missile defenses to protect against an Iranian attack. Plus, many experts agree that if Iran obtains nuclear weapons, it wouldn't use them in a suicidal first strike. A detailed National Defense University study concluded that Tehran desires nuclear weapons mainly because it feels strategically isolated and that "possession of such weapons would give the regime legitimacy, respectability, and protection." Basically, Iran wants a nuclear capability for deterrence purposes--just like every other nuclear-armed nation. The Polish foreign minister has even admitted that Warsaw is involved with U.S. missile defense plans in Europe to improve diplomatic ties with Washington, not out of any fear of Iranian nuclear attack. But if Tehran does obtain nuclear weapons, surrounding it with missile defenses, no matter how effective, will never eliminate the threat that a single missile could penetrate the defense system. Thus, the United States can never neutralize the deterrent value of any possible future Iranian nuclear ballistic missiles with any incarnation of missile defense. A nuclear-armed Iran would have to be treated identically by Washington whether or not missile defenses were in play. The strategic uselessness of missile defenses aimed at intercepting nuclear-tipped missiles is clear (as I have argued before). This is a conceptual problem, not merely a technical PDF one. The reason is simple: There is always a reasonable probability that one or more nuclear missiles will penetrate even the best missile defense system. Since a single nuclear missile hit would cause unacceptable damage to the United States, a missile defense system shouldn't change U.S. strategic calculations with respect to its enemies. Washington should treat North Korea, Iran, and other adversaries the same before and after setting up missile defense systems. Recently, Schelling publicly stated that missile defense will be of dubious value in addressing the possible future threats from Iran.

Japan BMD – BMD Causes Conflict

BMD causes mistaken decisions – leads to conflict.

Butt 10 (Yousaf, Physicist in the High-Energy Astrophysics Division at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics. Previously, he was a fellow in the Committee on International Security and Arms Control at the National Academy of Sciences. He holds a PhD in nuclear physics., 5/8, “The myth of missile defense as a deterrent”, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-myth-of-missile-defense-deterrent)

The danger of overstatement. Exaggerating the abilities of missile defense is downright dangerous and military leaders ought to make sure that it doesn't happen; unfortunately, it does. Take, for example, these claims made in the February 2010 Ballistic Missile Defense Review (BMDR) report PDF: "The United States now possesses a capacity to counter the projected threats from North Korea and Iran for the foreseeable future." And: "The United States is currently protected against the threat of limited ICBM [intercontinental ballistic missile] attack, as a result of investments made over the past decade in a system based on ground-based midcourse defense." Neither of these statements is remotely true. The current system cannot even reliably intercept a single missile that's launched at a known time and on a known trajectory. None of the various missile defense systems, sea- or land-based, have ever been tested in a realistic setting: For instance, a surprise attack with salvos of missiles with decoy warheads (and other countermeasures) and unknown trajectories. J. Michael Gilmore, the director of the Operational Test and Evaluation Office of the Secretary of Defense, recently testified PDF that "it will take as many as five to seven years to collect" just the necessary data to determine whether the administration's planned missile defense architecture is even sensible. And if future tests do prove it to be an empirical failure will the administration really roll back missile defense? It's unlikely. The long-range plans appear to be unencumbered by any realistic testing requirements. Unfounded claims of missile defense's effectiveness create a serious risk that political leaders might be misled into mistakenly believing that missile defenses actually work. And if they incorrectly think that missile defense has secured the country by neutralizing the threat of ballistic missile attack, policy makers might be emboldened to stake out riskier and more aggressive regional policies than in the absence of missile defense. A similar mistaken confidence in overwhelming U.S. conventional firepower misled Washington into the Iraq War debacle; nuclear miscalculations would be much more costly. For this reason, missile defense should not, as the NPR claims it would, play any role in "reassuring allies and partners around the world"; no ally should feel secured by a defensive system that can be penetrated by nuclear-tipped missiles. If allies do feel they have neutralized their adversaries' deterrent forces, they too might be tempted to undertake riskier actions, possibly leading to conflict and ultimately even U.S. nuclear intervention. A misplaced confidence in missile defenses could even lull Washington into complacency regarding the spread of WMD and ballistic missile technology: Imagining that they have largely addressed the threat from ballistic missiles, policy makers might feel less urgency to fight proliferation.

Japan BMD - AT: BMD Solves Prolif

BMD can’t solve prolif.

Butt 10 (Yousaf, Physicist in the High-Energy Astrophysics Division at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics. Previously, he was a fellow in the Committee on International Security and Arms Control at the National Academy of Sciences. He holds a PhD in nuclear physics., 5/8, “The myth of missile defense as a deterrent”, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-myth-of-missile-defense-deterrent)

A poor proliferation deterrent. It's often incorrectly asserted that missile defenses dissuade adversaries from researching and producing ballistic missiles. For instance, the BMDR report states: "The United States, with the support of allies and partners, seeks to create an environment in which the acquisition, deployment, and use of ballistic missiles by regional adversaries can be deterred, principally by eliminating their confidence in the effectiveness of such attacks, and thereby devaluing their ballistic missile arsenals." But the countries developing ballistic missile technology do so for numerous reasons, not just to launch nuclear attacks against the United States. Many countries desire conventional ballistic missile technology for prestige or because of regional considerations. Whether or not a U.S. missile defense system is operational, such nations will still try to acquire ballistic missile technology. In fact, the countries of most interest to the United States--Iran and North Korea--currently have well-developed ballistic missile programs. The BMDR's claims of an already-functioning missile defense shield obviously haven't diminished their ballistic ardor. Furthermore, space-launch technology and ICBM technology are identical, and U.S. missile defenses are unlikely to dissuade an adversary from pursuing a space-launch capability. So missile defense has been, is, and will be, an empirical failure at dissuading countries of concern to the United States from pursuing ballistic missile programs. 
Japan BMD – BMD Causes Prolif

BMD causes prolif

Butt 10 (Yousaf, Physicist in the High-Energy Astrophysics Division at the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics. Previously, he was a fellow in the Committee on International Security and Arms Control at the National Academy of Sciences. He holds a PhD in nuclear physics., 5/8, “The myth of missile defense as a deterrent”, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-myth-of-missile-defense-deterrent)

Missile defense spurs proliferation. Instead of dissuading countries from pursuing ballistic missiles, missile defense actually incites proliferation. Adversarial and competitor nations will build up their offensive capabilities to ensure some missiles get through. The development of alternate delivery methods and sneakier attack tactics will be a natural response to the fielding of a U.S. missile defense system. As the bipartisan Strategic Posture Commission has pointed out PDF, "China may already be increasing the size of its ICBM force in response to its assessment of the U.S. missile defense program." And the BMDR report explicitly states, "Both Russia and China have repeatedly expressed concerns that U.S. missile defenses adversely affect their own strategic capabilities and interests." As George Lewis and Ted Postol have reported, in the past, Russia had a legitimate concern regarding U.S. missile defense architecture in Eastern Europe. Interceptors based in Poland could "engage essentially all Russian ICBMs launched against the continental United States from Russian sites west of the Urals. It is difficult to see why any well-informed Russian analyst would not find such a potential situation alarming." Similar concerns are now resurfacing. Considering that missile defense won't change the U.S. strategic equation with respect to Iran or North Korea (except perhaps to engender in leaders a false sense of security), is it really worth unnecessarily antagonizing U.S. relations with Russia and China and possibly sparking Russia's withdrawal from New START? Just as with nuclear weapons, the U.S. infatuation with missile defense will cause other nations to desire this expensive and destabilizing technology. Following the U.S. lead, both China and India now have missile defense test programs. It doesn't take much imagination to anticipate Pakistan's response. There will be legitimate pressure for Islamabad to attempt to redress this perceived Indian defense by producing more missiles and nuclear weapons. In response, India and subsequently China will likely increase their own stockpiles--in turn increasing pressure on U.S. and Russian strategists to respond. So rather than reducing the value of nuclear weapons, missile defense actually increases it. Unfortunately, much of the wrongheaded and inaccurate thinking about the deterrent value of missile defense has seeped into the NPR. Thus, there's now an urgent need for an informed, unbiased reappraisal of U.S. strategic thinking on the conceptual basis of nuclear missile defense policy.

