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***NAGORNO-KARABAKH***
1NC

Focus on Nagorno-Karabakh now – Clintons investing energy and putting off other major diplomatic initiatives. 

Panorama, 6-26-2010

[“Clinton intends to prod Azerbaijan and Armenia to make progress on Nagorno-Karabakh: Crowley,” http://www.panorama.am/en/politics/2010/06/26/cowley-about-visit/]

The State Department said Friday Secretary of State Hillary Clinton will visit Poland, Ukraine, Azerbaijan, Armenia and Georgia in a trip starting next week and spanning six days. She will try to ease lingering political conflicts in the Caucasus region, Voice of America writes. Officials here are cautioning against expectations of any major U.S. diplomatic initiatives on what will be Clinton's first trip to the Caucasus region as secretary. But they say she intends to try to build on ongoing U.S. efforts to ease regional problems including the Armenia-Azerbaijan dispute over Nagorno-Karabakh, and the troubled aftermath of the armed conflict between Russia and Georgia in 2008. State Department spokesman P.J. Crowley said Clinton intends to try to prod Azerbaijan and Armenia to make progress on Nagorno-Karabakh and to advance the process of normalizing relations between Armenia and Turkey. Turkey is not on the secretary's itinerary but a senior official here said it is not a snub and that Clinton, who visited Ankara last year, has a limited "window" and packed agenda for upcoming trip.

<<Link>>

Diplomatic capital is finite – plan prevents focus on more important issues. 

Anderson & Grewell, 2001
[Terry and Bishop, “The Greening of Foreign Policy,” http://www.perc.org/pdf/ps20.pdf]
Greater international environmental regulation can increase international tension. Foreign policy is a bag of goods that includes issues from free trade to arms trading to human rights. Each new issue in the bag weighs it down, lessening the focus on other issues and even creating conflicts between issues. Increased environmental regulations could cause countries to lessen their focus on international threats of violence such as the sale of ballistic missiles or border conflicts between nations. As countries must watch over more and more issues arising in the international policy arena, they will stretch the resources necessary to deal with traditional international issues. As Schaefer (2000, 46) writes, “Because diplomatic currency is finite . . . it is critically important that the United States focus its diplomatic efforts on issues of paramount importance to the nation. 

Tensions are on the brink – diplomatic capital key to a resolution. 

De Waal, 7-5-2010

[Thomas, senior associate in the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment, specializing primarily in the South Caucasus region comprising Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Georgia and their breakaway territories, as well as the wider Black Sea region, acknowledged expert on the unresolved conflicts of the South Caucasus, “A Forever Smoldering Conflict in the Caucasus,” http://www.themoscowtimes.com/opinion/article/a-forever-smoldering-conflict-in-the-caucasus/409707.html]
As U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton travels to Baku and Yerevan on July 4-5, an old issue will again dominate her discussions: the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. Former Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev will have a wry smile if he watches the media reports. He was the first leader to fail to solve this conflict in 1988. Since his day, the dispute has escalated into full-scale war and then degraded into a miserable deadlock, but its fundamentals have not changed. For years, the broad international consensus is that the competing Armenian and Azeri claims over Nagorno-Karabakh are still so extreme and contradictory that it did not merit a high-level peace initiative. The perception has been that the conflict — halted by a cease-fire but not resolved — is at least being managed and that the risks of a new war are negligible. But recent developments are pushing Nagorno-Karabakh up the agenda again. First the good news. Since the end of 2008, President Dmitry Medvedev has surprised skeptics by personally working on a peace agreement. It is gruelling work. In Sochi this past January, Medvedev spent most of a day with Azeri President Ilham Aliyev and Armenian President Serzh Sargsyan and got absolutely nowhere. In St. Petersburg last month, he spent more than two hours with them and made a little more progress. This top-level Russian initiative has not received much attention outside Russia. The default position of many in Washington, for example, is that Moscow wants to “keep the conflict smoldering.” But that does not jibe with the facts. No sane senior politician of Medvedev’s rank would work so hard on this if he did not want genuinely to see success. The Russians have also been scrupulous in involving their co-mediators, inviting the U.S. and French Nagorno-Karabakh envoys to St. Petersburg to join in the discussions with the two presidents. It looks as though Medvedev has made peace in Nagorno-Karabakh a personal project, and his government sees a peaceful initiative with Armenia and Azerbaijan as a good PR response to the damage Russia suffered internationally in Georgia in 2008. This is one area where, at the moment at least, Medvedev and Clinton are pushing in the same direction. The bad news is that this latest push for peace comes at a time when more and more people are talking war. On June 18, only a few hours after the St. Petersburg meeting, one of the worst incidents in years occurred on the Nagorno-Karabakh ceasefire line. Four Armenian soldiers and one Azeri were killed. The circumstantial evidence points more to this having been an Azeri attack than an Armenian one — the bodies were on the Armenian side of the line — but the true picture will probably never be known. Clashes like this threaten the equilibrium that has held since 1994, when the ceasefire deal ended fighting. They reflect an overall hardening of positions on both sides. Many Armenians talk more openly about history ratifying the victory they won in 1994 in the hope that Nagorno-Karabakh will follow Kosovo down the path of international legitimacy. For its part, oil-rich Azerbaijan now spends more than $2 billion a year on its military and many Azeris adopt a more belligerent tone, calling for a war to recapture Nagorno-Karabakh from the Armenians. The international mechanism designed to deal with the conflict, the Minsk Process of the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, is still extremely modest. There are just six European monitors in charge of observing the ceasefire — basically a token presence given that there are more than 20,000 soldiers on each side facing each other along more than 175 kilometers of trenches. The chief work of mediation falls on three Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe ambassadors representing France, Russia and the United States, who keep up the tortuous negotiations over a compromise document in a climate of almost total distrust in Armenia and Azerbaijan. Naturally suspicious, neither government offers the offer anything constructive. To be precise, the Armenians offer constructive engagement on small issues such as sharing water over the ceasefire line, but the Azeris reject these gestures, worrying that this is “doing business with the enemy.” The Armenian side rejects all proposals to give up even an inch of Armenian-held land, before pledges on the status of Nagorno-Karabakh are made up front. The Azeris, saying that they are in a state of war, even reject the proposal made by the French, Russia and U.S foreign ministers in Helsinki in 2008 to remove snipers from the front line. The result is that, even when Medvedev is pushing them, the two presidents lack the will to put their signatures on a piece of paper that will set their countries down a path of historic compromise with each other. To do so would unleash a storm of domestic criticism, while the international reward for taking this step is much less certain. So the leaders calculate that they will not pay a high price for doing nothing — and that other bilateral issues, such as Armenian diaspora concerns, gas pipelines and Afghanistan-bound flights over Azerbaijan will keep their relations with Moscow, Washington and Brussels on an even footing. The bloodshed on the ceasefire line should focus minds and be a reminder that a new conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh would be catastrophic for everyone, not just Armenians and Azeris. More positive relationships between Moscow, Washington, Paris and Brussels makes this a good moment to have a conversation about what each of these capitals can offer to underpin a post-conflict settlement in terms of funding and peacekeepers. If the world’s top leaders send a signal to the Armenians and Azeris that they are more serious about a lasting peace, then the local actors may finally have to accept that the day of peaceful reckoning has come. 
Nuclear war. 
Blank, 2000 

[Stephen, 9-22, U.S. Army War College, World Affairs]
Russia's warnings about U.S. efforts to obtain military-political-economic leverage in the Transcaspian and the Russian elite's extreme sensitivity regarding the region show that Moscow will resolutely contest expanded U.S. presence. The war in Chechnya shows that Russia is willing to do so forcefully, if necessary. Russia's new draft military doctrine suggests that Moscow will threaten even World War III if there is Turkish intervention, yet the new Russo-Armenian and Azeri-Turkish treaties suggest just such a possibility.(75) Conceivably, the two larger states could then be dragged in to rescue their allies from defeat. The Russo-Armenian treaty is virtually a bilateral military alliance against Baku. It reaffirms Russia's lasting military presence in Armenia, commits Armenia not to join NATO, and could justify further fighting in Nagomo-Karabakh or further military pressure against Azerbaijan that will impede energy exploration and marketing.(76) It also reconfirms Russia's determination to resist U.S. presence and to remain the regional hegemon. Thus many structural conditions for conventional war or protracted ethnic conflict where third parties intervene now exist in the Transcaucasus and Central Asia. The outbreak of violence by disaffected Islamic elements, the drug trade, the Chechen wars, and the unresolved ethnopolitical conflicts that dot the region, not to mention the undemocratic and unbalanced distribution of income across corrupt governments, provide plenty of tinder for future fires. Many Third World conflicts generated by local structural factors also have great potential for unintended escalation. Big powers often feel obliged to rescue their proxies and proteges. One or another big power may fail to grasp the stakes for the other side since interests here are not as clear as in Europe. Hence commitments involving the use of nuclear weapons or perhaps even conventional war to prevent defeat of a client are not well established or clear as in Europe. For instance, in 1993 Turkish noises about intervening on behalf of Azerbaijan induced Russian leaders to threaten a nuclear war in that case. Precisely because Turkey is a NATO ally but probably could not prevail in a long war against Russia, or if it could, would conceivably trigger a potential nuclear blow (not a small possibility given the erratic nature of Russia's declared nuclear strategies), the danger of major war is higher here than almost everywhere else in the CIS or the "arc of crisis" from the Balkans to China. As Richard Betts has observed, The greatest danger lies in areas where (1) the potential for serious instability is high; (2) both superpowers perceive vital interests; (3) neither recognizes that the other's perceived interest or commitment is as great as its own; (4) both have the capability to inject conventional forces; and (5) neither has willing proxies capable of settling the situation.(77)

UQ Exts – Focus Now (1/2)
Negotiations are a top priority – key to diffuse tensions in the region and reach a peace settlement. 
Schmidt 7-4-2010 

[Christophe, AFP, “Clinton presses Azerbaijan-Armenia peace efforts” http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5iAI9wfEoawh0SODyLcleYYhswuhQ)

YEREVAN — US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton sought Sunday to revive peace talks between Azerbaijan and Armenia amid rising tensions in their long-running conflict over the breakaway Nagorny Karabakh region. On visits to the two countries, she also called on Turkey to move forward on stalled efforts to normalise ties with neighbouring Armenia and on opening their shared border. Clinton said reaching a peace deal on Karabakh was a "high priority" and that Washington was ready to help. "We stand ready to help both Azerbaijan and Armenia to achieve and implement a lasting peace settlement. The final steps toward peace are often the most difficult. But we see peace as a possibility," she said at a news conference with her Azerbaijani counterpart, Elmar Mammadyarov."We believe there has been progress. This is a high priority for the US," Clinton said. Clinton met with Azerbaijani President Ilham Aliyev who said he expected the United States "to work closely with us and with others on the resolution" of the conflict. "This is a major problem for us and the major threat to regional security," Aliyev said. "We want to find a resolution based on international law and we want to find it as soon as possible. Our people are suffering." She also met with Armenian President Serzh Sarkisian, who said the dispute over Karabakh is "the single most important issue for Armenia". Tensions over Karabakh have risen in recent months amid stalled negotiations over the status of the region, where ethnic Armenian separatists backed by Yerevan seized control from Baku in a war in the early 1990s that claimed an estimated 30,000 lives. At least four Armenian and two Azerbaijani soldiers were killed in fighting over the region in June. Aliyev last month threatened to withdraw from foreign-backed peace talks after he accused Armenia of stalling the negotiations. Clinton said Washington would like to see the sides agree to a set of basic principles on resolving the conflict. "Now we would hope to see real progress on completing the basic principles, to enable the drafting of a final peace settlement," she said.
Resolving Nagorno-Karabakh is a top focus now – Clinton’s focusing key diplomatic capital on it. 

Reuters, 6-25-2010

[“Hillary Clinton to visit volatile South Caucasus region,” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE65O5JZ20100625?type=politicsNews]
She then will attend a meeting of the Community of Democracies in Krakow, an intergovernmental group that promotes democratic norms, and visit Armenia and Azerbaijan, long at odds over Azerbaijan's breakaway Nagorno-Karabakh region. Skirmishes, sometimes fatal, erupt frequently along front lines near Nagorno-Karabakh, a small mountainous region under the control of ethnic Armenians who fought a six-year separatist war with support from neighboring Armenia. On Saturday four ethnic Armenian troops and one Azeri soldier were killed in an exchange of fire near the region. Announcing Clinton's trip, State Department spokesman P.J. Crowley said the United States had "invested a great deal of energy" to try to improve relations and said the visit showed U.S. commitment to try to resolve their disputes. An estimated 30,000 people were killed and 1 million displaced before a ceasefire in 1994 but a peace accord has never been agreed and the ethnic Armenian leadership's independence claim has not been recognized by any country. The dispute between mostly Muslim Azerbaijan and mostly Christian Armenia remains a threat to stability in the South Caucasus, an important route for oil and gas supplies from the Caspian region to Europe.

Top of the to-do list. 

Euronews, 7-5-2010 

[“Clinton wants Nagorno-Karabakh conflict sorted” http://www.euronews.net/2010/07/05/clinton-wants-nagorno-karabakh-conflict-sorted/]
US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton has put finding a solution to the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict at the top of her “to do” list. After shuttling between Azerbaijan and Armenia on the same day, America’s top diplomat urged both sides to refrain from violence over the separatist region while saying the US would play its part. “We stand ready to help both Armenia and Azerbaijan achieve and implement a peace settlement,” said the secretary of state.“We know this will not be easy, but we think it is the necessary foundation for a secure and prosperous future.”
Clinton pushing Armenia-Azerbaijan resolution now – tensions are escalating in Nagorno-Karabakh. 

UPI, 7-4-2010

[“Clinton urges Armenia-Azerbaijan peace,” http://www.upi.com/Top_News/US/2010/07/04/Clinton-urges-Armenia-Azerbaijan-peace/UPI-10941278288187/]
BAKU, Azerbaijan, July 4 (UPI) -- Peace between Armenia and Azerbaijan is needed for both nations to create safe and flourishing futures, U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said Sunday. Peace "is a prerequisite for building a secure and prosperous future in both nations," Clinton told reporters in Azerbaijan's capital, Baku. The two nations are in conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh, a 3,200-square-mile landlocked enclave of Azerbaijan that has been under control of Armenian troops and ethnic Armenian forces since a 1994 cease-fire ended the six-year Nagorno-Karabakh War. Tensions between the countries rose in recent months and at least four Armenian and two Azerbaijani soldiers were killed in fighting over the region in June. Clinton first met with Azerbaijani President Ilham Aliyev for lunch, then flew to Armenia's capital, Yerevan, for a dinner meeting with Armenian President Serzh Sargsyan. She told reporters June's clashes were "unacceptable" cease-fire violations and contrary to the stated commitments of both sides, Voice of America reported. She said Washington urged both sides to refrain from force and to work out basic principles leading to a settlement. "Everyone knows these are difficult steps to take, but we believe they are important ones and we have expressed our concern to both presidents today that the return to violence is unacceptable," Clinton said. Clinton also called on Armenian neighbor Turkey to normalize ties with Armenia. And she reaffirmed a U.S. call for Russia to end what she called the "continuing occupation" of the breakaway regions of Abkhazia and South Ossetia since the 2008 war with Georgia. Clinton is to spend several hours in Georgia Monday, ending a four-day trip to five countries that started in Ukraine and Poland.
Top diplomatic priority. 

Mohammed, 7-4-2010

[Arshad, Reuters, “UPDATE 3-Clinton pushes for Nagorno-Karabakh solution,” http://af.reuters.com/article/energyOilNews/idAFN0425549020100704?sp=true]

 * U.S. secretary of state visits Azerbaijan, Armenia * Urges Turkey to move toward normalization with Armenia * Presses Azerbaijan over human rights, civil liberties * Sees progress on Nagorno-Karabakh, admits challenge (Recasts with Clinton visit to Armenia, fresh quotes) By Arshad Mohammed YEREVAN, July 4 (Reuters) - U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said on Sunday it was a U.S. priority to help Armenia and Azerbaijan settle the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict and urged them to refrain from violence over the separatist region. Visiting the two countries on the same day, Clinton delivered identical messages: Washington will do its part to help end the dispute, violence serves no one and a resolution would bring prosperity and stability to the Caucasus. A tiny mountain region mainly populated by Christian Armenians, Nagorno-Karabakh seceded from Muslim Azerbaijan and proclaimed independence after an early 1990s war that killed some 30,000. Its independence is not recognised by any nation. Azerbaijan wants Nagorno-Karabakh back, if necessary by force. More than 15 years of mediation have failed to produce a final peace deal and the threat of war is never far away. Last month, four ethnic Armenian troops and an Azeri soldier died in an exchange of fire near Nagorno-Karabakh. "The United States cannot resolve the conflicts in this region but we can be a partner and a supporter and an advocate," Clinton said in Baku after meeting Azeri President Ilham Aliyev. "We stand ready to help in any way that we can." Clinton said she believed there had been progress toward ending the dispute, though she did not provide details, and in both countries she acknowledged the difficulty of the task. "We know this will not be easy but we think it is the necessary foundation for a secure and prosperous future," she told reporters in Yerevan after talks with Armenian President Serzh Sarksyan. Armenian Foreign Minister Edward Nalbandian said foreign ministers of the two countries might meet on July 16 in a follow up to talks between Aliyev and Sarksyan last month. MENDING FENCES Clinton's trip to the region, which has included stops in Ukraine and Poland and will end with a brief visit to Georgia on Monday, has multiple purposes. In Azerbaijan, she pressed the authoritarian government on human rights while also seeking to mend fences with the strategic country, uneasy about some U.S. diplomatic moves and by perceived slights such as the absence of a U.S. ambassador in Baku for more than a year. A U.S.-backed push for a rapprochement between Armenia and U.S.-ally Turkey has hurt U.S. relations with Azerbaijan, which worries that its interests will suffer as a result. Strategically located between Russia and Iran, Azerbaijan has been a key supply route for U.S. troops in Afghanistan. The region is also an important route for oil and gas supplies from the Caspian to Europe. Clinton pressed Azerbaijan to show greater respect for civil liberties and said she had raised the case of two jailed opposition bloggers sentenced last year after a violent incident in a cafe. The two say they were the victims of an unprovoked attack. The incident happened soon after video blogger Adnan Hajizade posted his latest tongue-in-cheek swipe at the authorities in which he held a fake news conference dressed as a donkey. In Armenia, she praised the government for its willingness to move toward normalization with Turkey and she urged Ankara to overcome its reluctance to reopen the border between the two countries, closed because of the Nagorno-Karabakh dispute. "We urge Turkey to take the steps that it promised to take and that both sides continue to try to find the opportunity to open the door to reconciliation and normalization," she said. She called Armenia's readiness to pursue normal ties with Turkey "very statesmanlike and very impressive." 

Top of the agenda. 

RFE, 7-3-2010

[Radio Free Europe, “U.S., Russian Mediators Visit Nagorno-Karabakh,” http://www.rferl.org/content/US_Russian_Mediators_Visit_NagornoKarabakh/2089714.html]

STEPANAKERT, Nagorno-Karabakh -- Senior U.S. and Russian envoys visited Nagorno-Karabakh and met with its ethnic Armenian leaders on July 2 at the start of a fresh regional tour aimed at facilitating a breakthrough in Armenian-Azerbaijani peace talks, RFE/RL's Armenian Service reports. Robert Bradtke and Igor Popov will be joined by the third co-chair of the OSCE Minsk Group, Bernard Fassier of France, to hold similar talks in Yerevan and Baku this weekend in preparation for a potentially key meeting of the Armenian and Azerbaijani foreign ministers. The two ministers are due to meet -- probably in the presence of top diplomats from the United States, Russia, and France -- on the margins of the OSCE's July 16-17 ministerial conference in Almaty, Kazakhstan. Bradtke and Popov met Bako Sahakian, the leader of the self-proclaimed Nagorno-Karabakh Republic, and General Movses Hakobian, the commander of the Karabakh Armenian army. According to Popov, the two envoys discussed with Sahakian issues that had been raised by the Armenian and Azerbaijani presidents at their last meeting, hosted by Russian President Dmitry Medvedev in St. Petersburg on June 18. He did not give any details. Some senior pro-government parliament deputies in Yerevan said this week that Medvedev presented the two parties with new proposals aimed at pushing the peace process further forward. They said Armenian President Serzh Sarkisian reacted to them positively, unlike Azerbaijan's Ilham Aliyev. The Armenian government has not confirmed the claims. Popov said he and his American counterpart also discussed a recent deadly firefight between Armenian and Azerbaijani forces with the Karabakh leaders. The co-chairs' latest round of regional shuttle diplomacy began ahead of U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton's weekend visits to Baku and Yerevan. U.S. officials have said the Karabakh conflict will be high on her agenda.
Strong US commitment to conflict resolution – investing all sorts of capital. 
Asbarez, 6-28-2010

[“Clinton to Visit South Caucasus,” http://asbarez.com/82636/clinton-to-visit-south-caucasus/]

WASHINGTON (Reuters)–U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton will visit Ukraine, Poland, Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia from July 1 to 5, the State Department said over the weekend. In Kiev, Clinton will meet Ukrainian President Viktor Yanukovych, who has reached out to Russia since taking office on Feb. 25, and then attend a meeting of the Community of Democracies in Krakow, an intergovernmental group that promotes democratic norms. After that, Clinton will visit Armenia and Azerbaijan, seeking to promote stability in the volatile South Caucasus region. Announcing Clinton’s trip, State Department spokesman P.J. Crowley said Friday that the United States had “invested a great deal of energy” to try to improve relations with Armenia and Azerbaijan and said the visit showed U.S. commitment to try to resolve their conflict.
Clinton’s committed to resolving the conflict. 

Aroon, 6-28-2010

[Preeti, Foreign Policy, “Clinton to visit Ukraine, Poland, Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Georgia,” http://hillary.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/28/clinton_to_visit_ukraine_poland_armenia_azerbaijan_and_georgia]
In the Caucasus, Clinton will first visit Armenia and Azerbaijan, which have a long-running feud over Azerbaijan's breakaway Nagorno-Karabakh region. State Department spokesman P.J. Crowley said during June 25's 

 Press Briefing | U.S. State Dept., June 25, 2010" \t "_blank" 
press briefing
 that the United States has "invested a great deal of energy" in improving relations among Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Turkey and that Clinton's visit is a "reflection of our commitment to work to resolve outstanding issues that have prevented normalized relations among those countries."
Clinton is focused on peace and reducing tensions in the region. 
VOA News 7-4-2010 
[“Clinton Presses Armenia, Azerbaijan for Nagorno-Karabakh Settlement” http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/usa/Clinton-Meets-with-Azerbaijani-President-97761024.html]
U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton met Sunday with the leaders of Armenia and Azerbaijan to press for progress toward settling their long-standing dispute over Nagorno-Karabakh. Clinton completes her brief visit to the southern Caucasus region Monday in Georgia. She delivered the same message in Yerevan and Baku: that settling the Nagorno-Karabakh issue, on the basis of principles offered by international mediators, will open the way for political and economic gains that have eluded the region thus far. The issue of Nagorno-Karabakh, an ethnic-Armenian enclave controlled by Armenian forces within the borders of Azerbaijan, has been a sources of periodic violence since before the collapse of the Soviet Union, including clashes in recent weeks. The United States and its partners in the Minsk Group, France and Russia, have been trying to defuse the issue with confidence-building interim proposals aimed at spurring direct negotiations. Clinton, beginning her day in Baku was told by Azerbaijani President Ilham Aliyev that peace requires an Armenian troop withdrawal. "As you know, for many years, our lands are under occupation. The United Nations Security Council, the OSCE, European Parliament, the Council of Europe, the Islamic Conference organization, all have adopted resolutions which reflect the situation and which demand the withdrawal of Armenian troops from internationally-recognized territories of Azerbaijan," she said. Hours later in Yerevan, the Secretary was meeting with Armenian President Sergh Sarkisyan, who depicted the conflict as a struggle for self determination for Nagorno-Karabakh's ethnic-Armenian majority. "The people of Nagorno Karabakh have a right for free development and advancement on their historic land. And the right of people for self-determination is one of the most fundamental principles of international law, which has been the basis of independence of most countries in the world today," Sarkisyan said. Nagorno-Karabakh is considered one of the "frozen conflicts" of the southern European-Caucasus region, but the lethal clashes between Armenian and Azerbaijani forces in the disputed area last month underline its volatility. Meeting with reporters after her meeting with the Armenian president, Clinton said the clashes are unacceptable violations of a 1994 cease-fire and contrary to the stated commitments of both sides. She said the United States urges them to refrain from the threat of, and use of, force and apply themselves to the Minsk peace process and completing basic principles leading to a final settlement. "Everyone knows these are difficult steps to take, but we believe they are important ones and we have expressed our concern to both presidents today that the return to violence is unacceptable. We regret the incidents of the last several weeks. And it is in the interests, first and foremost of the people of Nagorno-Karabakh, but certainly of Azerbaijan, Armenia and the greater region, to work as hard as we can together to come up with an acceptable, lasting settlement of this conflict," Clinton said. 
 
UQ Exts – Focus Now (2/2)

More ev. 
Al Jazeera, 7-5-2010

[“US urges Nagorno-Karabakh deal,” http://english.aljazeera.net/news/asia/2010/07/2010741836388754.html]
"The final steps towards peace often are the most difficult, but we believe peace is possible," Clinton said in Baku, the capital of Azerbaijan. "The United States cannot resolve the conflicts in this region [Nagorno-Karabakh] but we can be a partner and a supporter and an advocate for those resolutions." Afterwards Clinton travelled to Armenia to meet Serge Sarkisian, the country's president, who said the dispute over Nagorno-Karabakh was the single most important issue for his country. His comments echoing almost word for word a statement made hours earlier by Ilham Aliyev, the Azeri president. "This is a major problem for us and the major threat to regional security," Aliyev told Clinton. "We want to find a resolution as soon as possible ... our people are suffering." Longstanding conflict Nagorno-Karabakh, which is internationally recognised as a part of Azerbaijan, has been the cause of conflict between Azerbaijan and Armenia for more than a decade. In depth Tussle over Nagorno-Karabakh town Nagorno-Karabakh tensions fester Peace in Nagorno-Karabakh remains elusive The conflict reached its peak in the 1990s when majority ethnic Armenians in Nagorno-Karabakh, who sought secession and were backed by Armenian troops, engaged in a war with Azerbaijan over the land, which killed about 30,000 people. Since the six-year war, periodic armed clashes between both sides have continued. More than 15 years of mediation efforts have failed to produce a final peace deal between Azerbaijan and Armenia. Last month four ethnic Armenian troops and an Azeri soldier died in an exchange of fire near Nagorno-Karabakh. Clinton said that before Armenia and Azerbaijan can move to final negotiations, they need to agree on a basic set of principles for settling the dispute, including a pledge not to use or threaten to use force. "These are unacceptable violations" of the 1994 ceasefire, she said. 

More ev – pushing towards resolution. 
BBC, 7-4-2010

[“Clinton seeks Nagorno-Karabakh deal on Caucasus visit,” http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/world/europe/10500703.stm]

This trip is Mrs Clinton's first to many Caucasus countries The US secretary of state has held talks in both Azerbaijan and Armenia in a bid to end a long-running dispute over the enclave of Nagorno-Karabakh. Visiting both countries on the same day, Hillary Clinton told them that the US was ready to help achieve peace. The two nations have been in dispute about the territory since a 1994 ceasefire ended a three-year war that claimed up to 30,000 lives. Mrs Clinton also urged Turkey to normalise ties with Armenia. The US secretary of state is on a tour of Eastern European nations and the Caucasus region. On Monday she visits Georgia on the final stop of her trip. 'Necessary foundation' On Sunday, Mrs Clinton visited Azerbaijan for talks with President Ilham Aliyev before flying to Armenia to meet President Serzh Sarkisian. Speaking at a news conference, Mr Aliyev stressed that the ongoing dispute about Nagorno-Karabakh was "the major threat" to Azeri security. He raised the issue of ethnic Azeris displaced from the Armenian enclave by its unilateral declaration of independence who have lived since the 1990s in other parts of Azerbaijan. "We want to find a resolution as soon as possible," Mr Aliyev said. In response, Mrs Clinton told him that achieving a peace deal was a "high priority" for the US - a message she reiterated after talks with his Armenia counterpart. "We know this will not be easy but we think it is the necessary foundation for a secure and prosperous future," she told reporters in the Armenian capital, Yerevan. Ethnic Armenian-Azeri frictions first exploded into furious violence in the late 1980s in the last years of the Soviet Union. Nagorno-Karabakh declared itself independent in 1991 - a declaration still unrecognised elsewhere - heralding three years of bitter fighting. Today, despite progress in 2008 and 2009, the issue remains unresolved. Azerbaijan demands an immediate withdrawal of Armenian forces from the territory. Armenia insists on the enclave's independence. Mrs Clinton also called on Azerbaijan to show more respect for civil liberties, and for progress on the normalisation of ties between Armenia and Turkey. The two sides agreed in October to establish diplomatic links and open their border after decades of hostility linked to the 1915 killings of hundreds of thousands of Armenians under the Ottoman Empire. But ratification of the deal has since faltered. "We urge Turkey to take the steps that it promised to take and that both sides continue to try to find the opportunities to open doors to reconciliation and normalisation," Mrs Clinton said. 

 

More ev. 
Kim 7-4-2010 
[Lucian, Bloomberg Newsweek. “Clinton Urges Armenia-Azerbaijan Peace as Tensions Increase” http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-07-04/clinton-urges-armenia-azerbaijan-peace-as-tensions-increase.html]
July 4 (Bloomberg) -- Secretary of State Hillary Clinton urged Armenia and Azerbaijan to seek a durable peace as tensions rise between the two former Soviet republics. “Peace is possible and necessary,” Clinton told reporters in the Azeri capital Baku today. “It is a prerequisite for building a secure and prosperous future in both nations.” Troops of the two nations have clashed at a ceasefire line and Azerbaijan has held large-scale military exercises in the last month. The two countries, squeezed between Russia and Iran, both maintain friendly relations with the U.S. Clinton met with Azeri President Ilham Aliyev for lunch in Baku today before flying to the Armenian capital Yerevan for a dinner meeting with Armenian President Serzh Sargsyan. It was the first visit to the two countries by a U.S. secretary of state since 1992.  

UQ – Yes Diplomacy (General)
Obama’s prioritizing diplomacy. 
Lesage, 5-28-2010 
[Business Day, “The Obama administration yesterday unveiled a new national security doctrine that will join diplomatic engagement and economic discipline with military power to bolster America”, lexis]
The Obama administration yesterday unveiled a new national security doctrine that will join diplomatic engagement and economic discipline with military power to bolster America's standing in the world. In a formal break with the go-it-alone Bush era, President Barack Obama's strategy calls for expanding partnerships beyond traditional US allies. 

Exts – Dip Cap Key 
Risk of escalation high – US involvement is vital. 

Tariverdiyeva, 7-7-2010

[Trend.az, “Experts: U.S. Secretary of State's visit to South Caucasus can contribute to progress in Nagorno-Karabakh settlement,” http://en.trend.az/news/karabakh/1716426.html]
U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton's visit to South Caucasus can contribute to progress in the Nagorno-Karabakh settlement, experts said. After U.S Secretary of State Clinton's visit to Baku and Yerevan, we can expect progress in the Nagorno-Karabakh settlement, but progress depends primarily on the policies of the regional actors, especially Armenia and Azerbaijan," Hudson Institute Center for Political-Military Analysis Senior Fellow and Director, World Politics Review Senior Editor Richard Weitz, told Trend via e-mail. U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton began her visit to the South Caucasus by visiting Baku July 4. The United States is committed to a peaceful solution to the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict on the basis of territorial integrity, non-use of force, the right to self-determination and on the basis of the Helsinki principles, " U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said on Sunday in Baku at the press conference following her visit to Azerbaijan. "The U.S. cannot resolve the conflict, but can help to bring the parties together," Clinton said, adding that the United States can be partners in the negotiations between the two countries. Observers are optimistic about Hillary Clinton's visit and expect positive results from it for the region as a whole and for the settlement of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict in particular. Clinton's attention to the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict shows that she now understands that making progress on this is crucial for securing a Turkish-Armenian rapprochement, George Mason University Professor of Government and Politics, Department of Public and International Affairs, U.S expert on South Caucasus Mark N. Katz said. Although not guaranteed, it is just possible that U.S involvement may help bring about an improvement in Azeri-Armenian relations, he said. "I think that the Obama Administration prefers to work on the Nagorno-Karabakh problem than the Georgia problem. Nagorno-Karabakh is something that the U.S. and Russia can cooperate on, whereas Georgia is not," he told Trend via e-mail. Azerbaijani political analyst Rasim Musabeyov said that the U.S. role can increase amid the existing conflicts in the region. Russia acted more in resolving of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict at the level of top officials than the U.S. because president Obama can not give enough attention to the conflict, as the Russian president Dmitry Medvedev. "It is stipulated by the geographical position of Russia and that Moscow was traditionally present in the region much more than the U.S.," Musabeyov told Trend. Clinton's visit must inspire confidence the countries of the region that Washington is ready to support the independence and development of these countries, Musabeyov said. "However, we will see soon that neither conflict nor the region is given to Russia," he said. Hilary Clinton's visit was important, particularly coming at a time when the region is becoming increasingly "hot" and fear of renewed war, Enlargement, EU Eastern Neighbourhood, Russia and Eurasia Issues policy analyst, Amanda Paul said. While the U.S and other members of the Minsk Group need to maintain strong pressure on the Azerbaijani and Armenian leaderships to make progress including beginning to prepare their populations for concessions that will be necessary if a solution is to found, she said. U.S Secretary of State Hillary Clinton's visit to the region demonstrates continuing U.S interest in what is happening there, but unfortunately the Nagorno Karabakh issue seems intractable, U.S expert on South Caucasus, Tennessee Technological University Professor Michael Gunter said. "I do not see an early settlement or even any movement on the issue," he said. Musabeyov said that recent developments in the Nagorno-Karabakh settlement, including a statement by the presidents must pass the test of time to speak of progress. "This conflict will not be resolved upon the Russian scenario. But on the other hand competition of powers in this matter did not help to resolve the conflict. It is necessary to wait for the practical results of Clinton's visit to the region," he said. The conflict between the two South Caucasus countries began in 1988 when Armenia made territorial claims against Azerbaijan. Armenian armed forces have occupied 20 percent of Azerbaijan since 1992, including the Nagorno-Karabakh region and 7 surrounding districts. Azerbaijan and Armenia signed a ceasefire agreement in 1994. The co-chairs of the OSCE Minsk Group - Russia, France, and the U.S. - are currently holding the peace negotiations. Armenia has not yet implemented the U.N. Security Council's resolutions on the liberation of the Nagorno-Karabakh region and the occupied territories. 
Dip cap prevents escalation. 

The Economist, 7-8-2010

[“Hillary Clinton tests the waters in ex-Soviet states after the “reset” with Russia,” http://www.economist.com/node/16542854?story_id=16542854&fsrc=rss]
The dominant issue, however, was the dormant conflict with Armenia over Nagorno Karabakh, a disputed enclave populated by Armenians. No sooner had she sat down with Mr Aliev in his seaside palace, lit by giant chandeliers, than he vented his anger at Armenia. A few hours later, it was the turn of Armenia’s president, Serzh Sargsyan, to denounce Azerbaijan. Tension between the two countries has risen in recent months, resulting in a firefight that killed five people on June 18th. The conflict is also holding back the normalisation of ties between Armenia and Turkey, a process strongly supported by America. Russia’s President Medvedev has spent much time mediating between the Armenian and Azeri presidents; now the Obama administration is taking an interest too. Mrs Clinton’s visit will not of itself resolve the 20-year conflict, but it may help prevent an escalation.

Continued investment of diplomatic influence creates peace. 

Earth Times, 7-4-2010

[“US calls for peaceful solution to Armenia-Azerbaijan conflict,” http://www.earthtimes.org/articles/news/333151,peaceful-solution-armenia-azerbaijan-conflict.html]

Yerevan - The US on Sunday called on Caucasian enemies Armenia and Azerbaijan to find a peaceful solution to their territorial conflict. A return to violence was not acceptable, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton said during an official visit to the Armenian capital of Yerevan. Only recently 5 Azerbaijani and Armenian soldiers were killed in the most serious incident between the two countries for 16 years. Azerbaijan has anchored the dispute about the region of Nagorno- Karabakh, which has been simmering since Soviet times, in its military doctrine. The US was ready to help the two countries solve the conflict, Clinton said. The Armenian foreign minister, Edward Nalbandian also promised further negotiations. Clinton had met with Azerbaijani president, Ilham Alijev, earlier in the day. Under international law the region of Nagorno-Karabakh belongs to Azerbaijan. But, since a war in the 1990s which left 30,000 people dead, it has been controlled by Armenia. Despite a 1994 truce there are still regular outbreaks of violence between the two countries.

US focus creates momentum for peace settlement. 
ArmeniaNow.com, 7-6-2010

[“Karabakh: International negotiators in fresh push for peace,” http://armenianow.com/karabakh/24008/osce_minsk_group_cochairmen_statement]

The troika spearheading international efforts on finding a negotiated peace to the protracted dispute between Armenia and Azerbaijan over Nagorno-Karabakh have again called on the sides to make progress in their talks to be able to get down to drafting a peace agreement. Igor Popov of Russia, Bernard Fassier of France, and Robert Bradtke of the United States, who jointly head the Minsk Group of the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE), released a statement (http://www.osce.org/item/45202.html) from Vienna, Austria, on Monday following their tour of the two South Caucasus republics as well as the disputed region of Nagorno-Karabakh late last week. Their visits overlapped with the regional tour of U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton who visited both Yerevan and Baku where she also discussed prospects of peace in Karabakh and the wider region. The OSCE Minsk Group cochairmen’s visits also came shortly after a joint statement issued by the leaders of Russia, the United States and France from the G8 summit in Canada on June 26, calling on Armenia and Azerbaijan to accelerate work and move closer to a peace deal. In the July 5 statement, the Minsk Group cochairmen said they “urged the parties, in a spirit of constructive compromise, to take the next step and move towards completing work on the Basic Principles to enable the drafting of a peace agreement to begin.” They also said they “called upon the sides to strictly observe the 1994 ceasefire and exercise restraint along the Line of Contact.” Presenting details of their discussions in Yerevan, Baku and Stepanakert, the cochairmen said, vaguely, that during their visit, they “also presented to the parties their plan to undertake a mission to the occupied territories in this fall, which was accepted in principle.” The “message of peace” contained in the recent statement by the U.S., Russian and French leaders was also underscored by Secretary Clinton while she met with President Serzh Sargsyan of Armenia in Yerevan and President Ilham Aliyev of Azerbaijan in Baku as part of her five-country diplomatic tour. “We stand ready to help both Armenia and Azerbaijan achieve and implement a peace settlement. We know this will not be easy. But we think it is the necessary foundation for a secure and prosperous future,” Clinton said at a news conference in Yerevan on Sunday.

US engagement critical – deescalates tensions. 
Panorama, 7-8-2010

[“Peter Semneby concerned about Nagorno-Karabakh, incident in the line of contact,” http://www.panorama.am/en/politics/2010/07/08/semneby-concerns/]
 The South Caucasus continues to be a region characterized by volatility and instability, and the international community must remain engaged, particularly in the area of conflict resolution and the promotion of democratic reform, said European Union Special Representative for the South Caucasus Peter Semneby in an address to the OSCE Permanent Council today, according to the OSCE website. "Given the high stakes involved, there is a clear need for the international community to remain fully committed and engaged in the region," he said. He spoke about the EU's efforts to resolve the conflicts and to promote the consolidation of democracy and rule of law in Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia: "These efforts will only be successful through concerted efforts of the international community. The role of the OSCE is extremely important in this regard and it is the partner of choice for the EU," Semneby said. Semneby emphasized that addressing the unresolved conflicts in the region remained a priority for the EU. "The unresolved conflicts in the South Caucasus are the primary threats to the region's stability since the status quo is inherently unstable and contains dangers of escalation. This was demonstrated by the August 2008 war in Georgia. The Nagorno-Karabakh conflict is of particular concern; there are recurring deadly incidents along the line of contact," he said. The recent incident in the Nagorno-Karabakh-Azerbaijani line of contact June 18, left 4 Armenian soldiers killed, 4 others injured. 

More ev. 

Stepanian, 6-28-2010

[Ruzanna, “Another Karabakh War Unlikely, Says UK Envoy,” http://www.azatutyun.am/content/article/2085150.html]
Tensions along the main Armenian-Azerbaijani line of contact seems to have risen since the June 18-19 firefight in northeastern Karabakh that left one Azerbaijani and four Armenian soldiers dead. The incident was followed by fresh Azerbaijani threats to resolve the conflict by force. “The use of force and this sort of incident is clearly unacceptable,” Lonsdale said, commenting on the deadly clash. “And I have to say both sides should refrain from the use of force.” The diplomat said the incident underlined the need for further progress in the Armenian-Azerbaijani peace talks mediated by the United States, Russia and France. Britain continues to support the existing format of the negotiating process conducted under the aegis of the OSCE Minsk Group co-chaired by the three powers, he added.

2NC – Brink 
Tensions are escalating over Nagorno-Karabakh – full-scale war is likely. 
De Waal, 6-30-2010

[Thomas, senior associate in the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment, specializing primarily in the South Caucasus region comprising Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Georgia and their breakaway territories, as well as the wider Black Sea region, acknowledged expert on the unresolved conflicts of the South Caucasus, “Caucasian Standoff,” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/06/30/caucasian_standoff?page=0,1]
War is still in the air. The situation on the Line of Contact, as the cease-fire line is known, is a barometer of the health of the peace process, and this year it is in bad shape. In 2009 around 19 people died in shooting incidents there, and 2010 has already matched that level of bloodshed. On the night of June 18, four Armenian soldiers and one Azerbaijani died in a fierce clash, only hours after Russian-mediated talks between the two countries' presidents in St. Petersburg. When U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton visits Armenia and Azerbaijan -- though not Karabakh -- this week, she will raise the issue of the crumbling cease-fire with the presidents of both countries. I have made a dozen or so visits here over the years, and spent a lot of time in these streets and hills, researching my book on the Karabakh conflict. Azerbaijan is so sensitive about foreigners' visits that when I come here, as a sign of respect, I make sure to inform the Foreign Ministry in Baku that I am making the trip (though I do not ask its permission). A lot has changed over the years. When I first came in March 1996, much of Stepanakert was still in ruins from Azerbaijani bombardment; there was nowhere decent to stay, and virtually no shops were open. Since then the city has been completely rebuilt. The little de facto Armenian state has become a pet project for many diaspora Armenians, who fund a school here, a clinic there. The final stretch of road into Stepanakert bears a sign saying it was funded by the Armenian community of Argentina. Most of the funding for the territory's annual budget of $200 million comes directly from the government in the Armenian capital of Yerevan, making Karabakh, economically and militarily, an outpost of the Republic of Armenia. Yet the state of siege has given the Karabakhis a very different outlook. The Karabakh Armenians always prided themselves on being highlanders, more stubborn and hardy than their cousins across the mountains in Armenia proper. First war and then international isolation have hardened their defiant streak. A decade ago, the locals in war-shattered Stepanakert were only too glad to share their problems with me. Now their message to the outside world is, "You're not talking to us, so why should we talk to you?" As a rare visitor, I am treated like an emissary from a whole international order that has rejected them. There is a logic to this intransigence. The Armenians of Karabakh do not even have a place at the negotiating table in the talks over their own future -- that is handled by the sovereign governments of Armenia and Azerbaijan. The agreement being hammered out by the two countries will offer the Karabakh Armenians "international guarantees," including some kind of international peacekeeping force, in return for them giving up territory to Azerbaijan. But no international official has ever spelled out to the Karabakh Armenians what these guarantees will be. Whenever I raise this issue in Karabakh, I get a negative response. "Name me a successful international peacekeeping mission," says one Karabakhi friend. There is a tough answer for everything. When I visit my old acquaintance Vartan Barseghian, deputy minister in Karabakh's de facto foreign ministry, the tone is friendly but the message is implacable. "We can't talk about peace when our enemy is preparing for war," says Barseghian. "Our soldiers and civilians need to know they should be ready for war." "We now have full independence, but just lack the formalities of it," he says. "Achieving those formalities is not an end in itself. We will not sacrifice anything to achieve it." Worryingly, this vision of statehood increasingly extends beyond the borders of Nagorno-Karabakh itself. In 1993 and 1994 the Armenians consolidated their hold on the enclave of Karabakh by conquering, wholly or partially, seven regions of Azerbaijan surrounding it. At first, they talked about these lands as a security zone to be given up in return for concessions from Azerbaijan on the final status of Karabakh. Years later, the lands still lie empty, the towns and villages in ruins, but the local Armenians increasingly think of them as "ours." Farmers have begun to plant and harvest there, and a little museum has opened to display archaeological finds from what Armenians claim is the ancient Armenian city of Tigranakert, located in the Azerbaijani region of Agdam. These villages and towns were also of course home to hundreds of thousands of Azerbaijanis, who are still refugees in sanatoria and makeshift housing across Azerbaijan. The issue of their rights is the most sensitive one here, and whenever I raise it, the Armenians push back hard, always making the point that Armenians were also made refugees by this conflict. Fair enough, but most of the Armenian refugees were displaced from Azerbaijan in Soviet times, and have long since made new lives elsewhere. Like everything else in this conflict, the argument is an instrument to absolve your own own side of the obligation to take any constructive steps forward. During my visit to Karabakh earlier this month, I took the winding road up to the hilltop town of Shusha. It is an Azerbaijani name for a town whose majority population for most of the past century was Azerbaijani; the Armenians call it Shushi. There is no way you can erase Karabakh's multiethnic past here: Once this was one of the great towns of the Caucasus, home to grand theaters and caravanserais, mosques and churches, and a posh school where the local bourgeoisie groomed their sons for careers in St. Petersburg. Now, 18 years after the Armenians captured the town and then burned it, it is still a sad wreck. Only the church has been properly reconstructed, but when I slipped inside its echoing marble interior, I was the only visitor. The town's two mosques have been tidied up, but not fully restored. The once imposing facade of the school stands in a forlorn ruin. Will Azeris ever come back here? At the moment, there isn't even a hint of that possibility. Almost all local Armenians flatly reject the idea. That of course enrages Azerbaijan, which feels that its territory has been ripped up and its people expelled in an act of war. And it pushes the Azerbaijani government harder into an aggressive line that has got it nowhere in 16 years. The default policy is total isolation of Nagorno-Karabakh and an outright refusal to work with Armenian "aggressors" on any issue. That policy has led the Azerbaijani government to reject almost all international proposals for confidence-building measures, including sharing water with Armenian farmers or withdrawing snipers from the cease-fire line in the name of reducing casualties. Even Azerbaijan's normally urbane foreign minister, Elmar Mammadyarov, recently declared, "the final stage of negotiations will be the time when the Azerbaijani flag will be flying in Khankendi" -- the Azerbaijani name for Stepanakert. Each black-and-white position sharpens the other. Offered nothing by Azerbaijan, the Karabakh Armenians just carry on their slow, quiet business of building a de facto state, looking to their small band of friends in Armenia, the diaspora, and a few surprising allies in the U.S. Congress, which gives Karabakh $8 million a year in humanitarian and development aid. In a sense, neither side has stepped off the path it took when this dispute first broke out in 1988, when Mikhail Gorbachev was in office and the Karabakh Armenians appealed, unsuccessfully, to allow their territory to leave Soviet Azerbaijan and join Soviet Armenia. Since then, the two countries' post-Soviet incarnations have been engaged in a game of you-win-I-lose, each demanding total surrender from the other. I like the Karabakh Armenians, even in their dourness. I understand their predicament. But I worry that their inflexibility, once a rhetorical stance, is hardening to the point where they will not take a good chance for peace if one is offered to them. And my heart also aches for the refugees I meet in Azerbaijan, some of whom live only a few miles on the wrong side of the cease-fire line from their shattered empty homes in Armenian-controlled territory. The endlessly deadlocked peace talks between the two sides give them no prospect of a return home anytime soon. I also worry that sooner or later, someone will overstep the cease-fire line even more brazenly and a war will break out here again. No military analyst thinks that this is a war that anyone would win. It would spell catastrophe not just for Armenians and Azerbaijanis, but for the entire South Caucasus, including Georgia, Iran, Russia, and Turkey, not to mention the Caspian Sea energy pipelines. But, buoyed by oil revenues, Azerbaijanis speculate ever more openly about reconquest. Baku spent more than $2 billion on its army last year, almost matching the entire Armenian state budget. One day, Azerbaijan, increasingly politically closed, inward-looking, and disconnected from the West and its arguments, might make the wrong move for the wrong reasons.
2NC – Probability  
Super high risk of escalation in Nagorno-Karabakh – regional interests mean its greater than any other region in the world. 

Friedman, 7-7-2010

[George, News.az, “The Caucasus Cauldron,” http://www.news.az/articles/18723]

The Caucasus is the point where Russia, Iran and Turkey meet. For most of the 19th century, the three powers dueled for dominance of the region. This dispute froze during the Soviet period but is certainly in motion again. With none of these primary powers directly controlling the region, there are secondary competitions involving Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia, both among these secondary powers and between the secondary powers and the major powers. And given that the region involves the Russians, Iranians and Turks, it is inevitable that the global power would have an interest as well — hence, Hillary Clinton’s visit. Of all the regions of the world, this one is among the most potentially explosive. It is the most likely to draw in major powers and the most likely to involve the United States. It is quiet now — but like the Balkans in 1990, quiet does not necessarily reassure any of the players. Therefore, seven players are involved in a very small space. Think of it as a cauldron framed by Russia, Iran and Turkey, occasionally stirred by Washington, for whom each of the other three major powers poses special challenges of varying degrees. The Caucasus region dominates a land bridge between the Black and Caspian seas. The bridge connects Turkey and Iran to the south with Russia in the north. The region is divided between two mountain ranges, the Greater Caucasus to the north and the Lesser Caucasus in the south; and two plains divided from one another, one in Western Georgia on the Black Sea and another, larger plain in the east in Azerbaijan along the Kura River. A narrow river valley cuts through Georgia, connecting the two plains. The Greater Caucasus Mountains serve as the southern frontier of Russia. To the north of these mountains, running east to west, lies the Russian agricultural heartland, flat and without any natural barriers. Thus, ever since the beginning of the 19th century, Russia has fought for a significant portion of the Caucasus to block any ambitions by the Turkish or Persian empires. The Caucasus mountains are so difficult to traverse by major military forces that as long as Russia maintains a hold somewhere in the Caucasus, its southern frontier is secure. During the latter part of the 19th century and for most of the Soviet period (except a brief time at the beginning of the era), the Soviet position in the Caucasus ran along the frontier with Turkey and Persia (later Iran). Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia were incorporated into the Soviet Union, giving the Soviets a deep penetration of the Caucasus and, along with this, security. After the fall of the Soviet Union, the three Caucasian republics broke free of Moscow, pushing Russia’s frontier north by between about 160 to 320 kilometers (100-200 miles). The Russians still maintained a position in the Caucasus, but their position was not secure. The northern portion of the Caucasus consisted of Chechnya, Ingushetia, Dagestan and others, all of which had significant Islamist insurgencies under way. If the Russians abandoned the northeastern Caucasus, their position was breached. But if they stood, they faced an interminable fight. Georgia borders most of the Russian frontier. In the chaos of the fall of the Soviet Union, various Georgian regions attempted to secede from Georgia with Russian encouragement. From the Georgian point of view, Russia represented a threat. But from the Russian point of view, Georgia represented a double threat. First, the Russians suspected the Georgians of supporting Chechen rebels in the 1990s — a charge the Georgians deny. The more important threat was that the United States selected Georgia as its main ally in the region. The choice made sense if the United States was conducting an encirclement strategy of Russia, which Washington was doing in the 1990s (though it became somewhat distracted from this strategy after 2001). In response to what it saw as U.S. pressure around its periphery, the Russians countered in Georgia in 2008 to demonstrate U.S. impotence in the region. The Russians also maintained a close relationship with Armenia, where they continue to station more than 3,000 troops. The Armenians are deeply hostile to the Turks over demands that Turkey admit to massacres of large number of Armenians in 1915-16. The Armenians and Turks were recently involved in negotiations over the normalization of relations, but these talks collapsed — in our view, because of Russian interference. The issue was further complicated when a U.S. congressional committee passed a resolution in March condemning Turkey for committing genocide, infuriating the Turks. One of the countercharges against Armenia is that it has conducted its own massacres of Azerbaijanis. Around the time of the Soviet breakup, it conducted a war against Azerbaijan, replete with the ethnic cleansing of hundreds of thousands of Azerbaijanis in a region known as Nagorno-Karabakh in western Azerbaijan, leaving Azerbaijan with a massive refugee problem. While the U.N. Security Council condemned the invasion, the conflict has been frozen, to use the jargon of diplomats. The Importance of Azerbaijan For its part, Azerbaijan cannot afford to fight a war against Russian troops in Armenia while it also shares a northern border with Russia. Azerbaijan also faces a significant Iranian problem. There are more Azerbaijanis living in Iran than in Azerbaijan; Iran’s supreme leader, Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, is a prominent Azerbaijani-Iranian. The Soviets occupied all of Azerbaijan during World War II but were forced to retreat under British and American pressure after the war, leaving most of Azerbaijan inside Iran. The remainder became a Soviet republic and then an independent state. The Azerbaijanis are deeply concerned about the Iranians. Azerbaijan is profoundly different from Iran. It is Muslim but heavily secular. It maintains close and formal relations with Israel. It has supported the war in Afghanistan and made logistical facilities available to the United States. The Azerbaijanis claim that Iran is sending clerics north to build Shiite schools that threaten the regime. Obviously, Iran also operates an intelligence network there. Adding to the complexity, Azerbaijan has long been a major producer of oil and has recently become an exporter of natural gas near the capital of Baku, exporting it to Turkey via a pipeline passing through Georgia. From the Turkish point of view, this provides alternative sources of energy to Russia and Iran, something that obviously pleases the United States. It is also an obvious reason why Russia sees Azerbaijan as undermining its position as the region’s dominant energy exporter. The Russians have an interest, demonstrated in 2008, to move southward into Georgia. Obviously, if they were able to do this — preferably by a change in government and policy in Tbilisi — they would link up with their position in Armenia, becoming a force both on the Turkish border and facing Azerbaijan. The Russians would like to be able to integrate Azerbaijan’s exports into its broader energy policy, which would concentrate power in Russian hands and increase Russian influence on Russia’s periphery. This was made clear by Russia’s recent offer to buy all of Azerbaijan’s natural gas at European-level prices. The Turks would obviously oppose this for the same reason the Russians would want it. Hence, the Turks must support Georgia. Iran, which should be viewed as an Azerbaijani country as well as a Persian one, has two reasons to want to dominate Azerbaijan. First, it would give Tehran access to Baku oil, and second, it would give Tehran strategic bargaining power with the Russians, something it does not currently have. In addition, talk of present unrest in Iran notwithstanding, Iran’s single most vulnerable point in the long term is the potential for Azerbaijanis living in Iran to want to unite with an independent Azerbaijani state. This is not in the offing, but if any critical vulnerability exists in the Iranian polity, this is it. Consider this from the American side. When we look at the map, we notice that Azerbaijan borders both Russia and Iran. That strategic position alone makes it a major asset to the United States. Add to it oil in Baku and investment by U.S. companies, and Azerbaijan becomes even more attractive. Add to this that its oil exports support Turkey and weaken Russian influence, and its value goes up again. Finally, add to it that Turkey infuriated Azerbaijan by negotiating with Armenia without tying the issue of Nagorno-Karabakh to any Turkish-Armenian settlement. Altogether, the United States has the opportunity to forge a beneficial relationship with Azerbaijan that would put U.S. hands on one of Turkey’s sources of oil. At a time when the Turks recognize a declining dependence on the United States, anything that could increase that dependence helps Washington. Moreover, Azerbaijan is a platform from which Washington could make the Iranians uncomfortable, or from which to conduct negotiations with Iran. An American strategy should include Georgia, but Georgia is always going to be weaker than Russia, and unless the United States is prepared to commit major forces there, the Russians can act, overtly and covertly, at their discretion. A Georgian strategy requires a strong rear base, which Azerbaijan provides, not only strategically but also as a source of capital for Georgia. Georgian-Azerbaijani relations are good, and in the long run so is Turkey’s relation with these two countries. For Azerbaijan, the burning issue is Nagorno-Karabakh. This is not a burning issue for the United States, but the creation of a stable platform in the region is. Armenia, by far the weakest country economically, is allied with the Russians, and it has Russian troops on its territory. Given that the United States has no interest in who governs Nagorno-Karabakh and there is a U.N. resolution on the table favoring Azerbaijan that serves as cover, it is difficult to understand why the United States is effectively neutral. If the United States is committed to Georgia, which is official policy, then it follows that satisfying Azerbaijan and bringing it into a close relationship to the United States would be beneficial to Washington’s ability to manage relations with Russia, Iran and Turkey. U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates visited Azerbaijan a month ago and Clinton visited this weekend. As complex as the politics of this region are to outsiders, they are clearly increasing in importance to the United States. We could put it this way: Bosnia and Kosovo were obscure concepts to the world until they blew up. Nagorno-Karabakh, South Ossetia and Abkhazia are equally obscure now. They will not remain obscure unless strategic measures are taken. It is not clear to us that Clinton was simply making a courtesy call or had strategy on her mind. But the logic of the American position is that it should think strategically about the Caucasus, and in doing so, logic and regional dynamics point to a strong relationship with Azerbaijan.
AT Other Actors Solve
US influence key to spurring the peace process. 

VOA News, 6-29-2010

[“Clinton to Tackle Nagorno-Karabakh, Georgia Issues During Trip,” http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/usa/Clinton-to-Tackle-Nagorno-Karabakh-Georgia-Issues-During-Trip-97435429.html]

Gordon said in Armenia and Azerbaijan, Clinton will press the neighbors to live up to commitments under the Minsk Group process aimed at ending their long-running dispute over Nagorno-Karabakh, an Armenian controlled enclave within Azerbaijan. Tensions there have recently flared into violence. "I think we've seen in some of the violence that has appeared in the region lately that we can't take stability for granted and Armenia and Azerbaijan would both benefit from moving forward in the Minsk Group process, and the Secretary will have a chance in both countries to underscore what the presidents said in Toronto the other day," he said. President Barack Obama, Russian President Dmitri Medvedev and French President Nicolas Sarkozy - as the Minsk group co-chairs - issued a statement at the G20 summit in Canada last week urging Armenian and Azerbaijani leaders to complete work on basic principles for a peace accord.

And, it steers the Minsk Group in the right direction, makes it effective. 

News.am, 7-4-2010

[“Nagorno-Karabakh conflict must be resolved on three principles of Helsinki final act, U.S. Sec. of State says,” http://news.am/eng/news/24139.html]
The Nagorno-Karabakh conflict must be resolved on the basis of the three principles of the OSCE final Helsinki act: nonuse of force, peoples’ right to self-determination and territorial integrity, U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton told journalists in Yerevan. According to her, U.S. President Barack Obama stressed that fact at his meetings with his Russian and French counterparts, Dmitry Medvedev and Nicolas Sarkozy. The conflicting parties seem to realize the fact that the problem must be resolved on the basis of these principles, Clinton said. She reaffirmed the USA’s readiness to contribute to a peaceful settlement of the conflict though it is not an easy process. She also stressed that the OSCE Minsk Group, as well as the states’ leaders, is actively working to resolve the conflict. In this context, progress is expected in reaching a final and long-lasting settlement of the conflict, Clinton said. She pointed out the unacceptability of settling the conflict by means of violence, expressing her regret over the recent incidents on the contact line between the Azerbaijani and Nagorno-Karabakh armed forces. The U.S. regrets the death of people and urges the sides to refrain from such actions, Clinton said. RA Foreign Minister Edward Nalbandian stressed that at the trilateral talks in Saint Petersburg the states’ leaders agreed to continue the talks from the point set in Saint Petersburg. The U.S., Russian and French Presidents expressed their support for the process in their statement at the G8 summit, and the negotiations within the OSCE Minsk Group must be continued under the agreements, the Minister said. The Minister also stressed that Armenia shares the USA’s opinion that the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict must be resolved on the principles of nonuse of force, peoples’ right to self-determination and territorial integrity. Armenia also shares Washington’s opinion on the need for refraining from militant rhetoric and establishing an atmosphere of tolerance in the region. 
And, regional actors want US involvement. 

RFE, 7-4-2010

[“Clinton Seeks To Restart Talks Between Azerbaijan, Armenia” http://www.rferl.org/content/Clinton_Azerbaijan_Armenia_Poland_Missile_Shield_Nagorno_Karabakh/2090290.html]
U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton has visited Azerbaijan to seek a restart of peace talks over Nagorno-Karabakh, repair frayed bilateral ties, and press the oil-rich Caucasus nation on human rights. Azerbaijani President Ilham Aliyev told Clinton he is counting on the United States to help solve the Nagorno-Karabakh dispute, which has pitted his country against neighboring Armenia for more than 15 years. He called the territorial dispute "a major threat" to his country's security. "We want to find a resolution as soon as possible," he said, ahead of closed-door talks with Clinton at his Baku residence overlooking the Caspian Sea. Later, during a joint press conference with her Azerbaijani counterpart, Elmar Mammadyarov, Clinton said Washington is ready to help the two sides reach a peace deal and that the issue is a "high priority." "We see peace as a possibility...and a prerequisite," she said. The enclave of Nagorno-Karabakh is populated mainly by ethnic Armenians, who broke off from Azerbaijani rule after a war in the 1990s that killed some 30,000 people. Its independence is not recognized by any country. Azerbaijan has said it is ready to reclaim Nagorno-Karabakh by force if necessary. More than 15 years of international mediation have failed to produce a final peace deal. 
 
 

AT No Resolution – General
Progress possible. 

APA, 7-9-2010
[“Goran Lenmarker: “The Nagorno Karabakh conflict is not frozen” http://en.apa.az/news.php?id=125935]
Baku. Lachin Sultanova – APA. Special Representative of the OSCE Parliamentary Assembly for Nagorno Karabakh conflict and Georgia Goran Lenmarker addressed the PA’s annual session in Oslo. According to APA, the Special Representative said there was a progress in the settlement of Nagorno Karabakh conflict. He spoke about the meeting of the presidents of Azerbaijan, Armenia and Russia in St Petersburg and about the incident in the line of contact between the troops. Lenmarker said if there were losses in the line of contact, the Nagorno Karabakh conflict couldn’t be considered as “frozen”.

More ev – official statements prove. 

APA, 7-5-2010
[“Bayram Safarov: “Azerbaijani community of Nagorno Karabakh is hopeful for the statement made by the presidents of the co-chair countries” http://en.apa.az/news.php?id=125663]
Baku. Lachin Sultanova – APA. “Azerbaijani community of Nagorno Karabakh is hopeful for the statement made by the presidents of the co-chair countries”, said leader of the Public Union of the Azerbaijani Community of Nagorno Karabakh Bayram Safarov. He held a press conference after the meeting with the OSCE Minsk Group Co-Chairs Robert Bradtke (USA), Bernard Fassier (France), Igor Popov (Russia) and Personal Representative of the OSCE Chairman-in-Office Andrzej Kasprzyk, APA reports. Safarov said the community members were hopeful for the results of the statement made by the presidents of the co-chair countries. One of the leaders of the Azerbaijani community of Nagorno Karabakh, member of the parliament Elman Mammadov appreciated the co-chairs’ statement as a fair document based on the international law. “We are hopeful that the Nagorno Karabakh conflict will be solved soon and the people will return to their homeland”.
AT No Resolution – Azerbaijan 

Visit strengthened ties and they want a resolution mediated by the US. 

News.az, 7-4-2010

[“Azerbaijan president: The relationship between U.S. and Azerbaijan has been developing very successfully,” http://en.trend.az/news/official/chronicle/1715276.html]

President of Azerbaijan Ilham Aliyev received US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton on July 4. The Head of State expressed hope that the present meeting would very successful, AzerTAj state news agency reported. President Ilham Aliyev congratulated the US top diplomat on Independence Day and wished all the best to the people of the United States. The Azerbaijani leader pointed out Azerbaijan places a great importance to Clinton's visit. According to him, the US-Azerbaijan relations have been successfully developing in a variety of fields. President Ilham Aliyev mentioned the efforts of the United States, the OSCE Minsk Group Co-chair, to settle the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. He noted Azerbaijan seeks to find the soonest solution to the dispute based on international law. The Head of State expressed assurance that the results of Secretary of State's visit would help to develop bilateral ties even more. For her part, Hillary Clinton expressed her satisfaction with visiting Baku and the fact that the trip coincides with her country's Independence Day. She praised the fact that Azerbaijan has worked much to lay a solid foundation for its economic and social development. The Secretary of State underlined the present meeting is a good opportunity to discuss a wide range of issues.

Azerbaijan wants a resolution and US mending ties now – won’t block. 

Mohammed, 7-4-2010

[Arshad, Reuters, “Azerbaijan presses Clinton on Nagorno-Karabakh,” http://thestar.com.my/news/story.asp?file=/2010/7/4/worldupdates/2010-07-04T140525Z_01_NOOTR_RTRMDNC_0_-498703-1&sec=Worldupdates]

BAKU (Reuters) - Azerbaijan pressed the United States on Sunday to help solve the Nagorno-Karabakh dispute as U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton visited the oil-rich country in a bid to ease strains over the territory. A U.S.-backed push for a rapprochement between Azerbaijan's foe Armenia and its historic ally Turkey has damaged ties between Washington and Azerbaijan, which worries its interests will be hurt by the reconciliation efforts. Baku in April accused the United States of siding with Armenia over Nagorno-Karabakh, a territory that has been under ethnic Armenian control since a 1994 ceasefire in a war, and threatened to "reconsider" its relationship with Washington. "This is a major problem for us and the major threat to regional security," Azeri President Ilham Aliyev told Clinton as they met in his summer residence overlooking the Caspian Sea. "We want to find a resolution as soon as possible," he added "Our people are suffering". Clinton said the United States was committed to ties with Azerbaijan. "The issues that you mention are of importance to us," she said. Nagorno-Karabakh, a tiny mountain region mainly populated by Christian Armenians, seceded from Muslim Azerbaijan and proclaimed independence after a war in the 1990s that killed some 30,000. Its independence is not recognised by any country. Azerbaijan wants Nagorno-Karabakh back, if necessary by force. More than 15 years of mediation have failed to produce a final peace deal and the threat of war is never far away. GATES VISIT The problem ran so deep that in June Defense Secretary Robert Gates delivered a letter to Aliyev from President Barack Obama, who said he was aware of the "serious issues in our relationship" but was confident the nations could address them. In the letter, Obama praised Azerbaijan for sending military personnel to serve in Afghanistan and opening its land and air space to help resupply U.S. and NATO forces there. Since 2001, military aircraft and supply trucks have crossed the country carrying U.S. and NATO forces and equipment to Afghanistan. The Pentagon wants to avoid problems that could slow Obama's 30,000-troop surge. Azerbaijan is also a significant oil producer and hub on a route for Central Asia and Caspian Sea energy to Europe, bypassing Russia to the north and Iran to the south. Obama also praised Azerbaijan's commitment to an effort to resolve the Nagorno-Karabakh dispute, mediated by the United States, Russia and France, and warned against using force. Last month, four ethnic Armenian troops and an Azeri soldier died in an exchange of fire near Nagorno-Karabakh. Clinton is also scheduled to meet civil society representatives in Azerbaijan, whose human rights record has been widely criticized.

***LINKS***

 
2NC Links – Plan Kills Coercive Diplomacy  

Obama needs to strengthen the military – the perception of declining commitments kills our diplomatic influence. 
Holmes, 2009 

[Kim, Ph.d., VP for Foreign and Defense Policy Studies and Director of the David Institute for International Studies at the Heritage Foundation,“The Importance of Hard Power”, 6-12, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2009/06/The-importance-of-hard-power] MGM 

The problem here is not merely an overconfidence in the process of "talking" and trying to achieve "mutual understanding" - as if diplomacy were merely about communications and eliminating hurt feelings. Rather, it is about the interaction and sometimes clash of hardened interests and ideologies. These are serious matters, and you don't take them seriously by wishing away the necessity, when need be, of using the hard power of force to settle things. It's this connection of hard to soft power that Mr. Obama appears not to understand. In what is becoming a signature trait of saying one thing and doing another, Mr. Obama has argued that America must "combine military power with strengthened diplomacy." But since becoming president he has done little to demonstrate an actual commitment to forging a policy that combines America's military power with diplomatic strategies. For America to be an effective leader and arbiter of the international order, it must be willing to maintain a world-class military. That requires resources: spending, on average, no less than 4 percent of the nation's gross domestic product on defense. Unfortunately, Mr. Obama's next proposed defense budget and Secretary of defense Robert M. Gates' vision for "rebalancing" the military are drastically disconnected from the broad range of strategic priorities that a superpower like the United States must influence and achieve. If our country allows its hard power to wane, our leaders will lose crucial diplomatic clout. This is already on display in the western Pacific Ocean, where America's ability to hedge against the growing ambitions of a rising China is being called into question by some of our key Asian allies. Recently, Australia released a defense white paper concerned primarily with the potential decline of U.S. military primacy and its implications for Australian security and stability in the Asia-Pacific. These developments are anything but reassuring. The ability of the United States to reassure friends, deter competitors, coerce belligerent states, and defeat enemies does not rest on the strength of our political leaders' commitment to diplomacy; it rests on the foundation of a powerful military. The United States can succeed in advancing its priorities by diplomatic means only so long as it retains a "big stick." Only by building a full-spectrum military force can America reassure its many friends and allies and count on their future support. The next British leader - and the rest of our allies - need to know they can count on the U.S. to intervene on their behalf any time, anywhere it has to. That will require hard power, not just soft, diplomatic words murmured whilst strolling serenely along "Obama Beach."

Decreasing military deployments kills diplomatic influence. 
Holmes, 2009 

[Kim, Ph.d., VP for Foreign and Defense Policy Studies and Director of the David Institute for International Studies at the Heritage Foundation, 6-1, “Sustaining American Leadership with Military Power”, http://s3.amazonaws.com/thf_media/2009/pdf/sr0052.pdf] MGM

The consequences of hard-power atrophy will be a direct deterioration of America’s diplomatic clout. This is already on display in the western Pacific Ocean, where America’s ability to hedge against the growing ambitions of a rising China is being called into question by some of our key Asian allies. Recently, Australia released a defense White Paper that is concerned primarily with the potential decline of U.S. military primacy and the implications that this decline would have for Australian security and stability in the Asia–Pacific. These developments are anything but reassuring. The ability of the United States to reassure friends, deter competitors, coerce belligerent states, and defeat enemies does not rest on the strength of our political leaders’ commitment to diplomacy; it rests on the foundation of a powerful military. Only by retaining a “big stick” can the United States succeed in advancing its diplomatic priorities. Only by building a full-spectrum military force can America reassure its many friends and allies and count on their future support.
Decrease in US military presence directly trades-off with diplomatic influence. 
Chiu & Dworken, 1991 

[Daniel and Jonathan, Senior Executive Service and principal director, strategy, Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of defense for Strategy, Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Strategy, Plans, and Force Development AND **member of the Center for Naval Analyses assigned to III Marine Expeditionary Force, Center for Naval Analysis, “The Political Effects of U.S. Military Presence in the Asian-Pacific Region”, April, pg. 5]MGM
The third political effect of presence is that it augments diplomatic influence. An ally's reliance on U.S. presence to deter a threat and the positive effects of assurance derived from deterrence can be used in diplomatic negotiations through linking the topic of negotiations to the continuation of that presence. The threat, explicit or implicit, of the withdrawal of forces is present, for example, when negotiating trade policy and burden-sharing with Japan, as well as in talks on trade policy and political reform in the ROK. Similarly, though only indirectly related to presence, a link exists between reform in the PRC and the U.S. military relationship (technology transfers and port visits) with that country.8

Pulling out when threats are high wrecks our influence. 
Chiu & Dworken, 1991 

[Daniel and Jonathan, Senior Executive Service and principal director, strategy, Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of defense for Strategy, Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Strategy, Plans, and Force Development AND **member of the Center for Naval Analyses assigned to III Marine Expeditionary Force, Center for Naval Analysis, “The Political Effects of U.S. Military Presence in the Asian-Pacific Region”, April, pg. 23] MGM

Note: This is a footnote explaining diplomatic presence and US military presence 
 8. There is a severe limitation to this effect. When the perceived threats decline, so does the value of U.S. presence, making the leverage in negotiations slim, at best. 
2NC Exts – Dip Cap Finite 

Diplomatic capital is finite – issues trade off. 

Schaeffer, 2000 

[Brett, Fellow in the Center for International Trade at Heritage Foundation, The Greening of U.S. Foreign Policy, page 46]
Diplomacy is the first option in addressing potential threats to U.S. national interests and expressing U.S. concerns and priorities to foreign nations.  The daily conduct of diplomacy through U.S. missions and representatives is essential in articulating U.S. interests and eliciting cooperation and support for those interests abroad. Because diplomatic currency is finite—clearly, foreign countries and officials cannot be expected to endlessly support and promote U.S. concerns—it is critically important that the United States focus its diplomatic efforts on issues of paramount importance to the nation. Traditionally, these priorities had been opposing hostile domination of key geographic regions, supporting our allies, securing vital resources, and ensuring access to foreign economies (Holmes and Moore 1996, xi-xvii). 

And, peace in the Caucuses requires every ounce of diplomatic capital. 

WSJ, 7-3-2010 
[Marc Champion, "U.S. Seeks to Mend Frayed Ties on Russia Border", http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704898504575342653820957596.html] MGM 

First came a "reset" of U.S. relations with Moscow. Now, the administration of President Barack Obama is trying to reboot ties with Russia's neighbors. 

Secretary of State Hillary Clinton visited Ukraine's new leader in Kiev on Friday, the first stop of a tour her aides say is aimed at promoting democracy and strengthening U.S. ties in the region. Some analysts say the combination will require all her diplomatic skills. Among some of her hosts, the five-nation tour of Ukraine, Poland, Azerbaijan, Armenia and Georgia is seen as a chance for a fresh start after 18 months in which Washington seemed indifferent toward allies that had been aggressively embraced by the administration of George W. Bush. "After the Bush administration, the only trajectory was downwards. There had to be a recalibration" of U.S. involvement in the region, said Thomas de Waal, Caucasus expert at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. After being too disengaged, the Obama administration "is beginning to get the balance right," he said. In the case of Azerbaijan, perceived neglect has begun to alienate an ally to the point that it may threaten U.S. energy and security interests, analysts say. Mrs. Clinton won't visit Kyrgyzstan, but the recent bloodletting there, in which the government was toppled and thousands then died in inter-ethnic strife, also highlights the region's fragility and strategic importance. Kyrgyzstan hosts the Manas military base, the main artery to supply U.S. operations in Afghanistan. U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton told Ukraine that the door to NATO remains open. Ukrainian President Viktor Yanukovych is a poster child for the disappointed hopes in the so-called color revolutions that brought pro-Western governments to power in Georgia, Ukraine and Kyrgyzstan during the Bush administration. In 2004, Russian-backed candidate Mr. Yanukovych claimed victory in an election whose results were widely discredited. Orange Revolution demonstrators, cheered in the West, forced him to relinquish the office. This year, he returned to power in elections that were endorsed by international observers, beating Orange coalition leaders discredited by years of infighting. Mr. Yanukovych has moved quickly to tighten relations with Moscow, abandoning his predecessor's commitment to join the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. Thursday night, hours before Mrs. Clinton arrived in Kiev, Ukraine's parliament adopted a law declaring Ukraine a non-aligned state. "NATO's door remains open," Mrs. Clinton said Friday at a meeting with Foreign Minister Kostyantyn Gryshchenko, adding that it was entirely up to Ukraine to decide what alliances it wants to join. The visit to Kiev may prove one of the easier ones in Mrs. Clinton's tour. Azerbaijan's leaders have been seething for the past year as the U.S. pushed hard for a border-opening deal between Turkey and Armenia, Azerbaijan's rival. Baku felt the U.S. ignored vital Azeri interests by not linking the talks—now in deep freeze—to resolving the long-simmering conflict in Nagorno Karabakh that has left Armenian-backed forces in control of a swathe of Azeri territory. Meanwhile, the post of U.S. ambassador to Baku has been vacant for a year. Baku has responded by selling more natural gas to Moscow and shoring up relations with Tehran. Anti-U.S. articles have proliferated in state-controlled media and Azeri officials said the country might have to "reconsider" its relationship with the U.S.—one that includes a supply route to Afghanistan and contracts for U.S. energy companies. Baku, whose defense budget rose sixfold over the past decade, has also begun to warn of the possibility of a renewed war over Armenian-held lands, a conflict that would likely disrupt critical pipelines for Caspian basin oil and gas that the U.S. was instrumental in getting built. In June, Mr. Obama sent a letter, carried by Defense Secretary Robert Gates, in which the president said he was "aware of the fact that there are serious issues in our relationship," though also confident the two sides could address them. Azerbaijan, which is holding two political bloggers in jail, appears to be a tough nut for Mrs. Clinton's democracy drive to crack at the same time it seeks to restore damaged ties. Mr. Obama last year singled the country out, along with Zimbabwe, for jailing reporters, while the country's election process has also been widely criticized. 
Links – General 
Reducing military presence prompts State Department intervention – focuses diplomatic efforts on minimizing effects of the aff. 
Bloomfield, 2006

[Lincoln, Former US Special Envoy for Man-Portable Air Defense Systems Threat Reduction, and Assistant Secretary of State for Political-Military Affairs from 2001-2005. Mr. Bloomfield previously served as Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern Affairs (1992-93), Deputy Assistant to the Vice President for National Security Affairs (1991-92), and Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs (1988-89) among other policy positions in the Defense Department dating to 1981. He graduated from Harvard College and received a M.A.L.D. from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, “Reposturing the Force: U.S. Overseas Presence in the Twenty-first Century,” Chapter 3: Politics and Diplomacy of the Global Defense Posture Review, http://www.usnwc.edu/Publications/Naval-War-College-Press/Newport-Papers/Documents/26-pdf.aspx]
An Ambitious Concept When historians look back on the Defense Department’s biggest undertakings during its first six decades of existence, they will of course cite the prosecution of wars both hot and cold, the fielding of powerful and complex weapons systems, and the promulgation of defense and security strategies to prepare for and deter threats to the national interest. Rarely to be found among these major tasks will be any large-scale updating, streamlining, or reconfiguration of an organizational empire that includes well over two million soldiers and civilians, approximately five thousand facilities spread all over the country and the world, and an annual budget now surpassing $400 billion. The Global Defense Posture Review (GDPR) is such an undertaking. At the same time, this massive exercise in managerial housekeeping by the secretary of defense cannot be viewed exclusively as one cabinet executive’s effort to make more productive use of the people, assets, and funding allotted to his department. For all the calculations of greater efficiency and utility that commend the idea of reconfiguring America’s global military footprint, this initiative is inescapably, indeed overwhelmingly, political in terms of its effect on the rest of the world. To think otherwise would be to overlook the belief, resident in allied populations in more than fifty countries by latest count, that America is committed—via the North Atlantic Treaty, the Rio Treaty, and bilateral security treaties with Japan, Korea, the Philippines, Thailand, and Australia— to come to their defense in extremis. These are national commitments, solemnly made, and the sight of U.S. armed forces standing the watch in almost every latitude and time zone has calmed regional rivalries and dissuaded armed escalations for sixty years. A global posture realignment that involves moving large numbers of those sentries and their weapons inevitably begs the most urgent of security questions, excites foreign anxieties in many quarters, and therefore runs the risk, depending on how the matter is handled, of perturbing the very stability that America’s global military presence is meant to ensure. An Ambitious Concept The idea that U.S. military force units, their equipment, their facilities, and their support structure should be physically positioned according to the logic of global geography is very appealing. Conceptually, an efficiently designed, globally managed force posture would optimize the flow of combat power along sea, air, and land routes from one region to the next, directly to the point of engagement, without overly taxing the system. Such a concept would best allow future presidents to position viable military options to employ anywhere in response to a sudden danger on the shortest of notice, even when the nature and location of the crisis had not been foreseen. Of all of Donald Rumsfeld’s actions during his headline-filled second tenure as secretary of defense, his determination to rethink, redesign, and reposition the U.S. military’s posture at home and abroad according to a rational design reflecting contemporary security conditions should stand as a positive mark in his legacy. That Mr. Rumsfeld took on this monumental management task, braving the predictable resistance of settled constituencies from one end of the globe to the other, is noteworthy; certainly none of his predecessors seriously attempted it. That he did it during wartime is extraordinary. Over the long term, a well-executed streamlining of the U.S. global defense posture could profit the nation’s security, if not in monetary terms certainly in the ability of a finite force structure to deliver the maximum military benefit through the greater efficiencies and capabilities of the new global posture. Big Change, Big Decision: Getting to “Yes” What with the profound implications of a posture change for allied countries hosting U.S. forces and the state of America’s diplomatic relations with them, the decision to embark on a global realignment was the president’s to make, and it embodied major foreign policy equities. The Department of State, and the allied governments themselves, would inevitably make their voices heard before the Department of Defense’s new scheme based on geographic convenience and logistical efficiency could supplant longstanding basing patterns in foreign localities. One could well imagine the Pentagon’s potential misgivings about placing this hugely ambitious venture at the mercy of other departments, never mind foreign policy bureaucrats, whose reaction to any disturbance of the diplomatic status quo might be expected to be one of resistance to change, indeed opposition, even to discussing prospective force reductions with allied countries. The concern was not imaginary; there were indeed some in the State Department who wanted nothing more than for the initiative to go away and who feared damage to alliances if it went forward. On the other hand, concerns in the State Department that some Department of Defense (DoD) officials, by their manner, might aggravate rather than defuse foreign anxieties were also not entirely misplaced. In at least one country DoD doggedly sought to announce and implement a drawdown of military assets against that ally’s wishes and with an evident relish that required diplomatic damage control and led the president to withhold to himself the withdrawal decision. Within the U.S. policy bureaucracy as a whole, there were varying perceptions about whether the advertised merits of particular changes under the Global Defense Posture Review would indeed redound to the long-term security benefit of the United States; such concerns were not limited to experienced regional specialists in the State Department. 
The plan requires significant diplomatic resources to reassure allies. 

Bloomfield, 2006

[Lincoln, Former US Special Envoy for Man-Portable Air Defense Systems Threat Reduction, and Assistant Secretary of State for Political-Military Affairs from 2001-2005. Mr. Bloomfield previously served as Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern Affairs (1992-93), Deputy Assistant to the Vice President for National Security Affairs (1991-92), and Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs (1988-89) among other policy positions in the Defense Department dating to 1981. He graduated from Harvard College and received a M.A.L.D. from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, “Reposturing the Force: U.S. Overseas Presence in the Twenty-first Century,” Chapter 3: Politics and Diplomacy of the Global Defense Posture Review, http://www.usnwc.edu/Publications/Naval-War-College-Press/Newport-Papers/Documents/26-pdf.aspx]
Still, a major change in defense doctrine and practice requires a significant public diplomacy effort if it is to be accepted abroad. European and Asian foreign-policy experts, journalists, and officials need to be not simply told but persuaded that America’s commitments to them, and capabilities to fulfill those commitments, are no longer usefully measured by numbers of troops. The foreign press has focused on troops scheduled to be pulled back to U.S. bases or consolidated in other locales. There remains a need for allies, particularly in Asia, to have a clear and compelling vision of how the new global defense posture—embracing U.S. forces outside as well as within their borders—will ensure their security as before. Precision strike, mobility, and stealth, among other advances, make possible this assurance.

Empirical proof. 

Bloomfield, 2006

[Lincoln, Former US Special Envoy for Man-Portable Air Defense Systems Threat Reduction, and Assistant Secretary of State for Political-Military Affairs from 2001-2005. Mr. Bloomfield previously served as Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern Affairs (1992-93), Deputy Assistant to the Vice President for National Security Affairs (1991-92), and Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs (1988-89) among other policy positions in the Defense Department dating to 1981. He graduated from Harvard College and received a M.A.L.D. from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, “Reposturing the Force: U.S. Overseas Presence in the Twenty-first Century,” Chapter 3: Politics and Diplomacy of the Global Defense Posture Review, http://www.usnwc.edu/Publications/Naval-War-College-Press/Newport-Papers/Documents/26-pdf.aspx]
Since this large, difficult project was not driven by exigencies of current military operations, there was also a temptation, whenever the issue was raised within senior interagency circles, to ask “Why now?” and put it off for another day. What finally forced the issue was the link between prospective overseas withdrawals of military assets and units and the planned round of the Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commission, which developed a final list of recommended domestic base closures during 2005. Many in Congress, understandably fearful of losing home-district bases under BRAC, had told the administration not to start that process until it had first scrubbed the overseas basing system for other ways to streamline the global footprint. By mid-2003, time was running short if GDPR decisions were to be in hand for the BRAC analytical work that was to commence in early 2004. By the fall of 2003, with the DoD worldwide realignment plan finally ready for top-level interagency consideration, Secretary of State Colin Powell understood DoD’s concern that the initiative could be subjected to death by a thousand cuts. When the principals finally engaged at the White House, Secretary Rumsfeld rolled out his map, articulated his concept, and asked his aides to brief the rationale for this transformational initiative, emphasizing the need to move past a World War II–era basing structure. Other agencies offered their comments, and when they had finished, all eyes turned to the secretary of state. Secretary Powell said he thought the briefing had misstated the facts about European bases being obsolete because of their relevance to World War II. A few hearts stopped, and silence pervaded the room. The secretary continued, deadpan, that in some locations— including German facilities under his command in the 1980s—the bases dated all the way back to the Franco-Prussian War. His point was effectively made—of course we needed to update and rationalize our force posture. With that pithy intervention by Secretary Powell, the administration found itself in consensus that the GDPR was timely, worthy, and deserving of priority support subject to the president’s approval. Secretary Powell pledged his and the State Department’s support and assistance to the Global Defense Posture Review under one condition, one that won quick endorsement from DoD and the interagency realm—that this initiative had to be conducted in full consultation with affected governments around the world. It must not be a fait accompli imposed on allies from Washington. From there the issue went to the president, who approved it to proceed to public rollout and consultation with other governments. Specific force posture changes would require presidential approval at a later stage. Rolling Out the Initiative On 25 November 2003, the White House released President George Bush’s statement announcing the new initiative, which said in part: “Beginning today, the United States will intensify our consultations with the Congress and our friends, allies, and partners overseas on our ongoing review of our overseas force posture.” The words were carefully chosen; none of the recommended changes in overseas American presence was yet decided. From the president’s perspective, this review was “ongoing,” and consultations were to be integral to his decision process. Secretaries Powell and Rumsfeld launched diplomatic consultations on the GDPR at the December 2003 NATO ministerial meetings. This was followed within days by a joint appearance at the North Atlantic Council by Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs Marc Grossman and Under Secretary of Defense for Policy Douglas Feith, following which these two officials, backed by respective interagency delegations, split up and barnstormed a total of twelve European capitals. In March 2004 Under Secretary Feith led a delegation (including the author) that briefed this initiative in Beijing, Canberra, and Singapore, while the author made a side trip to Manila for the same purpose. Major allies Japan and Korea, already undergoing very careful, comprehensive posture reviews on a bilateral basis, were of course part of the GDPR picture; however, as the host governments in each case were deeply involved in discussions about potential adjustments, there was no requirement for a special briefing to either. High-level administration visitors to Asian capitals, such as Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage, who visited Canberra, Beijing, and Tokyo during the winter of 2003–2004, readily responded to public and official queries about GDPR. Deputy Secretary Armitage was able to calm negative foreign press speculation by, for example, assuring the Australian public that the United States did not seek to base combat units in Australia. This is not to say, however, that all these consultations in Europe and Asia divulged specifics on planned movements and locations of units, closure of facilities, or timetables; in fact, none of this was included in the initial briefings. Instead, the approach was to explain the merits of rationalizing the global U.S. military network so as to reflect the considerable changes over several decades in the way American soldiers, platforms, and technologies now operated. Persuading allies that military operations had evolved over time was not difficult. The recent examples of relatively lean forces dislodging the Taliban regime from Kabul and then the Saddam Hussein regime from Baghdad spoke volumes about conceptual leaps forward in the military arts by the United States since World War II, indeed since Vietnam. As this was truly a global initiative, the administration provided briefing points for ambassadors to scores of countries, and the State Department’s regional assistant secretaries for Near East, South Asia, Africa, and Latin America, respectively, carried to those regions the message that others had already given to Europe and Asia. Every geographic combatant commander’s area of responsibility was slated to experience change. 
More ev – US will have to reassure allies. 

Bloomfield, 2006

[Lincoln, Former US Special Envoy for Man-Portable Air Defense Systems Threat Reduction, and Assistant Secretary of State for Political-Military Affairs from 2001-2005. Mr. Bloomfield previously served as Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern Affairs (1992-93), Deputy Assistant to the Vice President for National Security Affairs (1991-92), and Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs (1988-89) among other policy positions in the Defense Department dating to 1981. He graduated from Harvard College and received a M.A.L.D. from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, “Reposturing the Force: U.S. Overseas Presence in the Twenty-first Century,” Chapter 3: Politics and Diplomacy of the Global Defense Posture Review, http://www.usnwc.edu/Publications/Naval-War-College-Press/Newport-Papers/Documents/26-pdf.aspx]
As the GDPR moves toward the implementation phase, it will serve the United States and its traditional allies best if the sides come to a mutual understanding on how to meet the needs of all. European governments will do well to revisit their ability to act immediately on time-sensitive intelligence, even when there is no formal mandate from NATO, the UN, the EU or their parliaments. The United States will do well to work out with allied governments modalities to satisfy host countries’ legitimate needs for information and consent, regardless of the urgency, as American military power is staged from their territories in future crises.
And, State Department is stretched thin and military-diplomatic issues are inextricably linked. 

Hastings, 6-26-2010

[Michael, freelance writer, Rolling Stone, “Michael Hastings Interview Transcript,” http://www.antiwar.com/blog/2010/06/26/michael-hastings-interview-transcript/]

Hastings: I think there’s a larger kind of structural issue here about – you just compare the DOD budget to the State Department budget, $600 billion to $50 billion. You know, you look at every foreign service officer – you know, there’s more people in the Army band than there are foreign service officers. You know, you could fit every foreign service officer on an aircraft carrier. You know, so you look like at just the sort of decay of the State Department and basically our foreign policy has become our defense policy. You know, the two are one. And I think that translates into the fact that a lot of the time just the leaders get the blame for all the wars, and they should take their fair share of blame, but I think we also have to start looking at the military leaders in a much more critical way than they’re accustomed to be looked at. We’re packing up here and so I’ve got to take off, but I appreciate your time and we’ll talk again soon.

Also – negotiating SOFAs requires time and resources. 

Mason, 2009 
[Chuck, 6/16, “Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA): What Is It, and How Might One Be Utilized In Iraq?”, http://www.law.umaryland.edu/marshall/crsreports/crsdocuments/RL34531_06162008.pdf]
With the exception of the multilateral SOFA among the United States and North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) countries, a SOFA is specific to an individual country and is in the form of an executive agreement.6 The Department of State and the Department of Defense, working together, identify the need for a SOFA with a particular country and negotiate the terms of the agreement. The NATO SOFA7 is the only SOFA that was concluded as part of a treaty.8 The Senate approved ratification of the NATO SOFA on March 19, 1970, subject to reservations. The resolution included a statement that nothing in the Agreement diminishes, abridges, or alters the right of the United States to safeguard its own security by excluding or removing persons whose presence in the United States is deemed prejudicial to its safety or security, and that no person whose presence in the United States is deemed prejudicial to its safety or security shall be permitted to enter or remain in the United States.9 The Senate reservations to the NATO SOFA include four conditions: (1) the criminal jurisdiction provisions contained in Article VII of the agreement do not constitute a precedent for future agreements; (2) when a servicemember is to be tried by authorities in a receiving state, the commanding officer of the U.S. armed forces in that state shall review the laws of the receiving state with reference to the procedural safeguards of the U.S. Constitution; (3) if the commanding officer believes there is danger that the servicemember will not be protected because of the absence or denial of constitutional rights the accused would receive in the United States, the commanding officer shall request that the receiving state waive its jurisdiction; and, (4) a representative of the United States be appointed to attend the trial of any servicemember being tried by the receiving state and act to protect the constitutional rights of the servicemember.10  

Links – Afghanistan 

Withdrawal requires huge diplomatic efforts to reassure stakeholders in the region. 

Kissinger, 2009 
[Henry, 

States" 
American
 

 scientist" 
political scientist
, diplomat, and recipient of the 

 Prize" 
Nobel Peace Prize
, served as National Security Advisor and later concurrently as Secretary of State in the administrations of Presidents Richard Nixon and Gerald Ford, Newsweek, 10-12, “More troops is a start. But to win in Afghanistan we’ll need help from its powerful neighbors” Lexis]
The demand for an exit strategy is, of course, a metaphor for withdrawal, and withdrawal that is not accompanied by a willingness to sustain the outcome amounts to abandonment. In Vietnam, Congress terminated an American role even after all our troops had, in fact, been withdrawn for two years. It remains to be seen to what extent the achievements of the surge in Iraq will be sustained there politically. The most unambiguous form of exit strategy is victory, though as we have seen in Korea, where American troops have remained since 1953, even that may not permit troop withdrawals. A seemingly unavoidable paradox emerges. The domestic debate generates the pressure for diplomatic compromise. Yet the fanaticism that motivates guerrillas--not to speak of suicide bombers--does not allow for compromise unless they face defeat or exhaustion. That, in turn, implies a surge testing the patience of the American public. Is that paradox soluble? The prevailing strategy in Afghanistan is based on the classic anti-insurrection doctrine: to build a central government, commit it to the improvement of the lives of its people, and then protect the population until that government's own forces are able, with our training, to take over. The request for more forces by General McChrystal states explicitly that his existing forces are inadequate for this mission, implying three options: to continue the present deployment and abandon the McChrystal strategy; to decrease the present deployment with a new strategy; or to increase the existing deployment with a strategy focused on the security of the population. A decision not to increase current force levels involves, at a minimum, abandoning the strategy proposed by General McChrystal and endorsed by Gen. David Petraeus; it would be widely interpreted as the first step toward withdrawal. The second option--offered as an alternative--would shrink the current mission by focusing on counter-terrorism rather than counter-insurgency. The argument would be that the overriding American strategic objective in Afghanistan is to prevent the country from turning once again into a base for international terrorism. Hence the defeat of Al Qaeda and radical Islamic jihad should be the dominant priority. Since the Taliban, according to this view, is a local, not a global, threat, it can be relegated to being a secondary target. A negotiation with the group might isolate Al Qaeda and lead to its defeat, in return for not challenging the Taliban in the governance of Afghanistan. After all, it was the Taliban which provided bases for Al Qaeda in the first place. This theory seems to me to be too clever by half. Al Qaeda and the Taliban are unlikely to be able to be separated so neatly geographically. It would also imply the partition of Afghanistan along functional lines, for it is highly improbable that the civic actions on which our policies are based could be carried out in areas controlled by the Taliban. Even so-called realists--like me--would gag at a tacit U.S. cooperation with the Taliban in the governance of Afghanistan. This is not to exclude the possibility of defections from the Taliban as occurred from Al Qaeda in Iraq's Anbar province. But those occurred after the surge, not as a way to avoid it. To adopt such a course is a disguised way of retreating from Afghanistan altogether. Those in the chain of command in Afghanistan, each with outstanding qualifications, have all been recently appointed by the Obama administration. Rejecting their recommendations would be a triumph of domestic politics over strategic judgment. It would draw us into a numbers game without definable criteria. President Obama, as a candidate, proclaimed Afghanistan a necessary war. As president, he has shown considerable courage in implementing his promise to increase our forces in Afghanistan and to pursue the war more energetically. A sudden reversal of American policy would fundamentally affect domestic stability in Pakistan by freeing the Qaeda forces along the Afghan border for even deeper incursions into Pakistan, threatening domestic chaos. It would raise the most serious questions about American steadiness in India, the probable target should a collapse in Afghanistan give jihad an even greater impetus. In short, the reversal of a process introduced with sweeping visions by two administrations may lead to chaos, ultimately deeper American involvement, and loss of confidence in American reliability. The prospects of world order will be greatly affected by whether our strategy comes to be perceived as a retreat from the region, or a more effective way to sustain it. The military strategy proposed by Generals McChrystal and Petraeus needs, however, to be given a broader context with particular emphasis on the political environment. Every guerrilla war raises the challenge of how to define military objectives. Military strategy is traditionally defined by control of the maximum amount of territory. But the strategy of the guerrilla--described by Mao--is to draw the adversary into a morass of popular resistance in which, after a while, extrication becomes his principal objective. In Vietnam, the guerrillas often ceded control of the territory during the day and returned at night to prevent political stabilization. Therefore, in guerrilla war, control of 75 percent of the territory 100 percent of the time is more important than controlling 100 percent of the territory 75 percent of the time. A key strategic issue, therefore, will be which part of Afghan territory can be effectively controlled in terms of these criteria. This is of particular relevance to Afghanistan. No outside force has, since the Mongol invasion, ever pacified the entire country. Even Alexander the Great only passed through. Afghanistan has been governed, if at all, by a coalition of local feudal or semifeudal rulers. In the past, any attempt to endow the central government with overriding authority has been resisted by some established local rulers. That is likely to be the fate of any central government in Kabul, regardless of its ideological coloration and perhaps even its efficiency. It would be ironic if, by following the received counterinsurgency playbook too literally, we produced another motive for civil war. Can a civil society be built on a national basis in a country which is neither a nation nor a state? In a partly feudal, multiethnic society, fundamental social reform is a long process, perhaps unrelatable to the rhythm of our electoral processes. For the foreseeable future, the control from Kabul may be tenuous and its structure less than ideal. More emphasis needs to be given to regional efforts and regional militia. This would also enhance our political flexibility. A major effort is needed to encourage such an evolution. Concurrently, a serious diplomatic effort is needed to address the major anomaly of the Afghan war. In all previous American ground-combat efforts, once the decision was taken, there was no alternative to America's leading the effort; no other country had the combination of resources or national interest required. The special aspect of Afghanistan is that it has powerful neighbors or near neighbors--Pakistan, India, China, Russia, Iran. Each is threatened in one way or another and, in many respects, more than we are by the emergence of a base for international terrorism: Pakistan by Al Qaeda; India by general jihadism and specific terror groups; China by fundamentalist Shiite jihadists in Xinjiang; Russia by unrest in the Muslim south; even Iran by the fundamentalist Sunni Taliban. Each has substantial capacities for defending its interests. Each has chosen, so far, to stand more or less aloof. 
Withdrawal requires SOFA negotiations. 
CNN, 2008 
[Barbara Starr, “Sources: Cell phone images alter course of Afghan probe“, http://www.cnn.com/2008/WORLD/asiapcf/09/08/afghan.civilians/, 9-8] 

After the Afghan government concluded its investigation, ministers demanded a review of international troops within its borders. On August 25, Afghanistan's Council of Ministers called on the Defense and Foreign Affairs ministries to start negotiating a "status of forces" agreement with international forces -- which include U.S. and NATO troops. The council also asked that the ministry es demand the international forces halt airstrikes on civilian targets, as well as house searches not coordinated with Afghan authorities and the illegal detention of civilians. 


Policy failure will devastate US negotiating credibility.

Krastev, 2003

[Nikola, GlobalSecurity.org, “U.S.: Panel Urges Increased Support For Afghan Government,” http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/news/2003/06/mil-030620-rfel-161133.htm]
But the independent panel's report calls for more. It says any further security deterioration in Afghanistan will have far-reaching implications for U.S. foreign policy and will undermine the global position of Washington as a peacekeeper. Wisner drew a parallel between the current situation in Afghanistan and U.S. peace efforts in Iraq. "Our credibility as a peacekeeper, our credibility as a warrior against terror, our credibility as a force for stability, our credibility as a mobilizer of international coalitions when crises are reached and if we don't succeed and get it right in Afghanistan -- these points of credibility are all at issue. And with them, I'll suggest as well is our ability to look forward to the kind of exit from Iraq that we as Americans would want to achieve at a certain point. If we can't get it right in Afghanistan, it's going to be a lot harder to convince others to work with us to get it right in Iraq," Wisner said.
Links – Asia (General)
Reducing military presence prompts State Department intervention – focuses diplomatic efforts on minimizing effects of the aff. 
Bloomfield, 2006

[Lincoln, Former US Special Envoy for Man-Portable Air Defense Systems Threat Reduction, and Assistant Secretary of State for Political-Military Affairs from 2001-2005. Mr. Bloomfield previously served as Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern Affairs (1992-93), Deputy Assistant to the Vice President for National Security Affairs (1991-92), and Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs (1988-89) among other policy positions in the Defense Department dating to 1981. He graduated from Harvard College and received a M.A.L.D. from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, “Reposturing the Force: U.S. Overseas Presence in the Twenty-first Century,” Chapter 3: Politics and Diplomacy of the Global Defense Posture Review, http://www.usnwc.edu/Publications/Naval-War-College-Press/Newport-Papers/Documents/26-pdf.aspx]
An Ambitious Concept When historians look back on the Defense Department’s biggest undertakings during its first six decades of existence, they will of course cite the prosecution of wars both hot and cold, the fielding of powerful and complex weapons systems, and the promulgation of defense and security strategies to prepare for and deter threats to the national interest. Rarely to be found among these major tasks will be any large-scale updating, streamlining, or reconfiguration of an organizational empire that includes well over two million soldiers and civilians, approximately five thousand facilities spread all over the country and the world, and an annual budget now surpassing $400 billion. The Global Defense Posture Review (GDPR) is such an undertaking. At the same time, this massive exercise in managerial housekeeping by the secretary of defense cannot be viewed exclusively as one cabinet executive’s effort to make more productive use of the people, assets, and funding allotted to his department. For all the calculations of greater efficiency and utility that commend the idea of reconfiguring America’s global military footprint, this initiative is inescapably, indeed overwhelmingly, political in terms of its effect on the rest of the world. To think otherwise would be to overlook the belief, resident in allied populations in more than fifty countries by latest count, that America is committed—via the North Atlantic Treaty, the Rio Treaty, and bilateral security treaties with Japan, Korea, the Philippines, Thailand, and Australia— to come to their defense in extremis. These are national commitments, solemnly made, and the sight of U.S. armed forces standing the watch in almost every latitude and time zone has calmed regional rivalries and dissuaded armed escalations for sixty years. A global posture realignment that involves moving large numbers of those sentries and their weapons inevitably begs the most urgent of security questions, excites foreign anxieties in many quarters, and therefore runs the risk, depending on how the matter is handled, of perturbing the very stability that America’s global military presence is meant to ensure. An Ambitious Concept The idea that U.S. military force units, their equipment, their facilities, and their support structure should be physically positioned according to the logic of global geography is very appealing. Conceptually, an efficiently designed, globally managed force posture would optimize the flow of combat power along sea, air, and land routes from one region to the next, directly to the point of engagement, without overly taxing the system. Such a concept would best allow future presidents to position viable military options to employ anywhere in response to a sudden danger on the shortest of notice, even when the nature and location of the crisis had not been foreseen. Of all of Donald Rumsfeld’s actions during his headline-filled second tenure as secretary of defense, his determination to rethink, redesign, and reposition the U.S. military’s posture at home and abroad according to a rational design reflecting contemporary security conditions should stand as a positive mark in his legacy. That Mr. Rumsfeld took on this monumental management task, braving the predictable resistance of settled constituencies from one end of the globe to the other, is noteworthy; certainly none of his predecessors seriously attempted it. That he did it during wartime is extraordinary. Over the long term, a well-executed streamlining of the U.S. global defense posture could profit the nation’s security, if not in monetary terms certainly in the ability of a finite force structure to deliver the maximum military benefit through the greater efficiencies and capabilities of the new global posture. Big Change, Big Decision: Getting to “Yes” What with the profound implications of a posture change for allied countries hosting U.S. forces and the state of America’s diplomatic relations with them, the decision to embark on a global realignment was the president’s to make, and it embodied major foreign policy equities. The Department of State, and the allied governments themselves, would inevitably make their voices heard before the Department of Defense’s new scheme based on geographic convenience and logistical efficiency could supplant longstanding basing patterns in foreign localities. One could well imagine the Pentagon’s potential misgivings about placing this hugely ambitious venture at the mercy of other departments, never mind foreign policy bureaucrats, whose reaction to any disturbance of the diplomatic status quo might be expected to be one of resistance to change, indeed opposition, even to discussing prospective force reductions with allied countries. The concern was not imaginary; there were indeed some in the State Department who wanted nothing more than for the initiative to go away and who feared damage to alliances if it went forward. On the other hand, concerns in the State Department that some Department of Defense (DoD) officials, by their manner, might aggravate rather than defuse foreign anxieties were also not entirely misplaced. In at least one country DoD doggedly sought to announce and implement a drawdown of military assets against that ally’s wishes and with an evident relish that required diplomatic damage control and led the president to withhold to himself the withdrawal decision. Within the U.S. policy bureaucracy as a whole, there were varying perceptions about whether the advertised merits of particular changes under the Global Defense Posture Review would indeed redound to the long-term security benefit of the United States; such concerns were not limited to experienced regional specialists in the State Department. 
Specifically true for Asian withdrawals. 
Lohman, 5-16-2010  
[Walter, director of the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation, Taipei Times, “Managing alliances in a new world,” http://www.taipeitimes.com/News/editorials/archives/2010/05/16/2003473110]  

US allies in Asia and friends who depend on them have long wrung their hands at the prospect of US withdrawal. At no time since the administration of former US president Jimmy Carter, however, has their concern looked more plausible. Countries in the region are in the early stages of planning against that eventuality. They need reassurance. All the trips to the region and speeches in the world, however helpful to the cause, will not fill the gap alone. The region wants a “resident” US. It wants a strong US. It is even good for the Chinese themselves, because it precludes some of the most aggressive scenarios in their own development. The Obama administration needs to consider the full range of policy decisions and diplomacy in this light. The future of US alliances and, by extension, US long-term security, depends on it.

Links – Iraq 
Troop drawdown in Iraq will take years of intense negotiations. 
Boot, 5-9-2010 

[Max, Senior fellow in national security studies at the Council on Foreign Relations and contributing editor to the opinion section of Los Angeles Times, 5-9, “There’s still time to lose in Iraq; If the US doesn’t address Maliki’s postelection moves, the billions of dollars spent and the thousands of lives lost could be for nothing” Los Angeles Times, Lexis]
That should be no surprise considering that President Obama's overriding objective is to pull U.S. troops out of Iraq. The Iraqi-American security accord negotiated by the George W. Bush administration called for the departure of all our soldiers by the end of 2011. Obama added a new twist by ordering that troop strength be cut from the current 95,000 to 50,000 by September. The presumption was that the drawdown would occur after Iraq had installed a new government. American officials expected that postelection jockeying would end by June at the latest. But Iraqi politicians now expect that no government will emerge before the fall. Thus the Iraqi and American timelines are dangerously out of sync. Large troop reductions at a time of such political uncertainty will send a dangerous signal of disengagement and lessen America's ability to preserve the integrity of the elections. The delay in seating a government also endangers the possible negotiation of a fresh accord to govern Iraqi-American relations after 2011. It is vital to have a continuing American military presence to train and advise Iraqi security forces, which have grown in size and competence but still aren't capable of defending their airspace or performing other vital functions. U.S. troops also play a vital peacekeeping role, patrolling with Iraqi troops and the Kurdish peshmerga along the disputed Green Line separating Iraq proper from the Kurdish regional government. Kurdish politicians I met in Irbil warned that if Iraqi-Kurdish land disputes aren't resolved by the end of 2011 (and odds are they won't be), there is a serious danger of war breaking out once American troops leave. The possibility of miscalculation will grow once the Iraqi armed forces acquire the M-1 tanks and F-16 fighters that we have agreed to sell them. It is all the more important that an American buffer -- say 10,000 to 15,000 troops -- remain to ensure that those weapons are never used against our Kurdish allies. Yet U.S. officers in Iraq are right now implementing plans to draw down our troops to zero by the end of 2011. They hope that some forces will be permitted to remain, but that will only be possible after what is sure to be a protracted and tortuous negotiation with the new Iraqi government. The last American-Iraqi security accord took a year to negotiate. If the new government isn't seated until the end of this year, it will be extremely difficult to conclude a treaty by the end of next year.
SOFA goes til 2011 – withdrawing ahead of schedule means we’d have to negotiate a new one. 

Bryant, 2009
[Christa Case, CSM, “Troop withdrawal: Obama to end Iraq war by August 2010,” 2-27, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Global-News/2009/0227/troop-withdrawal-obama-to-end-iraq-war-by-august-201]
Another challenge of the withdrawal is how to move the significant amount of equipment now in Iraq, which the Monitor recently tallied to include: 60,000 aircraft and vehicles, 120,000 trailer-sized containers, and 150,000 private contractors from nearly 50 bases and installations. One option might be to send some personnel and equipment via Turkey, where the two-lane Habur Gate crossing has been used quietly as a way to move supplies. According to the Status of Forces Agreement, a US-Iraqi deal settled on at the end of 2008, a US military presence is allowed for up to three more years. But US units are supposed to draw back from Iraqi cities to US bases by this summer, and Obama’s plan now indicates an earlier withdrawal of the bulk of the troops by August 2010. In keeping with the deal, Obama promised today that the remaining 50,000 troops – a bigger number than Democrats were expecting – will leave by 2011.

That takes tons of diplomatic resources. 

AFP, 2008 
[“US, Iraq still negotiating troop presence deal”, 10-15, http://afp.google.com/article/ALeqM5gXdwNmi_OvQcfCpWQ1s38VB-egqw]
WASHINGTON (AFP) — The United States and Iraq are still negotiating the terms of an agreement on the future presence of US troops in Iraq next year, senior US officials said Wednesday. "Nothing is done until everything is done. Everything isn't done. The Iraqis are still talking among themselves. We are still talking to the Iraqis," State Department spokesman Sean McCormack told reporters. He declined to say whether the two sides were even close to a deal. Upon returning from a trip to Europe last week, US Defense Secretary Robert Gates said he was "actually reasonably optimistic we will come to closure on this in a very near future." The accord, dubbed the Status of Forces Agreement, is to put in place a deal for the future status of US troops in Iraq after the UN Security Council mandate for the multinational force expires on December 31. Both US and Iraqi leaders have stressed that a deal is in the works. But they have differed over some issues such as granting immunity to US soldiers for acts committed in Iraq, whether Washington has the right to detain Iraqi prisoners and on the future command of military operations on the ground. The deal was originally set to be signed in July, but has been held up by the ongoing negotiations. 
Withdrawal requires negotiation with Iraqi government. 

MSNBC, 2008

[“U.S., Iraq seek troop withdrawal 'time horizon',” 7-18, http://www.michaelmoore.com/words/latest-news/us-iraq-seek-troop-withdrawal-time-horizon]

WASHINGTON - President Bush and Iraqi Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki have agreed that a security deal under negotiation should set a "time horizon" for meeting "aspirational goals" for reducing U.S. forces in Iraq, the White House said Friday. In the closest the Bush administration has come to acknowledging the likelihood of some kind of timetable for future U.S. troop cuts, the White House said "the goals would be based on continued improving conditions on the ground and not an arbitrary date for withdrawal." Iraqi and U.S. officials have been working in fits and starts on a formal Status of Forces Agreement to provide a legal basis for U.S. troops to remain when an U.N. mandate expires at the end of the year. Maliki had recently suggested a timetable be set for U.S. withdrawal, but U.S. officials have been much more cautious despite an improving security situation. "In the area of security cooperation, the president and the prime minister agreed that improving conditions should allow for the agreements now under negotiation to include a general time horizon for meeting aspirational goals — such as the resumption of Iraqi security control in their cities and provinces and the further reduction of U.S. combat forces from Iraq," the White House said. Iraq has proposed requiring U.S. forces to withdraw fully five years after the Iraqis take the lead on security nationwide, but that condition could take years to meet.
And, Iraqi government opposes immediate withdrawal before stability – diplomatic investments necessary in the absence of presence.  

Robinson, 2009

[Dan, VOA, “Iraqi Politicians Urge Cautious US Military Withdrawal,” 9-18, http://www.51voa.com/VOA_Standard_English/VOA_Standard_English_33702.html]

Former Iraqi Prime Minister Allawi said the United States and Iraq have similar goals. The U.S. wants to leave Iraq, but not in turmoil, he said, while Iraq seeks a path of prosperity and sovereignty where individual and minority rights are respected. But, both Allawi and parliament member Saleh al-Mutlaq pointed to political, sectarian and other problems as well as external factors, such as pressures from Iran, that could cause problems during and after the elections. While Iraqis know the United States will be withdrawing its military forces, Allawi said Iraq's military remains unable to shoulder the security burden. And he said oustanding political and constitutional issues are also giving rise to severe tensions. "The implementation of [the] political reform act as passed by Parliament in 2008 is a must. The act includes, among [other things] amending the Constitution, instituting an inclusive political process and implementing political and national reconciliation. None of these steps has been acted upon, yet these steps are very necessary for the stabilization of Iraq," he said. President Barack Obama has ordered all U.S. combat forces out of Iraq by the end of August of next year, and all U.S. forces gone by the end of 2011. Saying the United States withdrawal should be "moral and responsible," Iraqi parliament member Saleh al-Mutlaq said the only way to ensure free and fair elections in his country is with a commitment by the U.S. and United Nations for thorough monitoring. "Without this monitoring, I believe that the election will be the same as happened before. The intimidation is already there, the assassinations are already there. And we have been getting so many warnings that we are going to be targeted, that our people are going to be targeted," he said. Calling the elections critical, not only for Iraq's future but for the region, the subcommittee Chairman, Democratic Representative William Delahunt, said a large international observer presence is required before and during the vote. Pointing to questions about the legitimacy of the recent election in Afghanistan, Delahunt worries not only about a deterioration in Iraq, but the impact electoral problems in Iraq could have on the American public support for U.S. policy in Afghanistan. "If the election in January is unsuccessful, support here in this country for involvement in Afghanistan will diminish because the American people will be saying, 'We tried it once; it didn't work. And look what happened.' So this isn't just simply about supporting the Iraqi people and democracy in Iraq. It's about Afghanistan and I dare say it's about the entire region," he said. The Democratic representative of the U.S. Congress to the United Nations, Delahunt said he will use consultations in New York next week to generate support for international monitoring of the Iraqi elections. In his testimony to the subcommittee, Kenneth Katzman, a specialist in Middle East Affairs with the Congressional Research Service, warned that sectarianism in Iraq might worsen in the run-up to the elections. "Sectarianism, and ethnic and factional infighting continue to simmer. And many Iraqis' views and positions are colored by efforts to outflank, outmaneuver and constrain rival factions," he said. Katzman said sectarian tensions could reach a peak as Iraqis decide whether to hold a referendum on the U.S. military presence. On the final day of a visit to Iraq, U.S. Vice President Joe Biden said on Thursday the United States will abide by any decisions by the Iraqi people on the U.S. withdrawal schedule, part of which was established in a Status of Forces Agreement reached during the Bush administration. In his testimony Thursday, former Iraqi Prime Minister Allawi voiced concern about what he called "reversals in security" after a fragile period of improvement, along with an upsurge in sectarian tensions. The United States, he said, has a moral responsibility and national security interest in ensuring fraud-free elections in Iraq, which should include not only the deployment of U.S. forces, but a strong United Nations involvement.

More ev – SOFAs.  
Roberts, 2008 
[Kristin, Reuters, Staff Writer, “Gates: US won't promise to defend Iraq in accord”, 2-6, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSN06442345]  

"The status-of-forces agreement that is being discussed will not contain a commitment to defend Iraq and neither will any strategic framework agreement," Gates told a U.S. Senate panel. "We do not want, nor will we seek, permanent bases in Iraq," he later told a U.S. House of Representatives committee. The United States and Iraq have agreed to start formal negotiations about their future relationship with the goal of finishing an accord by the end of July. The agreement will set the rules and legal protections under which U.S. forces operate in Iraq. The size of the long-term U.S. presence in Iraq also will be part of the negotiations, Lt. Gen. Douglas Lute, the White House deputy national security adviser, has said. 

Plus, withdrawing before stability devastates negotiating credibility. 
Chakmakijan, 2009 
[Haro, staff writer for Agence French Presse, 2-17, “Iraq Sheds US Puppet in its Own Backyard,” http://www.jordantimes.com/index.php?news=14364&searchFor=Iran] 

"We have political problems, tensions, over our constitutional reforms, the [long-delayed] oil law, government performance," he said. For Baghdad, "these are part of the reconciliation" process in the war-battered country. Zebari, an Iraqi Kurd, also pointed to Baghdad's good ties with Tehran, the arch-foe of Washington ever since the 1979 Islamic revolution, as another example of Iraq's ability to stand on its own two feet. "We have proven that no matter what the differences between the United States and a neighbouring country, we have our vested interests and can make our own decisions," he said in his office, adorned with a plush Persian carpet. Within the Arab world, he said, Iraq had also taken a stand last month by staying away from a meeting of leaders in Qatar meant to shore up support for Hamas over the Gaza crisis, and instead attended an economic summit in Kuwait. "It used to be that way," the foreign minister said, referring to the loss of diplomatic credibility after the US-led invasion of March 2003 that toppled Saddam Hussein, stressing that Iraq's neighbours were now taking it seriously. "The impression has completely changed, especially after this agreement with the US and the way we debated it, in parliament, in the media," in contrast to other countries where it would have been a state secret. "All this has sent the right signals... our continued engagement despite their negativism," he said, referring to the scepticism of nearby countries. Zebari pointed to the opening of several Arab embassies in Baghdad and to the expected stream of diplomatic visits, with economic issues high on the agenda. "Syria's prime minister and foreign minister are coming over soon," he said. "We are thinking of reopening our [oil] pipeline through Syria to the Mediterranean, that's a key issue." Zebari said Baghdad's often troubled ties with Damascus had "improved a great deal" following their opening of embassies in late 2006. "There are less infiltrators coming from the Syrian border. They haven't stopped but the Syrians have taken a number of measures, and secondly they felt that this will backfire on them." Turning to Tehran, he acknowledged Shiite Iran was influential in the new Iraq, where the Shiite majority is dominant. "They have influence, I have to be honest... But our attitude [now] is to deal with each other as two sovereign countries, through official channels," the minister said. "To say that they dictate to us, no, that is wrong," he said, citing Tehran's strong opposition to the security pact with Washington. "We told them this is a sovereign Iraqi decision," said Zebari, who has served as foreign minister since Iraq's first post-invasion administration. "They took that as a sign, I think, of Iraq asserting more independence." With Iranian Foreign Minister Manouchehr Mottaki's visit last week - to be followed, said Zebari, by Iran's former president Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani - the two sides are placing their diplomatic ties on a new footing. "We are trying to formalise relations with them through embassies, through consulates, to have a protocol of dealing with each other," he said. Zebari contrasted the approach to the individual contacts dating back to the days of opposition to Saddam's regime when many of today's leaders of Iraq were exiled in Iran. Even Kuwait, with which Iraq has had troubled ties for decades, culminating in Saddam's 1990 invasion, is sending its deputy premier and foreign minister, Sheikh Mohammad Sabah Al Salim Al Sabah, to Baghdad for the first time. Joint oil fields, demarcation of borders and the billions of dollars in war reparation claims will be among the thorny issues on the agenda. "We have come a long, long way with them," Zebari said. 
AT Iraq Link Turns

Iraq inevitably devastates capital – withdrawal can’t help. 

Sorenson, 2008

[Ted, Former Special Counsel to Pres. Kennedy, “Has the Iraq War depleted our military and diplomatic capital?” 5-22, http://bigthink.com/ideas/1085]
Question: Has the Iraq War depleted our military and diplomatic capital? Ted Sorensen: We haven’t spent it all. We still have enormous stockpiles of strategic weapons that have never been used, and God willing will never be used. But we have stretched thin our conventional forces in a foolish, pointless, endless invasion and occupation of Iraq. We didn’t even have enough troops to secure the borders and keep the terrorists from pouring in from other countries. We didn’t even have enough troops to secure the arsenals and armories so that the terrorists just robbed all of those weapons. And they’re now being used against American troops. And what have we achieved? Saddam Hussein is gone. Yes, he was an evil man, but we don’t have democracy there. Women in . . . Iraqi women probably have fewer rights today than they had women Saddam Hussein, who was secular, was in charge than they . . . than they have now when the United States put the Shiia in power. So what have we achieved? And there are more Iraqi civilians being killed every day. They used to be killed every day by stray American bombs; but now they’re killed today by other Iraqis, and there is no end in sight. I don’t believe that with the United States having taken the lid off Pandora’s box . . . Whether we stay for 50 years as John McCain may be necessary like Korea; or stay for 50 months or weeks, there will still be bloodshed, and violence, and sectarian killings, and political wrangling going on inside Iraq. We have so messed up that country that I’m not sure even a democratic president can solve it. And it’s . . . It’s the stupidest blunder in American foreign policy history.

Links – TNWs 

TNW withdrawal costs tons of diplomatic capital. 

Bell & Loehrke, 2009 

[Alexandra and Benjamin, Project manager at the Ploughshares Fund and a Truman National Security Fellow AND **Research assistant at the Ploughshares Fund and a graduate student at the University of Maryland School of Public Policy, 11-23, “The status of U.S. nuclear weapons in Turkey”Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey] 

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. If used properly, Turkey actually can play an important role in this complex process, and the United States and its allies should seriously consider Turkish offers to serve as an interlocutor between Iran and the West. First, Ankara's potential influence with Tehran should not be underestimated. As Princeton scholar Joshua Walker has noted, given its long-established pragmatic relations and growing economic ties with Iran, Ankara is in a position to positively influence Tehran's behavior. More largely, if the United States and European Union task Turkey with a bigger role in the diplomatic back-and-forth with Iran, it would help convince Ankara (and others) of Turkey's value to NATO and have the additional benefit of pulling Ankara into a closer relationship with Washington and Brussels. As a result, Turkey would obtain a stronger footing in alliance politics, contain its chief security concerns, and foster the necessary conditions for the removal of tactical U.S. nuclear weapons from Turkish soil.

Empirically, this means intense negotiations to reassure extended deterrence commitments. 

Yost, 2004

[David S., Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School, Ph.D. in international relations at the University of Southern California (1979), July, “The US Nuclear Posture Review and the NATO allies,” International Affairs 80.4, Ebsco]
Perhaps partly because of improved relations with Russia, allied observers have expressed no noteworthy concerns about the effects of the NPR-mandated reductions in operationally deployed US strategic nuclear warheads on extended deterrence. This is consistent with a longstanding pattern in which most allies have deemed strategic nuclear matters a US responsibility and have deferred to US judgement about the appropriate structure and level of US strategic nuclear forces. Exceptions to this pattern have, however, arisen historically; and in some circumstances more such exceptions could occur. Ever since the Soviet Union launched Sputnik in 1957 and developed the world’s first ICBMs, the alliance has been subject to periodic crises of confidence—in essence, European doubts about America’s will to defend its allies, given the risk of prompt inter- continental nuclear retaliation from Russia. These doubts have been aggravated whenever Americans have expressed anxieties about US strategic capabilities— as during the ‘bomber gap’ and ‘missile gap’ controversies in the late 1950s and early 1960s, and the debates about SALT II, ICBM vulnerability and ‘grey area’ systems such as the Backfire bomber in the late 1970s and early 1980s. Any Europeans inclined to be worried about the credibility of US extended deterrence in view of the constraints on US strategic nuclear forces imposed by arms control or budgetary limits would probably be influenced by interactions with US experts, policy activists and politicians—as was the case in the late 1970s and early 1980s, the last time US policy regarding strategic nuclear forces became a significant topic in transatlantic security discussions. If a debate emerged in the United States about the adequacy of the US strategic force posture in the context of national security (without necessarily considering extended deterrence for allied security), allied experts and officials would probably ask questions about the implications for NATO, Japan and other beneficiaries of US nuclear guarantees. In this event, the perceived political commitment of the United States—including its manifest intentions, and its apparent confidence in the adequacy of its strategic nuclear posture—would probably matter more in reassuring allies than the size of the force and its specific characteristics.

TNW removal will meet with massive controversy – requires tons of diplomatic resources. 

Bell & Loehrke, 2009 

[Alexandra and Benjamin, Project manager at the Ploughshares Fund and a Truman National Security Fellow AND **Research assistant at the Ploughshares Fund and a graduate student at the University of Maryland School of Public Policy, 11-23, “The status of U.S. nuclear weapons in Turkey”Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey] 

For more than 40 years, Turkey has been a quiet custodian of U.S. tactical nuclear weapons. During the Cold War, Washington positioned intermediate-range nuclear missiles and bombers there to serve as a bulwark against the Soviet Union (i.e., to defend the region against Soviet attack and to influence Soviet strategic calculations). In the event of a Soviet assault on Europe, the weapons were to be fired as one of the first retaliatory shots. But as the Cold War waned, so, too, did the weapons' strategic value. Thus, over the last few decades, the United States has removed all of its intermediate-range missiles from Turkey and reduced its other nuclear weapons there through gradual redeployments and arms control agreements. Today, Turkey hosts an estimated 90 B61 gravity bombs at Incirlik Air Base. Fifty of these bombs are reportedly PDF assigned for delivery by U.S. pilots, and forty are assigned for delivery by the Turkish Air Force. However, no permanent nuclear-capable U.S. fighter wing is based at Incirlik, and the Turkish Air Force is reportedly PDF not certified for NATO nuclear missions, meaning nuclear-capable F-16s from other U.S. bases would need to be brought in if Turkey's bombs were ever needed. Such a relaxed posture makes clear just how little NATO relies on tactical nuclear weapons for its defense anymore. In fact, the readiness of NATO's nuclear forces now is measured in months as opposed to hours or days. Supposedly, the weapons are still deployed as a matter of deterrence, but the crux of deterrence is sustaining an aggressor's perception of guaranteed rapid reprisal--a perception the nuclear bombs deployed in Turkey cannot significantly add to because they are unable to be rapidly launched. Aggressors are more likely to be deterred by NATO's conventional power or the larger strategic forces supporting its nuclear umbrella. So in effect, U.S. tactical nuclear weapons in Turkey are without military value or purpose. That means removing them from the country should be simple, right? Unfortunately, matters of national and international security are never that easy. Roadblocks to removal. In 2005, when NATO's top commander at the time, Gen. James L. Jones, supported the elimination of U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe, he was met with fierce political resistance. (In addition to the 90 B61 bombs in Turkey, there are another 110 or so U.S. bombs located at bases in Belgium, Germany, Italy, and the Netherlands.) Four years later, some U.S. and European officials still maintain that the political value of the nuclear weapons is enough to keep them deployed across Europe. In particular, they argue that the weapons are "an essential political and military link" between NATO members and help maintain alliance cohesion. The Defense Department's 2008 report PDF on nuclear weapons management concurred: "As long as our allies value [the nuclear weapons'] political contribution, the United States is obligated to provide and maintain the nuclear weapon capability." 

Removal of TNWs strongly opposed – forces negotiations after the plan. 
Guardian, 2-23-2010
[Anne Penketh. “Burying Nuclear Relics of the cold war” http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/feb/23/nato-cold-war-nuclear-relics]
It's decision time for the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation, which is confronted by a dilemma over the future of short-range US nuclear weapons in Europe. Until now, the alliance has chosen to ignore calls for change and has eschewed public debate. Nato clings to the outmoded notion that the 200 or so gravity bombs in five European countries are a necessary deterrent (against Russia, which has an estimated 4,000 short-range nuclear weapons). The status quo has prevailed with the US saying it is waiting for an allied request to remove the B61 bombs from Germany, the Netherlands, Belgium, Italy and Turkey. But this has never happened, partly because of resistance from some former Soviet bloc states within Nato. They have been virulently opposed to the removal of the weapons which they perceive as a guarantee of a US presence in Europe against Russian aggression. 

More ev – negotiations necessary – allies oppose removal without Russian reciprocation. 
Guardian, 3-30-2010
[Julian Borger, Diplomatic editor, "US bombs must stay in Europe, Nato advisers say", lexis] 

A Nato advisory group helping to draft a new strategy for the military alliance will recommend that US nuclear bombs stay in Europe, the Guardian has learned. In a report due on 1 May, the group of experts, chaired by the former US secretary of state Madeleine Albright, will say the roughly 200 remaining American B61 bombs on European soil should not be unilaterally withdrawn. The 11 experts will suggest that the bombs only be removed as part of a new treaty with Russia, which has an estimated 2,000 tactical nuclear weapons, mostly on its western flank. "You cannot get rid of them without reciprocity," a member of the group said. The group's word will not be final, but it will significantly strengthen the hand of those in the alliance who are opposed to a German-led initiative to remove the bombs unilaterally. Germany won the support of Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxembourg and Norway for its stance, and foreign ministers from the five countries delivered a letter to the Nato secretary general, Anders Fogh Rasmussen, last month calling for a debate on the future of the tactical weapons. Concern over the B61 stockpile in Europe was heightened by a security breach two months ago when protesters managed to break in to an American base in Belgium where up to 20 of the bombs are thought to be stockpiled. Italy and Turkey, which play host to most of the B61 stockpile, have been silent on the issue in recent months, but have quietly opposed moves to withdraw them from the US bases on their soil. Eastern European and Baltic countries are also uneasy about removing what they see as a symbol of America's preparedness to protect them against attack. 

More ev. 
Thranert, 2008 
[Oliver, Senior Fellow at German Institute for International and Security Affairs, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “U.S. Nuclear Forces in Europe to Zero? Yes, But Not Yet”, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22533&prog=zgp&proj=znpp]
At the same time, however, there are a number of political reasons for not entirely foregoing U.S. nuclear forces in Europe at this point in time. The function of these systems is to keep the peace and to prevent wars. In particular, U.S. nuclear forces in Europe and nuclear sharing with Alliance partners demonstrate a shared risk within NATO and binds America to the old continent. At least some NATO partners continue to value this. They remain particularly interested in a strong nuclear deterrent vis-à-vis Russia and Iran. Moreover, the U.S. nuclear presence gives those NATO members participating in nuclear sharing a greater say in nuclear decision making or, at least, more access to information. In order to avoid yet another split in NATO on a crucial issue, these political factors should not be neglected. In addition, three further points need to be taken into consideration.
***AFF***
N/U – Wedding Focus 

Focus on wedding arrangements right now – comparatively the most important. 

Telegraph UK, 7-5-2010 

[“Hillary Clinton reveals major concern is flowers for daughter's wedding,” http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/northamerica/usa/7872828/Hillary-Clinton-reveals-major-concern-is-flowers-for-daughters-wedding.html]
Mrs Clinton said: "It is truly the most important thing in my life right now. "Luckily, we have email now. I can communicate and people can send me picture of flower arrangements and other kinds of decisions." She added that, despite her packed schedule, she had managed "to fit in tastings and dress selections and all the other things a mother of the bride has to do". US newspaper reports this weekend suggested the ceremony will take place on 31 July at the Astor Courts, an early 20th century, Beaux Arts building in the town of Rhinebeck, 100 miles north of New York City, which was originally designed as a sporting pavilion. Chelsea Clinton, who is currently a graduate student at Columbia University, initially stayed out of the spotlight but took a more public profile during the 2008 presidential campaign. Her father Bill, the former US president, has joked that Chelsea demanded he lose 15lb (7kg) so that he would look better while walking her down the aisle. Both sides of the marriage have interesting personal histories: Mr Clinton notoriously had an affair with the Oval Office intern Monica Lewinsky and then denied it; while the groom's father, Ed, served a five-year sentence for fraud and was released in 2008. 

Afghanistan Aff – Link Turn 

Afghanistan presence devastates dip cap. 
South China Morning Post, 2009 

[Greg Torode, 12-3, "Will Obama's Afghan strategy play into China's hands?", Lexis]
US President Barack Obama's Afghan strategy - 100,000 troops and a withdrawal beginning in July 2011 - will demand costly intangibles and some are wondering whether it is here, in East Asia, that Washington will end up paying that bill. Quagmire in Afghanistan could further play into the hands of an emerging China that is fast challenging the strategic assumptions that have governed East Asia for decades. Even if the dramatic escalation of 30,000 extra troops goes smoothly, the military, political and diplomatic capital expended will be considerable. And it is not being spent by a fresh, young hopeful, but an exhausted warrior trying to restore his reserves of blood and treasure after two conflicts, and the worst economic crisis in a generation. Will Afghanistan divert Washington's attention from the more subtle but vital task of dealing with the rise of China and balancing ties across East Asia, where, for decades, it has been the primary military power? Will it divert the energies of US institutions just as they are supposed to be engaging China on an ever-broadening range of issues, from the environment and water management to freedom of navigation? Then there are the worst case scenarios. Would Afghanistan commitments mean the US could not respond fully to a military crisis in the region, say a conflict over Taiwan or the Korean peninsula? Afghanistan, after all, is now Obama's war. These are the questions being asked across the region just weeks after Obama staged his first visit to set the tone for what he hopes will be eight years of complex engagement - deepening ties with China while boosting existing alliances and reaching to out to new friends. No one is pretending China would create that crisis but some believe Beijing would quietly seek to exploit any perceived vacuum. Dr Ian Storey, a scholar at Singapore's Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, said a sense that the US risked bogging itself down in Afghanistan could embolden Beijing. "On a strategic level, it might reinforce China's perceptions that the US is a declining power," he said. "And I think that, in turn, could make Beijing more assertive in the region. We might see China being more confident about pushing the theme of a new multipolar world like they tried in the 1990s, a world where the US is more of a 'normal' power." Already, US military officials describe more frequent encounters with Chinese warships across the region, a presence expected to grow. On the diplomatic front, US diplomats and their regional allies find their Beijing counterparts increasingly assertive. While Afghanistan might force Washington to draw away from the Pacific theatre - its biggest presence - its important naval engagement with the region was unlikely to diminish, Storey said. "We can see the US is exhausted," one veteran Japanese envoy said privately. "Taking on fresh burdens in Afghanistan leaves us wondering about the response in a crisis. With the best will, it would be a great challenge ... they are already stretched." Professor Shi Yinghong, director of the Centre for American Studies at Renmin University, said China would now pay closer attention to developments in Afghanistan. Although China would avoid publicly commenting on Obama's Afghan decision, Shi said Beijing would be concerned no matter whether America won or lost the war. "It will be a very distant concern. Beijing will be more immediately concerned if the US loses the war, in this case, its ally Pakistan will be affected, and security in the region will be undermined," he said. "If the war is won, then Beijing will be uncomfortable to have so many US soldiers near its border." In practical terms, Beijing has appeared content to stand on the sidelines through the war to date. Repeated US requests to exploit bases on the Chinese side of the border for refuelling missions have been refused. More recently, US officials have requested an opening of the small but strategic Sino-Afghan border to allow troops and supplies to be ferried down the mountainous Wakhan Corridor. The issue was raised during Obama's recent mission to Beijing but has yet to be approved. No offers of hard military support is expected any time soon. Most analysts believe China is unlikely to want to be involved in a war led by US-dominated Nato forces rather than the UN. But some in the region believe Obama will not be easily diverted. Professor Thitinan Pongsudhirak, a political scientist at Bangkok's Chulalongkorn University, said Obama  had made considerable gains in Southeast Asia compared with his predecessor. He has entrenched ties with the Association of Southeast Asian Nations and has taken the risk of engaging Myanmar's junta. "Despite all the challenges he will face in Afghanistan, I think the track in this part of the world is set ... his administration has done more in a year than Bush did in eight years," he said. "We fully expect that will continue." 

Investment in Afghan war is wasting Obama’s diplomatic capital – aff frees it up. 
Carpenter, 6-27-2010

[Dan, Writer and columnist for the IndyStar, “No credit for taking charge,” http://www.indystar.com/article/20100627/OPINION05/6270333/1039/OPINION05/No-credit-for-taking-charge]

Like Lincoln, President Barack Obama has found it necessary to change generals in the middle of a war. Unlike Lincoln, this president seems unlikely to defeat the South. With Afghanistan, his chances of victory are roughly equal to Lincoln's, assuming that victory means a secure, friendly populace under the firm control of a government established under the auspices of the U.S. military. Even a gunboat diplomacy buff like George Will sees no hope or necessity for the Afghanistan expedition. Liberals are left pretty much in a quagmire, suffering through another political oil splash on their man without reason to believe his handling of this affront has any bearing on the alleged business at hand. "Success" in Afghanistan is as remote to the vast majority of Americans (those without loved ones there) as Afghanistan itself. To the extent they discuss the commander in chief as they stand in line for their iPhones, they talk in terms of his domestic war, the bone-deep conflict between a Northern urbanite and a devout resistance dominated by the South and Southwest. Recognizing the potency of right-wing sentiment, and the inconstancy of the so-called Blue Dog Democrats, Obama long ago adopted a strategy of cooptation. Assure the other side you share their narrowly defined basic values of patriotism and morality and middle-class preeminence, and hope they'll drop their guard against your more imaginative agenda. Because nobody dares run for president as an antiwar candidate, Obama chose to label Iraq as the wrong war, leaving Afghanistan as the right war and obligating himself to prosecute that waste of lives, money and diplomatic capital. He played into the mass fantasy that global upheaval can be reduced to the mischief of a few terrorist bands. He threw in the bonus of a sort-of deadline for bringing the troops home. None of it has pleased North or South on this side of the proverbial water's edge. It couldn't even spare him a bizarre cross-cultural kneecapping by his top general in, of all places, Rolling Stone magazine. Hardly a match for Lincoln's dark nights of the soul, I guess; but our much-maligned 16th president surely died with confidence that historians would vindicate him. He waged a terrible war that ended insurrection, ended slavery -- and ended. No American war has taken longer to reach its end than the current one that Barack Obama purported to welcome. Its end is not in sight, and the absence of evil that it would bring about is something our visionary leader is unable to picture for us. Lincoln's eloquence about bereaved military families who "have laid so costly a sacrifice upon the altar of freedom" can hardly be appropriated for a disjointed and deadly security operation for a corrupt and ineffectual foreign regime. The battle, then, is to save face on the home front. To show who is in command. It has to be an ill-fitting role for a man who sought to dial down his predecessor's emphasis on the military and offer an open hand to the non-Western world. Playing it is the price he has had to pay to be president. He can go ahead and break a leg, as they say in show business; but he'll hear little applause from South, North, or, when it comes to his chosen war, posterity. 
Iraq Aff – Link Turn

Withdrawing from Iraq saves diplomatic capital – shifts focus elsewhere while Iraq takes the lead. 
Scowcroft, 5-13-2010
[Brett, former US National Security Advisor, 2010 GLOBAL SECURITY FORUM, http://csis.org/files/attachments/100513_middleeast_panel_transcript.pdf]
Q: Chet Crocker, Georgetown University. A couple of 20,000-foot questions for a retired Air Force general and a screenplay writer. (Laughter.) Brent, you mentioned the phrase, “a nurturing presence,” and I wonder what kind of post-Iraq war, post-Afghan war military footprint you see in that part of the world, and what role for our diplomacy? Are we going to be the lead actor on all the issues that we’ve been touching on – Israel-Palestine, India-Pakistan, and of course, Gulf security architecture, which David mentioned? So are we going to be the lead diplomatic presence and the lead military presence in this region? And should this region continue to occupy 80 percent of our political and diplomatic capital around the world? Thank you. LT. GEN. SCOWCROFT: Chet, I think you’re the best one to answer that question. I would hope that we would back down a little bit from leadership in the region to, if you will, nurturing and cooperation and encouragement for the region to get itself together and to move in unison. It’s fundamentally a rich region. Iraq, for example, has huge natural resources. The right kind of encouragement could do a lot to turn Iraqi-Iranian relationship to one, at least, of toleration. I think Jordan is another problem, which is, in part, a regional problem. Aside from the issues of the East Bank, and so on, there are close to a million Iraqi refugees in Jordan. This is a terrible burden for a state without the natural resources that some of the others have. I think we can use our ability to organize and guide in a way which encourages the best instincts of the region without saying, we’ve dealt with these military problems; now we’re going to set the region straight, because I don’t think we’re able to do that. 
 

Japan Aff – Link Turn

Withdrawing from Okinawa ends criticism of the US, allowing us to pursue diplomatic endeavor

Gher, 2002 

[Jaime, JD graduate at University of San Francisco School of Law,  “Status of Forces Agreements: Tools to Further Effective Foreign Policy and Lessons To Be Learned from the United States-Japan Agreement”, Fall, 37 U.S.F. L. Rev. 227, University of San Francisco Law Review, Lexis] MGM 

On February 16, 2001, a local assembly on Okinawa, the site of America's largest military base in Japan, demanded the "withdrawal of all U.S. Marines on the island and the resignation of their commander." n18 As the global community becomes more aware of Japanese dissatisfaction, the more likely it is that United States diplomatic endeavors will be thwarted and its international reputation tarnished. The United States has a long history of "sending ... [troops] abroad to further [its] national security and foreign policy objectives[, which] has profound implications under United States and international law and raises ... issues of ... status, rights, privileges, and immunities." n19 This Comment focuses on an instrument essential to America's military placement scheme: the Status of Forces Agreement ("SOFA").  

AT Nagorno-Karabakh – Other Actors Solve

Not dependent on the US – multiple international actors necessary to sustain negotiations that the plan doesn’t affect. 

Friedman, 7-7-2010

[George, News.az, “The Caucasus Cauldron,” http://www.news.az/articles/18723]
That the Poland and Ukraine stops so obviously were about the Russians makes the stops in Georgia, Azerbaijan and Armenia all the more interesting. Clinton’s statements during the Caucasian leg of her visit were positive, as one would expect. She expressed her support for Georgia without committing the United States to any arms shipments for Georgia to resist the Russians, who currently are stationed inside Georgia’s northern secessionist regions. In Azerbaijan and Armenia, she called on both countries to settle the issue of Nagorno-Karabakh, a disputed region within western Azerbaijan proper. Armenia took control of the region by force following the Soviet collapse. For Azerbaijan, the return of Nagorno-Karabakh under a U.N. resolution is fundamental to its national security and political strategy. For Armenia, retreat is not politically possible. This means Clinton’s call for negotiations and her offer of U.S. help are not particularly significant, especially since the call was for Washington to help under the guise of international, not bilateral, negotiations. This is particularly true after Clinton seemed to indicate that the collapse in Turkish-Armenian talks was Turkey’s responsibility and that it was up to Turkey to make the next move. Given that her visit to the region seems on the surface to have achieved little — and indeed, little seems to have been intended — it is worth taking time to understand why she went there in the first place, and the region’s strategic significance. 
Russia and France are also key, plus Azerbaijan and Armenia. 
Reuters, 6-26-2010

[“US, Russia, France back Nagorno-Karabakh peace moves,” http://uk.reuters.com/article/idUKN26177539._CH_.2420]
HUNTSVILLE, Ontario, June 26 (Reuters) - The United States, France and Russia on Saturday pledged to support Armenia and Azerbaijan as they try to agree basic principles for settling a dispute over Azerbaijan's breakaway Nagorno-Karabakh region. U.S. President Barack Obama, joined by French President Nicolas Sarkozy and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev, said both sides had made a significant step in accepting the overall framework of a deal and now needed to work on details. "Now the presidents of Armenia and Azerbaijan need to take the next step and complete the work on the basic principles to enable the drafting of a peace agreement to begin," the three leaders said in a joint statement issued during a Group of Eight meeting in Canada. U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton plans to visit both Armenia and Azerbaijan early next month during a trip to the South Caucasus. The dispute between mostly Muslim Azerbaijan and mostly Christian Armenia remains a threat to stability in the South Caucasus, an important route for oil and gas supplies from the Caspian region to Europe. Skirmishes, sometimes fatal, erupt frequently along front lines near Nagorno-Karabakh, a small mountainous region under the control of ethnic Armenians who fought a six-year separatist war with support from neighboring Armenia. An estimated 30,000 people were killed and one million displaced before a cease-fire in 1994 but a peace accord has never been agreed and the ethnic Armenian leadership's independence claim has not been recognized by any country. The three powers' joint statement on Saturday said the so-called "Helsinki principles" now recognized by both sides relate to the return of the occupied territories surrounding Nagorno-Karabakh, interim status for Nagorno-Karabakh guaranteeing security and self-governance and a corridor linking Armenia to Nagorno-Karabakh. The framework also calls for the final status of Nagorno-Karabakh to be determined by a legally-binding vote and the right of all internally-displaced persons and refugees to return. More than a decade of mediation led by Russia, France and the United States has failed to produce a final peace deal and Azerbaijan has said it may use force to try to regain control of Nagorno-Karabakh. Tension has increased since Armenia and its traditional foe Turkey, which has close ties to Azerbaijan, reached a rapprochement last year. The accord crumbled this year when Armenia suspended ratification after Turkish demands that it first reach terms over Nagorno-Karabakh, a condition set by Turkey to appease Azerbaijan, an oil and gas producer. (reporting by Alister Bull, writing by Andrew Quinn; editing by David Storey)

More ev. 

Asbarez, 6-28-2010

[“Clinton to Visit South Caucasus,” http://asbarez.com/82636/clinton-to-visit-south-caucasus/]

Meanwhile, a senior diplomatic source said the OSCE Minsk Group mediating the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict will visit Armenia and Azerbaijan. The group’s co-chairs–Igor-Popov of Russia, Bernard Fassier of France and Robert Bradtke of the U.S.–will pay a visit to Armenia and Azerbaijan in early July, as arranged at the Armenian-Russian-Azerbaijani presidential meeting in St Petersburg. The mediators will discuss a meeting of Armenian and Azerbaijani Foreign Ministers, Edward Nalbandian and Elmar Mammadyarov, to be held in Kazakhstan.

AT Nagorno-Karabakh – Azerbaijan Blocks

Azerbaijan will prevent successful resolution. 

News.am, 7-9-2010

[“Aliyev impudent hypocrite, Armenian MP says,” http://news.am/eng/news/24611.html]

Azerbaijani President Ilham Aliev has used the EU Resolution on the South Caucasus for issuing threats of war, stated Naira Zohrabyan, Co-Chairperson of the Armenia-EU parliamentary commission. The Azeri leader is trying to deceive the public by presenting the European Parliament’s Resolution “EU Strategy for the South Caucasus” as a resolution on Nagorno-Karabakh. “A few days ago the Azeri President made one more provocative statement, referring to the EU Strategy for the South Caucasus by the European Parliament. The Armenian legislative and executive bodies pointed out the inconsistency of the resolution. Unfortunately, our forecasts that the resolution would be used against the peaceful process are coming true,” Zohrabyan said. “He keeps on threatening to resolve the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict in a military way,” she said. With barefaced lie, rephrasing certain points of the resolution, Aliyev claimed it contained proposals for a settlement of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict. She pointed out that the Azeri leader’s statement runs counter to a number of most important points of the resolution. First, they condemn the idea of a military resolution of the conflict. The resolution also contains an appeal for observing the ceasefire, and underlines the importance of security guarantees as one of the most important components of each solution. “As regards the settlement of the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict, the resolution welcomes the intensification of negotiations as a result of the six Armenian-Azerbaijani presidential meetings on the basis of the Moscow statement of 2008,” Zohrabyan said. The Council of Europe is consistently supporting the OSCE Minsk Group’s activities, as well as the l'Aquila statement, whereas Aliyev’s statements run counter to the letter and spirit of the resolution, Zohrabyan said. Surprising is the fact that President Aliyev is ignoring the point dealing with human rights in Azerbaijan, particularly an appeal for releasing the bloggers, and is using the resolution for military propaganda. The Armenian parliamentarian called on her colleagues in the council of Europe to condemn Aliyev’s manner of misusing the name of the Council of Europe and make a political assessment of the Azeri leaders’ threats and provocations. 

AT Nagorno-Karabakh – No War

Ceasefire violations won’t escalate to war. 

Stepanian, 6-28-2010
[Ruzanna, “Another Karabakh War Unlikely, Says UK Envoy,” http://www.azatutyun.am/content/article/2085150.html]
The Armenian-Azerbaijani war is unlikely to resume any time soon despite the latest upsurge in ceasefire violations around Nagorno-Karabakh, Britain’s ambassador to Armenia said on Monday. “I wouldn’t want to speculate about the possibility of war in Karabakh,” Charles Lonsdale told a news conference in Yerevan. “Recent incidents raise concern, but I think we are a long way from a resumption of real hostilities.” Lonsdale said at the same time that the status quo in the Karabakh conflict may not be sustainable in the long term and that both sides should pursue a peaceful settlement based on mutual compromise.

AT Nagorno-Karabakh – Long TF

Resolution will take years – aff outweighs. 
Gorenburg, 7-11-2010

[Dmitry, Harvard University, Executive Director American Association for the Advancement of Slavic Studies, “Russia benefits from unsettled conflict in Karabakh – analyst,”  http://www.news.az/articles/17318]

Can you predict the further script in the resolution of the Armenian-Azerbaijani conflict over Nagorno Karabakh conflict in terms of the recent events in the region? How long do you think this negotiation process will last? I don't see a quick resolution, and recent events have not increased my hope that one is coming. I don't think I can put a number on it, but we're certainly talking in terms of several years.

AT Nagorno Karabakh – Dip Cap Fails (General)

Too many obstacles to overcome and US-Russia animosity prevents it. 

Gorenburg, 7-11-2010

[Dmitry, Harvard University, Executive Director American Association for the Advancement of Slavic Studies, “Russia benefits from unsettled conflict in Karabakh – analyst,”  http://www.news.az/articles/17318]

The reverberations of the 2008 war between Georgia and Russia are still being felt in the region. The unsettled conflict in Karabakh benefits Russia to some extent but is harmful for US interests. US efforts to partially resolve regional tensions by focusing on improving Armenian-Turkish relations have backfired because of on one side, resistance in Armenia to de-emphasizing the recognition of the 1915 events as a genocide, and on the other side, Turkish hesitance to open borders while the Karabakh conflict remains unresolved. Thus it seems that despite recent US efforts to resolve regional conflicts in piecemeal fashion, the only real hope for a solution will come from a global solution that includes the Karabakh conflict, the genocide question, and the border in one settlement. While the current state of Russian-US relations is much improved in comparison to 1-2 years ago, there are still some traces of zero-sum thinking on both sides. To the extent that US-Azerbaijani and US-Turkish relations have been damaged by the stalled effort to improve Armenian-Turkish ties, some Russian leaders will see this as a benefit to Russia and will act to being Azerbaijan closer to Russia.

Capital investment changes nothing. 

News.am, 7-2-2010

[“Clinton to ask tough questions in the region, expert says,” http://news.am/eng/news/24018.html]

U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton will arrive in the region to ask tough questions, Gerard Shalyan, an armed conflict and strategic relations expert, stated. He stressed the Karabakh issue is not a priority for the U.S. Referring to the recent statement on Nagorno-Karabakh by Obama, Medvedev and Sarkozy, Shalyan said: “I do not think the Presidents’ statement will bring about any significant changes in the Karabakh peace process.”
Wrong strat. 
News.am, 7-3-2010

[“Clinton comes to South Caucasus for Karabakh’s sake?” http://news.am/eng/news/24057.html]

Though Hillary Clinton’s visit is a regional one, even it can happen for no reason, the former RA Foreign Minister and oppositional Armenian National Congress member Vahan Papazyan told NEWS.am. He added that the U.S. seems to have serious challenges in the region. According to him, the Karabakh pace process will be discussed in Armenia and Azerbaijan. “Armenian and Azerbaijani statesmen have separately expressed content with the recent statement made by the co-chairing states in Canada. They have just to meet, discuss it and sign a joint agreement on adoption of certain principles. I think this is the reason for Clinton’s visit,” he said. Vahan Papazyan also noted that no breakthrough should be expected in the Armenian-Turkish reconciliation process. “Clinton will say that the U.S. is considering the issues separately and in different contexts, simultaneously realizing that one cannot be tackled without another,” ANC member stated. The former RA Foreign Minister found it difficult to say whether any document on Nagorno-Karabakh will be signed and singled out an “absurd point”: “One of the conflicting parties – Nagorno-Karabakh Republic is not involved in the peace process, therefore the mediators do not care about it at all,” he concluded. 

Diplomacy Fails – General 

US diplomacy is ineffective – countries will say no and conflicts are escalating now. 
Miller, 2-3-2010 

[2/3/2010, Aaron David, public-policy scholar at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, Foreign Policy, “The End of Diplomacy?”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/02/03/the_end_of_diplomacy?page=full] MGM  

Back in the day, there was a time when American diplomacy did big and important things. No more, it seems. The world's gotten complicated, America is a good deal weaker, and the U.S. administration is handicapping itself with a dysfunctional bureaucratic setup that makes it harder to focus and find its footing. Effective American diplomacy may well be going the way of the dodo, and the sad fact is there may be little Barack Obama can do about it. Lamenting the absence of great men years before his own shining moment, Winston Churchill wrote that in England, once upon a time, "there were wonderful giants of old." There's always a danger in idealizing what once was or seemed to be in order to make a point about the present. Still, looking back over the last 60 years, you really do have to wonder whether America's best diplomacy and foreign policy are behind it. America never ran the world (an illusion the left, right, and much of the third and fourth worlds believe; but there were moments (1945-1950, the early 1970s, 1988-1991) when the United States marshaled its military, political, and economic power toward impressive ends. There were, or course, disasters and plenty of dysfunction during these years, including the Vietnam War and out-of-control CIA operations. But there were also brilliant achievements: the Marshall Plan, NATO, effective Arab-Israeli diplomacy, détente with the Russians, opening to China, a competent American role in the acceleration and management of the end of the Cold War, and the first Gulf War. For most of the last 16 years, however -- under Bill Clinton and George W. Bush -- America has been in a diplomatic dry patch. In the face of terrorism, nuclear proliferation, wars of choice, and nasty regional conflicts, conventional diplomacy has either not been tried or not been very successful. The image of the shuttling secretary of state pre-empting crises or exploiting them to broker agreements, doggedly pursuing Middle East peace, achieving dramatic breakthroughs with spectacular secret diplomacy seems a world away. The Obama administration wants to do this kind of stuff. And it has done pretty well in managing the big relationships with Russia and Europe, though it has had its share of problems with China. But frankly, these are the easy ones. It's not from the big that the president's problems come; it's from the small. In garden spots like Iraq, Pakistan, Afghanistan, Yemen, and Somalia, the problems are four parts military, five parts nation-building, and maybe one part diplomacy. And America is unlikely to prevail in any meaningful sense of the word where corrupt, extractive regimes are unable to control their own territory and cut deals with anti-American elements and place their security and political concerns first. Even in areas where diplomacy might seem to work on paper -- Kashmir, Arab-Israeli peacemaking -- the United States is hampered by conflicts driven by deep ethnic and religious hostility and by internal politics in which its own allies (Israel, Pakistan, and India) can't be of much help. And in one of the cruelest ironies of all, the U.S. president who has gone further to engage Iran than any of his predecessors is watching any hope for diplomacy being ground up by a regime under siege in Tehran. What's more, the power of the small is being matched by the weakening of the big. You don't have to be a declinist (I'm not) to see how far the image of American power has fallen. Forget the economic meltdown, which has much of the world wondering about what kind of great power the United States really is. America's currently fighting two wars where the standard for victory is not whether it can win but when it can leave. Whether it's an inability to get tough sanctions from the international community against Iran, bring Tehran to heel, make North Korea play ball, get the Arabs and the Israelis to cooperate, or push the Pakistanis to hit the Taliban and al Qaeda in a sustained way, the world has gotten used to saying no to America without cost or consequence. And that's very bad for a great power. Finally, there's the issue of how the country organizes itself. A new bureaucratic flowchart won't replace skill and luck, better marshal American power, or create genuine opportunities for success abroad. But if you don't have the right structure, it makes success all that much harder. And the United States has departed from the one model that has proven successful: the strong foreign-policy president empowering the strong secretary of state who rides herd over subcabinet-level envoys in real time and in close coordination with the president on strategy. Instead, the Obama administration has created an empire of envoys with power concentrated in the White House but without real purpose or strategy. The nation's top diplomat (the secretary of state) seems to be everywhere and nowhere in terms of owning issues and finding a way to take on some of the nastiest challenges, which is what secretaries of state are supposed to do. It's still early, and maybe the Obama administration will get lucky. Perhaps the Iranian regime will collapse or the Arabs and Israelis will do something good by themselves. But the next several years are more likely to be tough ones for American diplomacy. And the image that comes to mind isn't a terribly kind one: America as a kind of modern-day Gulliver tied up by tiny tribes abroad and hobbled by its inability to organize its own house at home. 
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