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***GENERIC DETERRENCE***

Uniqueness—Resolve Now

Obama has resolve now—new NSS rejects retreat and emphasizes leadership

Daniella Pletka, AEI Foreign and Defense Policy Studies VP, 5/27/2010, "Obama Must Match Rhetoric, Reality," http://www.aei.org/article/102106, da: 7/27
Secretary of State Hillary Clinton will roll out the Obama administration's National Security Strategy on Thursday.  President Barack Obama's own curtain raiser at West Point on Saturday previewed the document, and everyone and their maiden aunt has parsed it silly. Some like it--partly because it isn't about "pre-emption," partly because it doesn't justify the war in Iraq and partly because it emphasizes multilateralism.  But mostly, I suspect, they like it because Obama delivered it.  Without access to the full NSS, it isn't fair to pass judgment. The speech was a fine one, as speeches go. Most of President George W. Bush's speeches were fine, too. But it's the policy that matters.  My beef with Bush was that his speeches and his policies bore little relationship to one another. Turns out, Obama's not so different.  Obama defines success in Iraq as "an Iraq that provides no haven to terrorists, a democratic Iraq that is sovereign and stable and self-reliant."  He has made clear in other statements, however, that he is not so interested in a "sovereign and stable" Iraq that he is prepared to breach his summer deadline for ending U.S. combat operations. Nor is the president so keen to amortize the sacrifices of our troops that he would contemplate a long-term partnership with Baghdad.  But even such limited, if worthy, goals are more than Obama's Afghanistan strategy offers up. The president said, "We will adapt, we will persist and I have no doubt that together with our Afghan and international partners, we will succeed in Afghanistan"-- but not if adapting, persisting and succeeding require substantial troops on the ground beyond July 2011.  For those of us afraid of U.S. retreat--particularly retreat rationalized by the failure of other countries to rally behind us (swimming with what Obama calls the "currents of cooperation")--the president counters himself with a rousing hurrah for strength at home and abroad.  Obama is right that a nation that is weak domestically cannot loom large on the world stage. But he is also the president who has slashed defense programs, opposed military pay increases and set in motion a national borrowing spree so overwhelming that debt service will top defense outlays in two years.  "At no time in human history," Obama said, "has a nation of diminished economic vitality maintained its military and political primacy." Bingo.  The soothing music of international harmony will clearly be a broad theme behind the new NSS. But the president confuses allies with international organizations and leadership with cooperation. Neither is a substitute for the other--and our allies are increasingly at odds with this administration.  Relations are strained with traditional friends in London, Paris and Berlin; and things aren't too hot with New Delhi, Tokyo or Seoul. Meanwhile, the pillars of the "international order" Obama seeks to build--the United Nations, the International Monetary Fund and the International Atomic Energy Commission, among others--have failed in epic fashion to address nuclear weapons in Iran and North Korea, genocide in Darfur, economic collapse in Europe and so on.  At West Point, the president said, "We've always had the foresight to avoid acting alone"--as if choosiness kept us from fighting the wars of the 20th century without allies.  But good taste doesn't forge alliances; leadership does. Sometimes leadership requires Washington to lead alone. One need not go as far as Bush to understand that we need a gear other than reverse when it comes to military engagement.
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Link—Withdrawal

Military withdrawal destroys US resolve and reputation—that’s key to effective deterrence which prevents war—resolve collapse causes global aggression

Hakan Tunc, Carleton University Political Science Professor, Fall 2008, Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 657-669

Reputation can be defined as a judgment about an actor’s past behavior and character that is used to predict future behavior. In international politics, a major component of building or maintaining a country’s reputation involves resolve.5 Policy makers may believe that a lack of resolve in one military confrontation will be seen as an indication of general weakness.6 According to Shiping Tang, this concern frequently amounts to ‘‘a cult of reputation’’ among foreign policy makers, which he defines as ‘‘a belief system holding as its central premise a conviction (or fear) that backing down in a crisis will lead one’s adversaries or allies to underestimate one’s resolve in the next crisis.’’7 Of particular importance to the cult of reputation is concern about the consequences of withdrawal from a theater of war. The major dictate of the cult of reputation is that a country should stand firm and refuse to withdraw from a theater of war. The underlying belief is that a withdrawal would inflict a severe blow to a country’s reputation and thus ‘‘embolden’’ the adversaries by boosting commitment and recruitment to their cause.8

Since the end of World War II, a cult of reputation has evolved among certain American policy makers who maintain that being a global power means being able to convey the image of strength and resolve.9 According to this perspective, a reputation for firmness and resoluteness deters adversaries and reassures allies about U.S. commitments. Conversely, being perceived as weak and irresolute encourages adversaries to be more aggressive and results in allies being less supportive.

This logic has had two general consequences for America’s use of force abroad: First, exhibiting resolve has been deemed necessary even in small and distant countries. This is because the mere perception of power generates tangible power, thereby reducing the need to use actual physical force against every adversary.10 In the 1950s and 1960s, this logic translated into military interventions in several places, notably in Korea and Vietnam, countries whose strategic value to the United States appeared questionable to some.11

Second, reputational concerns made it difficult for the United States to withdraw from a theater of war. The Vietnam War is the most prominent case, although the logic was also evident during the Korean conflict in the early 1950s.12 As is well-documented by historians, both the Lyndon Johnson and Richard Nixon administrations took reputation seriously and argued that leaving Vietnam without an ‘‘honorable’’ exit would seriously hurt U.S. credibility in the eyes of allies and adversaries alike. For both Johnson and Nixon, an ‘‘honorable’’ exit meant creating an autonomous South Vietnam (much like independent, anti-communist South Korea after the Korean war) that was recognized by all parties involved in the conflict, particularly by the North Vietnamese government. Such an outcome would vindicate U.S. sacrifices.13

Link—Withdrawal

Overseas Presence is Key to Deterrence, Assurance, and Promoting Peace 

Institute for Defense Analyses, (James S. Thomason, Project Leader,Senior Analyst, Strategy, Forces and Resources Division, Institute for Defense Analyses, Ph.D., International Relations, Northwestern University, B.A., Government, Harvard College, Senior Projects Manager, Institute for Defense Analyses, Director of consulting team to the CORM, Professional Staff Member, Center for Naval Analyses, Consultant, State Department, Robert J. Atwell, Robert Bovey, William E. Cralley, James Delaney, Michael P. Fischerkeller, Kongdan Oh Hassig, Charles Hawkins, Gene Porter) July 2002, Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD, Volume I: Main Report

US overseas military presence consists of all the US military assets in overseas areas that are engaged in relatively routine non-combat activities or functions. Collectively, these assets constitute one of a set of very important military instruments of national power and influence. It is regularly asserted within the Department of Defense that these overseas military presence activities promote key security objectives, such as deterrence, assurance of friends and allies, the provision of timely crisis response capabilities, regional stability and, generally, security conditions that in turn promote freedom and prosperity. 

US Ground Forces Have the Capabilities to Deter Potential Conflicts.

Institute for Defense Analyses, (James S. Thomason, Project Leader,Senior Analyst, Strategy, Forces and Resources Division, Institute for Defense Analyses, Ph.D., International Relations, Northwestern University, B.A., Government, Harvard College, Senior Projects Manager, Institute for Defense Analyses, Director of consulting team to the CORM, Professional Staff Member, Center for Naval Analyses, Consultant, State Department, Robert J. Atwell, Robert Bovey, William E. Cralley, James Delaney, Michael P. Fischerkeller, Kongdan Oh Hassig, Charles Hawkins, Gene Porter) July 2002, Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD, Volume I: Main Report

A consistent theme in the deterrence literature is that at least three factors inform a challenger’s strategic choices: (1) assessments of a defender’s resolve; (2) assessments of a defender’s capability; and (3), assessments of its own ability to manage the risks of the crisis that it is considering initiating. While each of these assessments is an important component of the deterrence dynamic, we focus here on the third item. In this respect, far more often than not challengers prefer to be able to manage the risks of a crisis that they choose to initiate. Accordingly, we propose that the type of force a defender uses or threatens to use in a deterrence attempt has its greatest impact on a challenger’s own assessment of its ability to manage the risks of the crisis. More specifically, we propose that a threat or use of ground forces by a defender during a crisis reduces the challenger’s expectation of his ability to control the evolving crisis significantly more than does a defender’s use or threatened use of only strike forces.

Link—Withdrawal

Studies Prove Ground Troops are the Single Most Important Factor To Detering Adversaries. Under no Circumstances should They be Removed.

Institute for Defense Analyses, (James S. Thomason, Project Leader,Senior Analyst, Strategy, Forces and Resources Division, Institute for Defense Analyses, Ph.D., International Relations, Northwestern University, B.A., Government, Harvard College, Senior Projects Manager, Institute for Defense Analyses, Director of consulting team to the CORM, Professional Staff Member, Center for Naval Analyses, Consultant, State Department, Robert J. Atwell, Robert Bovey, William E. Cralley, James Delaney, Michael P. Fischerkeller, Kongdan Oh Hassig, Charles Hawkins, Gene Porter) July 2002, Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD, Volume I: Main Report

If a policy-maker has confidence in Huth’s approach and our findings, he/she should adhere to the following guidelines both before and during future crises: (1) Maintain a decisive favorable military balance over potential adversaries—through some combination of US power projection capability and routinely present forces as well as those of our protégés. (2) Adopt a “best strategy” approach wherever possible (i.e., use a Firm-but-Flexible diplomatic strategy in combination with a Proportional Response military strategy).(3) Under no circumstances should the potential use of ground troops be taken off the table, publicly or privately, in devising the defender’s military counterthreat to a challenger in an extended-immediate deterrence attempt. Indeed, a ground/strike mix may be best: it hedges against the possibility that the challenger’s assessment of the defender’s resolve may be high, and it may also be hardest for the challenger to “design around.”
Link—Withdrawal

US presence is deterring conflict in the status quo-withdrawal would lead to a nuclear arms race and regional conflict

Corey Richardson, a Washington-based analyst who covered East Asian security issues as a presidential management fellow with the US Department of Defense, and is a co-founder of The Korea Liberator, in “South Korea must choose sides” published by the Asia Times on 9/9/2006 <http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/HI09Dg02.html>
Despite President Roh Moo-hyun's stunning obliviousness to political and security realities, South Korea would be particularly vulnerable without USFK, or even with a token force left in place. For its part, the US cannot realistically expect to maintain or improve its ability to exert regional influence by leaving Korea.   Like US Forces Japan (USFJ), America's Korean contingent helps prevent conflict by acting as a strong deterrent for any nation that might consider military actions or threats, at the same time moderating the responses of the host nation in tense situations.   Obviously, the original purpose of the US-South Korea alliance was to counter the North Korean threat. However, as that threat has waned, a more important, diplomatically incorrect mission has evolved in addition to deterring North Korea: ensuring stability among China, Japan and Korea.   The North Korean threat is nonetheless the reason for the majority of South Korea's defenses, even if Seoul won't say so in defense white papers. No conventional military calculus suggests the possibility of a North Korean victory in a second Korean War, but a weaker South Korean military could cause Pyongyang to miscalculate. South Korea's defenses must remain strong.   

Ripe for an arms race.  South Korea wants to be the "hub" of something in East Asia, and it may finally have its chance, thanks to the Roh administration.   The current US-South Korea situation is a case of "be careful of what you ask for because you might get it". Even so, the psychological impact on South Korea of a significant USFK departure likely would not be immediate but should not be underestimated. A massive reduction of US troop levels and capabilities could have the same effect as a complete withdrawal on Seoul's planning processes. It might begin with regretful concern, but could quickly become panic.   At this point it should be noted that even if the USFK withdraws from Korea, some sort of collaborative security agreement will remain in place. However, South Korea's perception of America's commitment to security on the peninsula is the decisive factor in how it will react to real and perceived threats. What are now relatively minor disagreements with Japan and China would take on a more serious dimension.   Without USFK, South Korea would need to vastly increase its defense budget to make up for functions long taken for granted. With American forces on its soil as a safety net, South Korea didn't have to be overly concerned with being attacked or invaded. Many Koreans would perceive that era over.   Another factor is the closer US-Japan security partnership, which causes both China and South Korea concern. Some in the South Korean defense sector are undoubtedly jealous of the relationship Japan enjoys with the US.   Japan would also need to take into consideration a South Korea without the moderating influence of USFK, although the role of USFJ in Japan would reduce much concern.   In such an environment it's not unthinkable that a few minor skirmishes could occur, between South Korean and Japanese navel vessels in the vicinity of Dokdo, for example. This would be the slow start of a regional arms race, with Korea and Japan joining China's ongoing buildup.   A reunified Korea could go nuclear  North Korea is the wildcard. If in the next few years reunification were to occur - through a North Korean collapse, the death of Kim Jong-il, or a possible but unlikely mutual agreement - South Korea would suddenly find itself straddled with the enormous cost of integrating North Korea.   These costs would dwarf the already massive increase South Korea would have been undertaking in defense spending, something it would clearly be unprepared and unable to accomplish while maintaining its defense investment.   A Korea faced with an economic dilemma of such magnitude would find maintaining its conventional military forces at current levels impossible. At the same time, it would feel more vulnerable than ever, even with US security assurances.   For a nation paranoid about the possibility of outside influence or military intervention, strapped for cash, and obsessed about its position in the international hierarchy, the obvious route might be to either incorporate North Korean nuclear devices (if they actually exist), or build their own, something South Korean technicians could easily accomplish. North Korea, after all, has set the example for economically challenged nations looking for the ultimate in deterrence.   One might argue that clear and firm US security guarantees for a reunified Korea would be able to dissuade any government from choosing the nuclear option. If making decisions based purely on logic the answer would be probably yes.   Unfortunately, the recent Korean leadership has established a record of being motivated more by emotional and nationalistic factors than logical or realistic ones. Antics over Dokdo and the Yasukuni Shrine and alienating the US serve as examples. But the continuation of the "Sunshine Policy" tops those.   Instead of admitting they've been sold a dead horse, the Roh administration continued riding the rotting and bloated beast known as the Sunshine Policy, until all that are left today are a pile of bones, a bit of dried skin, and a few tufts of dirty hair. Roh, however, is still in the saddle, if not as firmly after North Korea's recent missile tests.   Japan must then consider its options in countering an openly nuclear, reunified Korea without USFK. Already building momentum to change its constitution to clarify its military, it's not inconceivable that Japan would ultimately consider going nuclear to deter Korea. As in South Korea, there is no technological barrier preventing Japan from building nuclear weapons.   While the details of the race and escalation of tensions can vary in any number of ways and are not inevitable, that an arms race would occur is probable. Only the perception of threat and vulnerability need be present for this to occur.   East Asia could become a nuclear powder keg ready to explode over something as childish as the Dokdo/Takeshima dispute between Korea and Japan, a Diaoyu/Senkakus dispute between China and Japan, or the Koguryo dispute between Korea and China.   The arms race need not occur.  One could argue that the US would be able to step in and moderate things before such an escalation could occur. Considering the recent US record on influencing either North or South Korea, it is perhaps unwise to count on it being able to do so at some crucial point in the future.   One could also argue that the US need not be involved in a future East Asian war. Like assuming there is no need for USFK since North Korea is considered less of a threat to Seoul, that is wishful thinking. The US has too many political and diplomatic ties, aside from alliance obligations, to ignore such a war. For American policymakers, the notion that a withdrawal is a deserved payback for the rampant anti-Americanism in South Korea, or that the few billion we spend on defense there is a catastrophic waste, need to be discarded. The potential cost of a war would be far greater in both American lives and in dollars, the benefits of continued peace immeasurable. Vastly reducing or withdrawing USFK can only harm US security, it cannot help it. USFK has helped maintain peace and allowed the US to project influence in the region for the past six decades; removing that presence would be foolish and difficult to replicate once done. It is also important to keep in mind that the next presidential election will likely result in a less anti-American administration.   South Korean policymakers and citizens alike need to come to terms with the fact that Korea will probably never be a powerful nation, but because of its location it will always be important in the geopolitical sense. Because of this, Korea can never take the middle ground or play a "balancing" role; Korea must choose sides.   Finally, the reality that both American and South Korean policymakers need to come to terms with is that USFK deterring a second North Korean invasion has become a secondary mission to maintaining regional stability, even in a reunified Korea.  
Link—Withdrawal—AT: No Link—Partial Withdrawal

Even a partial withdrawal triggers skewed threat perception
Corey Richardson, a Washington-based analyst who covered East Asian security issues as a presidential management fellow with the US Department of Defense, and is a co-founder of The Korea Liberator, in “South Korea must choose sides” published by the Asia Times on 9/9/2006 <http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/HI09Dg02.html>
Korea wants to be the "hub" of something in East Asia, and it may finally have its chance, thanks to the Roh administration.   The current US-South Korea situation is a case of "be careful of what you ask for because you might get it". Even so, the psychological impact on South Korea of a significant USFK departure likely would not be immediate but should not be underestimated. A massive reduction of US troop levels and capabilities could have the same effect as a complete withdrawal on Seoul's planning processes. It might begin with regretful concern, but could quickly become panic.   At this point it should be noted that even if the USFK withdraws from Korea, some sort of collaborative security agreement will remain in place. However, South Korea's perception of America's commitment to security on the peninsula is the decisive factor in how it will react to real and perceived threats. What are now relatively minor disagreements with Japan and China would take on a more serious dimension.
***JAPAN DETERRENCE***

Japan 1NC (1/3)

A. Obama and Kan reaffirmed American military presence in Japan providing deterrence against regional aggression 
Michele Flournoy, July 16th, 2010 U.S. undersecretary of defense for policy “POINT OF VIEW/: U.S.-Japan alliance a cornerstone in a complex world”, asahi.com, http://www.asahi.com/english/TKY201007150534.html
As we celebrate the 50th anniversary of the U.S.-Japan Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security, we should all take a moment to appreciate the critical contributions the alliance has made to the international community.  There have been many challenges over the last 50 years, and there are bound to be more in the future. But the alliance has shown that it is mature, strong and enduring.  The American and the Japanese people have never lost sight of the shared values, democratic ideals and common interest in peace, stability and prosperity of the Asia-Pacific region that make for an unshakable alliance.  As President Barack Obama and Prime Minister Naoto Kan recently affirmed at the Group of 20 summit in Toronto, the U.S.-Japan alliance continues to be indispensable not only for the defense of Japan, but also for the peace and prosperity of the entire Asia-Pacific region.  The positive value of the U.S.-Japan alliance is not lost on other countries in the region; the enduring presence of U.S. forces in Japan is the bedrock for prosperity in the region.  The continued U.S. presence provides deterrence against acts of aggression and reassures other nations in the region.

B. Link

1. US presence in Japan key to deterrence—it effectively deters North Korea and China aggression—solves the aff

Masami Ito, staff writer for The Japan Times, January 30, 2010, Saturday “Roos stresses need for U.S. forces in Japan”, Lexis

The United States must maintain forces in Japan to react swiftly to urgent threats in the region, including the biggest concern - North Korea - with its missiles and ongoing succession issue, U.S. Ambassador to Japan John Roos said Friday.  In a speech at Waseda University in Tokyo, Roos expressed concern over Pyongyang's development of ballistic missiles and the possibility of regime collapse. Its current leader, Kim Jong Il, reportedly suffered a stroke in August 2008 and is thought to have passed the torch to his youngest son, Kim Jong Un.  "The possibility of a regime collapse particularly in the context of leadership succession is a growing concern," Roos said. "A North Korea that falls into internal disarray would pose monumental security challenges to this region."  Roos asserted that the U.S. military presence in Japan was important to deal with such risks as North Korea and China, with its "well-funded military modernization."  "The fundamental role of U.S. forces in Japan is to make those who would consider the use of force in this region understand that that option is off this table," Roos said. "The forward deployment of U.S. forces puts us in a position to react immediately to emerging threats and serves as a tangible symbol of our commitment." 

Japan 1NC (2/3)

2. Military withdrawal from Japan spills-over to destroy US resolve and reputation, which solves war--resolve collapse causes global aggression

Hakan Tunc, Carleton University Political Science Professor, Fall 2008, Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 657-669

Reputation can be defined as a judgment about an actor’s past behavior and character that is used to predict future behavior. In international politics, a major component of building or maintaining a country’s reputation involves resolve.5 Policy makers may believe that a lack of resolve in one military confrontation will be seen as an indication of general weakness.6 According to Shiping Tang, this concern frequently amounts to ‘‘a cult of reputation’’ among foreign policy makers, which he defines as ‘‘a belief system holding as its central premise a conviction (or fear) that backing down in a crisis will lead one’s adversaries or allies to underestimate one’s resolve in the next crisis.’’7 Of particular importance to the cult of reputation is concern about the consequences of withdrawal from a theater of war. The major dictate of the cult of reputation is that a country should stand firm and refuse to withdraw from a theater of war. The underlying belief is that a withdrawal would inflict a severe blow to a country’s reputation and thus ‘‘embolden’’ the adversaries by boosting commitment and recruitment to their cause.8

Since the end of World War II, a cult of reputation has evolved among certain American policy makers who maintain that being a global power means being able to convey the image of strength and resolve.9 According to this perspective, a reputation for firmness and resoluteness deters adversaries and reassures allies about U.S. commitments. Conversely, being perceived as weak and irresolute encourages adversaries to be more aggressive and results in allies being less supportive.

This logic has had two general consequences for America’s use of force abroad: First, exhibiting resolve has been deemed necessary even in small and distant countries. This is because the mere perception of power generates tangible power, thereby reducing the need to use actual physical force against every adversary.10 In the 1950s and 1960s, this logic translated into military interventions in several places, notably in Korea and Vietnam, countries whose strategic value to the United States appeared questionable to some.11

Second, reputational concerns made it difficult for the United States to withdraw from a theater of war. The Vietnam War is the most prominent case, although the logic was also evident during the Korean conflict in the early 1950s.12 As is well-documented by historians, both the Lyndon Johnson and Richard Nixon administrations took reputation seriously and argued that leaving Vietnam without an ‘‘honorable’’ exit would seriously hurt U.S. credibility in the eyes of allies and adversaries alike. For both Johnson and Nixon, an ‘‘honorable’’ exit meant creating an autonomous South Vietnam (much like independent, anti-communist South Korea after the Korean war) that was recognized by all parties involved in the conflict, particularly by the North Vietnamese government. Such an outcome would vindicate U.S. sacrifices.13

Japan 1NC (3/3)

C. Hegemony solves war—Decline of hegemony causes nuclear wars in every region—no alternative

Robert Kagan, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace senior associate and German Marshall Fund senior transatlantic fellow, August-September 2007, “End of Dreams, Return of History,” Hoover Policy Review, online: http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html 

Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as “No. 1” and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying —  its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War II would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe ’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that ’s not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe.

Japan—Link EXTN

US presence solves Asian stability checking North Korea and halting Chinese aggression 

The Asahi Shimbun “EDITORIAL: 50th year of treaty”, 2010/1/20, http://www.asahi.com/english/Herald-asahi/TKY201001190430.html, .

Since the end of the Cold War, the role of the Japan-U.S. alliance has become firmly established in its redefined form as a "safety device" for the Asia-Pacific region.  With North Korea continuing its nuclear and missile development programs and remaining a threat, coupled with China's growing presence, we can say that the Security Treaty as a source of collective peace of mind was widely recognized in the Asia-Pacific region.  Japan provides bases to the U.S. military, and the Self-Defense Forces and the U.S. military share their roles for Japan's defense. Under war-renouncing Article 9 of the Constitution, Japan's armed capabilities are meant strictly for defense only, and under no circumstance will Japan ever use armed force abroad.  The U.S. forces stationed in Japan are there not only to defend Japan, but also to contribute to Asia-Pacific security with their power of deterrence. 
US troop presence in Japan is key to regional deterrence-Japanese officials agree

(Bruce Klingner, the Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation, on May 28, 2010, in “With Re-Acceptance of Marines on Okinawa, Time to Look Ahead,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/05/With-Re-Acceptance-of-Marines-on-Okinawa-Time-to-Look-Ahead)
The DPJ policy reversal is the result of senior Japanese officials having a belated epiphany on geostrategic realities. They now realize that the Marines on Okinawa are an indispensable and irreplaceable element of any U.S. response to an Asian crisis. Foreign Minister Okada affirmed that “the presence of U.S. Marines on Okinawa is necessary for Japan’s national security [since they] are a powerful deterrent against possible enemy attacks and should be stationed in Japan.”
Prime Minister Hatoyama now admits that after coming to power he came to better understand the importance of the U.S.–Japan alliance in light of the northeast Asian security environment. He commented, “As I learned more about the situation, I’ve come to realize that (the Marines) are all linked up as a package to maintain deterrence.” Japanese officials also remarked that rising tensions on the Korean Peninsula—triggered by North Korea’s sinking of a South Korean naval ship[1]—made clear to Japan that it lives in a dangerous neighborhood and should not undermine U.S. deterrence and defense capabilities.

Japan—Link EXTN

US Presence in Japan is key internal link to deterrence-Symbol of our resolve

(Richard Myers, a retired four star general in the Air Force and Former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, on July 22, 2010, in “Marines symbolize U.S. Resolve,” an interview with Junji Tachino of the Asahi Shimbun, Japan’s second largest newspaper, http://www.asahi.com/english/TKY201007210385.html)
Question: Do U.S. Marines have to be permanently stationed in Japan? If so, why?

Answer: The first obvious point is that they are the only U.S. ground forces in Japan. They're mobile. They'd probably be some of the first ground forces to arrive, in any kind of conflict inside Japan.

The other thing I would say is that the advantage of having a ground force to work with the Japanese Ground Self-Defense Force is invaluable. You can't ask people to come in from the U.S. in times of a crisis and then shake hands with senior Japanese military personnel and have any relationship built on trust and credibility.

You have to look at (deterrence) through the potential adversaries' lens. It goes back to (a question of whether) this is a credible deterrence, "How seriously does the U.S. take this (U.S.-Japan Security) Treaty to defend Japan?" We've got a sizable number of forces stationed there, around 42,000 or 44,000, if you add the U.S. Seventh Fleet and all (Air Force and the Marines).

Would that body be enough to protect Japan from an assault from North Korea? Maybe not. But an adversary would have to know, with those kinds of forces there, with the kind of exposure those forces have to potential adversaries and all those sorts of threats from North Korea and so forth, that that's a heck of a resolve.
The perception is that the U.S. has put its ground forces in a place where they're going to be first to fight and first to risk their lives in case of a defense scenario.

US presences is key to resolve and flexible operations in Asia 

JUNJI TACHINO, Reporter, The Asashi, “Marines symbolize U.S. 'resolve'”, 2010/07/22, http://www.asahi.com/english/TKY201007210385.html

The former chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, Richard B. Myers, views the presence of U.S. Marines in Okinawa Prefecture as demonstrating U.S. "resolve" to protect Japan.  The retired general stressed during a recent interview that the Marines must remain stationed in Okinawa as a deterrence against an attack.  Myers, who as commander of U.S. Forces Japan worked to mend Japan-U.S. relations after the rape of a schoolgirl by U.S. servicemen in Okinawa in 1995 triggered widespread protests, also called on the two sides to discuss security ties more deeply and in a calm manner.  Excerpts from the interview follow:  Question: Do U.S. Marines have to be permanently stationed in Japan? If so, why?  Answer: The first obvious point is that they are the only U.S. ground forces in Japan. They're mobile. They'd probably be some of the first ground forces to arrive, in any kind of conflict inside Japan.  The other thing I would say is that the advantage of having a ground force to work with the Japanese Ground Self-Defense Force is invaluable. You can't ask people to come in from the U.S. in times of a crisis and then shake hands with senior Japanese military personnel and have any relationship built on trust and credibility. 

Japan—Link EXTN

US military presence is a cornerstone of security key ensuring regional stability and deterrence 
Michele Flournoy, July 16th, 2010 U.S. undersecretary of defense for policy “POINT OF VIEW/: U.S.-Japan alliance a cornerstone in a complex world”, asahi.com, http://www.asahi.com/english/TKY201007150534.html
Over the next 50 years, the United States and Japan look forward to deepening our level of cooperation on other issues as well, particularly in the area of regional missile defense.  Japan's decision to invest in advanced AEGIS destroyers, upgrade its Patriot missile battalion, and cooperate with the United States on a next generation of missile defense systems, underscores a firm commitment to enhancing regional deterrence.  The United States and Japan will look to grow our partnership in the areas of space and cyber cooperation. As the world becomes increasingly interconnected, we recognize the need to strengthen our cooperation under the alliance to promote the security of the global commons, including space and cyberspace.  Whether it is working to secure the sea lanes of maritime trade, addressing the challenges posed by the potential spread of weapons of mass destruction, or responding to an increasing array of humanitarian and disaster relief crises around the globe, the U.S.-Japan alliance remains a security cornerstone in a complex world.
Japan—Link EXTN

Strong US presence in Japan is key to solving security threats, terrorism, WMD, proliferation, disease, natural disasters, and resource scarcity 
Hitoshi Tanaka, is a Senior Fellow at JCIE. He previously served as Japan’s Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs.
“A New Vision for the US-Japan Alliance”, Japan Center for International Exchange Vol. 4 No. 1 | April 2009
With respect to security issues, Japan and the United States should initiate and institutionalize regular trilateral security dialogue with China involving civilian and military personnel. This would provide a forum through which to advocate increased transparency, reduce mutual suspicions, and consolidate trust between the region’s three great powers. Stable security ties among these three nations are a prerequisite for long-term peace and stability in the region. In recent years, the Six-Party Talks format has emerged as an effective sub-regional security forum for addressing the North Korean nuclear issue, but we still have, unfortunately, a lengthy and bumpy ride ahead of us before the nuclear issue is resolved. This forum, which has succeeded in bringing together the five most powerful states in the region to openly discuss and cooperate in resolving a security issue of common concern, should remain active even after the nuclear issue is settled and be used to address remaining issues on the Korean Peninsula. Emerging nontraditional security issues pose an increasingly serious threat to regional stability. Building on the existing network of US security partners in the region, Japan and the United States should work with states in the region to establish an East Asia Security Forum to proactively address such security issues as human and drug trafficking, natural disasters, infectious disease, resource scarcity, maritime piracy, terrorism, and WMD proliferation. With ASEAN+6 member nations and the United States working in concert, this forum would adopt an action-oriented and functional approach to addressing these threats and carry out operations in a manner similar to the PSI. The time has come for Japanese and US leaders to engage in earnest discussions over how the USJapan partnership should best evolve to meet the numerous challenges brought on by a transformed global system. In addition to strengthening bilateral ties, the alliance partners must also champion major reform of global governance and proactively engage regional partners in joint efforts to guarantee peace and prosperity in the Asia Pacific region. 
Japan—Link EXTN

US presence in Japan is key to addressing an aggressive China, proliferation, trafficking and disease 

Hitoshi Tanaka, is a Senior Fellow at JCIE. He previously served as Japan’s Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs.
“A New Vision for the US-Japan Alliance”, Japan Center for International Exchange Vol. 4 No. 1 | April 2009
Threats to regional stability increasingly come from nontraditional areas such as WMD proliferation, human and drug trafficking, natural disasters, energy security, environmental degradation, maritime piracy, and infectious disease. All of these challenges will require multilateral and cooperative solutions. The scope of the US-Japan alliance must expand beyond bilateral military deterrence. It must become more inclusive and place greater emphasis on functioning more as a public good. Although Japan and the United States should lead this initiative, efforts will not make much progress without the support of other advanced democracies in the region such as South Korea, Australia, and New Zealand. The two allies should move to strengthen and expand existing trilateral strategic consultations (e.g. US–Japan–South Korea and US-Japan-Australia). It should be stressed, however, that the objective is neither to unilaterally impose western values upon East Asian nations nor to exclude non-democratic nations from reaping the benefits of regional stability and economic prosperity. Rather, the objective is for Japan and the United States to engage states in the region in rules-based communities through inclusive multilateralism. As states adopt standardized rules and norms of behavior, the transaction costs of interaction will decrease, which will in turn deepen trust, interdependence, and stability throughout East Asia. At the same time that Japan and the United States actively engage China in regional and global rules-based communities and bring it into multilateral dialogue on issues ranging from macroeconomic policy to talks on energy and the environment, they must also work with other US allies to hedge against the uncertainty surrounding China’s future. Concerns abound about several aspects of China’s foreign policy—including issues related to rapidly rising defense expenditures, military transparency, and its aggressive approach to energy security—and domestic policy—such as CO2 emissions and environmental damage, treatment of minorities, and income disparities. Japan and the United States should place priority on encouraging China to pursue economic policies that will make a constructive contribution to efforts to address the global economic crisis, make its military affairs more transparent, and agree to fully participate in the successor to the Kyoto Protocol. 
U.S.-Japanese ground strikes and missiles key to deter North Korea
George Perkovich, is vice president for studies and director of the Nuclear Policy Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. May, 2009,  “EXTENDED DETERRENCE ON THE WAY TO A NUCLEAR-FREE WORLD” is a paper commissioned by the International Commission on Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament. http://www.icnnd.org/research/Perkovich_Deterrence.pdf 

In East Asia, the situation is no less complicated. As discussed below, North Korea poses nuclear threats to South Korea and Japan. As long as these threats remain, the U.S. will continue to extend nuclear deterrence to its allies. Washington, Tokyo and Seoul must devote new effort to cooperatively devise policies to contain and deter Pyongyang and to try to eliminate its nuclear weapon capabilities and their export. In the former category should be included enhancements in theater missile defenses and combined U.S.-Japanese ground-strike capabilities to negate possible North Korean missile threats. While retaining nuclear deterrence, allies should realistically examine whether nuclear weapons are necessary or would be feasibly used to destroy the North Korean government and Army. Potential targets of U.S. nuclear attacks on North Korea presumably would include Pyongyang and other heavily populated areas (or 7 areas from which fall out would affect South Korea). Would it be just and therefore credible to hold elements of the North Korean civilian population at risk of nuclear destruction for the acts of a government for which that population is not responsible? If the North Korean people are victims of their own government, wouldn’t they be doubly victimized by U.S. nuclear attacks on them? Even if U.S. lawyers, who are involved in reviewing U.S. military operations, approved nuclear attacks that would harm large numbers of North Korean civilians, would South Koreans and others whose political support the United States needs for its larger purposes agree, especially given fear of radioactive fallout? 

Japan—Link EXTN—Okinawa Key

Okinawa is the most strategic base for stationing Marines-key to deterrence

(Richard Bush III, Director of the Center for Northeast Asian Policy Studies at the Brookings Institute, on March 10, 2010, in “Okinawa and Security in East Asia,” http://www.brookings.edu/speeches/2010/0310_japan_politics_bush.aspx)
Lieutenant General Keith Stalder, commanding general of U.S. Marine Corps Forces Pacific, recently spoke in Japan about the importance of Okinawa for the mission of the Marines. Among other things, he said that the U.S. Marine Corps is the emergency response force in East Asia. He explained that “The fundamental Marine Corps organizational structure is the Marine Air Ground Task Force, in which war fighting elements of aviation forces, ground combat forces, and logistics forces all operate under a single commander.” The Marine ground forces must train consistently with the helicopters that support them. Lieutenant General Stalder illustrated his point by saying that the “Marine Air Ground Task Force is a lot like a baseball team. It does not do you any good to have the outfielders practicing in one town, the catcher in another, and the third baseman somewhere else. They need to practice together, as a unit.” He went on to say that Okinawa is very important because it is relatively close to mainland Japan, to Korea, to the South China Sea, and to the Strait of Malacca. This geographic location is why, he said, “There is probably nowhere better in the world from which to dispatch Marines to natural disasters” than Okinawa. This importance of Okinawa is another reason why finding a solution to the realignment issue is essential. Any solution to the Okinawa problem should meet four conditions: efficiency of operations, safety, local interests, and permanence. Resolving the situation is also important because, as Lieutenant General Stalder pointed out, other nations are “watching to see whether the United States-Japan Alliance is strong enough to find a solution to the current issues.”
Japan—Link—EXTN—Okinawa Key—AT: Guam Solves

Guam base fails—counter-productive base of operations for Asia and leads to terrorism

Shirley Kan, Congressional Research Service Asian Security Affairs, and Larry Niksch, CRS Asian Affairs Specialist, 1/7/2010, "Guam: US Defense Deployments," www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RS22570.pdf, da: 7/15

As U.S. forces relocate to Guam, the state of its infrastructure has been of concern to some  policymakers. Also, Guam’s political leaders have expressed concerns about the impact of  additional deployments on its infrastructure, including utilities, roads, and water supplies. Guam’s  location in the Western Pacific also requires construction of protection for U.S. forces and assets  against typhoons. In the fall of 2006, PACOM officials briefed Guam on some aspects of an  undisclosed draft plan for military expansion, the Integrated Military Development Plan, with  possible military projects worth a total of about $15 billion.11 In addition, Guam’s remoteness and  conditions raise more questions about hosting military families, training with other units in  Hawaii or the west coast, and costs for extended logistical support. Addressing another concern, a  former commander of Marine Forces Pacific urged in 2007 that Guam’s buildup include more  than infrastructure to develop also human capital, communities, and the environment.12 In 2009,  Wallace Gregson became Assistant Secretary of Defense for Asian and Pacific Security Affairs. 

Guam’s higher military profile could increase its potential as an American target for terrorists and  adversaries during a possible conflict. China has a variety of ballistic missiles that could target  Guam. In addition, in 2008 North Korea started to deploy its intermediate range ballistic missile  (Taepodong-X) with a range of about 1,860 miles that could reach Guam, according to South  Korea’s 2008 Defense White Paper.13 Any such vulnerabilities could raise Guam’s requirements  for both counterterrorism and missile defense measures.  

Moreover, some say that Guam is still too distant from flash points in the Asia and advocate  closer cooperation with countries such as Singapore, Australia, the Philippines, and Japan.14  Building up the U.S. presence in those countries could enhance alliances or partnerships, increase  interoperability, and reduce costs for the United States. 

Troops must be stationed in Okinawa 

JUNJI TACHINO, Reporter, The Asashi, “Marines symbolize U.S. 'resolve'”, 2010/07/22, http://www.asahi.com/english/TKY201007210385.html

The former chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, Richard B. Myers, views the presence of U.S. Marines in Okinawa Prefecture as demonstrating U.S. "resolve" to protect Japan.  The retired general stressed during a recent interview that the Marines must remain stationed in Okinawa as a deterrence against an attack.  Myers, who as commander of U.S. Forces Japan worked to mend Japan-U.S. relations after the rape of a schoolgirl by U.S. servicemen in Okinawa in 1995 triggered widespread protests, also called on the two sides to discuss security ties more deeply and in a calm manner.  Excerpts from the interview follow:  Question: Do U.S. Marines have to be permanently stationed in Japan? If so, why?  Answer: The first obvious point is that they are the only U.S. ground forces in Japan. They're mobile. They'd probably be some of the first ground forces to arrive, in any kind of conflict inside Japan.  The other thing I would say is that the advantage of having a ground force to work with the Japanese Ground Self-Defense Force is invaluable. You can't ask people to come in from the U.S. in times of a crisis and then shake hands with senior Japanese military personnel and have any relationship built on trust and credibility.Q: Do the Marines have to be stationed in Okinawa?  A: I was in government--as commander, U.S. Forces Japan--when we went through the SACO (Special Action Committee on Okinawa) process, back in 1996 to find ways to lessen the burden on the Okinawan people from the U.S. force presence.  We talked about moving the Marines to other parts of Japan, where there might be more room and less impact on the Japanese citizens. Well, that's a lot of force to put anywhere. You wouldn't have the room on Guam. Guam's infrastructure is not that good. So I don't think there's any place in the Asia-Pacific region that would easily accommodate that kind of capability. 
Japan—Deterrence Good—Asia Stability

US presence key to addressing regional insecurity—it prevents and contains the escalation of all instability 
Roos, 2010 [JOHN V. ROOS, U.S. ambassador to Japan, “50th Anniversary of Security Treaty: U.S.-Japan alliance for the 21st century”, Asahi, http://www.asahi.com/english/Herald-asahi/TKY201001180386.html, 1/19/2010

The treaty was originally designed to respond to the threats of the Cold War, and the world today is certainly a far different place from what it was in 1960. But the treaty is no less critical today than it was 50 years ago when it was first signed. Some of the challenges that we face are clear--North Korea's ballistic missile and nuclear programs and the lack of transparency in China's military build-up. In addition, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and piracy on vital sea lanes are examples of problems that we need to continue to confront. But there are also no doubt unforeseen threats in this region and beyond. By relying on the strength of the alliance and acting together, the United States and Japan are in a better position to respond to challenges in this region than either country would be alone.

Asian conflict would go nuclear and cause economic collapse
Jonathan S. Landay, National Security and Intelligence Correspondent, 2000
[“Top Administration Officials Warn Stakes for U.S. Are High in Asian Conflicts”, Knight Ridder/Tribune

News Service, March 10, p. Lexis]

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

Diplomatic efforts to prevent a confrontation with China fail without troop presence in Japan

Richard Bush III, Director of the Center for Northeast Asian Policy Studies at the Brookings Institute, on March 10, 2010, in “Okinawa and Security in East Asia,” http://www.brookings.edu/speeches/2010/0310_japan_politics_bush.aspx

I do believe that decisions concerning the American presence in Japan should be based on a different logic. It should start with a threat assessment: where does the danger come from at present and where will it come from in the future? The next step is to develop a strategy to effectively apply available resources to the threat. That in turn should shape a determination of the necessary force structure and how much to rely on the United States, and the optimal balance between the two. If the reliance on the United States is to continue, then what form that reliance will take needs to be carefully considered. Will it continue to include the presence of foreign forces or will it take some other form? The DPJ’s campaign promises started with the latter questions of the foreign force presence, without addressing the earlier questions regarding regional threats and a security strategy. The threat environment in Northeast Asia is not benign. North Korea’s WMD capabilities are a matter of concern but will hopefully be a medium-term problem. More attention, however, is focused on China which has gradually developed a full spectrum of capabilities, including nuclear weapons. Their current emphasis is on power projection and their immediate goal is to create a strategic buffer in at least the first island chain. Although Taiwan is the driver for these efforts, they affect Japan. Of course, capabilities are not intentions. However, how will Japan feel as the conventional U.S.-China balance deteriorates and a new equilibrium is reached, especially knowing that China has nuclear weapons? There are also specific points of friction within Northeast Asia such as the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands, the East China Sea, North Korea, and Taiwan, some of which involve and concern more than one government. Although we can hope that China will not seek to dominate East Asia at the U.S. and Japan’s expense, we can’t be sure of their intentions either. Hope is not a policy. The most sensible strategy—for both the U.S. and Japan—is to try to shape China’s intentions over time so that they move in a benign direction; so that it has more to gain from cooperation than a challenge. This has been the U.S. and Japan’s strategy since the early 1970s. The strategy has a good foundation in economic interdependence. However, it is easier said than done and is one of the biggest challenges of this century. The strategy requires at least two elements: engaging and incorporating China as much as possible, and maintaining the strength and willingness to define limits. This combination of elements is important because engagement without strength would lead China to exploit our good will while strength without engagement would lead China to suspect that our intentions are not benign. If engagement-plus-strength is the proper strategy for the U.S. and Japan each to cope with a rising China, it only makes sense that Japan and the United States will be more effective if they work together, complementing each other’s respective abilities. The strength side of this equation almost requires Japan to rely on the alliance since history suggests that it will not build up sufficiently on its own. An important part of strength is positioning your power in the right places. That is why forward deployment of U.S. forces in Japan has always been important. That is why our presence on Okinawa is important.

Japan—Deterrence Good—China Scenario

China war would escalate to global nuclear annihilation

The Strait Times, “No one gains in war over Taiwan,” June 25 2000, L/N

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

US troops in Asia prevent China’s violent rise to power

John J. Mearsheimer, is the R. Wendell Harrison Distinguished Service Professorof Political Science and the co-director of the Program on International Security Policy at the University of Chicago, where he has taught since 1982. “Conversations in International Relations: Interview with John J. Mearsheimer” October 14, 2004
IR In terms of the link between theory and practice, would it be your argument that the United States should stay in Europe? Or from your offensive realist perspective, under what circumstances do you think it ought to withdraw? Is it your view that the United States should stay in Europe for the foreseeable future, or can you foresee a scenario under which it is in US interests to cease playing what you call the ‘pacifier’ role? JM My theory simply says that the United States is an offshore balancer. That means that it sends troops into strategically important regions – Europe, Northeast Asia, the Persian Gulf – when there is a potential hegemon that the local states cannot contain. For example, Nazi Germany was clearly a threat to dominate Europe by 1939, but it made sense for the United States to rely on Britain, France, and the Soviet Union to keep Hitler at bay. However, in 1947, there was no European state that could contain the Soviet Union, so the United States had to do the heavy lifting itself. The most powerful state in Europe today is Germany, but the other European states could contain it if the need arose. Therefore, my position is that the United States should leave Europe. With regard to Asia, there is good reason to think that China’s rise will create a situation where it is so powerful that its neighbors cannot contain it without help from the United States. Therefore, I think it makes strategic sense to keep American troops in the region. However, the United States should pull most of its forces out of the region if China stops rising.
Japan—Deterrence Good—North Korea Scenario

US presence in Japan is key to deterrence and checking North Korea aggression

JUNJI TACHINO, Reporter, The Asashi, “Marines symbolize U.S. 'resolve'”, 2010/07/22, http://www.asahi.com/english/TKY201007210385.html
You have to look at (deterrence) through the potential adversaries' lens. It goes back to (a question of whether) this is a credible deterrence, "How seriously does the U.S. take this (U.S.-Japan Security) Treaty to defend Japan?" We've got a sizable number of forces stationed there, around 42,000 or 44,000, if you add the U.S. Seventh Fleet and all (Air Force and the Marines).  Would that body be enough to protect Japan from an assault from North Korea? Maybe not. But an adversary would have to know, with those kinds of forces there, with the kind of exposure those forces have to potential adversaries and all those sorts of threats from North Korea and so forth, that that's a heck of a resolve.  The perception is that the U.S. has put its ground forces in a place where they're going to be first to fight and first to risk their lives in case of a defense scenario.

North Korea conflict goes nuclear—destroys everything

Peter Hayes 2009, Professor of International Relations at RMIT University (Australia) and Director of the Nautilus Institute in San Francisco, and Michael Hamel-Green, Dean of and Professor in the Faculty of Arts, Education and Human Development at Victoria University (Australia), 2009 (“The Path Not Taken, The Way Still Open: Denuclearizing The Korean Peninsula And Northeast Asia,” The Asia-Pacific Journal, December 14th, Available Online at http://www.japanfocus.org/-Peter-Hayes/3267)

At worst, there is the possibility of nuclear attack1, whether by intention, miscalculation, or merely accident, leading to the resumption of Korean War hostilities. On the Korean Peninsula itself, key population centres are well within short or medium range missiles. The whole of Japan is likely to come within North Korean missile range. Pyongyang has a population of over 2 million, Seoul (close to the North Korean border) 11 million, and Tokyo over 20 million. Even a limited nuclear exchange would result in a holocaust of unprecedented proportions. But the catastrophe within the region would not be the only outcome. New research indicates that even a limited nuclear war in the region would rearrange our global climate far more quickly than global warming. Westberg draws attention to new studies modelling the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange involving approximately 100 Hiroshima-sized 15 kt bombs2 (by comparison it should be noted that the United States currently deploys warheads in the range 100 to 477 kt, that is, individual warheads equivalent in yield to a range of 6 to 32 Hiroshimas).The studies indicate that the soot from the fires produced would lead to a decrease in global temperature by 1.25 degrees Celsius for a period of 6-8 years.3 In Westberg’s view:     That is not global winter, but the nuclear darkness will cause a deeper drop in temperature than at any time during the last 1000 years. The temperature over the continents would decrease substantially more than the global average. A decrease in rainfall over the continents would also follow…The period of nuclear darkness will cause much greater decrease in grain production than 5% and it will continue for many years...hundreds of millions of people will die from hunger…To make matters even worse, such amounts of smoke injected into the stratosphere would cause a huge reduction in the Earth’s protective ozone.4 These, of course, are not the only consequences. Reactors might also be targeted, causing further mayhem and downwind radiation effects, superimposed on a smoking, radiating ruin left by nuclear next-use. Millions of refugees would flee the affected regions.   The direct impacts, and the follow-on impacts on the global economy via ecological and food insecurity, could make the present global financial crisis pale by comparison.  How the great powers, especially the nuclear weapons states respond to such a crisis, and in particular, whether nuclear weapons are used in response to nuclear first-use, could make or break the global non proliferation and disarmament regimes.  There could be many unanticipated impacts on regional and global security relationships5, with subsequent nuclear breakout and geopolitical turbulence, including possible loss-of-control over fissile material or warheads in the chaos of nuclear war, and aftermath chain-reaction affects involving other potential proliferant states. The Korean nuclear proliferation issue is not just a regional threat but a global one that warrants priority consideration from the international community.

Japan—Deterrence Good—Natural Disaster Scenario

US presence in Japan key to quickly responding to natural disasters 
Michele Flournoy, July 16th, 2010 U.S. undersecretary of defense for policy “POINT OF VIEW/: U.S.-Japan alliance a cornerstone in a complex world”, asahi.com, http://www.asahi.com/english/TKY201007150534.html
In addition to providing deterrence in a still uncertain region, the presence of U.S. forces allows the United States and Japan to respond to humanitarian and natural disasters and to save lives.  With close logistics and operational support from Japan, U.S. forces quickly responded to crises such as the 2009 typhoons in the Philippines, the 2008 Cyclone Nargis in Burma (Myanmar) and the 2007 Cyclone Sidra in Bangladesh. Japanese Self-Defense Forces (SDF) are increasingly deploying alongside their American partners to address humanitarian challenges in the region, as they did in responding to the 2004 tsunami. For example, earlier this year, Japan deployed the SDF via U.S. mainland bases to provide critical relief to Haiti following that devastating earthquake. The U.S. Navy and Japan's Maritime Self-Defense Force (JMSDF) have conducted humanitarian civil assistance activities in Cambodia and Vietnam as part of the PACIFIC PARTNERSHIP 2010 operation. Going forward, humanitarian assistance/disaster relief cooperation will provide countless opportunities for the U.S.-Japan alliance to contribute to the welfare of the region and the world. 

Natural disaster response is key to prevent extinction

Sid-Ahmed, Al-Ahram Weekly Editor, 1/6/2005 

[Mohamed, “The post-earthquake world,” http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2005/724/op3.htm] 

The human species has never been exposed to a natural upheaval of this magnitude within living memory. What happened in South Asia is the ecological equivalent of 9/11. Ecological problems like global warming and climatic disturbances in general threaten to make our natural habitat unfit for human life. The extinction of the species has become a very real possibility, whether by our own hand or as a result of natural disasters of a much greater magnitude than the Indian Ocean earthquake and the killer waves it spawned. Human civilisation has developed in the hope that Man will be able to reach welfare and prosperity on earth for everybody. But now things seem to be moving in the opposite direction, exposing planet Earth to the end of its role as a nurturing place for human life.

Today, human conflicts have become less of a threat than the confrontation between Man and Nature. At least they are less likely to bring about the end of the human species. The reactions of Nature as a result of its exposure to the onslaughts of human societies have become more important in determining the fate of the human species than any harm it can inflict on itself.
Until recently, the threat Nature represented was perceived as likely to arise only in the long run, related for instance to how global warming would affect life on our planet. Such a threat could take decades, even centuries, to reach a critical level. This perception has changed following the devastating earthquake and tsunamis that hit the coastal regions of South Asia and, less violently, of East Africa, on 26 December.

This cataclysmic event has underscored the vulnerability of our world before the wrath of Nature and shaken the sanguine belief that the end of the world is a long way away. Gone are the days when we could comfort ourselves with the notion that the extinction of the human race will not occur before a long-term future that will only materialise after millions of years and not affect us directly in any way. We are now forced to live with the possibility of an imminent demise of humankind.

Japan—Deterrence Good—Japan Prolif

Deterrence credibility is critical to prevent Japanese proliferation

Schoff, Foreign Policy Analysis Institute Asia-Pacific Studies Associate Director, March 2009 

[James, "Realigning Priorities," www.ifpa.org/pdf/RealignPriorities.pdf]

The truth is that the nuclear issue in Japan, although  certainly sensitive, was never quite the taboo subject that  it was frequently made out to be, and Japan’s so-called nuclear allergy is not necessarily a genetic condition. A small  number of influential nuclear advocates have always existed in postwar Japan, and a major reason why they re-  main in the minority is because Japan has had the luxury of a nuclear deterrent provided for it by the United  States. The credibility of the U.S.-Japan alliance and this  extended deterrent has been critical to Japan’s sense of  security, along with another important factor, namely, the  absence of a serious and consistent existential threat to Ja-  pan. Consequently, whenever one or both of these factors  seemed less undeniable, signs of reconsideration in Tokyo  became apparent.  

Japan prolif leads to global nuclear war

Cirincione, Ploughshares President, 2000 

[Joe, "The Asian Nuclear Reaction Chain," www.foreignpolicy.com/Ning/archive/archive/118/asiannuclear.pdf]

The blocks would fall quickest and hardest in Asia, where prolif- eration pressures are already building more quickly than anywhere else in the world. If a nuclear breakout takes place in Asia, then the international arms control agreements that have been painstakingly negotiated over the past 40 years will crumble. Moreover, the United States could find itself embroiled in its fourth war on the Asian continent in six decades--a costly rebuke to those who seek the safety of Fortress America by hiding behind national missile defenses.

Consider what is already happening: North Korea continues to play guessing games with its nuclear and missile programs; South Korea wants its own missiles to match Pyongyang's; India and Pakistan shoot across borders while running a slow-motion nuclear arms race; China modernizes its nuclear arsenal amid tensions with Taiwan and the United States; Japan's vice defense minister is forced to resign after extolling the benefits of nuclear weapons; and Russia--whose Far East nuclear deployments alone make it the largest Asian nuclear power--struggles to maintain territorial coherence.

Five of these states have nuclear weapons; the others are capable of constructing them. Like neutrons firing from a split atom, one nation's actions can trigger reactions throughout the region, which in turn, stimu- late additional actions. These nations form an interlocking Asian nuclear reaction chain that vibrates dangerously with each new development. If the frequency and intensity of this reaction cycle increase, critical decisions taken by any one of these governments could cascade into the second great wave of nuclear-weapon proliferation, bringing regional and global economic and political instability and, perhaps, the first combat use of a nuclear weapon since 1945.  

Japan—Deterrence Good—Japan Economy

US presence is key to the Japan economy

Roos, 2010 [JOHN V. ROOS, U.S. ambassador to Japan, “50th Anniversary of Security Treaty: U.S.-Japan alliance for the 21st century”, Asahi, http://www.asahi.com/english/Herald-asahi/TKY201001180386.html, 1/19/2010

The interests of both the United States and Japan continue to be well served by the alliance. Japan benefits from the assistance of U.S. forces in its defense and is able to spend far less on its own defense, as a percentage of GDP, than any other state in the region. U.S. and Japanese national interests are also served through the use of bases in Japan by U.S. forces to provide a credible deterrent force to maintain peace and stability in the vital Asia-Pacific area. A growing and prosperous Japan, underpinned by the stability the alliance works to ensure, is also in the U.S. national interest, given the vast economic linkages between our countries. The alliance has endured for a half-century precisely because each partner derives benefits from it.

Japan economic collapse triggers global economic collapse and risks armed conflict throughout Asia

Michael Auslin 2009, is the director of Japan Studies at the American Enterprise Institute and senior research fellow at the MacMillan Center for International and Area Studies at Yale University, 2/17/09 

[“Japan’s Downturn is Bad News for the World: The US Can’t Count on Japanese Savers”, Wall Street Journal, February 17th 2009, available online at http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123483257056995903.html accessed June 28th, 2010]

If Japan's economy collapses, supply chains across the globe will be affected and numerous economies will face severe disruptions, most notably China's. China is currently Japan's largest import provider, and the Japanese slowdown is creating tremendous pressure on Chinese factories. Just last week, the Chinese government announced that 20 million rural migrants had lost their jobs.
Closer to home, Japan may also start running out of surplus cash, which it has used to purchase U.S. securities for years. For the first time in a generation, Tokyo is running trade deficits -- five months in a row so far.
The political and social fallout from a Japanese depression also would be devastating. In the face of economic instability, other Asian nations may feel forced to turn to more centralized -- even authoritarian -- control to try to limit the damage. Free-trade agreements may be rolled back and political freedom curtailed. Social stability in emerging, middle-class societies will be severely tested, and newly democratized states may find it impossible to maintain power. Progress toward a more open, integrated Asia is at risk, with the potential for increased political tension in the world's most heavily armed region.
Japan—AT: Relations Low

US-Japan relations are currently high-cooperation on many international issues

(Joseph Nye, Jr., a University Distinguished Service Professor, also the Sultan of Oman Professor of International Relations and former Dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, on July 14, 2009, in “Will US-Japan Alliance Survive?” South Korea Times, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2009/07/137_48423.html)
These trends were reversed by the Clinton administration's 1995 "East Asia Strategy Report." In 1996, the Clinton-Hashimoto Declaration stated that the U.S.-Japan security alliance was the foundation for stability that would allow growing prosperity in post-Cold War East Asia.

That approach has continued on a bipartisan basis in the U.S., and polls show that it retains broad acceptance in Japan. Most close observers of the relationship agree that the U.S.-Japan alliance is in much better shape today than 15 years ago. A second challenge for Japan is the dramatic rise of China's economy. Although an important trade partner, China's growing power makes Japan nervous. When re-negotiating the U.S.-Japan security alliance in the 1990's, Japanese leaders sometimes privately asked me if the U.S. would desert Japan in favor of China. I responded then (and today) that there is little prospect of such a reversal, for two reasons. First, China poses a potential threat, whereas Japan does not. Second, the U.S. shares democratic values with Japan, and China is not a democracy. Third, the U.S.-Japan alliance will have to face a new set of transnational challenges to our vital interests, such as pandemics, terrorism, and human outflows from failed states. Chief among these challenges is the threat posed by global warming, with China having surpassed the U.S. as the leading producer of carbon-dioxide emissions (though not in per capita terms). Fortunately, this is an area that plays to Japan's strengths. Although some Japanese complain about the unequal nature of the alliance's security components, owing to the limits that Japan has accepted on the use of force, in these new areas, Japan is a stronger partner. Japan's overseas development assistance in places ranging from Africa to Afghanistan, its participation in global health projects, its support of the United Nations, its naval participation in anti-piracy operations, and its research and development on energy efficiency place it at the forefront in dealing with the new transnational challenges. Given today's agenda, there is enormous potential for an equal partnership, working with others, in the provision of global public goods that will benefit the U.S., Japan, and the rest of the world. That is why I remain optimistic about the future of the U.S.-Japan alliance.

The Japanese people overwhelming support US presence- current issues are only dips in historically strong relations

The Asahi Shimbun “EDITORIAL: 50th year of treaty”, 2010/1/20, http://www.asahi.com/english/Herald-asahi/TKY201001190430.html, .

There was also considerable public antipathy toward Prime Minister Kishi--a Class-A war criminal--for his reactionist persona and high-handed political style. Some political analysts of the time suggested there was an eruption of nationalism that had remained repressed since the Allied occupation.  The last half-century has seen the Japanese people coming to accept the Japan-U.S. alliance. In all recent Asahi Shimbun polls, respondents who support maintaining the treaty constantly account for more than 70 percent. All the above form the unchangeable framework of the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty. We believe the Japanese people support the alliance for the peace of mind it brings precisely because the alliance goes together with Article 9.  There are obvious limits to Japan's cooperation on U.S. military activities. Japan dispatched SDF troops to Iraq even though the Japanese public was split on the issue. Had there been no Article 9, the troops might have engaged in some nonhumanitarian mission that had nothing to do with Iraq's reconstruction.  Our Asian neighbors have come to accept the Japan-U.S. alliance as a safety device for the region precisely because of Article 9.  Asia will continue to change. In the discussions begun by Tokyo and Washington to "deepen the alliance," Tokyo must take the initiative in indicating the possibilities of new forms of cooperation and role-sharing. And Tokyo cannot avoid discussing how to ease the burden shouldered by Okinawa Prefecture, where U.S. military bases concentrate, nor skirt around the matter of Tokyo's past secret pacts with Washington.  Still, the fundamental framework of "Article 9 and the Security Treaty" will always remain viable in the international community. 
Japan—AT: Relations Low

American/ Japanese military partnership strong now and political and military leaders plan to further strengthen the relationship  
Roos, 2010 [JOHN V. ROOS, U.S. ambassador to Japan, “50th Anniversary of Security Treaty: U.S.-Japan alliance for the 21st century”, Asahi, http://www.asahi.com/english/Herald-asahi/TKY201001180386.html, 1/19/2010

As President Obama said in Tokyo, "alliances are not historical documents from a bygone era, but abiding commitments to each other that are fundamental to our shared security." The world is not static, and like all relationships, the U.S.-Japan relationship must evolve and cannot be taken for granted. In order to ensure the continuing vitality and strength of the alliance, we must continue to look for ways to enhance our alliance capabilities, including for example, expanding our collaboration in such areas as intelligence cooperation and missile defense. In addition, we must ensure that our security arrangements and our force posture continue to meet the evolving challenges we face. We must do so, however, while minimizing the impact imposed on base-hosting communities, particularly in Okinawa Prefecture. Our two governments drew up the Realignment Road Map with these twin goals in mind.  As U.S. ambassador to Japan, one of my key responsibilities is to strengthen our alliance with Japan and to help ensure that it responds to the evolving security environment of the 21st century. The abiding commitment of our two nations to this alliance will be crucial to making it even more indispensable over the next 50 years than it has been for the last 50 years.  Both partners, working as equals, must keep it robust, fresh and forward-looking, so that this alliance we share continues to function as an indestructible partnership that protects each of our citizens and serves the vital national interests of both of our countries. 
The US strengthened its Japanese alliance reasserting military dominance in Asian- US Presence key to stop North Korea and terrorism 

American Peace Winds, January 20, 2010, An American and Japanese Congressional Coalition, “Japan, U.S. vow in joint statement to maintain U.S. military deterrence”, http://www.peacewindsamerica.org/uploads/2010_1_20_NIKKEI_JP-US_joint_statement.pdf
The Japanese and U.S. governments yesterday released a joint statement of their foreign and defense ministers, as the day marked the 50th anniversary of the signing of their current security treaty. The joint statement proclaims that the bilateral alliance between Japan and the United States remains "the cornerstone of regional stability" contributing to peace and stability in the Asia-Pacific region beyond bilateral cooperation, specifying that U.S. forces in Japan will maintain a deterrence. It indicates that the two countries will "deepen" their security cooperation in wide-ranging areas to deal jointly with global issues. Japan and the United States have been strained over the pending issue of relocating the U.S. military's Futenma airfield in Ginowan, Okinawa Prefecture. As it stands, the joint statement aimed to show, both internally and externally, that the bilateral alliance is important and that the two countries have repaired their relations. In a foreign ministerial meeting held on Jan. 12 in Hawaii, the Japanese and U.S. governments agreed to shelve the Futenma issue and start talks in an effort to deepen the bilateral alliance. The joint statement released this time also reiterates the two countries' intention to step up their talks. Meanwhile, the focus is on what to do about the presence of U.S. military bases in Japan. In this regard, the two countries vow in the joint statement to "mitigate the burden of base-hosting localities, including Okinawa." The joint statement says the two countries "endorse efforts to maintain [U.S.] deterrence, including an appropriate stationing of U.S. forces [in Japan]." However, it did not touch on the Futenma relocation issue. In addition, the joint statement also pointed to such "new threats" as North Korea's nuclear programs and terrorism. It emphasizes the bilateral alliance's significance, saying the two countries will seek global peace and security without nuclear weapons while maintaining necessary deterrence." Concerning China, the joint statement says Japan and the United States will welcome that country's "constructive and responsible role in the international community."  

Japan—AT: Relations Low

Obama is calming Japanese concerns and reasserting American dominance in Asia 
Hitoshi Tanaka, is a Senior Fellow at JCIE. He previously served as Japan’s Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs.
“A New Vision for the US-Japan Alliance”, Japan Center for International Exchange Vol. 4 No. 1 | April 2009
At the same time, there has been a sharp increase over the past few years in the number of Japanese analysts who are concerned about the future of US-Japan relations in the face of stronger USChina relations. Many fear that the Obama administration will downgrade bilateral relations and begin to treat China—rather than Japan—as the United States’ most important partner in Asia. Despite the fact that there is little ground for such concern, the Obama administration has nevertheless made a concerted effort to mitigate Japanese fears. Secretary Clinton’s first stop during her trip to East Asia was in Tokyo, during which time she extended an invitation to Prime Minister Also to be the first head of government to call upon President Obama at the White House. Such actions, coupled with President Obama’s nomination and appointment of several seasoned East Asia experts to important foreign policy posts, have reaffirmed the importance that the Obama administration places on US relations with Japan and East Asia. Japanese fears that the United States will eschew cooperation with Japan and embrace China are unwarranted. Rather than being feared, healthy and stable relations between the United States and China should be encouraged. By engaging China and encouraging it to play a constructive role in global affairs, the United States is pursuing a policy line that suits not only its own interests but also those of Japan and the rest of the world. This strategy is already paying dividends, and there are signs that Beijing is gradually adopting the mantle of a responsible global stakeholder. 

Overall relations are high- currents disputes are only snapshots of temporary problems 
JUNJI TACHINO, Reporter, The Asashi, “Marines symbolize U.S. 'resolve'”, 2010/07/22, http://www.asahi.com/english/TKY201007210385.html
The former chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, Richard B. Myers, views the presence of U.S. Marines in Okinawa Prefecture as demonstrating U.S. "resolve" to protect Japan.  The retired general stressed during a recent interview that the Marines must remain stationed in Okinawa as a deterrence against an attack.  Myers, who as commander of U.S. Forces Japan worked to mend Japan-U.S. relations after the rape of a schoolgirl by U.S. servicemen in Okinawa in 1995 triggered widespread protests, also called on the two sides to discuss security ties more deeply and in a calm manner.  Excerpts from the interview follow:  Question: Do U.S. Marines have to be permanently stationed in Japan? If so, why?  Answer: The first obvious point is that they are the only U.S. ground forces in Japan. They're mobile. They'd probably be some of the first ground forces to arrive, in any kind of conflict inside Japan.  The other thing I would say is that the advantage of having a ground force to work with the Japanese Ground Self-Defense Force is invaluable. You can't ask people to come in from the U.S. in times of a crisis and then shake hands with senior Japanese military personnel and have any relationship built on trust and credibility. In the big strategic sense, I'm not too worried because this relationship has now gone on for many decades. It is, after all, founded on a set of shared values and a strategic interest of both countries that will keep the dialogue moving, hopefully improving, as we go in the future.  (Futenma's relocation) is an important issue for the U.S. and for Japan. But there are other strategic issues that we need to get to as well. North Korea, where is China going, and just overall security in the region, which has been, I think, good for both the U.S. economy and the Japanese economy, not to mention the Republic of Korea and China.  Any distraction in the intellectual energy . . . and the focus on Futenma distracts from those other strategic interests. It's really been unfortunate that that's been the focus of this relationship. I would hope that we can get by that fairly quickly and move on.
Japan—AT: Non-Unique—Futenma Base Closure
Status quo policy of closing Futenma and maintaining presence is the best way to deter

Masami Ito, staff writer for The Japan Times, January 30, 2010, Saturday “Roos stresses need for U.S. forces in Japan” Lexis

Japan-U.S. ties have been strained recently over the relocation of Marine Corps Air Station Futenma in Ginowan, Okinawa. While stressing the importance of deterrence, Roos also said it was vital that the U.S. "reduce the footprint of our forces in heavily populated areas."  In 2006, the U.S. and Japan, then led by the Liberal Democratic Party, agreed to move Futenma to Camp Schwab.  "The arrangement is certainly not perfect, no compromise ever is," Roos said. "But what makes this issue especially difficult is that our two nations studied and debated virtually every conceivable alternative for more than a decade before deciding that the current plan is the best option to enable us to close Futenma as quickly as possible without degrading our ability to fulfill our treaty commitments." 

Japan—AT: Troops Not Key—Nuclear Deterrence Solves

Conventional troop presence in Japan is a more effective deterrent than nuclear weapons

(Joseph Nye, Jr., a University Distinguished Service Professor, also the Sultan of Oman Professor of International Relations and former Dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, on July 14, 2009, in “Will US-Japan Alliance Survive?” South Korea Times, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2009/07/137_48423.html)
Japan officially endorses the objective of a non-nuclear world, but it relies on America's extended nuclear deterrent, and wants to avoid being subject to nuclear blackmail from North Korea (or China). The Japanese fear that the credibility of American extended deterrence will be weakened if the U.S. decreases its nuclear forces to parity with China.

It is a mistake, however, to believe that extended deterrence depends on parity in numbers of nuclear weapons. Rather, it depends on a combination of capability and credibility.

Indeed, the best guarantee of American extended deterrence over Japan remains the presence of nearly 50,000 American troops (which Japan helps to maintain with generous host-nation support). Credibility is also enhanced by joint projects such as the development of regional ballistic missile defense.

<Read AT: Nuclear Deterrence Solves Block Below>

Japan—AT: Japan Defense Build-Up Solves

Deterrence credibility is critical to prevent Japanese proliferaiotn

Schoff, Foreign Policy Analysis Institute Asia-Pacific Studies Associate Director, March 2009 

[James, "Realigning Priorities," www.ifpa.org/pdf/RealignPriorities.pdf]

The truth is that the nuclear issue in Japan, although  certainly sensitive, was never quite the taboo subject that  it was frequently made out to be, and Japan’s so-called nuclear allergy is not necessarily a genetic condition. A small  number of influential nuclear advocates have always existed in postwar Japan, and a major reason why they re-  main in the minority is because Japan has had the luxury of a nuclear deterrent provided for it by the United  States. The credibility of the U.S.-Japan alliance and this  extended deterrent has been critical to Japan’s sense of  security, along with another important factor, namely, the  absence of a serious and consistent existential threat to Ja-  pan. Consequently, whenever one or both of these factors  seemed less undeniable, signs of reconsideration in Tokyo  became apparent.  

Japan proliferation leads to regional instability, arms races and kills the US-Japan alliance

Chanlett-Avery, and Nikitin, Congressional Research Service Asian Affairs and Nonproliferation Analysts, 2/19/2009 

[Emma, Mary, "Japan's Nuclear Future," ftp.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34487.pdf]

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

Japan—AT: Japan Defense Build-Up Solves

AND—Even if they don’t go nuclear, they would develop offensive conventional strike capabilities—leads to North Korea provocation

Glosserman, Executive director of the Pacific Forum CSIS, 2008, (Brad, “Japan peers into the abyss”, The Japan Times, 3-24) http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/eo20080324bg.html 11-14-2009  

Collectively, these developments contribute to growing unease in Tokyo about the credibility of the U.S. commitment to defend Japan. And those doubts, rather than any nationalist sentiment or discontent with Japan's international status, will be the drivers of and the most important factors in Japanese national security debates about nuclear weapons. What options does Japan have? It could decide to build a nuclear weapon, but all the countervailing considerations outlined previously still apply. Going nuclear is not in Japan's national interest. Missile defense is another option, and Japan has deployed Patriot missiles and Aegis-equipped destroyers. But this technology is still young and most governments see it as part of a multilayered defense strategy. A complement to passive defenses is a conventional offensive strike capability that would allow Tokyo to destroy threats before they reach Japan. Tokyo has shunned such capabilities even though lawmakers conceded 50 years ago that they are constitutionally permissible. Defense specialists consider this an increasingly attractive option after the North Korean missile and nuclear tests. Such capabilities would likely be destabilizing and elevate concerns about Japanese intentions, however. The possibility of a preemptive strike could raise a potential adversary's readiness to use its own forces, fearing that it had to "use em or lose em." A third option is abandoning one of Japan's three nonnuclear principles (which prohibit the production, possession or introduction of nuclear weapons on Japanese soil). It has been suggested that the U.S. station nuclear weapons in Japan, ensuring a stronger coupling of U.S. and Japanese interests. Japanese strategists are beginning to explore this option, although it is politically impossible at this time. Japan is increasingly insecure, and that insecurity reflects doubts about the U.S. commitment to Japan's defense. A decision to go nuclear would be a clear sign that there is no faith in the U.S. U.S. policymakers are waking up to the growing uncertainty at the heart of the alliance, but repeated assurances of the U.S. commitment to the alliance — while welcome — aren't enough. The U.S. needs frank and candid discussions with Japanese about the roots of their insecurity, how the nuclear deterrent works, and measures that can be taken to build Japanese confidence. This conversation would demonstrate U.S. seriousness about Japanese concerns and show respect for an ally by sharing information vital to its defense. While possession of nuclear weapons appears unnecessary and unwise given current circumstances, a nuclear debate would still be in Japan's interest. It would help Japanese better understand the reasons for not acquiring such weapons and reconfirm Japan's nonnuclear status. It could help forge a national consensus as anxieties mount. The U.S. must be a partner in this process since its behavior and perceived reliability will be the most important factor in the Japanese debate.

Conflict sparked by Japanese offensive strike development ensures war across the Korean peninsula

Harris, Japanese politics specialist who worked for a DPJ member of the upper house, 2009, 

(Tobias, “Japan: separated by a common enemy”, East Asia Forum, 6-4) http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2009/06/04/japan-separated-by-a-common-enemy/ 

Which is why the US (and South Korea) should be concerned about Japan’s acquiring independent preemptive strike capabilities. Japan, not having any alliance relationship with South Korea, will have no reason to take South Korea’s security into consideration in confronting North Korea.

If the Japanese government detects an imminent launch — with the autonomous surveillance capabilities that conservatives also wanted included in the NDPG — it will be able to act solely on the basis of the direct threat posed by North Korea’s missiles to the Japanese homeland.

It will not have to consider whether launching a preemptive strike will lead North Korea, fearing a mortal threat to the DPRK regime or perhaps not being able to identify the source of an attack, to lash out against South Korea. Unconstrained by broader regional commitments, Japan could use its new capabilities for ‘offensive defense’ and in the process trigger a broader regional crisis — not out of a lust for conquest, but simply out of a desire to defend itself from an external threat.

 

Japan—AT: Japan Defense Build-Up Solves

The impact is extinction through nuclear annihilation
Ogura and Oh, political science professors, 97

[Toshimaru, Toyama University political economy professor, and Ingyu, Ritsumeikan Asia Pacific University political science professor, Nuclear Clouds over the Korean peninsula and Japan, Monthly review, April 1997. http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m1132/is_n11_v48/ai_19693242/pg_8]


North Korea, South Korea, and Japan have achieved quasi- or virtual nuclear armament. Although these countries do not produce or possess actual bombs, they possess sufficient technological know-how to possess one or several nuclear arsenals. Thus, virtual armament creates a new nightmare in this region - nuclear annihilation. Given the concentration of economic affluence and military power in this region and its growing importance to the world system, any hot conflict among these countries would threaten to escalate into a global conflagration.


***SOUTH KOREA DETERRENCE***

South Korea 1NC (1/3)

A. US military presence deterring conflict now—peace proves

Seung Taek Kim, former director of ROK Ministry of National Defense’s US Policy Division and Korea Chair at CSIS, on 7/2/2010 in “Rethinking Extended Deterrence” Published by the Center for Strategic and International Studies. <http://csis.org/files/publication/100702_Rethinking_Extended_Deterrence-english.pdf>

The Republic of Korea (ROK) and the United States are allies that signed the Mutual Defense Treaty. The primary mission of the Mutual Defense Treaty is to prevent war and maintain peace and stability on the Korean Peninsula. The experience from the past sixty years shows that this security alliance has successfully served its purpose. For the U.S., it has effectively dissuaded and deterred North Korea from taking overt military actions on the Korean Peninsula by providing the ROK with “extended deterrence, including the nuclear umbrella” and displaying its overwhelming military force and political will to defend its ally from the North’s aggression. The ROK, confident in U.S. extended deterrence and security commitment to its defense, has also been assured of its security and has believed that the deterrence would hold effective. Such belief has been affirmed as the relative peace and status quo on the Korean Peninsula has lasted over the past sixty years.
B. The plan kills deterrence and ROK relations—presence is key to deterrence which solves the aff—withdrawal causes alliance collapse
Sneider, Stanford University Asia-Pacific Research Center associate director for research, 2006

(Daniel, “RE-IMAGINING THE U.S.-ROK ALLIANCE” http://www.mansfieldfdn.org/programs/program_pdfs/rok_us_sneider.pdf]

The two militaries have a vital legacy of decades of combined command, training and war planning. American military forces in significant numbers have remained in place to help defend South Korea from potential aggression from the North. South Korean troops have deployed abroad numerous times in support of American foreign policy goals, including currently in Iraq and Afghanistan.

This foundation of security is not only essential to this alliance but is the very definition of the nature of alliances in general, as distinct from other forms of cooperation and partnership in international relations.

“Alliances are binding, durable security commitments between two or more nations,” Dr. Elizabeth Sherwood-Randall, a Stanford scholar and former Clinton administration senior defense official, wrote recently. “The critical ingredients of a meaningful alliance are the shared recognition of common threats and a pledge to take action to counter them. To forge agreement, an alliance requires ongoing policy consultations that continually set expectations for allied behavior.”

Alliances can survive a redefinition of the common threat that faces them but not the absence of a threat. Nor can alliances endure if there is not a clear sense of the mutual obligations the partners have to each other, from mutual defense to joint actions against a perceived danger. “At a minimum,” Sherwood-Randall says, “allies are expected to take into consideration the perspectives and interests of their partners as they make foreign and defense policy choices.”

South Korea 1NC (2/3)

2. Turns hegemony—Military withdrawal from South Korea spills-over to destroy US resolve and reputation, which solves war--resolve collapse causes global aggression

Hakan Tunc, Carleton University Political Science Professor, Fall 2008, Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 657-669

Reputation can be defined as a judgment about an actor’s past behavior and character that is used to predict future behavior. In international politics, a major component of building or maintaining a country’s reputation involves resolve.5 Policy makers may believe that a lack of resolve in one military confrontation will be seen as an indication of general weakness.6 According to Shiping Tang, this concern frequently amounts to ‘‘a cult of reputation’’ among foreign policy makers, which he defines as ‘‘a belief system holding as its central premise a conviction (or fear) that backing down in a crisis will lead one’s adversaries or allies to underestimate one’s resolve in the next crisis.’’7 Of particular importance to the cult of reputation is concern about the consequences of withdrawal from a theater of war. The major dictate of the cult of reputation is that a country should stand firm and refuse to withdraw from a theater of war. The underlying belief is that a withdrawal would inflict a severe blow to a country’s reputation and thus ‘‘embolden’’ the adversaries by boosting commitment and recruitment to their cause.8

Since the end of World War II, a cult of reputation has evolved among certain American policy makers who maintain that being a global power means being able to convey the image of strength and resolve.9 According to this perspective, a reputation for firmness and resoluteness deters adversaries and reassures allies about U.S. commitments. Conversely, being perceived as weak and irresolute encourages adversaries to be more aggressive and results in allies being less supportive.

This logic has had two general consequences for America’s use of force abroad: First, exhibiting resolve has been deemed necessary even in small and distant countries. This is because the mere perception of power generates tangible power, thereby reducing the need to use actual physical force against every adversary.10 In the 1950s and 1960s, this logic translated into military interventions in several places, notably in Korea and Vietnam, countries whose strategic value to the United States appeared questionable to some.11

Second, reputational concerns made it difficult for the United States to withdraw from a theater of war. The Vietnam War is the most prominent case, although the logic was also evident during the Korean conflict in the early 1950s.12 As is well-documented by historians, both the Lyndon Johnson and Richard Nixon administrations took reputation seriously and argued that leaving Vietnam without an ‘‘honorable’’ exit would seriously hurt U.S. credibility in the eyes of allies and adversaries alike. For both Johnson and Nixon, an ‘‘honorable’’ exit meant creating an autonomous South Vietnam (much like independent, anti-communist South Korea after the Korean war) that was recognized by all parties involved in the conflict, particularly by the North Vietnamese government. Such an outcome would vindicate U.S. sacrifices.13

South Korea 1NC (3/3)

C. Hegemony solves war—Decline of hegemony causes nuclear wars in every region—no alternative

Robert Kagan, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace senior associate and German Marshall Fund senior transatlantic fellow, August-September 2007, “End of Dreams, Return of History,” Hoover Policy Review, online: http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html 

Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as “No. 1” and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying —  its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War II would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe ’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that ’s not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe.

South Korea—Uniqueness—Presence Now

Obama has committed to US troops in South Korea – plan is a flip flop

AFP, Agence France-Presse, world’s first International News Service, May 24 2010. “US to help South Korea ‘deter future aggression’ by neighbouring North,” http://www.theaustralian.com.au/news/world/us-to-help-south-korea-deter-future-agression-by-neighbouring-north/story-e6frg6so-1225870624430
"US support for South Korea's defence is unequivocal, and the president has directed his military commanders to coordinate closely with their Republic of Korea counterparts to ensure readiness and to deter future aggression,'' White House press secretary Robert Gibbs said in a written statement.

"We will build on an already strong foundation of excellent cooperation between our militaries and explore further enhancements to our joint posture on the peninsula as part of our ongoing dialogue.''

South Korea—Uniqueness—Alliance Strong Now

Obama committed to US-ROK alliance now, and cooperation on North Korea

Kim, John Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies adjunct and Korea University Institute of International Relations research professor, 9
(Tong Kim, 11-15-9, “Alliance and North Korea” http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2009/12/167_55522.html)

When President Obama meets with President Lee Myung-bak this week, they are expected to reaffirm the importance of the U.S.-ROK alliance and to announce that they agree over how to deal with North Korea. The KORUS FTA, pending ratification by the U.S. Congress and the Korean National Assembly, will be another important item for discussion. Obama will express his appreciation of Lee's decision to expand Korea's Provincial Reconstruction Team (PRT) in Afghanistan.
The Obama administration has made its long-delayed decision to send Ambassador Stephen Bosworth to Pyongyang for direct talks with the North. The actual timing of his trip is likely to be announced upon completion of President Obama's consultations with the leaders of China and South Korea. Obama already met with the Japanese prime minister in Tokyo en route to the APEC meeting in Singapore, where he also conferred with the Russian president.

These timely summit consultations certainly contribute to the building of a unified multilateral stance on the issue of denuclearization. Although the five countries concerned have different perceptions regarding the threat of a de-facto nuclear North Korea, they all agree that the North should return to the six-party process. All five view the process as the best way to achieve a nuclear free Korean Peninsula.

Security cooperation is sustaining alliance now

Jung, Korea Times, 12-24-9

(Sung-ki, “ROK-US Alliance Evolves, Challenges Linger”, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2009/12/116_57896.html)

The year 2009 saw South Korea and the United States take a new step forward in their strategic military alliance, as they ironed out thorny issues of mutual concern, defense experts say.

North Korea's continued, provocative military actions on the peninsula also boosted the importance of the alliance, they added.

``Overall, the development of the alliance was fruitful this year, but there are still issues to be further fine-tuned,'' a defense researcher here told The Korea Times on condition of anonymity. He was apparently referring to Seoul's recent decision to redeploy troops to Afghanistan to help U.S. and other coalition forces fight against terrorists there as a case in point.

US-ROK alliance strong now, and cooperating on North Korea
Kim, Korea Times, 2-3-10

(Sue-Young, “Allies May Renegotiate Command Transfer”, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2010/02/117_60256.html)

Meanwhile, Campbell expressed support for a possible inter-Korean summit.

``We welcome efforts by the South Korean President to reach across to North Korea,'' he said.

But the assistant secretary noted that North Korea has to come back to the deadlocked six-party denuclearization talks.

``We believe the essential next step is (for North Korea) to return to the six-party talks. As part of that, North Korea needs to abide by its commitment made in 2005 and 2007,'' he said.

President Lee Myung-bak said in an interview with the BBC last week that "I think I can meet (North Korean leader Kim Jong-il) within this year."

Campbell also stressed the strong alliance between the two countries, saying it could "never be better."

The U.S. official flew to Seoul from Tokyo Tuesday.

South Korea—Uniqueness—Alliance Strong Now—AT: Fights

Their uniqueness arguments only prove a brink – relations are on a continuum – they are not all or nothing – tensions in alliance mean you should err against actions that risk collapsing it – alliance key to US engagement in Asia – isolationism risks catastrophic impacts

Hwang, PhD & Heritage Foundation Asian Studies Center Senior Policy Analyst for Northeast Asia, 2006

(Balbina Y., 10-16-6, “The U.S.-Korea Alliance on the Rocks: Shaken, Not Stirred”, Heritage Lecture #970, http://www.heritage.org/research/AsiaandthePacific/hl970.cfm)

Our response to these arguments should not be to end the alliance, but precisely the opposite: We should strengthen our bilateral relationship with South Korea by confronting these issues directly and forthrightly. Legitimate differences about the function, purpose, and utility of the alliance have arisen due to dramatic shifts in the domestic, regional, and global environ­ment. But just as the alliance is not the cause of ten­sions in the bilateral relationship, we should also not allow it to become the victim. Rather, both govern­ments must endeavor to reassess the current configu­ration and create a new alliance that meets the needs of both allies. If we do not invest energy in renewing the alliance, it will end sooner rather than later. And this would have devastating consequences for Ameri­ca’s future, not just in Asia but around the globe.
America has experienced the bitter consequenc­es of choosing isolation from the troubled world after World War I, and as a nation, we have chosen not to repeat that mistake. After the attacks on Pearl Harbor, and more than a half century later, after September 11, 2001, we could have again chosen the path of isolation, but we did not. Instead, we made the difficult choice to engage the world and troubled regions with even greater vigor. We must meet the current and future challenges in East Asia with similar fortitude and energy.

South Korea—Link EXTN

Withdrawal kills deterrence—Cheonan ship sinking proves now is key to deter North Korea—deterrence solves the aff by preventing and containing instability
Leif-Eric Easley, Ph.D. candidate at Harvard University's department of government, a Kelly fellow with the Pacific Forum CSIS (Center for Strategic and International Studies), a visiting scholar at the University of Southern California's Korean Studies Institute, 5-16-10, in the Korean Times, “Cool heads can deter  North Korea,” http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2010/05/137_65964.html
Considering its own interests and the interaction with North Korea, Seoul's objective is to maintain deterrence while avoiding serious escalation. To be clear, it may not be possible to deter North Korean bluster, missile tests or even another nuclear test.   The point is to deter a North Korean attack. Doing nothing in response to the sinking of the Cheonan could undermine such deterrence and allow Pyongyang to believe it can push the envelope further. But doing too much could invite the very attacks that Seoul wants to deter.  While sinking a North Korean submarine would be a proportionate response to the sinking of the Cheonan, doing so in textbook fashion would be difficult. Bombing a base on North Korea's west coast would not be proportionate, and the situation could quickly get out of hand.   Recognizing this, it is unlikely Seoul will adopt a military retaliation strategy. Such a course would not have domestic political support or be helpful for the South Korean economy.   Likewise, Washington has other concerns it prefers to focus on rather than escalate matters with Pyongyang. A more likely and effective strategy for Seoul to respond to the Cheonan incident could involve the following military, economic, and diplomatic components.   First, there are important military measures short of a counter-attack. South Korea can upgrade its submarine and anti-sub capabilities, enhance readiness and improve the sophistication of its patrols. This would reduce the chances of another Cheonan incident and increase the likelihood that North Korean forces would suffer if a similar attack was attempted.   Seoul could redouble efforts to show no daylight between it and Washington on alliance issues such as the transfer of operational control, base realignment, and a civilian nuclear power agreement.   U.S. forces in the region could be subtly reinforced, as Washington has done in the past, to send a cautionary signal to Pyongyang. And Seoul could reach out to Tokyo on naval cooperation. Nothing sends quite the same signal to Pyongyang as increased security coordination between South Korea and Japan.

ROK alliance effective now—strong extended deterrence prevents regional instability and North Korea aggression 

Seung Taek Kim, CSIS Visiting Korea Chair, Former ROK National Defense Ministry US Policy Division, 7/2/2010, “Rethinking Extended Deterrence,” http://csis.org/publication/rethinking-extended-deterrence, da: 7/19
On the night of March 26, the South Korean Navy corvette Cheonan on patrol operation  sank off the west coast of the Korean Peninsula in the Yellow Sea. The ship was split in  half, and 46 South Korean sailors ultimately lost their lives. The South Korean  government immediately salvaged the sunken ship and launched an international  investigation team to determine the cause of the sinking. After examining fragments  collected from the wreckage, the investigation team reached the conclusion that the  Cheonan sunk not because of an internal explosion but because of a torpedo fired by a  North Korean submarine. The South Korean government declared this incident a “grave  national security issue” and that it will make North Korea pay. The international  community also saw this provocation as a severe violation of international law and  similarly emphasized an “appropriate” response to the incident. 

The Republic of Korea (ROK) and the United States are allies that signed the Mutual  Defense Treaty. The primary mission of the Mutual Defense Treaty is to prevent war and  maintain peace and stability on the Korean Peninsula. The experience from the past sixty  years shows that this security alliance has successfully served its purpose. For the U.S., it  has effectively dissuaded and deterred North Korea from taking overt military actions on  the Korean Peninsula by providing the ROK with “extended deterrence, including the  nuclear umbrella” and displaying its overwhelming military force and political will to  defend its ally from the North’s aggression. The ROK, confident in U.S. extended  deterrence and security commitment to its defense, has also been assured of its security  and has believed that the deterrence would hold effective. Such belief has been affirmed  as the relative peace and status quo on the Korean Peninsula has lasted over the past sixty  years.   

South Korea—Link EXTN

Link: US troop presence is the only thing deterring North Korea, the troop reduction gives the opportunity for the North to Strike

Stevens et al, 03. Terry C. Stevens, David J. Smith, Chuck Downs, Robert Dujarric, writers for the National Institute of Public Policy, a institute focused on US foreign policy in a rapidly changing world. “Deterring North Korea: U.S. Options,” Published December 2003, in Comparative Strategy, Volume 22, after a nine-month in-depth study of Korea.

 Ideally, in this scenario the U.S. objective would be to dissuade the North Koreans from the pursuit of nuclear weapons. We judge this objective to be unrealistic, however, for reasons similar to those for which we believe it unlikely Kim Jong Il would back down once a decision were made to initiate major hostilities on the Korean peninsula. Kim Jong Il has thus far been successfully deterred from initiating large-scale hostilities against South Korea, largely due to the significant presence of American troops in the region, and due to the U.S. commitment to defend South Korea. In the words of one U.S. colonel serving in South Korea, “Nothing else is keeping Kim Jong Il from attacking— not moral restraint, not popular opposition. If Kim thought he could be successful in a war, he would have been here by now.” However, Kim Jong Il seeks to shift the deterrence calculus that prevents his military might from achieving his goals. Kim does not intend forever to be deterred from fulfilling his destiny of reuniting Korea—and nuclear weapons are his trump card. If he gives them up, he effectively abandons the goal of reunification, thus undermining the legitimacy of his regime. Consequently, we believe that the North Korean nuclear program can be driven backward—that is, it can be retarded, reduced in size and quality, and contained—but we consider it unlikely that the regime could be coerced into terminating it. In this light, it is useful to dissect U.S. interests. The United States seeks to prevent (or, at the least, minimize) the effect of North Korean nuclear threats, nuclear use, and nuclear proliferation. The NIPP Working Group believes that Kim Jong Il wants nuclear weapons, not in order to counter U.S. threats, as Kim claims, but to coerce the U.S. and South Korea, ultimately driving American forces from the Korean peninsula and subsequently reuniting it under northern leadership. North Korea also seeks nuclear arms, it must be noted, as a deterrent against a U.S. attack. From their perspective, nuclear weapons strengthen an already substantial deterrent capability of their own—which is presently based upon non-nuclear threats to South Korea, most notably Seoul.  

USA presence deters North Korea now—joint exercises 

BBC News, no author given, on 7/20/2010, in “US and South Korea to hold major military exercise” Published by British Broadcasting Corporation. <http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/> 

The US and South Korea say they will begin a major military exercise aimed at sending a message of deterrence to North Korea on 25 July. The four-day exercise, in the Sea of Japan (East Sea), will involve 20 ships, 200 planes and 8,000 personnel. The announcement came as defence chief Robert Gates visited South Korea in a show of support for the US ally. On Wednesday he and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton will visit the demilitarised zone dividing the Koreas. Ties between the two Koreas have deteriorated significantly following the 26 March sinking of a South Korean warship, the Cheonan, with the loss of 46 sailors.   International investigators say a North Korean torpedo sank the ship, but Pyongyang denies this and has demanded its own investigation.   The UN Security Council has condemned the attack without assigning blame.  'Aggressive behaviour'   The US promised to hold joint drills with South Korea in the wake of the Cheonan incident. In a joint statement, the two countries' defence chiefs said that the exercises were aimed at Pyongyang. "These defensive, combined exercises are designed to send a clear message to North Korea that its aggressive behaviour must stop, and that we are committed to together enhancing our combined defensive capabilities," the statement said.    The US announced military exercises with Seoul in response to the sinking of the Cheonan More drills would follow, the statement said, in both the Sea of Japan and the Yellow Sea, to the west of the Korean Peninsula.    

South Korea—Link EXTN

North Korea can only be checked by deterrence in the form of visible US strength and commitment in South Korea
Robert Dujarric, runs the Institute of Contemporary Japanese Studies at Temple University Japan Campus, a former Council on Foreign Relations (Hitachi) Fellow in Japan, “Deterrence Beats Diplomacy on North Korea,” 4/29/09. http://www.policyinnovations.org/ideas/commentary/data/000130
There is therefore an enormous limit to what Japan, South Korea, and the United States could do even if China agreed to follow their lead. If trade and aid were cut off—including flows from China—Kim would not lose sleep letting some of his people starve, but fairly quickly the allies would feel morally obliged to prevent such suffering. Stronger sanctions could indeed bring him down, but that is the outcome everyone wants to avoid. Other forms of sanctions could have some effect, but the truth is that options are very limited.   The best reaction to the DPRK's WMD program is to maintain a high level of deterrence by making sure that the United States has the visible ability to crush North Korea should Pyongyang choose the path of war. Deterrence worked against far more dangerous enemies—first and foremost the Soviet Union—and it has worked with North Korea for decades. Nukes and missiles do not radically alter the equation. The second task for Japan, the United States, and South Korea, along with China, is to think about how to manage unification if the regime in Pyongyang collapses, which could be tomorrow or many decades from now.

A reduction in US troops is enough to give the DPRK the perception they can win, and will lead to war

Stevens et al, 03. Terry C. Stevens, David J. Smith, Chuck Downs, Robert Dujarric, writers for the National Institute of Public Policy, a institute focused on US foreign policy in a rapidly changing world. “Deterring North Korea: U.S. Options,” Published December 2003, in Comparative Strategy, Volume 22, after a nine-month in-depth study of Korea.
The National Institute for Public Policy (NIPP) has applied Payne’s methodology to the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, or North Korea) in a nine-month, in-depth study. NIPP’s North KoreaWorking Group began its work by examining two possible objectives for U.S. deterrence, dissuasion or coercion, vis-à-vis the DPRK: coercing North Korea to reverse course on its nuclear weapons program, and deterring it from initiating a large-scale attack on the Republic of Korea (ROK, or South Korea). The former had received considerable attention of late, while the latter has been pushed aside by many as unlikely. The NIPP Working Group’s analysis indicates that it would be unwarranted to discount a major attack aimed at fulfilling North Korean leader Kim Jong Il’s self-proclaimed “destiny”; that is, reunification of the Korean peninsula on the north’s terms. Frankly, it is wishful thinking to believe that this contingency is a relic of the past. Consequently— although addressing North Korea’s nuclear program is important—we chose to structure our scenario around a possible North Korean attack in order to underscore this uncomfortable possibility to U.S. policymakers. Our scenario, crafted in early 2002, posited the following: Given a set of plausible ROK and ROK–U.S. developments, Kim Jong Il perceives that the DPRK has a fleeting opportunity to reunify the peninsula on his terms, and initiates hostilities. Unfortunately, given developments on the Korean peninsula over the last few months, this scenario appears increasingly probable. The “plausible developments” hypothesized in the specific scenario were meant to include such factors as: • A growing rift in the U.S.–ROK alliance; • A United States diverted by other events worldwide; and • Other catalytic developments in South Korea, such as the coming to power of leadership that may act to jeopardize a bilateral cooperative relationship with the U.S. Our analysis of Kim Jong Il’s personality and his regime indicates that these factors, considered together, might lead Kim to calculate that he has a fleeting opportunity to make a military grab at reunification. With such a perception, Kim Jong Il could decide to pursue the culminating military action upon which his entire regime is founded, and which provides a fundamental source of its legitimacy. Such a conclusion on the part of North Korea’s leadership may well prove to be a miscalculated blunder—but it is nonetheless one that would lead to war. 
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North Korea is barely being deterred, but is not giving up on conquering the South

Stevens et al, 03. Terry C. Stevens, David J. Smith, Chuck Downs, Robert Dujarric, writers for the National Institute of Public Policy, a institute focused on US foreign policy in a rapidly changing world. “Deterring North Korea: U.S. Options,” Published December 2003, in Comparative Strategy, Volume 22, after a nine-month in-depth study of Korea. (Keith Payne, whom the authors quote, is president of the National Institute for Public Policy, deputy assistant secretary of Defense for Forces Policy from 2002-2003, received the Distinguished Public Service Medal and his office received a Joint Meritorious Unit Award, head of US delegation in numerous allied consultations including negotiations on BMD cooperation with Russia, graduate teacher at Georgetown University, serves on the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States, served on multiple government and private studies, has lectured on defense and foreign policy issues at numerous colleges and universities in North America, Europe, and Asia. Author of The Great American Gamble: Deterrence Theory and Practice from the Cold War to the Twenty-First Century, and received an A.B. (honors) in political science from the University of California at Berkeley and received a Ph.D. (with distinction) in international relations from the University of Southern California.)

U.S. deterrence policy can and must keep pace with developments on the Korean peninsula in order to remain effective. Kim Jong Il has thus far been successfully deterred from initiating large-scale hostilities against South Korea, largely due to the significant presence of U.S. troops in the region. However, Kim is seeking to shift the deterrence calculus that prevents his military might from achieving his goals. Kim does not intend to be deterred forever from fulfilling his destiny of reuniting Korea— and nuclear weapons are his trump card. As the United States seeks to deter Kim Jong Il and his regime, maintaining and conveying strong and credible threats remains imperative. The United States must adhere to ten important guidelines when dealing with Kim. Introduction A Cold War-style approach to deterring an enemy, according to Keith Payne, identifies “only two basic requirements for an effective deterrent: the capability to inflict unacceptable damage, and the manifest credibility of that threat.” However, as Payne explains in Fallacies of Cold War Deterrence and a New Direction, these requirements alone “are not sufficient for deterrence to ‘work.’ ” Instead, he advocates systematizing research about an opponent to support a “more empirical approach to deterrence,” in the form of an outline of factors relevant to a given challenger in a specific situation. Payne emphasizes the importance of examining each opponent individually in a specific context. While many aspects and means of deterrence may sometimes be similar, he writes, deterrence is necessarily country- and situation-specific. In other words, what deters Iran may not deter China, and what may deter China in one situation may fail to deter it in another. There is also an inherent uncertainty to this exercise, which Payne addresses: the United States must “prepare simultaneously for deterrence and the possibility of its failure or irrelevance.” Therefore, it is important to maximize the probability of success. To achieve this, Payne writes, one should study a specific adversary in the context of a particular scenario. 

South Korea—Link EXTN

Having Troops in Potential Conflict Areas is Key to Deterrence and Being able to Effectively Deal with Threats—Especially in South Korea.

Institute for Defense Analyses, (James S. Thomason, Project Leader,Senior Analyst, Strategy, Forces and Resources Division, Institute for Defense Analyses, Ph.D., International Relations, Northwestern University, B.A., Government, Harvard College, Senior Projects Manager, Institute for Defense Analyses, Director of consulting team to the CORM, Professional Staff Member, Center for Naval Analyses, Consultant, State Department, Robert J. Atwell, Robert Bovey, William E. Cralley, James Delaney, Michael P. Fischerkeller, Kongdan Oh Hassig, Charles Hawkins, Gene Porter) July 2002, Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD, Volume I: Main Report

In this regard, several interlocutors volunteered the opinion that this recent US demonstration of rapid military deployability provides a “window of opportunity” to reduce the manpower intensity of our routine steady state overseas military posture, while preserving the necessary level of deterrence, dissuasion, and assurance though periodi redeployment demonstrations. One key official suggested that we say to North Korea: “If you were impressed with what we did in Kabul, wait till you see what we will do in Pyongyang if you step out of line.” Although all interlocutors expressed considerable confidence in the ability of the US to rapidly deploy forces from the US, many observed that such capabilities, however efficient, cannot fully substitute for at least some US presence in each area of interest, even if such presence is only sporadic. In particular, the military interlocutors generally made the point that each region has enough local peculiarities of geography, weather, local custom, and politics that detailed familiarity by key personnel is essential for proper military planning and smooth execution. It was also clearly and widely noted that only a command subset of the likely deploying force is likely to really need such familiarity, and that these key personnel can be provided special opportunities to gain such familiarity without needing to deploy entire major units.

A Reduction of US Troops in Korea would be Seen as a Weakening of US Resolve and the Likelihood of an Attack from the North Would Drastically Increase

Institute for Defense Analyses, (James S. Thomason, Project Leader,Senior Analyst, Strategy, Forces and Resources Division, Institute for Defense Analyses, Ph.D., International Relations, Northwestern University, B.A., Government, Harvard College, Senior Projects Manager, Institute for Defense Analyses, Director of consulting team to the CORM, Professional Staff Member, Center for Naval Analyses, Consultant, State Department, Robert J. Atwell, Robert Bovey, William E. Cralley, James Delaney, Michael P. Fischerkeller, Kongdan Oh Hassig, Charles Hawkins, Gene Porter) July 2002, Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD, Volume I: Main Report

 The “general public” audience is thought to be important because of the recurring issues of land use by the US military, and the need for ROK political experts to be able to justify this usage in simple terms. Other interlocutors expressed similar concerns with regard to the message that any change would send to North Korea. In essence, they see the North as being deterred in large part by the prospect of drawing the wrath of the US if they kill a significant number of US infantrymen should they attack the ROK. And if those troops were to be reduced or removed, they predict the North might misinterpret such a move as a weakening of US resolve.

South Korea—Link EXTN

Presence is South Korea deters North Korea and China

Mainichi Daily News, quoting Motoaki Kamiura, a military journalist in “Problem of maintaining a military deterrent while solving Futenma relocation issue, on 1/26/2010. <http://mdn.mainichi.jp/features/archive/news/2010/01/20100126p2a00m0na008000c.html>

"Looking at it from a purely military angle, the answer is no (the Marines do not serve as a deterrent)," says Motoaki Kamiura, a military journalist. "(Rapid-response Marines) who lead raids are more combat troops than deterrents. Because the Marines would be vacating Okinawa in such instances, the political and symbolic duty of deterrence lies instead with the army, navy and air force." Kamiura explains that "presence" is what is important in a deterrent. "The crucial presence against North Korea is the U.S. Army troops based in South Korea. They are a presence with great political significance," he says. "The foremost purpose of the Marines' presence in Okinawa is to support U.S. troops based in South Korea. If the North Korean regime collapses, the U.S. Army will pull out of South Korea, and naturally, the Marines in Okinawa will, too."  
Now is critical, the North is already beginning to perceive weakness in the US deployments

Stevens et al, 03. Terry C. Stevens, David J. Smith, Chuck Downs, Robert Dujarric, writers for the National Institute of Public Policy, a institute focused on US foreign policy in a rapidly changing world. “Deterring North Korea: U.S. Options,” Published December 2003, in Comparative Strategy, Volume 22, after a nine-month in-depth study of Korea.

Over the past few months, certain elements of the study’s scenario have emerged as reality. Kim Jong Il has been working to erode U.S. deterrence with extensive military preparations, forward positioning, WMD, and ballistic missiles. North Korea has been flexing its muscles, particularly with a series of steps leading toward its own nuclear arsenal. Anti-American sentiment in South Korea has gained expression in large public protests and helped usher in the election of President Roh Moo Hyun, a leader who has expressed antagonism toward the United States in the past. Furthermore, the current war in Iraq has U.S. military resources intensely focused upon an area of the world far from Korea. In short, the present world situation may be well advanced into the scenario upon which this study is based. Our study reveals that, with Kim Jong Il’s personality and history of action, the situation as it plays out could end very similarly to the scenario explored here: leading to a war on the Korean peninsula. Given this possibility—together with the dim prospect of successfully deterring North Korea’s leadership once the decision to initiate hostilities has been made—the United States must act now to prevent Kim from perceiving (rightly or wrongly) that success is within his grasp. Failure to act decisively could result in catastrophic consequences. 

South Korea—Alliance Good—Stability (2NC Overview Must-Read)

US-ROK alliance key to Asian stability – deters conflict, facilitates US-Japan alliance, key to power projection, and checks Chinese aggression

Hwang, PhD & Heritage Foundation Asian Studies Center Senior Policy Analyst for Northeast Asia, 2006

(Balbina Y., 10-16-6, “The U.S.-Korea Alliance on the Rocks: Shaken, Not Stirred”, Heritage Lecture #970, http://www.heritage.org/research/AsiaandthePacific/hl970.cfm)

At the heart of our discussion about the state of the U.S. alliance with the ROK today must be a broader consideration of future U.S. grand strategy in Asia. Beyond the immediacy of the seemingly intrac­table North Korean “problem” of today lie more pro­found challenges for the United States, including the eventual unification of the Korean peninsula, the rise of China, and the resurgence of Japan.

It is clear that the U.S. goal for the mid- to long-term future is to play an active and positive role in maintaining stability in East Asia. The promotion of prosperity, freedom, and cooperation in the region are beyond a doubt integral to the American national interest. The best and perhaps only way for the United States to maintain its influence in the region is through its alliances with key partners.
While the primary goal of the U.S.–ROK alliance was and is to deter North Korea through the Amer­ican commitment to the Armistice, its broader objective has always been to maintain regional sta­bility. It has done so by contributing to the strength of the U.S.–Japan alliance, not only by dispersing the U.S. force presence beyond Japan, but also by alleviating the Japanese burden of managing insta­bility on the Korean peninsula. The alliance has also mitigated hostilities between the ROK and Japan and served to counter China’s growing regional influence and dissuade any precipitous action on the peninsula.
But perhaps most important, maintenance of a U.S.–ROK alliance will continue to serve as a bed­rock for America’s commitment in the region. An end to the alliance would undoubtedly jeopardize our credibility with all our allies and partners in the region, from Mongolia to Australia. And it will send the wrong message to China, whose ambitions are to create a regional multilateral structure of nomi­nal equality but underlying Chinese dominance; the strength of America’s alliances with the ROK and Japan is the single greatest factor thwarting Chinese regional hegemony. But sole U.S. reliance on Japan will be problematic given the level of mis­trust for that country in the region.
South Korea—ROK Alliance Good—Stability 

US-ROK relations key to overall Asian stability, and specifically checking North Korean aggression

Hwang, PhD & Heritage Foundation Asian Studies Center Senior Policy Analyst for Northeast Asia, 6

(Balbina Y., 10-16-6, “The U.S.-Korea Alliance on the Rocks: Shaken, Not Stirred”, Heritage Lecture #970, http://www.heritage.org/research/AsiaandthePacific/hl970.cfm, accessed 2-4-10)

Yet, what makes Korea both so profoundly chal­lenging and interesting is that, ironically, it has been more often than not overlooked, underesti­mated, and even completely ignored until too late. Korea was at the fulcrum of all the major wars engulfing East Asia in the 20th century, beginning with its first “modern” war, the Sino–Japanese War (1894), in which influence over the Korean penin­sula was the prize between one great declining power (China) and an “upstart” emerging one (Japan); the Russo–Japanese War (1904), in which Japan gained world stature by being the first Asian country to defeat a great Western imperial power; World War II, in which Korea was the foothold for Japanese ambitions to control mainland Asia. Then came the Korean War, the first real “hot” war of the Cold War era, and even the Vietnam War, in which the United States arguably became entrenched because it had failed to thwart the spread of Com­munism on the Korean peninsula.

In each of the first four cases, Great Powers fought over the Korean peninsula not due to the intrinsic value of Korea—its people, its culture, or its heritage—but rather for its strategic value. In large part due to its geographic fate, Korea has always been a pawn for Great Power games. Yet today, there is no doubt that Korea (at least the southern half) has managed to forge a new place for itself in Asia and, indeed, the world. Today, South Korea is the tenth-largest economy in the world, and perhaps East Asia’s most vibrant democracy. The North has tragically chosen the opposite path to become a desperate, failed industrial state, led by a cruel dictator and closed off from the world.
Undoubtedly, the United States played a pivotal role in creating the opportunity for South Korea to achieve its current status. Without American inter­vention in June 1950, North Korean forces would have easily overwhelmed the South. But America’s interest in Korea was late (some believe too late). It was January 1950 when Secretary of State Dean Acheson famously excluded Korea from the U.S. defense perimeter, which served to embolden North Korean ambitions to invade the South.[2]

For South Korea, the alliance was born out of des­perate necessity after the Korean War; for without American commitment, the precarious Armistice agreement would surely not have lasted long. For the United States, the alliance was a product of the regional and global context of the Cold War and its geo-strategic rationale of containment and deterrence. The bilateral Mutual Defense Treaty was a pointed effort at reversing Acheson’s miscalculation by declaring to the region and the world that the United States was going to be involved and present in Asia.

Over the decades, the U.S.–ROK relationship has far exceeded expectations, proving to be one of the best in America’s history and often touted as an exemplary model for other alliances. It has success­fully served not only to deter North Korean aggres­sion but also as one of the pillars of U.S. security strategy in East Asia: to promote stability and pros­perity in the region. The alliance has also been the basis for direct and indirect U.S. economic assis­tance to South Korea, which has  reduced its secu­rity expenditures and facilitated continuous and rapid economic growth. Furthermore, creating a stable security environment has allowed foreign investors and trade partners to have greater confi­dence in the economic future of Korea.
South Korea—AT: Diplomacy Solves / Plan Solves N/K Motive

Diplomacy is not effective to deter North Korea, it can only exacerbate the problem
Stevens et al, 03. Terry C. Stevens, David J. Smith, Chuck Downs, Robert Dujarric, writers for the National Institute of Public Policy, a institute focused on US foreign policy in a rapidly changing world. “Deterring North Korea: U.S. Options,” Published December 2003, in Comparative Strategy, Volume 22, after a nine-month in-depth study of Korea.

Moreover, our study emphasizes that traditional diplomatic means—even sharp language threatening “serious consequences”—are likely to be perceived by a malignant narcissist such as North Korea’s leader as hollow and weak. These are unlikely to be successful, and may even contribute to Kim’s perception that he is faced with a genuine opportunity to act while others are unable to stop him. 

<Read Link Evidence That Says Deterrence Encourages Aggression>

South Korea—AT: South Korea Defense Solves

Even if South Korean modernization would deter the North in the long term, the reduction is seen as a golden opportunity and will immediately lead to conflict

Stevens et al, 03. Terry C. Stevens, David J. Smith, Chuck Downs, Robert Dujarric, writers for the National Institute of Public Policy, a institute focused on US foreign policy in a rapidly changing world. “Deterring North Korea: U.S. Options,” Published December 2003, in Comparative Strategy, Volume 22, after a nine-month in-depth study of Korea.

Kim’s lack of concern for his people does not, however, indicate slow movement toward his ultimate goal of reunification. On the contrary, early in our work we concluded that timing is an essential factor in deterring North Korea in such a scenario. Our analysis emphasizes that there is little chance of successful deterrence once a North Korean decision to initiate hostilities is made. Reunification of the two Koreas is a regime-defining goal for the Kim Jong Il regime and, as such, the United States is unlikely to find any measure or combination of measures sufficient to deter Kim once he has issued a decision to initiate major hostilities. Consequently, the NIPP Working Group focused its efforts on deterring North Korea prior to its decision to go to war—that is, pursuing measures that may deter Kim Jong Il by keeping him from ever perceiving that the moment for an attack has come.  

Withdrawal signals weakness which triggers aggression—South Korea defense build-up is insufficient—it doesn’t solve the immediate North Korean backlash and short-term instability

South Korea doesn’t have the troops to stabilize the peninsula

Bennett, RAND senior policy analyst, 1-21-10

(Bruce W., “Managing Catastrophic North Korea Risks”, http://www.rand.org/commentary/2010/01/21/KH.html, accessed 2-4-10)

It is difficult to predict how large a ground force will be required to successfully deal with a North Korean collapse. In Iraq, a country with comparable population to North Korea, the U.S. surge in 2007-2008 involved some 160,000 U.S. military personnel, more than that number of U.S. contractors, and 600,000 Iraqi security forces. Requirements for stabilizing North Korea could be greater because North Korea has an active duty military of about three times the size of the Iraqi forces before the U.S. 2003 invasion, and reserves of about 10 times what Iraq had. Thus even current ROK ground forces—some 550,000 active duty ROK Army and Marine personnel—appear marginal for handling a North Korean collapse, and would likely be too small in 2020 (at 415,000) and even worse by 2028 (at less than 300,000) with an 18-month conscription period. A 22-month conscription period would provide about 15 to 20 percent more ground forces, a potentially critical margin in stabilizing North Korea.

South Korea—AT: South Korea Defense Solves

Structural problems prevent South Korea defense build-up

Bennett, RAND senior policy analyst, 1-21-10

(Bruce W., “Managing Catastrophic North Korea Risks”, http://www.rand.org/commentary/2010/01/21/KH.html)

How adequate is the Korean military budget for assuring the security of the Korean people from North Korea's catastrophic threats?

The DRP 2020 included substantial budget increases because ROK military capabilities are already under-funded. The U.S. military spends some 16 times as much as the ROK military on equipment acquisition each year despite the U.S. forces having only twice as many personnel. U.S. military research and development spending is some 50 times ROK spending each year.

Many major ROK weapon systems are very old, such as M48 tanks and F-5 aircraft originally designed and produced three decades or more ago. Old weapons are generally less capable. Ironically, few ROK families have cars as old as the major weapons their sons use in the military.

The ROK military budget has been too small to acquire key military capabilities. Thus few ROK soldiers have GPS to identify their own or adversary locations with accuracy, making precision battlefield attacks difficult and increasing the potential for friendly fire. But in civilian life, many soldiers have GPS in their cars.

Shortfalls undermine personnel needs

The ROK faces a serious birthrate problem. From 1977 to 2002, the ROK had more than 400,000 young men turn draft age almost every year. But in 2009 only about 325,000 young men turned draft age, and by 2023 that number will be less than 250,000. The ROK military is still some 72 percent conscripts, and almost all young men serve in the military.

This demographic problem is complicated by President Roh Moo-hyun's reduction of the conscription period. Before 2005, ROK Army conscripts served for 26 months, but the conscription period was set to gradually drop to 18 months by July 2014. Shorter conscription periods reduce the number of conscripts, and also reduce the average level of conscript experience (their military quality).

These factors will reduce the size of the ROK military. The ROK military that had 690,000 active duty personnel in 2000 may have only 517,000 in 2020. The ROK Army, in particular, is scheduled to decline from 560,000 personnel to 388,000 personnel, or a 30 percent reduction. The DRP 2020 included a major investment in advanced weapons—roughly 70 trillion won—to offset the smaller forces. The military budget shortfalls could eliminate this tradeoff; if so, the ROK military could be less capable in 2020 than in 2000 or 2005.

Military force capability depends on military equipment and on having personnel capable of using and maintaining that equipment. Military proficiency is learned over time. Soldiers serving short conscription periods reduce military capabilities and make unit cohesion fragile.

The National Defense Reform Act of 2006 addresses these needs by requiring officers and NCOs to be at least 40 percent of each service by 2020. ROK officers and NCOs on average serve three to four times as long as conscripts. The ROK Navy and Air Force already meet this requirement, but the ROK Army is still not quite 25 percent officers and NCOs.

As a result, the Defense Ministry will demand more officers/NCOs even though the supply of young men is decreasing. More demand and less supply will increase the cost of officers and NCOs, in part because civilian firms will likely try to offer more salary and benefits to get the employees they want as the ROK economy strengthens. To compete, the ministry may have to offer higher salaries and may need to offer bonuses, especially for reenlistments, as the U.S. military does.

Thus, the ministry likely needs to increase the personnel portion of DRP 2020 to avoid shortfalls. If more money is spent on personnel, less will be available for equipment acquisition. Tight budgets will leave too much equipment outdated, prevent the acquisition of capabilities like GPS, and potentially cause a salary freeze (as is apparently planned for 2010). These situations suggest the lack of importance given to the military by the ROK government and people, hurting military morale. And low morale could lead to even greater manpower shortages.

South Korea—AT: No North Korea War

North Korean war is possible – prefer our specific analysis on Kim Jong-Il

Stevens et al, 03. Terry C. Stevens, David J. Smith, Chuck Downs, Robert Dujarric, writers for the National Institute of Public Policy, a institute focused on US foreign policy in a rapidly changing world. “Deterring North Korea: U.S. Options,” Published December 2003, in Comparative Strategy, Volume 22, after a nine-month in-depth study of Korea.
An analysis of Kim Jong Il’s personality suggests he would pursue military action to reunify the peninsula. The leader of North Korea is a “malignant narcissist,” a personality type that tends toward extreme grandiosity and self-importance, paranoia, a lack of empathy for others’ suffering, and a willingness to employ unconstrained aggression in order to protect himself and further his own self-interest. Malignant narcissists are prone to miscalculation based upon an overestimation of their own strength. 

***IRAN SCENARIO***

Iran 1NC (1/4)

A. Unique link—the US is deterring Iran now—US Mid-East presence is key to prevent Iranian aggression—the plan undermines this

Kenneth M. Pollack, is Director of Research at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution and the author of The Persian Puzzle: The Conflict Between Iran and America, in May 2010. “Deterring a Nuclear Iran: The Devil in the Details” For the Council on Foreign Relations

In previous American containment regimes—particularly against the USSR, Iraq, and North Korea— the deployment of American military forces on the borders of those countries was critical to deterrence. There is a rationale for doing the same toward a nuclear Iran. Deployed U.S. conventional forces could deter some conventional aggression by the target country and serve as an unmistakable guarantor of U.S. red lines. A country that might convince itself that the United States would not employ nuclear weapons in response to its occupation of a third country’s land has to make a very different calculation if U.S. soldiers are likely to be killed in the process. Moreover, scholarly work on extended deterrence has consistently found that would-be aggressors tend to only pay attention to the local balance of forces, discounting or ignoring the global balance. As when Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait, aggressors may recognize that the United States could ultimately defeat them, but may assume that if they can grab their prize quickly before the United States is ready, Washington will not summon the will to roll back a fait accompli (or will be blocked by other forces from doing so). Thus, preventing aggression against a third country in the 4 first place (the definition of extended deterrence) is best served by a strong local military presence so that the would-be aggressor never believes that it can get create such a fait accompli. This, too, argues for strong American conventional forces deployed along Iran’s borders. 

Iran 1NC (2/4)

B. The Impact—

1. Iran aggression leads to a series of Mid-East wars—turns the case

Salem, Carnegie Middle East Center Director (Beirut), 2/22/2007 
[Paul, "Dealing With Iran's Rapid Rise in Regional Influence," http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=19046&prog=zgp&proj=zme,znpp]
Iran's rise is causing alarm in the Arab Middle East, particularly in Saudi Arabia and Jordan, but also in Egypt. Though a Shiite country in an overwhelmingly Sunni region, Iran's radical Islamism resonates with the politicized Islamism that is energizing most Arab opposition movements, and its militant opposition to the U.S. and support for groups that engage Israel in battle is very popular on the Arab street and in the Arab media. At another level, Iran's rise, reinforced by its suspected bid for nuclear weapons threatens to awaken historical hostilities, between Sunnis and Shiites and between Persians and Arabs.

Both Iran and the Arab countries are struggling to come to terms with the consequences of Iran's newfound assertiveness. To be sure, Iran's long-standing support for regional Shiite groups is paying off. But its successes in Iraq, Lebanon and Palestine are creating great anxiety and even hostility, in some quarters. The rapid Shiite rise has already turned into a sectarian civil war in Iraq and recently has threatened to generate the same outcome in Lebanon.

If Iran does not properly manage its growing power, it could unwittingly trigger a drawn out sectarian war throughout the region, a nuclear arms race with Saudi Arabia and Egypt and war with Israel, the U.S., or both. It could also draw in major Sunni powers, such as Egypt and Turkey, which have at times been dominant in the region, but lately have been disengaged. Too many Iranian successes, and too many Sunni debacles, could also lead to immense pressure in Syria, where a minority Alawi regime dominates a Sunni majority. The loss of Damascus would cost Iran its influence in Syria, Lebanon and Palestine in one fell swoop.

Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad's administration is maintaining its radical rhetoric, perhaps looking ahead to a post-Bush era, when the U.S. has withdrawn from Iraq and Iran has developed nuclear weapons. Nevertheless, Iran also feels the need for accommodation with its adversaries. For example, while Iran may not be happy with the American presence in Iraq, it realizes how close the country is to full-scale civil war. As a result, it has expressed a willingness to cooperate with the U.S. on finding a soft landing for Iraq.

Likewise, while Iran supports Hezbollah, it has also held Hezbollah back from outright rebellion, which might trigger a further Sunni backlash in the region. In the Persian Gulf, Iran has tried to reassure its Arab neighbors that Iranian power is not aimed at them and can in fact be a pillar of gulf security.

But the Arab world is divided about how to deal with the sudden rise in Iranian power. The tension is particularly acute in Saudi Arabia, which has warned the U.S. about the dangers of Iraq's possible collapse and now finds itself in an unequal face-off with Iran. Some in the kingdom argue that Saudi Arabia must confront Iran, stand up for Sunni Arab interests and become a hands-on regional power. Other Saudis believe that confrontation will only lead to wider wars and are urging dialogue and accommodation. In this view, the U.S., not Iran, produced the region's current problems.

Iran's regional foreign policy has not yet caught up with its new pre-eminence; it is making as many enemies as it is gaining friends and it might squander the windfall gains that it made in the past three years. If Iran and the Arab countries -- and alongside them the U.S. and the international community -- do not manage today's tensions wisely, the region could enter a period of protracted warfare.

But there is a way forward, because all players in the region share an interest in security and stability. Leaders in Tehran, Riyadh, Washington and other key capitals must realize the costs of further mismanagement, step back from the brink and work toward cooperative solutions before it is too late.

Iran 1NC (3/4)

2. Hegemony—Military withdrawal from the Mid-East spills-over to destroy US resolve and reputation, which solves war--resolve collapse causes global aggression

Hakan Tunc, Carleton University Political Science Professor, Fall 2008, Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 657-669

Reputation can be defined as a judgment about an actor’s past behavior and character that is used to predict future behavior. In international politics, a major component of building or maintaining a country’s reputation involves resolve.5 Policy makers may believe that a lack of resolve in one military confrontation will be seen as an indication of general weakness.6 According to Shiping Tang, this concern frequently amounts to ‘‘a cult of reputation’’ among foreign policy makers, which he defines as ‘‘a belief system holding as its central premise a conviction (or fear) that backing down in a crisis will lead one’s adversaries or allies to underestimate one’s resolve in the next crisis.’’7 Of particular importance to the cult of reputation is concern about the consequences of withdrawal from a theater of war. The major dictate of the cult of reputation is that a country should stand firm and refuse to withdraw from a theater of war. The underlying belief is that a withdrawal would inflict a severe blow to a country’s reputation and thus ‘‘embolden’’ the adversaries by boosting commitment and recruitment to their cause.8

Since the end of World War II, a cult of reputation has evolved among certain American policy makers who maintain that being a global power means being able to convey the image of strength and resolve.9 According to this perspective, a reputation for firmness and resoluteness deters adversaries and reassures allies about U.S. commitments. Conversely, being perceived as weak and irresolute encourages adversaries to be more aggressive and results in allies being less supportive.

This logic has had two general consequences for America’s use of force abroad: First, exhibiting resolve has been deemed necessary even in small and distant countries. This is because the mere perception of power generates tangible power, thereby reducing the need to use actual physical force against every adversary.10 In the 1950s and 1960s, this logic translated into military interventions in several places, notably in Korea and Vietnam, countries whose strategic value to the United States appeared questionable to some.11

Second, reputational concerns made it difficult for the United States to withdraw from a theater of war. The Vietnam War is the most prominent case, although the logic was also evident during the Korean conflict in the early 1950s.12 As is well-documented by historians, both the Lyndon Johnson and Richard Nixon administrations took reputation seriously and argued that leaving Vietnam without an ‘‘honorable’’ exit would seriously hurt U.S. credibility in the eyes of allies and adversaries alike. For both Johnson and Nixon, an ‘‘honorable’’ exit meant creating an autonomous South Vietnam (much like independent, anti-communist South Korea after the Korean war) that was recognized by all parties involved in the conflict, particularly by the North Vietnamese government. Such an outcome would vindicate U.S. sacrifices.13

Iran 1NC (4/4)

C. Hegemony solves war—Decline of hegemony causes nuclear wars in every region—no alternative

Robert Kagan, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace senior associate and German Marshall Fund senior transatlantic fellow, August-September 2007, “End of Dreams, Return of History,” Hoover Policy Review, online: http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html 

Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as “No. 1” and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying —  its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War II would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe ’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that ’s not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe.

Iran—Link—Kuwait 

Kuwait withdrawal leads Iranian expansionism in Kuwait that spreads throughout the Mideast

Terrill 7 – Middle East specialist at the Strategic Studies Institute  (W. Andrew, September, “KUWAITI NATIONAL SECURITY AND THE U.S.-KUWAITI STRATEGIC RELATIONSHIP AFTER SADDAM”, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB788.pdf, J)
Strategic Studies Institute 

Dr. Terrill also considers how an assertive Iran is interacting with Kuwait at the present time and how the two nations have a historic pattern of widely fluctuating relations. While Kuwait and Iran are currently superficially friendly to each other, they nevertheless have strong conflicting interests. In particular, Iran is not pleased with the close U.S.-Kuwait military relationship and would like to replace U.S. influence in the Gulf with its own. Kuwait, conversely, feels the need to maintain open and friendly relations with its much larger neighbor to limit Iranian intrigue and to assuage Kuwaiti Shi’ites who view the Islamic Republic with some warmth. Nevertheless, the Kuwaiti leadership knows not to trust Iranian intentions and is sometimes appalled by Tehran’s assertive rhetoric. Kuwaitis, like the other Gulf Arabs, are deeply disturbed about the Iranian move to acquire nuclear capabilities, which they view as an environmental and security threat. Nor would Kuwaitis like to see the United States depart from the Gulf and thereby remove the most serious countervailing influence to Iranian dominance. 
Iran—Link—Kuwait—Oil Shocks

US-Kuwait Relations Key to Persian Oil and Military Support

Robert Bryce, Posted on Aug. 09, 2006 (http://www.energytribune.com/articles.cfm?aid=179)

The flares near the Iraq border are just one aspect of the many challenges – in energy, politics, and religion – that are now facing Kuwait. How it resolves those issues will have big impacts on the global energy market and on Kuwait’s main sponsor (some would say colonial master) the United States. Kuwait is America’s single most important ally within OPEC, not to mention in the Persian Gulf, particularly given the war in Iraq. Kuwait is America’s main logistical base for that war, and some 20,000 U.S. troops are based there. And having bases in Kuwait, particularly Camp Arifjan, ensures that American troops in Iraq get the supplies they need. The Kuwaitis also provide huge amounts of free fuel to American forces in Iraq. By some estimates, the Kuwaitis have given the U.S. $500 million worth of free fuel since the start of the Second Iraq War. Indeed, as the meltdown in Iraq continues, Kuwait becomes even more critical to the U.S. military. No longer publicly welcome to put its bases in Saudi Arabia, the U.S. must instead rely on installations like Arifjan, a hot, dusty, 2,500-acre mix of Humvee parking lots and low-slung warehouses, that is located just a few miles south of the sprawling refineries at Shuaiba and Mina al-Abdullah.

Oil price shocks would decimate the economy
Hendrickson and Tucker, Johns Hopkins University American Foreign Policy Professor Emeritus, Sept-Oct 06 [David C., and Robert W., "The Sources of American Legitimacy," The National Interest, infotrac]

Various probabilities might be assigned to each of these scenarios, but the truth is that we cannot know the answer in advance. At a minimum, however, the present tightness in world oil markets creates the decent possibility of an explosive rise in oil prices, above and beyond the $150 per barrel price often bruited about--a development that could easily threaten the stability of the world financial system. That system--and the American economy--is beset with a range of imbalances that make it susceptible to crisis even in the absence of an external geopolitical shock. The litany of ills is familiar and includes the slow bleed of the dollar and growing doubts that it can function much longer as a reserve currency, a huge and expanding current account deficit now running at some $800 billion a year, a budget deficit much worse than the official figures let on, and an unbalanced U.S. economic recovery heavily dependent on low interest rates. Much of the U.S. economic recovery from the downturn experienced after the crash of the Nasdaq and the 9/11 attacks has been centered on the housing sector and the inflated prices that arose when the Federal Reserve injected massive amounts of liquidity into the system by bringing short-term interest rates down to very low levels. This has made the economy much more vulnerable than it was even in the 1970s to the rising interest rates that explosive spikes in the oil price would surely bring.

Economic crash causes nuclear world war III

O'Donnell, Baltimore Republican Examiner writer and Marine Corps Reserve squad leader, 9
[Sean, 2-26-2009, The Baltimore Republican Examiner, "Will this recession lead to World War III?," http://www.examiner.com/x-3108-Baltimore-Republican-Examiner~y2009m2d26-Will-this-recession-lead-to-World-War-III]
Could the current economic crisis affecting this country and the world lead to another world war? The answer may be found by looking back in history. One of the causes of World War I was the economic rivalry that existed between the nations of Europe. In the 19th century France and Great Britain became wealthy through colonialism and the control of foreign resources. This forced other up-and-coming nations (such as Germany) to be more competitive in world trade which led to rivalries and ultimately, to war. After the Great Depression ruined the economies of Europe in the 1930s, fascist movements arose to seek economic and social control. From there fanatics like Hitler and Mussolini took over Germany and Italy and led them both into World War II. With most of North America and Western Europe currently experiencing a recession, will competition for resources and economic rivalries with the Middle East, Asia, or South American cause another world war? Add in nuclear weapons and Islamic fundamentalism and things look even worse. Hopefully the economy gets better before it gets worse and the terrifying possibility of World War III is averted. However sometimes history repeats itself.
Iran—Link—Kuwait—Oil Shocks—EXTN 

US presence in Kuwait Key to protecting oil reserves

Martin van Creveld, Published: Monday, October 16, 2006, (The coming U.S. withdrawal from Iraq - Opinion - International Herald Tribune)

A powerful Iran presents a threat to the world's oil supplies and should therefore worry Washington. To deter Iran, U.S. forces will have to stay in the region for the indefinite future, probably divided between Kuwait, Oman, and other Gulf states. One can only hope that the forces in question, and the political will behind them, will be strong enough to deter Iran. Some countries in the Middle East ought to be even more worried about Iran than the United States is.  

Iran—Link—Turkey—Incirlik Base

Basing in Turkey is key to overall U.S. hard power 

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

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

Chalmers Johnson, Japan Policy Research Institute President, May 26, 2009, “Chalmers Johnson On The Cost Of Empire,” online: http://www.countercurrents.org/johnson260509.htm

The essay by Ayse Gul Altinay and Amy Holmes, “Opposition to the U.S. Military Presence in Turkey in the Context of the Iraq War,” is important for three reasons. First, there is very little published on the bases in Turkey; second, Incirlik Air Base on the outskirts of Adana, Turkey, is the largest U.S. military facility in a strategically vital NATO ally; and third, the decision on March 1, 2003, of the Turkish National Assembly not to deploy Turkish forces in Iraq nor to allow the United States to use Turkey as an invasion route into Iraq was one of the Bush administration’s greatest setbacks. Public opinion polls in January 2003 revealed that 90 percent of Turks opposed U.S. imperialism against Iraq and 83 percent opposed Turkey’s cooperating with the United States. Nonetheless, major U.S. newspapers either ignored or trivialized Turkey’s opposition to U.S. war plans.

Altinay is a professor of anthropology at Sabanci University, Turkey, and the author of “The Myth of the Military Nation: Militarism, Gender, and Education in Turkey” (Palgrave Macmillan, 2004). Holmes is a doctoral candidate in sociology at the Johns Hopkins University and has written extensively on American bases in Germany and Turkey. 

Turkey is not an easy place to do research on American bases. Some 41 percent of bilateral agreements between the U.S. and Turkey between 1947 and 1965 were secret. It was not known that the U.S. had stationed missiles on Turkish territory until the U.S. promised to remove them in return for the USSR’s withdrawing its missiles from Cuba. Incirlik became even more central to U.S. strategy after 1974. In that year, Turkey invaded Cyprus and the United States imposed an arms embargo on its ally. As a result, Turkey closed all 27 U.S. bases in the country except for one, Incirlik. As Altinay and Holmes write, “It is difficult to overemphasize the importance of the Incirlik Air Base for U.S. power projection in the Middle East, particularly since the early 1990s; for more than a decade, the entire Iraq policy of the United States hinged on Incirlik.”

Iran—Link—Turkey—Incirlik Base

US Forces in Turkey are Key to Deterring Peace Breakers in Syria, Iran, and Iraq

Institute for Defense Analyses, (James S. Thomason, Project Leader,Senior Analyst, Strategy, Forces and Resources Division, Institute for Defense Analyses, Ph.D., International Relations, Northwestern University, B.A., Government, Harvard College, Senior Projects Manager, Institute for Defense Analyses, Director of consulting team to the CORM, Professional Staff Member, Center for Naval Analyses, Consultant, State Department, Robert J. Atwell, Robert Bovey, William E. Cralley, James Delaney, Michael P. Fischerkeller, Kongdan Oh Hassig, Charles Hawkins, Gene Porter) July 2002, Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD, Volume I: Main Report

Turkey’s willingness to allow offensive action and the specific length of the “long legs” of the 1st Armored Division would remain worrisome in DoD contingency planning circles. However, the worries in Tehran, Baghdad, and Damascus would err on the side of believing that the Americans can strike their capitals at will. The proximity of the 48th (and perhaps 52nd) Fighter Wing would support the deterrent value of US pre-positioned armor. IDA studies of deterrence demonstrate clearly that the combination of strike and ground forces provides a synergistic deterrent value. The deterrence of various ethnic, religious, and otherwise opportunistic peace breakers in the Caucasus, Central Asia, and Northern Africa has not been assessed because of the multitude of possible combinations and permutations. It is safe to say, however, that US forces positioned in Turkey and Crete offer more deterrence value than the same forces in Western Europe. 

U.S. presence in Turkey is a key factor in Iranian containment
Michael Rubin is, a resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute (AEI) and former Pentagon adviser on Iran and Iraq during George W. Bush’s first term as president, October 2008. Jane's Intelligence Review. http://www.meforum.org/1986/boxed-in-containing-a-nuclear-iran
Another Iranian neighbour, Turkey, could be another vital lynchpin in any US containment strategy, particularly given its membership of NATO. Yet, few US officials presently consider Turkey as a reliable ally in times of regional conflict, primarily owing to the ruling Justice and Development Party's refusal to join the US-led invasion of Iraq in 2003 and the sensitivity of 2007 negotiations over renewal of the US lease of portions of Incirlik Air Base, near Adana. In the latter example, the key question about renewal regarded Ankara's demand that it could veto missions originating from the facility, especially as they might regard Iraq and Iran. Recent Turkish overtures toward Iran and the Turkish government's unwillingness to join sanctions against the Islamic Republic have further heightened US concern. While the upper reaches of the Turkish General Staff may still be pro-American, no US planner relies on Turkey as a keystone in containment of Iran.

Iran—Link—Turkey—Relations Key

Status quo relations solve – Credible Turkish bridge between West and Iran key - Turkish mediation of Iran nuclear issue ensures comprehensive resolution and economic reintegration

Khaleej Times editorial, 12-26-9

(Major United Arab Emirates English daily newspaper, “Iran’s Turkish Path”

http://www.khaleejtimes.com/DisplayArticleNew.asp?xfile=data/editorial/2009/December/editorial_December50.xml&section=editorial&col=, accessed 12-27-9)

The breakthrough seems to have come. Iran has hinted at exchanging its enriched uranium with the West on the Turkish soil. It had earlier said it would accept such an exchange only on its own territory.

Tehran for long had been in wanting to respond to an approaching deadline, which should see exchange of nuclear material with the consortium of major powers as per an agreement to keep going its ambitious atomic programme. This is a welcome development. Western nations, including the United States, can do well by accepting the offer. This can go a long way in not only building on the trust attained with Tehran in Geneva, but also leading to a comprehensive deal on the strategic discord at hand.
Turkey’s role as a bridge between the Muslim world and the West stands vindicated once  again. It is not merely an outcome of its secular credentials, but the fact that Ankara has managed to strike a balance in its external relations with the region and beyond. This is why despite  being a member of NATO, Turkey has backed Iran’s nuclear programme and plans to expand its economic and trade relationship with the latter in the face of existing international sanctions.  Turkish Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoglu has rejected fears that Iran posed any threat to its existence and called for deescalating standoff with the  West. This pro-active and constructively inclusive role of Ankara has won it admiration, compelling  Tehran to look towards it as a convincing  mediator in reaching out to the West.
This renewed Turkish-Iranian understanding is laudable. Apart from addressing the nuclear standoff, it will provide Tehran with a window of opportunity to do away with its self-inflicted isolation. Boosting of trade and commerce ties with Turkey can have a snowball reaction with other regional countries. In an era when the major powers are contemplating fresh sanctions against Iran, Turkey’s courage to exhibit defiance is appreciated. Ankara, which is one of the major trading partners with Europe, and one that also enjoys political homogeneity can help broker a thaw. Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan has already made a mark of his leadership by castigating the West for exercising double standards be it Gaza, European Union membership or sitting on their own arsenals of nuclear weapons.

It would be a great disappointment if the West responds with ifs and buts to Tehran’s offer. It’s time to look beyond the minute mechanisms of agreement and rather concentrate on the big picture. Cultivating a harmonious relationship with Iran should be the core objective of the West. Growing Turkish-Iranian relationship is indeed a blessing in disguise, whereby not only is Tehran exhibiting its tendency to open up, but that too with a secular and democratic polity in the region. While lecturing and intimidating Tehran have not worked, interacting with it can serve  the purpose.

Iran—Link—Turkey—Relations Key

Cooperation with Turkey crucial to curbing Iranian nuclear program

Brower & Bentley, Bloomberg, 12-9-9

(Kate Andersen & Mark, “Obama Calls Turkey ‘Important Player’ in Iran Nuclear Dispute”, http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=20601085&sid=aaK1lqQvC6y8, accessed 12-27-9)

Dec. 8 (Bloomberg) -- Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan said he is willing to serve as a diplomatic channel to the Iranian leadership after President Barack Obama pressed him yesterday for more support to curb Iran’s nuclear program.

Obama said he told Erdogan during a White House meeting “how important it is to resolve the issue of Iran’s nuclear capacity in a way that allows Iran to pursue peaceful nuclear energy but provides assurances that it will abide by international rules and norms.”

“I believe that Turkey can be an important player in trying to move Iran in that direction,” Obama said.

Erdogan’s visit to Washington -- eight months after he hosted Obama in Ankara -- came as Turkey seeks to play a more prominent role in its region, trying to broker a resumption of Israeli-Syrian peace talks and improving ties with neighboring Iran.

The Erdogan government has been expanding trade with Iran, which supplies about 20 percent of Turkey’s natural gas. He visited Tehran in October and said that Iran’s nuclear program, which the U.S. suspects is a cover for weapons development, is “peaceful.”

“We as Turkey stand ready to do whatever we can to ensure a diplomatic solution to the nuclear issue in our region,” Erdogan said yesterday, adding that the Turkish government was prepared to act as a mediator.

Iran—Link—Turkey—TNWs

TNWs are critical to US deterrent credibility – the plan makes US commitments look hollow

Yost, Naval Postgrad School Professor, 2009 (Former DOD Official, Woodrow Wilson International Center Security Studies Fellow, John Hopkins Visiting Scholar, July 2009)

[David, "Assurance and US Extended Deterrence in NATO," International Affairs, 85.4, access 9/2]

In NATO Europe (in contrast with, for example, Japan), it was generally agreed  in leadership circles during the Cold War that a US nuclear weapons presence  was one of the requirements for credible extended deterrence. As Alois Mertes, a  Christian Democratic Union member of the Bundestag and CDU foreign policy  spokesman, put it in 1981, when he argued for the deployment of land-based  missiles instead of sea-based weapons, land-based nuclear forces ‘exercise a stronger  deterrent impact, because they are clearly visible in a country whose protection  the deterrent is intended to serve’. According to Mertes, the visibility—to Allied  governments, if not to publics—of US nuclear forces in Europe ‘demonstrates the  indivisibility of the territory covered by the Alliance and of Western security’.  Mertes argued that relying on US nuclear forces at sea alone ‘could not adequately  guarantee the linkage effect in favor of joint security for America and Europe’ and  would eliminate the ‘visibility of American and European risk-sharing’.31 

This judgement continues to be  shared among many of the European  politicians,  officials and experts in NATO countries who take an active part in defence and  security affairs. The primary rationales for US nuclear forces in Europe include  contributing to the robustness of the transatlantic link and enhancing the  credibility  of US extended deterrence guarantees, in view of the judgement that US nuclear  commitments would be substantially less credible if they depended solely on US  forces at sea and in North America. US nuclear weapons on European soil, in other  words, offer assurance to the allies regarding the seriousness and credibility of US  security commitments. In the view of many European (and American) analysts,  US nuclear weapons in Europe can be considered ‘coupling mechanisms’—  that is, key means (among others) to connect US security commitments to US   inter continental nuclear forces and thus underscore a tangible ‘transatlantic link’  for protection in accordance with Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty. 

In other words, the traditional arguments for keeping US nuclear forces in  Europe remain valid in the judgement of many officials and experts in the alliance.  These arguments can be summed up as follows: US nuclear forces based in Europe  send a more potent deterrent message about US commitments than reliance solely  on US nuclear weapons at sea and in North America. With the US nuclear presence,  extensive nuclear risk- and responsibility-sharing, and consultative arrangements  for multinational nuclear policy deliberations and implementation, the alliance  has greater confidence in its strength and cohesion than it would have without  these interrelated attributes—and greater confidence that adversaries will recog-  nize NATO’s resolve and capabilities. 

Iran—Link—Turkey—TNWs—NATO Scenario

Plan crushes NATO security assurance- TNWs are the pillar of the alliance- aff ev fails to comprehend political and psychological value of weapons
Yost, Naval Postgrad School Professor, 2009 (Former DOD Official, Woodrow Wilson International Center Security Studies Fellow, John Hopkins Visiting Scholar, July 2009)

[David, "Assurance and US Extended Deterrence in NATO," International Affairs, 85.4, access 9/2]

Supporters of the ‘political and strategic functions perspective’ note that the US  nuclear weapons in Europe, and the US and allied dual-capable aircraft, provide  assurance to the NATO allies as to the existential nature of the US commitment.  The weapons and aircraft make it possible for the United States and its NATO  allies to constitute and maintain an alliance deterrent. Through these arrangements  the allies demonstrate their solidarity and share risks and responsibilities, and  they maintain capabilities for forward basing and political signalling (including a  message of alliance cohesion) that might well be useful in crisis management. From  this perspective, the United States and its NATO allies can maintain assurance  and US extended deterrence far more effectively by sustaining the longstanding  arrangements than by experimenting with an entirely US-based and operated  nuclear deterrent posture. Proponents of the ‘political and strategic functions  perspective’ maintain that safety and security concerns are groundless, in view of  the measures taken over the past decades to meet US and NATO security stand-  ards; and they note that the number of storage sites is much smaller than it was  during the Cold War. 

In December 2008 the Secretary of Defense Task Force on nuclear weapons  management in the Department of Defense publicly discussed the division  between these two perspectives with exceptional clarity, and criticized the ‘target  coverage’ approach adopted by some high-ranking US military officers, notably at  the US European Command (USEUCOM): 

The Task Force found at NATO Headquarters in Brussels some concern among NATO  allies about the credibility of the US extended nuclear deterrent. The allies believe in the  US nuclear deterrent as a pillar of the alliance. Some allies have been troubled to learn that  during the last decade some senior US military leaders have advocated for the unilateral  removal of US nuclear weapons from Europe ... Much of the deterrent value of NATO’s  DCA [dual-capable aircraft] deployment is derived from their in-theater presence, demon-  strating and maintaining the capability to employ them ... USEUCOM argues that an  ‘over the horizon’ strategic capability is just as credible. It believes there is no military  downside to the unilateral withdrawal of nuclear weapons from Europe. This attitude fails  to comprehend—and therefore undermines—the political value our friends and allies place  on these weapons, the political costs of withdrawal, and the psychological impact of their  visible presence as well as the security linkages they provide ... DCA fighters and nuclear  weapons are visible, capable, recallable, reusable, and flexible and are a military statement  of NATO and US political will. These NATO forces provide a number of advantages to  the alliance that go far beyond USEUCOM’s narrow perception of their military utility.49  US Secretary of Defense Robert Gates said in October 2008, with regard to the  US extended nuclear deterrence posture in NATO, including the roles of allies,  ‘my impression is that all of our allies in Europe are very comfortable with the   arrangements that we have today’.50 

Iran—Link—Turkey—TNWs—NATO Scenario

Impact- Unified NATO key to solve global instability, great power transitions and WMD proliferation

Brzezinski, Former US National Security Advisor, Sept/Oct 2009
[Zbigniew, "An Agenda for NATO",Foreign Affairs, Vol. 88 Issue 5,  EBSCOhost, accessed: 12-14-9]
And yet, it is fair to ask: Is NATO living up to its extraordinary potential? NATO today is without a doubt the most powerful military and political alliance in the world. Its 28 members come from the globe's two most productive, technologically advanced, socially modern, economically prosperous, and politically democratic regions. Its member states' 900 million people account for only 13 percent of the world's population but 45 percent of global GDP. NATO's potential is not primarily military. Although NATO is a collective-security alliance, its actual military power comes predominantly from the United States, and that reality is not likely to change anytime soon. NATO's real power derives from the fact that it combines the United States' military capabilities and economic power with Europe's collective political and economic weight (and occasionally some limited European military forces). Together, that combination makes NATO globally significant. It must therefore remain sensitive to the importance of safeguarding the geopolitical bond between the United States and Europe as it addresses new tasks. The basic challenge that NATO now confronts is that there are historically unprecedented risks to global security. Today's world is threatened neither by the militant fanaticism of a territorially rapacious nationalist state nor by the coercive aspiration of a globally pretentious ideology embraced by an expansive imperial power. The paradox of our time is that the world, increasingly connected and economically interdependent for the first time in its entire history, is experiencing intensifying popular unrest made all the more menacing by the growing accessibility of weapons of mass destruction -- not just to states but also, potentially, to extremist religious and political movements. Yet there is no effective global security mechanism for coping with the growing threat of violent political chaos stemming from humanity's recent political awakening. The three great political contests of the twentieth century (the two world wars and the Cold War) accelerated the political awakening of mankind, which was initially unleashed in Europe by the French Revolution. Within a century of that revolution, spontaneous populist political activism had spread from Europe to East Asia. On their return home after World Wars I and II, the South Asians and the North Africans who had been conscripted by the British and French imperial armies propagated a new awareness of anticolonial nationalist and religious political identity among hitherto passive and pliant populations. The spread of literacy during the twentieth century and the wide-ranging impact of radio, television, and the Internet accelerated and intensified this mass global political awakening. In its early stages, such new political awareness tends to be expressed as a fanatical embrace of the most extreme ethnic or fundamentalist religious passions, with beliefs and resentments universalized in Manichaean categories. Unfortunately, in significant parts of the developing world, bitter memories of European colonialism and of more recent U.S. intrusion have given such newly aroused passions a istinctively anti-Western cast. Today, the most acute example of this phenomenon is found in an area that stretches from Egypt to India. This area, inhabited by more than 500 million politically and religiously aroused peoples, is where NATO is becoming more deeply embroiled. Additionally complicating is the fact that the dramatic rise of China and India and the quick recovery of Japan within the last 50 years have signaled that the global center of political and economic gravity is shifting away from the North Atlantic toward Asia and the Pacific. And of the currently leading global powers--the United States, the EU, China, Japan, Russia, and India--at least two, or perhaps even three, are revisionist in their orientation. Whether they are "rising peacefully" (a self-confident China), truculently (an imperially nostalgic Russia) or boastfully (an assertive India, despite its internal multiethnic and religious vulnerabilities), they all desire a change in the global pecking order. The future conduct of and relationship among these three still relatively cautious revisionist powers will further intensify the strategic uncertainty. Visible on the horizon but not as powerful are the emerging regional rebels, with some of them defiantly reaching for nuclear weapons. North Korea has openly flouted the international community by producing (apparently successfully) its own nuclear weapons--and also by profiting from their dissemination. At some point, its unpredictability could precipitate the first use of nuclear weapons in anger since 1945. Iran, in contrast, has proclaimed that its nuclear program is entirely for peaceful purposes but so far has been unwilling to consider consensual arrangements with the international community that would provide credible assurances regarding these intentions. In nuclear-armed Pakistan, an extremist anti-Western religious movement is threatening the country's political stability. These changes together reflect the waning of the post-World War II global hierarchy and the simultaneous dispersal of global power. Unfortunately, U.S. leadership in recent years unintentionally, but most unwisely, contributed to the currently threatening state of affairs. The combination of Washington's arrogant unilateralism in Iraq and its demagogic Islamophobic sloganeering weakened the unity of NATO and focused aroused Muslim resentments on the United States and the West more generally.

Iran—Link—Afghanistan

Bases in Afghanistan are the only stations in the area that will be free for unconstrained U.S. use during wartime
 To contain and deter Iran  Washington Times. November 13, 2008. http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2008/nov/13/containing-deterring-iran/print/ 

 When he becomes president on Jan. 20, Barack Obama will face some difficult choices regarding Iran and its nuclear ambitions.  Mr. Obama is simultaneously opposed to Iran's obtaining a nuclear weapon and opposed to military action that would prevent it. So, what happens if Americans wake up one morning to the news that Iran has tested a nuclear weapon? Once that happens, there would be few alternatives for countering a nuclear Iran other than a Cold War-style policy of containment and deterrence.  During the Cold War, the reality of an American nuclear arsenal kept the Soviet Union at bay until the collapse of communism in the late 1980s. The stationing of U.S. military forces and equipment in Western Europe, Asia and elsewhere helped counter the Soviet Union's hegemonic ambitions. But American policymakers face tremendous uphill challenges to implementing such policies today.  The United States lacks the force structure and bases necessary to implement a containment policy in the Middle East. Containing Iran requires the United States to either station sufficient forces in the region to stop Iran unilaterally, or to invest resources in helping Iran's neighbors build their own deterrence. "Put more crudely, this requires calculating under what conditions and with what equipment regional states could successfully wage war against Iran until U.S. forces could provide relief," notes American Enterprise Institute scholar Michael Rubin. "If the Pentagon has pre-positioned enough equipment and munitions in the region, this might take three or four days; if not, it could take longer."  The United States has air bases in countries including Turkey, Kuwait, Bahrain, Afghanistan and Oman. But nearly all of these facilities have had severe constraints placed upon their use, and it is unclear what access the U.S. military would have to them in wartime.  Turkish negotiators, for example, have demanded veto power over every U.S. mission flown from Incirlik Air Base. In Iraq, Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki demands that the United States evacuate according to a set timetable, raising questions about Washington's ability to use the Kirkuk and Ali air bases as part of containment operations. Because of domestic opposition to the U.S. military presence, Saudi Arabia only permits the United States to maintain a small combined air operations center for U.S. aircraft in the Persian Gulf. In the days after September 11, Oman initially refused to grant the U.S. Air Force permission to fly missions to Afghanistan using its territory. And any action against Iran would be far more controversial than the Afghan operation was.  Upgrading U.S. facilities in the region to support containment would be essential to maintaining a successful containment policy. The Bush administration has proposed a series of arms sales to Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and other regional allies in an effort to pre-position military equipment in the region.  But some of these sales face considerable opposition from Capitol Hill, and it is unclear whether any of the small Gulf Cooperation Council states could contain Iranian aggression for very long. "No GCC state with the exception of Saudi Arabia has strategic depth," Mr. Rubin notes. "If Iraq could overwhelm Kuwait in a matter of hours, so, too, could Iran overwhelm Bahrain - the central node in U.S. naval strategy - or Qatar, where the U.S. army pre-positions much of its heavy equipment."  And it is an open question whether Iran would be deterred by the existence of U.S. nuclear weapons. While Iran's supreme leader, Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, has said that Iran doesn't want to possess such weapons, there are other statements from Iranian clerics and government officials indicating the opposite.  One of the most chilling of these (especially to Israeli officials) is one by a noted Iranian "moderate" - former President Ali Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani, who said at a Dec. 14, 2001, prayer service amid chants of "Death to Israel": "The use of even one nuclear bomb inside Israel will destroy everything ... It is not irrational to contemplate such a reality."  The Obama administration faces tremendous challenges in deterring and containing a nuclear Iran. It needs a stiff backbone. 

<READ HEGEMONY LINK TURNS FROM CASE NEG>

Iran—Link—Iraq

U.S. presence inside Iraq is key to Iranian containment

Michael Rubin is, a resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute (AEI) and former Pentagon adviser on Iran and Iraq during George W. Bush’s first term as president, October 2008. Jane's Intelligence Review. http://www.meforum.org/1986/boxed-in-containing-a-nuclear-iran
Beyond the GCC, given its extensive frontier, Iraq would be vital in any containment of Iran. However, while many members of US Congress support containment of Iran as an alternative to military action, their opposition to upgrading US facilities inside Iraq — such as the Kirkuk and Tallil Air Bases — has undercut the implementation of the containment policy they claim to support. Protracted US-Iraq negotiations over the Status of Forces Agreement has also hampered any containment strategy and muted most debate among defence planners and within the US Congress with regard to the wisdom of permanent bases inside Iraq. While the US and Iraq are likely to agree ultimately on a continued US presence, at least until 2011, the expected gradual drawdown of troops, likely to be hastened should Barack Obama win the US elections, suggests that the ability to effect containment will also gradually diminish.

Quick withdrawal from Iraq undermines US leadership

Hakan Tunc, Carleton University Political Science Professor, Fall 2008, Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 657-669

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

Iran—Link—Iraq

Iraq is the most important internal link to US cred—withdrawal undermines resolve

Hakan Tunc, Carleton University Political Science Professor, Fall 2008, Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 657-669

It is not surprising, then, that depicting the United States as weak and irresolute has become crucial evidence for those opposing Iraq withdrawal on reputational grounds. The argument’s proponents repeatedly point out that a quick withdrawal from Iraq would confirm bin Laden’s claim about U.S. irresolution. For President Bush, if the United States abandons Iraq, ‘‘the terrorists would be emboldened, and use their victory to gain new recruits.’’25 Vice President Cheney asserted that ‘‘absolutely the worst possible thing we could do at this point would be to validate and encourage the terrorists by doing exactly what they want us to do, which is to leave [Iraq].’’26 According to a former aide in the Bush White House, the claim that America is a ‘‘‘weak horse’ that runs when bloodied ‘will be right’ if the United States does not bring a decent outcome in Iraq.’’27 A widely-read conservative observer notes that ‘‘To drive the United States out of Iraq would be a huge victory for the terrorists, attracting both recruits and support from around the world.’’28

The forcefulness of the reputational argument also depends on how important a particular battlefield or theater of war is in the eyes of America’s adversaries. If adversaries believe a particular battlefield constitutes the major front in a larger conflict, then the reputational argument is strengthened. Conversely, if a military conflict is understood to be peripheral to a larger strategic conflict, then the reputation stakes are relatively low.

In this regard, the contrast between the Vietnam War and Iraq is again striking. Neither the United States, the Soviet Union nor China saw Vietnam, or Indochina for that matter, as the central front in the Cold War. For all three powers, Vietnam was considered peripheral to the larger conflict whose main front was in Europe. Neither the Soviet nor Chinese leadership suggested that Vietnam was pivotal in the Cold War. In fact, Moscow and Beijing from the late 1960s onward did not perceive any great advantage to themselves as a result of a humiliating U.S. defeat in Vietnam. Moreover, Washington wished to see a quick end to the conflict through a negotiated settlement.29 Even though Nixon and Kissinger believed that an honorable exit from Vietnam was important, they ‘‘shared the conviction that Vietnam was an irritant that needed to be removed by any means necessary.’’30At present, proponents of the reputational argument, in particular, Bush administration officials, argue that Iraq is the central front for the United States in the larger conflict with radical Islamists. This greatly raises the stakes for U.S. reputation.31 Given the centrality of Iraq, advocates of the reputational argument contend an American withdrawal would embolden jihadists to an extent even greater than previous U.S. departures, such as Beirut and Somalia. Jihadists will certainly liken an American withdrawal from Iraq under fire to the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan in 1988. Consequently, their determination to defeat the United States will harden.
Once again, the jihadists’ rhetoric and actions provide sufficient evidence for the reputational argument proponents to claim that ‘‘Al Qaeda does not think Iraq is a distraction from their war against us. Al Qaeda believes Iraq is the central front – and it is.’’32 Indeed, both bin Laden and Zawahiri regard Iraq now as being the front line of the Islamic militant battle against the West. For instance, Osama bin Laden noted in 2006: ‘‘the war [in Iraq] is for you or for us to win. If we win it, it means your defeat and disgrace forever as the wind blows in this direction with God’s help.’’33 In another statement, bin Laden announced: ‘‘The whole world is watching this war and the two adversaries. It’s either victory and glory, or misery and humiliation.’’34 In his letter to Abu Musab al-Zarqawi in late 2005, bin Laden’s deputy Zawahiri also emphasized that Iraq had become ‘‘the place for the greatest battle of Islam in this era.’’35 The fact that Iraq had attracted thousands of jihadists from other Muslim countries attests to the importance of Iraq as the central front in the global war on terror.36

Iran—Deterrence Good—Solves Iran

Iran is rational—deterrence prevents aggression and solves instability

Nathan Yeo, Dartmouth staff writer, reporting on and citing Barry Posen, MIT Security Studies Director, 2/25/2010, "Posen: U.S. can deter Iranian nuclear threat," http://thedartmouth.com/2010/02/25/news/Iran
U.S. policy towards Iran must be supplemented by a strategy of containment and deterrence to prevent Iran from developing nuclear weapons, Barry Posen, director of security studies at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and fellow at the John Sloan Dickey Center for International Understanding, said during a lecture on Wednesday. The talk, “Offense or Defense? U.S. Options and Iran’s Nuclear Program,” was sponsored by the Dickey Center and held in the Haldeman Center’s Kreindler Conference Center.  The current U.S. strategy of economic sanctions combined with negotiations has proven insufficient, Posen said. The international community’s attempts to curtail Iran’s nuclear activities through sanctions have not worked over the past several years either, and harsher sanctions would be difficult to coordinate, he added.  “I would like diplomacy and sanctions to work,” Posen said. “I’m skeptical that it will.”  In addressing Iran, the United States should instead implement a strategy of containment and deterrence similar to its strategy against the Soviet Union during the Cold War, Posen said. The mostly Sunni Arab states in the Middle East are wary of Iran because it is the most powerful state in the region and because it is Persian and Shiite, he said. The United States could find allies in these nations to assist in the containment strategy, he added.  Posen said he was confident the United States has enough of a military advantage to be able to contain Iran, citing statistics showing that U.S. defense spending is three times Iran’s gross national product and 100 times its defense spending.  Posen said Iran must be made aware that it is entering the “big leagues” of international politics and that if Iran is a nuclear power, it also makes itself a nuclear target. The United States should continue negotiations with Iran to build a nuclear energy program with verification inspections from the International Atomic Energy Agency, he said.  “We may eventually have to agree they have a right to the full fuel cycle,” Posen said.  This would force the Iranians, he said, to “decide to live outside the [Nuclear Non-Proliferation] treaty or decide to live inside the treaty.”  Posen characterized Iran as a “deterrable” country motivated by self-preservation — making Iran unlikely to use any nuclear weapons it developed against its main regional rival Israel, a nuclear power, he said. Iran would also be unlikely to give nuclear weapons to terrorists, Posen said, because it could not control detonation of the weapons and could also face nuclear retaliation if the weapon’s origin were discovered.
Iran—Deterrence Good—Solves Iran

Deterrence checks Iran impacts

Shuster, NPR staff writer, 8/25/2009 

[Mike, "Could Deterrence Counter A Nuclear Iran?," http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=112173954, 12/18]
But if the country does eventually become a nuclear-armed state, one option available to the United States to counter that power is an approach that worked for nearly half a century: deterrence — using the threat of nuclear retaliation and complete destruction to prevent an attack.  In recent years, deterrence has not been a prominent factor in the debate over Iran's possible acquisition of nuclear weapons. The Bush administration had little interest in deterrence as a foreign policy option, focusing instead on war — preventive or pre-emptive war — as a tool to stop the spread of nuclear weapons.  That proved a disaster in Iraq, says Joshua Pollack, an expert on nuclear weapons issues. As a result, deterrence moved to the forefront with the arrival of the Obama administration.  "The alternatives to deterrence are what, after all? There's not a lot there. We tried preventative war in the case of Iraq. This turned out to have costs and difficulty that were not entertained at the outset. Most people believe that in the case of Iran, those costs and difficulties would be considerably greater," says Pollack, who also contributes to the ArmsControlWonk Web site.  A Suicidal Regime?  The core argument that critics of deterrence make is that Iran is undeterrable — because Iran's president, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, and other leaders are fanatics who believe in religious apocalypse. Nuclear war could suit their purposes, this argument goes, even if Iran used the bomb and the U.S. retaliated.  Thomas Fingar, former deputy director of national intelligence and now a scholar at Stanford University, disagrees.  "I don't think this is a suicidal regime. I don't dismiss out of hand at all the idea that they could be deterred," he says.  The picture of Iran as a suicidal regime doesn't work for Muhammad Sahimi either. Sahimi, a professor at the University of Southern California who writes for the Web site Tehran Bureau, is a longtime critic of Iran's conservative government.  "They know that if they, for example, attack Israel, the Israelis and the United States would have the capability to completely destroy Iran and in the process completely destroy the regime," he says.  Cold War Provides Precedence  For advocates of deterrence, history works in their favor.  The Soviet Union and China are cases in point. The Soviet Union acquired the bomb when Stalin was in power, and China when Mao was its leader, points out Michael Krepon, co-founder of the Stimson Center in Washington and now a diplomat-scholar at the University of Virginia.  "Mao Zedong and Josef Stalin make Ahmadinejad look like a Boy Scout. And I'm not belittling the worrisome nature of Ahmadinejad and the Iranian regime. But we have dealt with far, far worse," he says.  In the case of China, the U.S. government learned in the early 1960s that Beijing was pursuing a nuclear weapon and might soon test it. Presidents John F. Kennedy and Lyndon B. Johnson considered bombing China's nuclear sites, and even considered using nuclear weapons for that purpose, says Krepon. Ultimately, they rejected that option in favor of deterrence.  "Several successive U.S. administrations decided to play the long game, to eventually engage diplomatically, to contain, to deter, to shore up friends and allies along the periphery of these two massive states, and to bet that the character of these countries and the threats that they pose would eventually change and abate," Krepon says.

Iran—Deterrence Good—Solves Iran

Iran can be deterred – Iranian buildup is not for aggression

Dr. Jeffrey Record, well-known defense policy critic, Rockefeller Younger Scholar on the Brookings Institution’s Defense Analysis Staff, and Senior Fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, the Hudson Institute, and the BDM International Corporation; also has extensive Capitol Hill experience, serving as Legislative Assistant for National Security Affairs to Senators Sam Nunn and Lloyd Bentsen, and later as a Professional Staff Member of the Senate Armed Services Committee; author of eight books and over a dozen monographs; Doctorate at the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, in February 9th, 2009. Monograph on Strategic Studies Institute, “Japan’s Decision for War in 1941: Some Enduring Lessons.” http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/display.cfm?pubID=905
58 The assumption of inevitability encourages, even mandates, exploiting the temporal opportunities of striking first, especially if the military balance with the enemy is shifting in his favor. Preventive war, which is not to be confused with preemptive military action to defeat a certain and imminent attack, rests upon the assumptions of inevitability and unfavorable strategic trends. The claim of inevitability also can be used to excuse or justify outright aggression. The George W. Bush administration believed, or at least publicly argued, that war with Saddam Hussein’s regime was inevitable and that it was imperative to start that war before the Iraqi dictator acquired nuclear weapons. Unlike the Roosevelt administration, which mistakenly assumed that Japan was deterrable, the Bush administration assumed, or at least asserted, that a nuclear-armed Saddam Hussein would be undeterrable. It remains unclear whether proponents of war with Iraq really believed that war was inevitable and that Saddam was undeterrable; there was no persuasive prewar evidence that Iraq had a viable nuclear weapons program, but substantial evidence existed that Saddam was effectively deterred, and would have remained deterred, from using any weapon of mass destruction against the United States or U.S. forces in the Persian Gulf region.132 What is clear is that the moral, strategic, and financial costs of the U.S. preventive war against Iraq have—so far—greatly exceeded the benefits claimed before the war by the Bush administration and its neoconservative supporters. The American experience in Iraq should serve as a warning to those who believe the United States should use force, if necessary, to prevent Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. Some of the same neoconservative pundits and like-minded politicians who called for 59 preventive war against Iraq are now calling for war against Iran on the same discredited grounds that a nuclear-armed Iran would be undeterrable and that a war with that country, or at least its governing regime, is inevitable, and that it is better to have it before rather than after Teheran “goes nuclear.” Yet short of an invasion and occupation of Iran, for which the United States simply lacks the necessary force (and political will), no military strike, even one based on exquisite intelligence, could promise anything other than a retardation of Iran’s drive to acquire nuclear weapons. (The relevant lesson here is the 1981 Israeli air attack on Iraq’s nuclear facility at Osirak, which simply reinforced Saddam’s nuclear weapons ambitions and drove the Iraqi program literally underground.) Nor, despite the rantings of President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, is there any convincing evidence that a nuclear-armed Iran would be undeterrable; Ahmadinejad is not the Iranian government’s primary decision-maker, and the evidence strongly suggests that Iran is seeking nuclear weapons for purposes of deterrence and prestige, not aggression.133 Moreover, Iran, unlike Iraq in 2003, is not helpless; it could retaliate against U.S. forces in Iraq and oil tanker traffic in the Persian Gulf and foment terrorist attacks against American targets throughout the Middle East. The negative consequences of a U.S. (or Israeli) strike against Iran, which almost certainly would strengthen the current regime’s political grip on the country, would likely far outweigh any short-term benefits.134 

Iran—Deterrence Good—Iran Prolif

Military Presence in the Middle East key to check Iranian prolif

Rubin  8 (Michael,  resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute , November 2008, Can a Nuclear Iran Be Contained or Deterred?, ByMichaelRubin|AEIOnline) No.8, AEIOUTLOOKSERIES. http://www.aei.org/outlook/28896
Any containment operation against a nuclear Iran would require more than the single battle group that participated in Operation Earnest Will. Should the Islamic Republic acquire nuclear weapons, it may become dangerously overconfident as it convinces itself that its conventional, irregular, or proxy forces can operate without fear of serious reprisal from the United States, Israel, or any other regional power. In order, therefore, to contain a nuclear Iran, the United States and its allies in the region will need to enhance their military capability to counter the likelihood of successful Iranian conventional action. There are two strategies that U.S. policymakers may pursue separately or in tandem. First, U.S. defense planners might examine what U.S. force posture would be necessary for the United States unilaterally to contain a nuclear Iran. Second, U.S. officials must gauge what investment would be necessary to enable neighboring states to do likewise. Put more crudely, this requires calculating under what conditions and with what equipment regional states could successfully wage war against Iran until U.S. forces could provide relief. If the Pentagon has pre-positioned enough equipment and munitions in the region, this might take three or four days; if not, it could take longer. If U.S. forces are to contain the Islamic Republic, they will require basing not only in GCC countries, but also in Afghanistan, Iraq, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Without a sizeable regional presence, the Pentagon will not be able to maintain the predeployed resources and equipment necessary to contain Iran, and Washington will signal its lack of commitment to every ally in the region. Because containment is as much psychological as physical, basing will be its backbone. Having lost its facilities in Uzbekistan, at present, the U.S. Air Force relies upon air bases in Turkey, Iraq, Kuwait, Bahrain, Afghanistan, Oman, and the isolated Indian Ocean atoll of Diego Garcia.

Iran—Deterrence Good—Mid-East Instability EXTN

Middle East instability escalates globally and independently causes economic collapse—causes unpredictable and volatile investment conditions

Russell, Naval Postgraduate School Dept. of National Security Affairs Senior Lecturer and Center for Contemporary Conflict Strategic Insights Managing Editor, November 2007 

[James, "Regional Threats and Security Strategy: The Troubling Case of Today's Middle East," http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/display.cfm?pubID=814]

While deserving of serious thought, Luttwak’s argument is rejected in most quarters. In early 2007, for example, the World Economic Forum reported 23 core global risks to the international community over the next decade, the thrust being that the Middle East remains central to global stability. Not only does the report include “Middle East Instability” as its own unique risk to global security, it also identifies numerous other salient threats that point to the region’s central importance: potential disruptions in world energy supplies, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), the spread of international terrorism, the U.S. current account deficit, access to fresh water, retrenchment from globalization, and state collapse through civil wars (see Figure 1). 

 The unsurprising implication of the World Economic Forum’s report is that countering the risks to security in the Middle East is critical to preserving global stability. In a follow-on report specifically addressing regional issues, the World Economic Forum and the Gulf Research Center identified several critical regional trends with adverse global implications.10 The report noted: “The Middle East is a focal point for global risk and its mitigation. This is particularly clear with geopolitical risk—with a high concentration of destabilizing geopolitical events having their origin in the wider Middle Eastern Region.”11 The report highlights a number of particularly critical threats to global security emanating from the region:

• Oil price shocks or energy supply disruptions.  Oil producers in the Middle East must steadily increase production over the next decade and beyond if world oil markets are to remain in a rough supply-demand balance and keep pricing in a predictable range. The International Energy Agency forecasts an inexorable growth in global demand for oil from 84 million barrels per day in 2005 to 116 million barrels per day by 2030.13 As non-Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) suppliers reach a production plateau by 2020, oil and natural gas production will be overwhelmingly concentrated in a few states, most which are located in the Middle East. The Middle East’s share of global oil production is projected to grow from 35 percent in 2004 to 44 percent by 2030.14 The health of the world’s economy will increasingly depend on predictable production increases by Gulf state oil and gas producers to ensure the orderly functioning of world energy markets. Political stability which creates a favorable investment climate throughout the region is an important underlying structural factor that will allow this process to move forward. Regional geopolitical instability that interferes with this process by disrupting the investment climate could have a catastrophic global impact. 

Iran—Deterrence Good—Turkey Prolif

Deterrence is key to prevent Turkish prolif

Yost, Naval Postgraduate School Associate Professor, Former DOD Official, Woodrow Wilson International Center Security Studies Fellow, John Hopkins Visiting Scholar, July 2009 

[David, "Assurance and US Extended Deterrence in NATO," International Affairs, 85.4]

These allies have, moreover, adhered to the NPT as non-nuclear-weapon states.  Duygu Bazoglu Sezer, a prominent Turkish scholar, nonetheless pointed out in  1995 that ‘The Turkish commitment to non-nuclear weapons status is coupled  with several strong qualifiers.’ The caveats associated with US nuclear commit-  ments are perhaps the most significant: 

the strategic balance between the United States and NATO and the Russian Federation  must not be allowed to erode, by the former’s unilateral moves to the disadvantage of  NATO, until Russia gives sustained evidence that it has devalued the role of nuclear  weapons in its overall foreign policy, including its policy toward the near abroad and their  neighbors rather than merely in its Western policy ... In other words, the extended deter-  rence of the United States must remain convincing and credible to Turks as well as to de  facto and de jure nuclear weapons states and potential proliferators.29  It is noteworthy in this regard that in 2007 US congressional staff sought the views  of Turkish political leaders regarding how US extended deterrence commitments  might affect their country’s reaction to Tehran’s possible acquisition of nuclear  arms: 

In a closed door meeting, staff asked a group of influential Turkish politicians how Turkey  would respond to an Iranian acquisition of nuclear weapons. These politicians emphati-  cally responded that Turkey would pursue nuclear weapons as well. These individuals  stated, ‘Turkey would lose its importance in the region if Iran has nuclear weapons and  Turkey does not.’ Another politician said it would be ‘compulsory’ for Turkey to obtain  nuclear weapons in such a scenario. However, when staff subsequently asked whether a  U.S. nuclear umbrella and robust security commitment would be sufficient to dissuade  Turkey from pursuing nuclear weapons, all three individuals agreed that it would.30 

Turns Central Asia stability

Sharp, Institute for Public Policy Research, ‘93
[Jane, BAS, http://www.thebulletin.org/issues/1993/j93/j93Sharp.html

Turkey is another state that has little nuclear expertise and appears not to have any nuclear ambitions in the short term. But its security could be easily destabilized by its neighbors' actions. At least four of its neighboring states are nuclear and three are near-nuclear: Israel is an undeclared but obvious nuclear-weapons power; Iran is close to being nuclear-weapon capable, and is reported to have bought or stolen three nuclear warheads from Kazakhstan; and Pakistan is also close to achieving nuclear-weapon capability. Russia is and will remain a nuclear-weapon state for the foreseeable future. Belarus, Ukraine and Kazakhstan control former Soviet strategic missiles for the time being. Their nuclear status will remain uncertain in all likelihood through the 1990s-or until their weapons are finally dismantled. Without NATO's security guarantee, Turkey might find its neighbors sufficiently threatening to assert itself as a regional nuclear power, straddling the Balkans and central Asia. Should Turkey acquire nuclear weapons, Greece would certainly want extra reassurances from the United States or NATO which, if not forthcoming, might make Greece a candidate for proliferation. Serbia could also see itself at risk from a nuclear Turkey and would be able to look only to Russia for a security guarantee. Yugoslavia threatened to leave the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) regime at the 1975 review conference on the grounds that the nuclear powers were not living up to their part of the bargain. As the most aggressive, least trustworthy state in Europe, Serbia bears close watching as a potential proliferator, despite being a party to the NPT. Armenia would certainly be unsettled by a Turkish bomb, given its history of enmity with Turkey. In September 1991, Armenian government spokesmen indicated an interest in signing the NPT, but the government has taken no action. Azerbaijan has signed the NPT, but it would not remain passive in the event Armenia went nuclear. It is not difficult to imagine the proliferation chain.   

Iran—Deterrence Good—Israeli Strikes

Without U.S. deterrence, Israel will consider a preemptive strike on Iran

Alon Pinkas, was Israeli Consul General in New York 2000-04. He heads the US-Israel Institute at the Rabin Centre. The Times (London) May 18, 2009 Monday. Edition 1 SECTION: NEWS; Pg. 24

Today's US-Israeli summit is scripted to end happily. Real differences will be exposed later  Twelve US presidents and thirteen Israeli prime ministers have met since Israel's independence in 1948. Yet no meeting before seems to have generated as much hype, commotion, expectation and speculation as today's in Washington between the Israeli Prime Minister, Benjamin Netanyahu, Enhanced Coverage Linking Benjamin Netanyahu,  and President Barack Obama. Is this merely a media-manufactured drama? Or is it a potential clash of views with farreaching consequences for the Middle East political - formerly known as peace - process? In order to save the reader unnecessary suspense, I would submit the following bottom line: there will not be any extraordinary drama. As a former foreign policy adviser and diplomat in four governments I have attended several such meetings and been privy to what happened in others. With all modesty I can describe the exchanges that will follow.  The meeting will be described as cordial, an honest exchange of opinions and ideas between perennial friends. Both gentlemen will reiterate clichés about unwavering commitment to Israel's security and the unshakeable alliance between our two great countries. Both leaders will pay tribute to each other's courageous leadership at a time of crisis and naturally and unavoidably will emphasise their dedication to lasting peace in the region.  It will take weeks before we know how persistent Obama and Netanyahu have been in advancing their respective policies despite their differences. During that time the US special envoy George Mitchell, of Northern Ireland fame, will arrive for clarifications and Obama is scheduled to go to Cairo to deliver a general outline of US policy towards the Muslim world. In that speech, Obama will determine to what extent the US will be active as mediator or power-broker in the process.  While the rest of the world focuses on the peace process, Israelis are more focused on US-Israeli relations. Israel views its relationship with the United States as a basic tenet of its national security, rather than a component of foreign affairs: the concept of shared values, two pioneering model societies emerging in defiance of Old World orders in an attempt to rectify history's injustices, a "manifest destiny" for America and "light projected on to the world" for Zionist Israelis. The commonality of interests is an integral part of Israeli deterrence above and beyond generous military aid, a UN Security Council political umbrella and continuing co-operation on intelligence and military technology.  A rift with the US or a bad working relationship with the US President, especially a very popular one, would be a colossal problem for the Israeli Prime Minister.  There are currently two concepts governing Israeli thinking. The first is that bilateral negotiations leading inexorably to a Palestinian state have failed miserably.  What began ceremoniously and optimistically as the Oslo process in 1993 has produced nothing but terror, misery, further distrust and animosity and no political accommodation. It failed largely due to a lack of Palestinian leadership, absence of statesmanship and a tradition of missing opportunities dating back to the Peel commission of 1937 (advocating the end of the British Mandate) through the Security Council resolution of November 1947 on partition, through  A viable Palestinian state is not possible now. Ask Tony Blair 1967, the Camp David summit of July 2000 and ever since. In other words, a politically stable, security-ensuring, economically viable Palestinian state is not a practical possibility now. Ask Tony Blair.  The fundamentalist, Iranianbacked Hamas controls the Gaza strip, effectively creating two Palestinian entities. Mahmoud Abbas, the President of the Palestinian Authority, is plain weak. On the core issues of the conflict, Palestinians still subscribe to an unrealistic and counter-productive claim of a so-called "right of return" of Palestinian refugees into Israel proper, ie, within the June 1967 borders. That is unacceptable even to the majority (yes, majority) of Israelis who favour the two-state solution. Therefore, adherence to the two-state formula is a recipe for failure that would almost guarantee instability rather than coexistence.  The second is Iran. Israel sees Iran as a clear and present threat.  Imagine if the 9/11 terrorists who crashed planes into New York and Washington had nuclear weapons.  A nuclear Iran is a direct threat to Israel, to the US and to Europe. Islamic fundamentalism, especially the Shia strain, may be fighting a losing battle, but it may strive to go out with a bang. A nuclear Iran may negate Israel's deterrence power and set-off a regional nuclear arms race.  Iran, Netanyahu will say to Obama must be stopped. You, Mr President, should choose the appropriate means and methods, but it must be halted at all costs. By the way, Israel will most definitely not surprise you with any unilateral action. But, Netanyahu will hint, a pre-emptive Israeli strike is not science fiction. If Iran is not prevented from acquiring nuclear weapons, an independent Palestine will constitute nothing more than an advanced and violent Iranian outpost.  US and Israeli positions are not as far apart as they seem. Relations are genuinely strong.  Differences will be exposed, but they are more about timetables and priorities than substance. Which is why, give or take a few months, all parties concerned will converge around King Abdullah of Jordan. His plan for a regional framework involving 57 Islamic states and Israel will be the only sensible game in town.  

Iran—Deterrence Good—Israeli Strikes

Israeli strikes make Iran lashout inevitable and causes global war

Trabanco, Global Research Commentator, Monterrey Institute of Technology and Higher Studies IR degree, 1/13/2009 

[Jose, "The Middle Eastern Powder Keg Can Explode at Anytime," http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=11762]
Israel fears a nuclear Iran would mean the end of the Israeli monopoly over nuclear weapons in the region. An Iran armed with nuclear weapons (even if it is ruled by hardline Mahmud Ahmadinejad) would not be foolish enough to attack Israel first because Teheran is well aware of Israel's menacing stockpile of nuclear weapons.  So what the Israeli government really is scared of is the possibility that any rival of Israel, covered by a hypothetical Iranian nuclear umbrella, would feel less intimidated by Israel. Moreover, such scenario could encourage other Middle Easter States to develop their own nuclear weapons. So far, the Israelis have implemented a policy of dispensing carrots (negotiation proposals) and sticks (air strikes) to Damascus in an attempt to seduce Syria away from Iran.  On the other hand, the West is not afraid of a nuclear Iran per se. One can infer that from their refusal to do anything meaningful to prevent the acquisition of nuclear weapons by States like India, Israel or Pakistan. Rather, the Americans and the Europeans cannot accept a 'Pax Iranica' in the Middle East because Teheran would, de facto, control a zone which contains the world's largest oil reserves, a resource the Western economies have to import because their domestic supplies are not enough to meet their consumption needs.  In case of an Israeli and/or American attack against Iran, Ahmadinejad's government will certainly respond. A possible countermeasure would be to fire Persian ballistic missiles against Israel and maybe even against American military bases in the regions. Teheran will unquestionably resort to its proxies like Hamas or Hezbollah (or even some of its Shiite allies it has in Lebanon or Saudi Arabia) to carry out attacks against Israel, America and their allies, effectively setting in flames a large portion of the Middle East. The ultimate weapon at Iranian disposal is to block the Strait of Hormuz. If such chokepoint is indeed asphyxiated, that would dramatically increase the price of oil, this a very threatening retaliation because it will bring intense financial and economic havoc upon the West, which is already facing significant trouble in those respects.  In short, the necessary conditions for a major war in the Middle East are given. Such conflict could rapidly spiral out of control and thus a relatively minor clash could quickly and dangerously escalate by engulfing the whole region and perhaps even beyond. There are many key players: the Israelis, the Palestinians, the Arabs, the Persians and their respective allies and some great powers could become involved in one way or another (America, Russia, Europe, China). Therefore, any miscalculation by any of the main protagonists can trigger something no one can stop. Taking into consideration that the stakes are too high, perhaps it is not wise to be playing with fire right in the middle of a powder keg.

AT: US Deterrence Not Key

Regional powers are not strong enough to independently deter Iran

Michael Rubin is, a resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute (AEI) and former Pentagon adviser on Iran and Iraq during George W. Bush’s first term as president, October 2008. Jane's Intelligence Review. http://www.meforum.org/1986/boxed-in-containing-a-nuclear-iran
To effectively contain Iran would require upgrading regional facilities to expedite deployment in event of hostility; deploying advanced anti-aircraft weaponry around regional states' economic assets—such as oil fields and industrial infrastructure—which would likely be targets of an Iranian first strike; and perhaps most significantly upgrading regional militaries to wage war independently against Iran for several days until the Pentagon can send reinforcements to the region.  The import of this latter factor is made apparent by an analysis of the strategic balance in the region. At present, US regional allies neither have the troops nor the material to themselves contain Iran. The Islamic Republic has some 540,000 troops spread among the regular military, the Islamic Revolution Guards Corps (IRGC), and the paramilitary Basij (which, in September 2007, was nominally folded into the IRGC proper). Saudi Arabia has approximately 200,000 men, and the other GCC states add another 130,000 combined. Azerbaijan and Turkmenistan bring another 92,000 troops. Turkey has 402,000 active military personnel, but the current Turkish leadership is unlikely to allow these to be used beyond containment of threats – largely from Kurdish militants -- along its own 499 km frontier with Iran. While the US has invested billions in the Iraqi and Afghan militaries, both are inwardly focused and ill-prepared to counter any external threat. 

AT: Arm Sales Solve Deterrence

Arms sales can’t bolster our allies’ regional power; they’re derailed by political maneuvers

Michael Rubin is, a resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute (AEI) and former Pentagon adviser on Iran and Iraq during George W. Bush’s first term as president, October 2008. Jane's Intelligence Review. http://www.meforum.org/1986/boxed-in-containing-a-nuclear-iran
 However, while such advanced equipment can provide regional militaries with a qualitative edge over the Iranian military, again political restrictions exist that will prevent the sale of sensitive equipment. In particular, a traditional desire for Israel to retain a qualitative edge in technology over any real or potential adversaries hampers any attempt to arm regional states. In practice, determinations over arms sales to moderate Arab states are scattered throughout the US executive branch. The Department of State's Office of Political-Military Affairs supervises weapons sales and exports. The National Disclosure Policy Committee, comprised of the secretaries of state and defence, the secretaries of each armed service and the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, vets the release of sensitive weapons technology. The intelligence community inputs into both bodies. Lastly, Israeli military officials meet their Pentagon counterparts at the Department of Defense's annual Joint Political Military Group meeting, during which Tel Aviv can voice concern about their adversaries' capabilities.  Even when the executive branch deem weapons sales to moderate Arab states permissible, Congress often intervenes to derail sales of advanced weaponry to Arab states. Most famously, this occurred with the failed attempt to cancel a 1981 sale of advanced airborne early warning and control systems aircraft to Saudi Arabia, but more recently Congress has intervened to sidetrack sale of Joint Direct Attack Munitions technology to Saudi Arabia, even as the Bush administration has approved their sale to the UAE, Oman, and Israel. 
***IMPACTS***

Deterrence Good—Conflict Escalation

Deterrence stops conflict escalation—even if they win their advantage it doesn’t escalate in a world of deterrence
Global Security Organization. “Military: Force Projection.” April 27, 2005. http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/policy/army/fm/100-7/f1007_11.htm. Accessed: July 24, 2010.

Deterrence is preferable to war. Effective deterrence can prevent escalation of a crisis. Deterrent action can resolve a crisis on favorable terms. When the opportunity exists, the use of a deterrent action, such as a show of force, can send a clear signal of US resolve to intervene should the threat of unfavorable crisis resolution continue.

Conventional forces stop conflict escalation and deter conflicts.
Colonel Robert H. Reed. “On Deterrence: A Broadened Perspective.” Sept. 2, 2003. http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/aureview/1975/may-jun/reed.html. Accessed: July 26, 2010.
The credibility of U.S. national and political will and the ability to display intent could be crucial in the deterrence or containment of regional conflict. These active security assistance programs are a positive although indirect indication of commitment. When a more direct manifestation of U.S. intent to protect its security interest is required, forward deployed conventional forces are appropriate. Such an open display of military capabilities could reduce the initiation of regional conflict by conveying certainty of U.S. intent to honor its commitments, and the same forces could play a key role in countering aggression and deter-escalation should conflict erupt. For such forward deployed or "presence" to deter aggression effectively, they must possess a sufficiently credible military capability.
Conventional Deterrence Stops Conflict
Acronym Institute for Disarmament Diplomacy. “Nuclear weapons and deterrence: Questioning the “indispensable” relationship.” 2010. http://www.acronym.org.uk/npt/npt2010%20B6%20-%20NWs%20&%20Deterrence.pdf. Accessed: July 26, 2010.
Both deterrence by denial and by threatened punishment may be provided through conventional military means – through rapid deployment of large numbers of forces or other advanced anti-access weaponry that can deny an adversary quick successes, for example, or by utilizing means of resistance that force the attacker into a longer and more difficult conflict than envisaged and risk escalation beyond the aggressor’s control. As the US Nuclear Posture Review indicates, conventional military capabilities have the potential to exert increasingly effective deterrence effects by denial and by punishment. These include long-range precision strike, pre-emptive targeting of an aggressor’s military facilities with precision-guided munitions, multi-layered defenses, maneuverable forces for rapid or forward deployment, and so on.
Deterrence Good—US Imperialism / Unilateralism

Deterrence collapse makes the US net-more aggressive 

Record, Former Senate Armed Service Committee Professional Staff Member, 2004 

["Nuclear Deterrence, Preventive War, and Counterproliferation ," http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa519.pdf]
The challenges of sustaining credible  deterrence must be judged against the risks  and penalties of preventive war, which have  been on display ever since the United States  convinced itself that a horrific Iraqi assault  on the United States or U.S. interests over-  seas was inevitable and acted accordingly.  Again, according to Gray: 

[The United States] has no practical  choice other than to make of deterrence  all that it can be, albeit in some seem-  ingly unpromising situations. If this  view is rejected, the grim implication is  that the United States, as sheriff of the  world order, will require heroic perfor-  mance from those policy instruments  charged with cutting-edge duties on  behalf of preemptive or preventive military operations. Preemption or preven-  tion have their obvious attractions as  contrasted with deterrence, at least  when they work. But they carry the risk  of encouraging a hopeless quest for  total security. In order for it to be sensi-  ble to regard preemption as an occa-  sional stratagem, rather than as the  operational concept of choice, it is  essential that the United States wring  whatever effectiveness it can out of a  strategy of deterrence.132 

Deterrence Good—Terrorism

Deterrence prevents catastrophic terrorist attacks

Gray, Ph.D., Reading University International Politics and Strategic Studies Professor, Former Advisor to US and British Gov't, National Institute for Public Policy Founder, Former Reagan  President's General Advisory Committee on Arms Control and Disarmament Advisor, Former Hudson Institute and International Institute for Strategic Studies Fellow,  8/1/2003 

[Colin, "Maintaining Effective Deterrence," http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/display.cfm?PubID=211]

Look  for  deterrable  foes.  The  inimitable  Ralph  Peters  has  drawn  a  most  useful  distinction  between  “practical”  and   “apocalyptic”  terrorists.   The  former  are  people  who  have  an  agenda that might just be addressed, if not met, as a result of their  criminal deeds. For the latter, in Peters’ words, “destruction is an  end in itself.” He goes on to assert that “[o]ne may be controlled.  The other must be killed.”  That is probably good advice. It does,  however,  risk  missing  the  point  that  there  is  much  about  even  apocalyptic terrorism that should be deterrable. To risk confusing  Peters’ admirably sharp distinction, it has to be the case that al Qaeda,  possibly the most potent movement ever committed to apocalyptic  goals, has been organized (loosely, for security) and administered  by some extremely competent and practical people. The facts that  many individual members of al Qaeda would welcome martyrdom,  and that the organization has non-negotiable goals, are really beside  the point. Of course, al Qaeda cannot be deterred by the prospective  death of some of its troops; the blood of martyrs will attract new  recruits. However, the organization itself, in loose-knit sophisticated  networked form though it is, should be eminently deterrable. While  its goals may be apocalyptic, they are goals that can be advanced  strategically.  Al  Qaeda  functions  strategically  and  rationally,  connecting  its  hideous  means  purposefully  to  its  other-worldly  ends. As this analysis insisted earlier, rational behavior need not  be reasonable behavior. Al Qaeda is not careless of the lives of its  soldiers, and still less of the lives of its key officers. For al Qaeda,  death has a purpose. There are several ways in which a strategy of  deterrence should be able to help us control this “monster.”  First, it  ought to be deterrable by a growing conviction that they are failing. 

Deterrence Good—Soft Power

Maintaining hard power is a pre-requisite to soft power

(Kim Holmes, Ph.D., the Vice President for Foreign and Defense Policy Studies and Director of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies at The Heritage Foundation, on June 1, 2009, in “Sustaining American Leadership With Military Power,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/06/Sustaining-American-Leadership-with-Military-Power)

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.

Deterrence Good—AT: No Great Power Conflict

Great power conflict is inevitable in the future

Kagan, Carnegie Endowment Senior Associate, Jan-Feb 2010 

[Robert, "The Perils of Wishful Thinking," http://carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=24303, 12/18]
Today that same idealistic conviction informs the Obama Administration’s foreign policies. The fundamental assumption is that the great powers today share common interests. Relations among them, therefore, “must no longer be seen as a zero-sum game”, as President Obama argued in July 2009. The Obama Doctrine is about “Win-Win” and “getting to Yes.” The new “mission” of the United States, according to Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, is to be the great convener of nations, gathering the powers to further common interests and seek common solutions to the world’s problems. It is on this basis that the Administration has sought to “reset” relations with Russia, to embark on a new policy of “strategic reassurance” with China, and in general to seek what Secretary Clinton called in a July 15, 2009 speech a “new era of engagement based on common interests, shared values, and mutual respect.” For an Administration that prides itself on its pragmatism, there would seem to be a great deal of wishful thinking in this approach. Neither the President nor his advisers acknowledge that, along with common interests, the great powers also have divergent and sometimes directly conflicting interests that cannot necessarily be reconciled through better understanding. The Administration and its defenders react against any suggestion that great powers might have clashing interests that could hamper cooperation. This axiom of realist thinking is what a fervent Obama supporter like Fareed Zakaria calls “phony realism.” They also reject the notion that ideological distinctions among the great powers might obtrude on great power harmony. Princeton’s G. John Ikenberry, whose writings provided the intellectual foundation for Secretary Clinton’s important July speech, barely acknowledges such differences. He has argued that a more cooperative international order is possible precisely because “the most powerful and rich countries in the world are now all democracies” and “the great powers themselves are democracies.” The President and his advisers presumably do not harbor such illusions, yet neither do they acknowledge the problems posed by the fact that the great powers are, in reality, divided between democracy and autocracy. Their statements and their policies seem to ignore the possibility that China’s and Russia’s autocratic governments may see the world differently, and calculate their interests differently, precisely because they are autocracies. One gets the sense that the Obama Administration is fashioning a global strategy for a world that no longer exists, or, more accurately, that never existed. The post-1989 expectation was of a world in which geopolitical competition had given way to geo-economic cooperation. The old laws of great power politics, as Morgenthau understood them, had been rewritten by the universal triumph of liberalism. It was to be an age of convergence. All that was required was an America wise enough to guide the world toward agreement on the important matters on which all the powers must naturally agree. According to the Obama Administration’s narrative, George W. Bush then came along and destroyed this great opportunity with his belligerent and unilateralist policies. Now that Bush was gone, the world could resume its convergence under the inspirational direction of the new American President. Missing from this narrative are two major developments of the past decade: the re-emergence of great power competition involving the United States, China, Russia, India, Japan and others; and the surprising resilience of autocratic capitalism as a viable alternative to liberal, democratic capitalism. In Russia the combination has produced a great power nationalism and revanchism that make cooperation difficult and at times impossible. Russia’s insistence on a geopolitical sphere of interest in its former imperial domain makes it hard to avoid “zero-sum” situations in Eastern and Central Europe and the Caucasus. Russian and American interests diverge in Iran, where Moscow’s understandable desire for money and influence, which would be undermined by any genuine Washington-Tehran rapprochement, may well trump the common interest in non-proliferation. Great power politics intrudes even on that most hallowed of common interests: climate change. The Chinese, who perceive the United States as bent on preventing their rise to dominance in East Asia, cannot help but see Western pressures for reduction in greenhouse gas emissions as part of this effort—no matter how hard the Obama Administration tries to offer reassurance. These are just a few examples of a world in which there is as much divergence as convergence, and where even the common interests enumerated by President Obama and Secretary Clinton can be overwhelmed by the clashing interests of great powers with competing ambitions and differing worldviews. One can add other failures of the “new era of engagement”: Iran’s refusal to accept the outstretched hand sincerely proffered by President Obama; the breakdown of the Middle East peace process, despite the administration’s strenuous efforts; the failure to gain any meaningful Chinese help in North Korea. These also ought to be signs that international relations have not really entered a new era—and that some of the “old formulas” that Secretary Clinton insists “don’t apply” today may have more applicability than the Obama team would care to admit.

Deterrence Good—AT: Fails

Err on the Side of the Status Quo. US Presence is Valued and as Long as Deterrence Appears to Be Working the Risk of Change is Enough to Reject the Aff

Institute for Defense Analyses, (James S. Thomason, Project Leader,Senior Analyst, Strategy, Forces and Resources Division, Institute for Defense Analyses, Ph.D., International Relations, Northwestern University, B.A., Government, Harvard College, Senior Projects Manager, Institute for Defense Analyses, Director of consulting team to the CORM, Professional Staff Member, Center for Naval Analyses, Consultant, State Department, Robert J. Atwell, Robert Bovey, William E. Cralley, James Delaney, Michael P. Fischerkeller, Kongdan Oh Hassig, Charles Hawkins, Gene Porter) July 2002, Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD, Volume I: Main Report

First, if one truly has no idea of “how much is enough,” for whatever reason, the status quo attains greater significance as an equilibrium point—if it appears to be “working.” With the exceptions of Okinawa and SWA, wherever there is a significant visible US military presence in-country, we encountered resistance to any idea of reducing US military presence levels. Second, if there is no capability assessment, US earnests of mutual suffering and risk sharing may become salient for assurance of the foreign expert. The Korean affinity for boots on the ground clearly relates to this. The European preference for boots on the ground may be colored by the intra-NATO debates on peacekeeping forces in the Balkans. In our discussions with representatives of countries in which US military presence is valued, we also encountered an unwillingness to consider increased military technical or reinforcement capabilities as substitutes for numbers of US military personnel present. This was rarely an explicit rejection of specific tradeoffs; rather, it was either an early statement to the effect that nothing could substitute for physical presence or a dismissive comment or gesture when the idea of a tradeoff was raised.

The Most Conclusive Historical Analysis Proves Deterrence is Successful

Institute for Defense Analyses, (James S. Thomason, Project Leader,Senior Analyst, Strategy, Forces and Resources Division, Institute for Defense Analyses, Ph.D., International Relations, Northwestern University, B.A., Government, Harvard College, Senior Projects Manager, Institute for Defense Analyses, Director of consulting team to the CORM, Professional Staff Member, Center for Naval Analyses, Consultant, State Department, Robert J. Atwell, Robert Bovey, William E. Cralley, James Delaney, Michael P. Fischerkeller, Kongdan Oh Hassig, Charles Hawkins, Gene Porter) July 2002, Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD, Volume I: Main Report

The most comprehensive historically based analysis of factors that promote successful deterrence of state-level attacks upon friends and allies of a major power such as the United States, assuming that the major power actively attempts to deter such attacks, was conducted by Paul Huth and published in 1988. To provide this assessment, Huth built upon a wealth of earlier deterrence studies and did an empirical analysis of all known historical cases of extended deterrence over the preceding century (through 1984).Through this work, Huth demonstrated unequivocally that forward presence, over-the horizon power projection capability, and several very specific military and diplomatic

strategies all have systematically and positively affected the success that a defender such as the United States is likely to have in deterring other nations from attacking its friends and interests overseas. Using a probit/regression technique, Huth was able to estimate the respective historical strengths or potencies of these various factors, both on the margin individually and in combination, in promoting the successful extended-immediate deterrence of a challenger.

Deterrence Good—AT: Iran—AT: Nuclear Solves

The presence of American troops on Iranian borders forces cooperation
BBC Monitoring Middle East – Political Supplied by BBC Worldwide Monitoring February 10, 2009 

Robert Gates believes that the security environment around Iran following the presence of American troops across Iran's borders has forced Iranian officials to believe in negotiating with America in order to maintain their interests. Gates and other analysts of the foreign relations council have asked the American administration to draft a statement similar to the Shanghai statement which Nixon signed with the Chinese government in order to define parameters on the basis of which bilateral interests of Iran and America are defined. In this report Washington's interfering approach towards Iran is criticised and it is claimed that: The American administration's official statement on Iran which urges regime change in Iran and insists on pre-emptive action and recent changes in the regional balance of power have only enhanced the potential deterrent value of a "strategic weapon". Gates believed at the time that negotiations with Iran should not be based on the condition of solving Iran's nuclear problems. America must opt instead for a selective interaction with Tehran. In May 2008 during a speech made in the Senate, Gates said: In my opinion the key is to mount pressure on Iran's government diplomatically, economically as well as militarily in order to force them to understand that they need to negotiate with the United States because they should ask America for what they need. In his last official report to the American Senate in January 2009 he writes about Iran's nuclear program: Iran's regional and nuclear power remains a huge challenge for America. In order to reduce Iran's power with regards threatening its neighbours and sowing the seeds of instability across the Middle East there are non-military ways at hand. Plummeting oil prices have significantly reduced Iran's revenue and therefore sanctions imposed by the United Nations Security Council have become more effective. On 2nd February 2007 at the time that lobbyists supporting Israel and the war monger Bush-Cheney team were beating the drum of war Gates claimed: Washington does not want war with Iran and is only trying to stop the activities of this country in Iraq. The president, secretary of state and myself have clearly announced that we do not have any plans to enter into a war with Iran and we are only trying to force this country to abandon its nuclear enrichment program.

Deterrence Good—Prolif

United States deterrence is key to prevent proliferation 
Frank J. Gaffney Jr., is President of the Center for Security Policy and a columnist for the Washington Times. THE WASHINGTON TIMES. May 27, 2009 Wednesday

North Korea celebrated Memorial Day with an underground test of a nuclear weapon reportedly the size of the bomb that destroyed Hiroshima.  With that and a series of missile launches that day and subsequently, the regime in Pyongyang has sent an unmis- takable signal: The Hermit Kingdom has nothing but contempt for the so-called "international community" and the empty rhetoric and diplomatic posturing that usually precede new rewards for the North's bad behavior. The seismic waves from the latest detonation seem likely to rattle more than the windows and members of the U.N. Security Council. Even as that body huffs and puffs about Kim Jong-il's belligerence, Japan and South Korea are coming to grips with an unhappy reality: They increasingly are on their own in contending with a nuclear-armed North Korea.  Until now, both countries have nestled under the U.S. nuclear umbrella. This posture has been made possible by what is known in the national-security community as "extended deterrence." Thanks to the credibility of U.S. security guarantees backed by America's massive arsenal, both countries have been able safely to forgo the option their respective nuclear-power programs long afforded them, namely becoming nuclear-weapon states in their own right.  A bipartisan blue-ribbon panel recently warned the Obama administration that extended deterrence cannot be taken for granted. In its final report, the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States unanimously concluded: "Our military capabilities, both nuclear and conventional, underwrite U.S. security guarantees to our allies, without which many of them would feel enormous pressures to create their own nuclear arsenals. ... The US. deterrent must be both visible and credible, not only to our possible adversaries, but to our allies as well."  Unfortunately, the Obama administration is moving in exactly the opposite direction. Far from taking the myriad steps needed to assure both the visibility and credibility of the U.S. deterrent, Mr. Obama has embraced the idea of eliminating that arsenal as part of a bid for "a nuclear-free world."  The practical effect of such a policy direction is to eschew the steps called for by the Strategic Posture Commission and, indeed, the recommendations of Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates; Gen. Kevin P. Chilton, the commander of U.S. Strategic Command; and Thomas D'Agostino, director of the National Nuclear Security Administration. Each has recognized the need for modernization of the U.S. nuclear stockpile, enhanced "stewardship" of the obsolescent weapons that likely will continue to make up the bulk of the arsenal for years to come, and sustained investment in the infrastructure - both human and industrial - needed to perform such tasks.  The Obama administration is, nonetheless, seeking no funds for replacing existing weapons with designs that include modern safety features, let alone ones more suited to the deterrent missions of today - against states such as North Korea and Iran rather than the hardened silos of the Soviet Union. It is allowing the steady atrophying of the work force and facilities of the Department of Energy's nuclear-weapons complex.  Arguably worst of all, Team Obama is pursuing an arms-control agenda that risks making matters substantially worse. Using the pretext of the year's-end expiration of the U.S.-Soviet Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START), the president has dispatched an inveterate denuclearizer, Assistant Secretary of State Rose Gottemoeller, to negotiate in haste a new bilateral agreement with the Russians. By all accounts, she is seeking a deal that would: reduce by perhaps as much as a third what is left of our arsenal (leaving as few as 1,500 nuclear weapon  The administration is equally fixated on another non-solution to today's threats: ratification of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), rejected by a majority of the U.S. Senate a decade ago. That accord would permanently preclude this country from assuring the viability of its arsenal through the one means absolutely proven to be effective - underground nuclear testing. Meanwhile, nonparty North Korea and its partner in nuclear crime, Iran (which has signed but not ratified the treaty), would not be hindered from developing their arsenals. In addition, Republican members of the Strategic Posture Commission, who all opposed CTBT ratification, think the Russians are continuing to do valuable underground testing as well.  The Obama agenda will not make the United States safer. If anything, it will increase international perceptions of an America that is ever less willing to provide for its own security. States such as Russia and China that are actual or prospective "peer competitors" are building up their nuclear arsenals. They and even smaller powers such as North Korea and Iran increasingly feel they can assert themselves with impunity.  In such a strategic environment, America's allies will go their own way. Some may seek a more independent stance or try to strike a separate peace with emerging powers such as China. Others may exercise their option to "go nuclear," contributing to regional arms buildups and proliferation.  If Mr. Obama wishes to avoid such outcomes, he would be well advised to heed the advice of the Strategic Posture Commission: "The conditions that might make the elimination of nuclear weapons possible are not present today and establishing such conditions would require a fundamental transformation of the world political order." Until then, we had better do all that is needed to maintain a safe, reliable, effective and, yes, extended deterrent.  s), preserve the Kremlin's unilateral and vast advantage in modern tactical and theater nuclear weapons, and limit U.S. ballistic missile defenses.  

AT: Nuclear Deterrence Solves

Nuclear deterrence is dead – threats are not credible – the US must rely on conventional deterrence

Gormley, Center for Nonproliferation Studies Senior Fellow, Fall 2009
[Dennis, “The Path to Deep Nuclear Reductions,” cns.miis.edu/other/PP29_Gormley.pdf, 12/23]
Of course, the decided advantage that precision conventional  weapons have over nuclear weapons is that an adversary knows full well  that the United States is highly likely to use its conventional advantage  should its security interests become seriously threatened. As for nuclear  threats, the only ones that may prove salient are ones that threaten nuclear  retaliation during an ongoing conventional war against a regional state in  possession of a small nuclear capability. But still, U.S. reliance on precision  conventional weapons represents the best form of deterrence – pre-war  and intra-war – if only because of the declining value of the threat of  nuclear use. As previously noted, Paul Nitze argued in 1994 that nuclear  weapons were unlikely to deter regional aggressors as well as precision  conventional weapons, not least because of the growing effectiveness of  non-nuclear options but also because American presidents would be  unwilling to use nuclear weapons.22 Notably, after the 1991 Persian Gulf  War, Colin Powell dismissed the utility to nuclear use, while his  commander-in-chief, President George H.W. Bush, acknowledged in his  memoir that he had ruled out a nuclear response in that war.23  

Nuclear weapons only in combination WITH conventional capabilities will deter rivals

George Perkovich, is vice president for studies and director of the Nuclear Policy Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. May, 2009,  “EXTENDED DETERRENCE ON THE WAY TO A NUCLEAR-FREE WORLD” is a paper commissioned by the International Commission on Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament. http://www.icnnd.org/research/Perkovich_Deterrence.pdf 

 Arguably the best way to strengthen the credibility of U.S. extended deterrence would be to stress that conventional capabilities of the U.S. and its allies alone are sufficient to defeat all foreseeable adversaries in any scenario other than nuclear war. And as long as adversaries can threaten nuclear war, the U.S. will deploy nuclear weapons to deter that threat. Of course, basing U.S. conventional forces on allied territory also invites controversy in many places, including Japan. Such controversies are much less intense than would flow from proposals to base nuclear weapons, but they point to the fundamental underlying political-psychological challenge of extended deterrence. Allies want the protection that the U.S. can provide, and worry about abandonment, but they also don’t want to be implicated in U.S. policies that could entrap them in conflicts not entirely of their making. This tension is the heart of the extended deterrence challenge. To repeat, rather than focusing on nuclear weapons, the U.S. and its allies should concentrate on building cooperation and confidence in overall political-security strategies in each region. Indeed, it is worthwhile to honestly consider whether in Northeast Asia and Central Europe and Turkey the recently expressed concerns over the future credibility of extended U.S. nuclear deterrence is a proxy for deeper concerns that are more difficult to express. 

Nuclear weapons not key to deterrence
George Perkovich, is vice president for studies and director of the Nuclear Policy Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. May, 2009,  “EXTENDED DETERRENCE ON THE WAY TO A NUCLEAR-FREE WORLD” is a paper commissioned by the International Commission on Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament. http://www.icnnd.org/research/Perkovich_Deterrence.pdf 

Therefore, the question is not whether the U.S. is abandoning or would abandon extended nuclear deterrence in a world when it and others have nuclear weapons. The questions are: what are the threats that the U.S. and its allies must deter, and how should they deter them? Can relations between Russia and its NATO neighbors, for example, be made more stable and cooperative? What sort of U.S. nuclear policy would make stability and cooperation more, or less, likely? In East Asia, what level of nuclear forces and declaratory doctrine best contributes to North Korea’s denuclearization and, in the meantime, non-aggression? What policies would be most likely to facilitate stability and cooperation between China and its neighbors? These questions go to the heart of what is a genuine challenge to reassure allies about extended deterrence. The answers to these questions, which this paper will explore, suggest that the nuclear component in extended deterrence is exaggerated today in ways that obscure the more pressing questions and challenges of building security in Eurasia and East Asia. Nuclear weapons simply are not as useable as the authors of nuclear doctrine pretended in the Cold War. American presidents and military leaders have come to realize this. As Henry Kissinger wrote recently in the International Herald Tribune, “The basic dilemma of the nuclear age has been with us since Hiroshima: how to bring the destructiveness of modern weapons into some moral or political relationship with the objectives that are being pursued. Any use of nuclear weapons is certain to involve a level of casualties and devastation out of proportion to foreseeable foreign-policy objectives. Efforts to develop a more nuanced application have never succeeded, from the doctrine of a geographically limited nuclear war in the 1950s and 1960s to the ‘mutual assured destruction’ theory of general nuclear war in the 1970s.” This does not mean that the need to help allies deter adversaries has disappeared. It merely means that the role of nuclear weapons in extended deterrence has shrunk much more radically than many people assume. 

Conventional forces key to preventing wars

George Perkovich, is vice president for studies and director of the Nuclear Policy Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. May, 2009,  “EXTENDED DETERRENCE ON THE WAY TO A NUCLEAR-FREE WORLD” is a paper commissioned by the International Commission on Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament. http://www.icnnd.org/research/Perkovich_Deterrence.pdf 

If removal of visible and vulnerable nuclear weapons could contribute to broader improvements in security relations, including arms control and confidencebuilding measures, relying on invulnerable U.S. strategic submarines for ongoing nuclear deterrence would seem wise. Broadening the framework of analysis and international dialogue this way deserves greater consideration. For Credible Deterrence, Focus on Non-Nuclear Capabilities The most credible and perhaps least dangerous way to assure allies of U.S. commitments to defend them is to station U.S. conventional forces on allied territories, as is already the case in original NATO states and in Japan and South Korea. With U.S. conventional forces in harm’s way, an adversary attacking a U.S. ally would draw the U.S. into the conflict with greater certainty than if nuclear weapons were directly and immediately implicated. Indeed, the greater credibility that U.S. conventional forces bring to extended deterrence is one reason why Poland has been keen to have U.S. missile defense personnel based on Polish soil. Were U.S. personnel attacked, the U.S. would respond forcefully.
***AFF ANSWERS***

South Korea Aff—AT: Resolve 

ROK extended deterrence ineffective now—can’t stop small provocations—comparatively more likely than their scenario

Seung Taek Kim, CSIS Visiting Korea Chair, Former ROK National Defense Ministry US Policy Division, 7/2/2010, “Rethinking Extended Deterrence,” http://csis.org/publication/rethinking-extended-deterrence, da: 7/19
However, the Cheonan incident revealed both the limit and vulnerability of the U.S.  extended deterrence. It may have been able to prevent North Korea from launching a full  scale attack on South Korea, but it has not been nearly as effective in preventing such  limited local provocation as the Cheonan incident. Since the current extended deterrence  policy can only be invoked to authorize punitive measures to be taken in response to a  military offense, it is almost impossible to invoke the extended deterrence to a limited  local provocation like the Cheonan that is a small-scale, one-time incident. It appears as  if North Korea has discovered this loophole—and successfully used it to its advantage.  After all, there is yet to be a case in which the United States responded forcefully to such     provocations, despite the fact that a number of similar incidences preceded the Cheonan  that resulted in skirmishes  between the South and North Korean navies near the Northern  Limit Line in the West Sea. 

A reevaluation of the “extended deterrence” policy is necessary. Just as America’s  nuclear arsenal consisting of thousands of warheads have failed to dissuade and deter Al-  Qaeda from committing acts of terrorism, so too has the extended deterrence policy of the  United States been ineffectual in deterring North Korea from engaging in limited local  provocations and escalating tensions on the peninsula. What is more concerning is that  the  probability of a full-scale war between North and South Korea may essentially be nil  today, but the frequency of local provocations can be expected to surge in the coming  years.  

If the nature of a country’s primary security threat changes, then the means of dealing  with that threat must also change. As a result, this demands a new tailored deterrence  strategy that better fits the Korean Peninsula’s unique security situation and is aimed at  preventing limited small scale provocations. In order to send a clear message to the North  Korean leadership that any North Korean provocation would invite a corresponding  countermeasures, this new extended deterrence strategy  should detail a specific course of  action to be taken by both South Korea and the U.S. in the case of such an incident in the  future.  In light of the fact that the purpose of the U.S.-ROK alliance is to maintain peace  and stability on the Korean Peninsula, developing a new extended deterrence is critical in  the viability of the alliance since not many South Koreans will support an alliance that  cannot deter North Korea’s provocations.  Now is the time for the United States and  South Korea to cooperatively devise this new deterrence strategy. And both sides should  regard the handling of the Cheonan incident as a first step toward that goal.      

US Forces in Korea are not Needed to Deter an Attack from North Korea

Institute for Defense Analyses, (James S. Thomason, Project Leader,Senior Analyst, Strategy, Forces and Resources Division, Institute for Defense Analyses, Ph.D., International Relations, Northwestern University, B.A., Government, Harvard College, Senior Projects Manager, Institute for Defense Analyses, Director of consulting team to the CORM, Professional Staff Member, Center for Naval Analyses, Consultant, State Department, Robert J. Atwell, Robert Bovey, William E. Cralley, James Delaney, Michael P. Fischerkeller, Kongdan Oh Hassig, Charles Hawkins, Gene Porter) July 2002, Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD, Volume I: Main Report

The sharpest difference of opinion among the interlocutors concerned the appropriate US military posture in South Korea. Shadowing all discussions of Korea is the memory of the problems created in the 1970s when President Carter announced a major peremptory reduction in US forces, allegedly with little or no advance consultations with the South Koreans. There is general agreement that the major military contribution the US would likely make to repelling an attack from the north would come from our tactical aircraft (including helicopters), battlefield missiles, and C4ISR. Some interlocutors noted the huge size of the South Korean infantry compared with the two brigades of the US Army 2nd Infantry Division and conclude on the basis of balance of force arguments that the US units could be removed with little or no adverse impact on the likely outcome of an attack from the North. 

South Korea/Japan Aff—AT: Resolve

Asian extended deterrence is based on the Tomahawk, not troops – AND Tomahawk retirement triggers the link

Crowell, Asia Sentinel staff writer, 12/4/2009 

[Todd, "Japan: Save the Endangered Tomahawk! ," http://www.asiasentinel.com/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=2178&Itemid=176, 12/18/09]
The main area of concern is Washington's desire to retire the nuclear version of the Tomahawk cruise missile by 2013. The Tomahawk is a pilotless flying bomb capable of carrying both conventional and nuclear warheads. The conventional version was used in the Gulf War and invasion of Iraq.

Tokyo sees the Tomahawk, especially submarine-launched cruise missiles, as the most logical weapon of deterrence in the neighborhood, since the last tactical bombs were removed from US bases in South Korea and aboard US Navy aircraft carriers nearly two decades ago.

This summer Japanese embassy officials in Washington quietly but strongly lobbied against American plans to retire the nuclear version of the Tomahawk in the context of the Congressional Commission on Strategic Posture of the United States. Its recommendation will go into Washington's forthcoming Nuclear Posture Review, which will determine the basic nuclear defense, disarmament and proliferation policies for the next decade.

The body, headed by two former defense secretaries, was formed in 2008 and issued its first report in May. It said: "One particularly important ally has argued to the commission privately that the credibility of the US extended [nuclear] deterrence depends on the specific capability to hold a variety of targets at risk in a way that is either visible or stealthy as circumstances warrant."

It went on to elaborate: "In Asia extended deterrence relies heavily on the deployment of nuclear cruise missiles on some Los Angeles-class attack submarines… it has become clear that some allies in Asia would be very concerned about [Tomahawk] retirement."y
Link non-unique – Asian extended deterrence is hollow—North Korea prolif

Hayes, Melbourne University IR Professor, Nautilus Institute Executive Director, December 10, 2009 

[Peter, "Extended Nuclear Deterrence, Global Abolition and Korea," http://www.globalcollab.org/Nautilus/australia/apsnet/reports/2009/hayes-deterrence.pdf/view, 12/29/09]
Henceforth, the credibility of US END with allies in this region was tied up directly  with the United States’ ability to stop and reverse (not merely contain by deterrence)  the DPRK’s acquisition of nuclear weapons and use of nuclear threat to compel the  United States and others to negotiate with it—what I term the DPRK’s “stalker  strategy.”5 As a result of nearly two decades of slow motion nuclear wrestling with  the DPRK culminating in 2009 in the latter’s second, this time successful, nuclear  test, the credibility of US END has fallen to an all-time low.     

Since 2008, US nuclear hegemony based on END in East Asia has begun to unravel  due to the havoc wrought by the North Korean nuclear breakout on the NPT-IAEA  system as a whole, by its rejection of the authority of the UNSC as enforcer of the  NPT-IAEA system, as a spoiler state for cooperative security institution building in  the region, and by its direct challenge to US hegemony in its alliance relationships.  Of course, all the nuclear weapons states are responsible for the parlous state of the  NPT-IAEA system. But in the case of the DPRK, the United States as a direct  antagonist and primary player in the Peninsula is by far the state held most  accountable for these dismal outcomes.  

[Note: “END” = extended nuclear deterrent]

South Korea/Japan Aff—AT: Resolve—AT: North Korea

Non Unique – Deterrence of North Korea failing now

Seung Taek Kim, former director of ROK Ministry of National Defense’s U.S. Policy Division, Office of the Korea Chair at CSIS in January 2010,  primarily focuses on the U.S.-ROK Alliance, specifically regarding strategic flexibility, extended deterrence, and the future of USFK, July 2, 2010, “Rethinking Extended Deterrence,” http://csis.org/files/publication/100702_Rethinking_Extended_Deterrence-english.pdf
  The Republic of Korea (ROK) and the United States are allies that signed the Mutual Defense Treaty. The primary mission of the Mutual Defense Treaty is to prevent war and maintain peace and stability on the Korean Peninsula. The experience from the past sixty years shows that this security alliance has successfully served its purpose. For the U.S., it has effectively dissuaded and deterred North Korea from taking overt military actions on the Korean Peninsula by providing the ROK with “extended deterrence, including the nuclear umbrella” and displaying its overwhelming military force and political will to defend its ally from the North’s aggression. The ROK, confident in U.S. extended deterrence and security commitment to its defense, has also been assured of its security and has believed that the deterrence would hold effective. Such belief has been affirmed as the relative peace and status quo on the Korean Peninsula has lasted over the past sixty years. However, the Cheonan incident revealed both the limit and vulnerability of the U.S. extended deterrence. It may have been able to prevent North Korea from launching a full scale attack on South Korea, but it has not been nearly as effective in preventing such limited local provocation as the Cheonan incident. Since the current extended deterrence policy can only be invoked to authorize punitive measures to be taken in response to a military offense, it is almost impossible to invoke the extended deterrence to a limited local provocation like the Cheonan that is a small-scale, one-time incident. It appears as if North Korea has discovered this loophole—and successfully used it to its advantage. After all, there is yet to be a case in which the United States responded forcefully to such provocations, despite the fact that a number of similar incidences preceded the Cheonan that resulted in skirmishes between the South and North Korean navies near the Northern Limit Line in the West Sea. A reevaluation of the “extended deterrence” policy is necessary. Just as America’s nuclear arsenal consisting of thousands of warheads have failed to dissuade and deter Al-Qaeda from committing acts of terrorism, so too has the extended deterrence policy of the United States been ineffectual in deterring North Korea from engaging in limited local provocations and escalating tensions on the peninsula. What is more concerning is that the probability of a full-scale war between North and South Korea may essentially be nil today, but the frequency of local provocations can be expected to surge in the coming years. 
South Korea/Japan Aff—AT: Resolve—AT: North Korea

Link Turn – A switch from static ground forces in to flexible naval-air dominance is more effective deterrence against North Korea

IISS (International Institute for Strategic Studies), private institute designed to provide information on political-military conflict, source of information for politicians and diplomats, foreign affairs analysts, international business, economists, the military, defence commentators, journalists, academics, “US troop withdrawals from South Korea: Beginnings of the end for the alliance?” published in Strategic Comments, Volume 10, Issue, Published June 2004, p. 1-2

In the Pentagon’s view, the United States can ill afford open-ended, static deployments in locales geographically remote from areas of urgent concern to US planners, in service of a defence strategy that assumes a repeat of the Korean War. The emergent US strategy posits the need for far more flexible, rapid deployment of lighter American forces to various remote locations, but without the ability to predict when and where such forces might be required. Senior US strategists believe that North Korea can be deterred by a US capability to bring overwhelming, lethal force to bear in a crisis, primarily in the form of long-range US air and naval power, Marine brigades, and tactical ballistic missile defence regiments.   South Korean forces will be increasingly expected to fulfill some of the military functions previously performed by US units. In response to changes in American policy, the defence ministry has tabled a 2005 budget request of 21.5 trillion won ($17.9 billion), marking an increase of 13.4% over current expenditures. These allocations are intended to give South Korean forces the means to fulfill responsibilities previously performed by American forces; to cover the expenses for relocating US military units; and to fund a wide array of research and development and acquisition programmes. As a consequence, South Korean planners expect that defence spending will again soon surpass 3% of gross domestic product. But South Korea will no longer retain its singularity in US regional contingency planning. Although the planned withdrawals would still leave approximately 25,000 American troops on the peninsula after 2005, it is entirely possible that these forces will be significantly reduced in the ensuing half decade. To what end? South Korean officials express intermittent bafflement and worry about Washington’s future plans, but the shifts in American strategy reflect the inertia long associated with the bilateral alliance, and growing US impatience with perceived foot-dragging on the part of Seoul (the continued delays in South Korea fulfilling its commitment to deploy 3,000 peacekeepers to Iraq is an additional factor irritating some US policy-makers). The alliance, already buffeted by shifting generational attitudes in South Korea and a major strategic divergence between Washington and Seoul on policies toward North Korea, now confronts major new tensions. In view of the increased assertiveness of South Korea, mounting pressures on US defence resources in Iraq and Afghanistan, and the US desire to exploit new defence technologies and strategic concepts, much of the logic underlying the withdrawals seems unobjectionable. But the political wellsprings of the alliance appear increasingly tenuous, with both countries routinely resorting to proprietary judgments about the ends and means of security collaboration, without sufficient regard for how their respective actions erode bilateral political-military ties. Despite US pledges of an enduring commitment to South Korea’s security, there is growing discontent (occasionally bordering on contempt) within some quarters of the Bush administration toward the policy priorities of South Korean President Roh Moo Hyun. The increased American tendency to arrive at decisions while giving policymakers in Seoul minimal advance notification, and sometimes without particular regard for South Korean policy needs and preferences, is a principal manifestation of this phenomenon. Washington sees few incentives to engage in protracted consensus building with Seoul, especially if such efforts divert Washington from pursuit of higher priority goals.  Senior American officials also insist that combat power is much more than a numbers game, with capabilities deployed in a crisis representing a far more credible measure of the ability to deter and defend than the static, in-country presence of US forces. In addition, the United States asserts that it will devote $11bn over the coming half-decade to modernising US forces remaining on the peninsula, although some believe this figure derives from pre-existing plans rather than any new budget commitments. But meaningful consultation between Seoul and Washington on larger shifts in US defence strategy seems conspicuously lacking. American policymakers pose future requirements in more generic terms, leaving South Korean officials increasingly wary about US strategic intentions. Lacking a broader shared strategic concept, both sides instead haggle over relocation costs and the timing and terms of redeployment decisions, thereby neglecting the larger implications of impending troop withdrawals.   

Mid-East Aff—No Link

A Smaller Footprint can still Deter. Troops Could be Heavily Reduced in Iraq and Kuwait with no Impact to Deterrence.
Institute for Defense Analyses, (James S. Thomason, Project Leader,Senior Analyst, Strategy, Forces and Resources Division, Institute for Defense Analyses, Ph.D., International Relations, Northwestern University, B.A., Government, Harvard College, Senior Projects Manager, Institute for Defense Analyses, Director of consulting team to the CORM, Professional Staff Member, Center for Naval Analyses, Consultant, State Department, Robert J. Atwell, Robert Bovey, William E. Cralley, James Delaney, Michael P. Fischerkeller, Kongdan Oh Hassig, Charles Hawkins, Gene Porter) July 2002, Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD, Volume I: Main Report

In the Southwest Asia Theater, the power projection capability that the US now possesses is estimated to have an even greater effect on the chance of deterrence success than in the NEA theater. While the local military balance between the US and Kuwait vs.Iraq is substantially in Iraq’s favor (0.29:1), the overall military balance overwhelmingly favors the US and Kuwait (5.97:1). Given this enormous advantage, the estimated probability of the US deterring future acts of aggression by the Iraqi regime is Hi even if the US were to reduce its contribution to the local force balance by 50% or more. As in the NEA assessment, this high probability estimated by Huth’s approach is primarily a function of the huge advantage that the US and Kuwait possess in the overall military balance, once again illustrating the important role that Huth has shown power projection to play in extended-immediate deterrence.

AT: Resolve—AT: Generic Impact

No impact – deterrence theory is non-falsifiable and counter-productive unless applied to specific scenarios

Gray, Ph.D., Reading University International Politics and Strategic Studies Professor, Former Advisor to US and British Gov't, National Institute for Public Policy Founder, Former Reagan  President's General Advisory Committee on Arms Control and Disarmament Advisor, Former Hudson Institute and International Institute for Strategic Studies Fellow,  8/1/2003 

[Colin, "Maintaining Effective Deterrence," http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/display.cfm?PubID=211, da: 7/26/10]

Develop  a  more  empirical  theory  of  deterrence.  In  its  immediate form, deterrence is always specific. It is about persuading  a  particular  leader  or  leaders,  at  a  particular  time,  not  to  take  particular actions. The details will be all important, not be marginal.  A body of nonspecific general theory on deterrence is likely to prove  not merely unhelpful, but positively misleading. It is improbable that  broad general precepts from the canon lore of American Cold War  deterrence theory could yield much useful advice for the guidance  of U.S. policy today. What the United States requires is detailed,  culturally empathetic, understanding of its new adversaries.  That  understanding should include some grasp of the psychology of key  decisionmakers, as well as knowledge of how decisions tend to  be made. Readers should recall the words of Keith Payne quoted  earlier. He said that if we could make the convenient assumption  that “rationality alone fostered reasonable behavior,” then we could  predict adversary behavior simply by asking ourselves what we  would deem to be reasonable were we in their circumstances. If we  can predict the reasoning of our enemies reliably enough, because  of the general authority of our theory of deterrence, “the hard work  of attempting to understand the opponent’s particular beliefs and  thought can be avoided.” The fact that the Cold War did not conclude  with World War III is not proof that Payne is wrong. It may well be  that our strategy of deterrence was not severely tried. There may  never have been a moment when the Soviet leadership posed the  question, “Are we deterred?” Given the weight of the general stakes  in the superpower contest, notwithstanding the blessed shortage  of direct issues in contention, and the transcultural grasp of the  horrors of nuclear war, it was probably the case that the success or  otherwise of deterrence did not depend upon ine-grained strategic  calculation or knowledge. Of course, one can write that with much  more conidence today than one could during the decades when  responsible oficials were obliged to assume that deterrence could  be fragile.  

However, if the United States now aspires to deter the leaders of  culturally mysterious and apparently roguish states, the convenient  assumption that “one size its all” with the (American) precepts of  deterrence, is likely to fail badly. It is bad news for those among  us who are not regional or local specialists, but to improve the  prospects  for  deterrence  of  such  polities  as  North  Korea,  Iran,  Syria, and the rest, there is no intelligent alternative to undertaking  empirical research to understand those whom we strive to inluence.  It will not sufice either simply to reach for the classics of American  strategic thought, or to assume that the posing of a yet more decisive  military threat must carry a message that speaks convincingly in all  languages.

AT: Resolve—Conventional Deterrence Fails (1/2)

Conventional deterrence fails--Motivated biases

Rhodes, Rutgers University Global Security and Democracy Center Director, 2000
[Edward, "CAN THE UNITED STATES DETER IRAQI AGGRESSION? THE PROBLEMS OF CONVENTIONAL DETERRENCE ," http://www.ciaonet.org/special_section/iraq/papers/rhe01/rhe01.pdf, 3/10]
*  Third and most interestingly, in addition to  experiencing cultural barriers to understanding and  being inward-focused, potential aggressors are likely to  suffer from "motivated biases" in their evaluation of  the deterrer's will or ability.  That is, potential  aggressors are likely to engage in pervasive wishful  thinking, distorting information about the deterrer in  order to avoid the stress associated with acknowledging  the dangers and trade-offs actually inherent in the  situation and chosen policies. Psychological pressures  to ignore warning signs will be particularly strong  during periods of internal or external crisis. Because  they "need" for the deterrer to be weak or timid for  their preferred policy to work, and because the  consequences of their preferred policy failing are too  painful to bear contemplation, potential aggressors will  ignore or twist the available evidence to make it  consistent with the image they desire. 

One major study, for example, concluded that "When policy makers  believed in the necessity of challenging commitments of their adversaries,  they became predisposed to see their objectives as attainable.  They convinced  themselves that they would succeed without provoking war.  Because they knew  the extent to which they were powerless to back down, they expected that their  adversaries would accommodate them by doing so.  Some of the policy makers  involved also took comfort in the illusion that their country would emerge  victorious at little cost to itself if the crisis got out of hand and led to  war." [Lebow (1985), 212] 

This inability of potential aggressors to recognize deterrent  commitments -- because of cultural barriers, the aggressor's inward focus, or  its susceptibility to stress and motivated biases in interpreting commitments  -- has at least four important implications for deterrence policies.

The more the conventional deterrent, the larger risk of deterrent failure

Rhodes, Rutgers University Global Security and Democracy Center Director, 2000
[Edward, "CAN THE UNITED STATES DETER IRAQI AGGRESSION? THE PROBLEMS OF CONVENTIONAL DETERRENCE ," http://www.ciaonet.org/special_section/iraq/papers/rhe01/rhe01.pdf, 3/10]
One additional point is worth highlighting.  The historical record  suggests that the willingness of potential aggressors to launch attacks that  fly in the face of the military odds may well    increase    if the odds are  lengthened.  When underlying political differences remain unresolved, measures  by a deterrer to increase its military capacity may stimulate, rather than  prevent, a deterrence failure.  "If in the estimate of attackers, the long-  term status quo presents an intolerable condition, they may choose to go to  war regardless of the current balance of power.  The impetus to go to war. . . may be the result of an assessment that the correlation of forces is shifting  even more dramatically toward the defender and, therefore, opportunities for  success will only decline." [Allan (1994), 219; see also Lebow (1985), 215] 

In sum, even an accurate appreciation of the fact that they will lose  may not be sufficient to deter potential aggressors.  Even when confronted by  a deterrer with clearly superior military capability, and    especially    when the  balance of power is moving against them, potential aggressors may elect war as  the only, or best, means of ending an unacceptable international political  stalemate or resolving unacceptable domestic political difficulties. 

AT: Resolve—Conventional Deterrence Fails (2/2)

Conventional Deterrence fails--Quick victory calculations

Rhodes, Rutgers University Global Security and Democracy Center Director, 2000
[Edward, "CAN THE UNITED STATES DETER IRAQI AGGRESSION? THE PROBLEMS OF CONVENTIONAL DETERRENCE ," http://www.ciaonet.org/special_section/iraq/papers/rhe01/rhe01.pdf, 3/10]
*  The second conclusion regarding conventional  deterrence is the importance of denying potential  aggressors the ability to achieve a    quick    victory.     If    they are deterrable -- that is, if they are not so risk-  acceptant that no deterrence is possible --potential  aggressors are typically not attracted by the promise of  victory in a long war.  In such a war, too much is  uncertain and potential costs are too uncontrollable.  For risk-averse states, a decision to undertake military  aggression usually requires a perception that an option  for rapid success exists.  A necessary, though not  sufficient, condition for conventional deterrence to  hold, therefore, is that all options for a military  fait  accompli   , either through a decisive "blitzkrieg" or a  successful war of limited aims, be foreclosed.  Two key  policy implications, supported by the empirical  evidence, follow: 

-- The overall military balance is less  relevant to deterrence than the balance of combat-  capable forces in theater or immediately deployable  to theater.  Because potential aggressors are  unlikely to attack unless they believe they have  found a way to win quickly, threats to defeat them  in a long war, however credible, are unlikely to  affect their calculations. 

Resolve is insufficient—even perfect resolve won’t sway enemies

Rhodes, Rutgers University Global Security and Democracy Center Director, 2000
[Edward, "CAN THE UNITED STATES DETER IRAQI AGGRESSION? THE PROBLEMS OF CONVENTIONAL DETERRENCE ," http://www.ciaonet.org/special_section/iraq/papers/rhe01/rhe01.pdf, 3/10]
*  The first conclusion is both simple and highly  cautionary:  many potential adversaries are, at least at  times, undeterrable.  The nature of conventional  deterrence is that it will regularly fail, even in cases  where commitments to respond are "clearly defined,  repeatedly publicized, and defensible, and the committed  state [gives] every indication of its intention to  defend them by force if necessary." [Lebow (1985), 211]  The possession of decisive conventional military  superiority and the visible demonstration of resolve  will not necessarily permit the United States to deter  attacks on friends and interests.  Especially when  potential aggressors define their situation as one in  which they will experience losses unless they act, and  are thus likely to be risk-acceptant, they may fail to  be swayed by what would seem to be credible threats by a  militarily superior foe.  Three policy implications of  this finding deserve highlighting: 

-- Unlike nuclear deterrence, conventional  deterrence does not result in a robust, stable  stalemate but in a fluid and competitive strategic  interaction that, at best, buys time during which  underlying disputes or antagonisms can be resolved. 

-- Over the long run, in the absence of  political resolution of conflicts, upholding  international commitments is likely to require war,  either because conventional deterrence has failed  or because war is necessary to establish or re-  establish the conditions required for conventional  deterrence to operate. 

AT: Resolve—Conventional Deterrence Fails—Nuclear Solves

Nuclear deterrence solves the impact and conventional deterrence fails—its contestable and relies on intelligence communication 

Rhodes, Rutgers University Global Security and Democracy Center Director, 2000
[Edward, "CAN THE UNITED STATES DETER IRAQI AGGRESSION? THE PROBLEMS OF CONVENTIONAL DETERRENCE ," http://www.ciaonet.org/special_section/iraq/papers/rhe01/rhe01.pdf, 3/10]
If the first problem for conventional deterrence is that potential  aggressors may be willing to accept the consequences of fighting and losing a  war, the second is that potential aggressors may be able to convince  themselves, correctly or incorrectly, that they will be able to avoid the  threatened outcome.  In contrast to nuclear deterrent threats, conventional  deterrent threats involve "contestable costs."  [Harknett (1994), 86]  In  conventional deterrence, the credibility that the deterrent threat can be  implemented and will have the anticipated impact depends critically on details  of the deterrer's capacity and strategy and, more to the point, on the  countermeasures the aggressor is able to take.  Further, because the deterrer  must communicate its threats and convincingly demonstrate its means of  carrying them out, the deterrer must provide the potential aggressor with the  information most useful to "design around" these threats either politically or militarily. [Harknett (1994); Shimshoni (1988); Lebow (1985), 214-15]  In  other words, when used against an intelligent and motivated opponent, every  conventional deterrent threat contains within it the seeds of its own demise. 
To tell a potential aggressor what fate will befall it if it misbehaves is to  give it the critical information it needs to prevent that fate from befalling.  In the ensuing strategic interaction, the potential aggressor possesses  substantial structural advantages.  As Harknett summarizes, conventional  deterrence's "fundamental problem is not easily solved by strategy or  reputation because it lies within the inherent dynamic process produced by  reliance on non-nuclear forces.  Conventional deterrence is hampered by the  nature of the weapons upon which it is based.  The ability of conventional  forces to inflict pain on an opponent is highly dependent on the skill shown  in their application, on the capabilities possessed, and on the counter-  capabilities employed by an opponent.  The destructiveness of conventional  weapons, and thus the cost that can be threatened, will only be felt over time  after achieving military victory or dominance over some sector of the  battlefield.  In the mind of a potential challenger, therefore, conventional  weapons and their attendant costs hold out the    prospect    of technical,  tactical, or operational solution, and it is this prospect that makes them  less effective deterrents to war." [Harknett (1994), 88-89]  The contestable nature of conventional deterrent threats has important  implications.  
*  There is an important informational asymmetry  inherent in conventional deterrence.  For conventional  deterrence to work, the deterrer    must    credibly  communicate its conditional intentions (what it will do  and under what precise circumstances) and its abilities.   The potential aggressor, however, is free to keep its evolving political and military capabilities secret  until such time as it challenges the status quo.  In  other words, the deterrer must show all -- or at least  most of -- its cards, while the potential aggressor is  free to use this information and give nothing back. 

Of course an informational asymmetry exists in all deterrence  relationships.  But it should be clear that there are two substantial  differences between conventional deterrence and nuclear deterrence.  First,  more information needs to be conveyed in conventional deterrence.  Because of  the magnitude of the damage nuclear weapons can impose and the near-certainty  with which this damage can be imposed, regardless of the relative skill or  tactical advantages of the adversaries, the informational burden of nuclear  deterrence is relatively light.  The precise technical details of the weapons  and targeting strategy are simply unlikely to matter much to decisionmakers  during crises:  so long as at least minimal second-strike capabilities exist,  a nuclear exchange is unlikely to be appealing regardless of how well or badly  the other side is prepared to execute its blow.  Knowledge that the weapons  exist and could, even in only moderate numbers, be delivered may well be  sufficient to deter.  "The mutual possession of nuclear weapons greatly  simplifies these [knowledge] requirements, obviating the need for detailed  mutual understanding of each other's capabilities, desires, and rationalities. 
But our consideration of conventional weapons and deterrence suggests an acute  problem for common knowledge.  The nonnuclear world is messy and detail  intensive; yet sharing the knowledge of this detail of the tangible and  intangible, physical and political, constant and dynamic aspects of relative  will and skill is critical for both the generation and comprehension of  relative and credible deterrent threats." [Shimshoni (1988), 16]  Again, the  point here is that capability is an issue in conventional deterrence in a way that it is not in nuclear deterrence:  "the nature of conventional forces  invites skepticism at a level that few deterrence theorists have emphasized --  that of capability.  Due to the contestable nature of conventional forces, it  is a state's capability to inflict costs that is most likely to be questioned  by a challenger. . . . This is not to say that the uncertainties around a  state's commitments and vital interests are unimportant, but rather
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 to stress  that the most problematic area for conventional deterrence is in establishing  a credible capability." [Harknett (1994), 89] 
Second, the cost of conveying information is higher in conventional  deterrence.  In nuclear deterrence, even if the deterrer communicated the  precise details of its nuclear capabilities and strategy, this information  might well be of limited value to a potential aggressor (and therefore be  relatively uncostly for the deterrer to convey) since, in practical terms,  there might be little the potential aggressor could do to block the deterrer's  blow or mitigate its consequences.  The principal obstacle faced by a  potential aggressor in "designing around" a nuclear threat is unlikely to be  information regarding the deterrer's capability or strategy, but fundamental  military-technical realities, such as the technological difficulties of  tracking ballistic-missile submarines or destroying ballistic missiles in  flight or the economic costs of hardening industry and dispersing population. 
In conventional deterrence, by contrast, both the    amount    of information  that must be communicated and the    cost    of communicating this information are  far higher.  The credibility of a conventional threat is likely to depend on  constantly changing technology, strategy, tactics, training, morale, and  political will -- all of which must therefore be communicated for the threat to be effective -- and this information about the deterrer's capabilities and  strategy is likely to suggest solutions to a potential aggressor. 

Indeed, this observation is likely to particular relevant in the  American situation.  U.S. reliance on high-technology weaponry, on highly  trained warfighters, on superior logistics and mobility, and on the leverage  provided by information superiority, tends to exacerbate the informational  difficulties of conventional deterrence and increase both the amount of  information required to make conventional deterrent threats credible and the  cost of communicating this information.  Unlike conventional threats involving  sheer mass and already-demonstrated technological capabilities, American  conventional threats are both hard-to-believe and potentially vulnerable to  unanticipated countermeasures.  Without demonstrations like Desert Storm of  the effectiveness of American military power, American threats may be  incredible; demonstrations like Desert Storm, however, also suggest to  potential aggressors strategies for negating American superiorities. 
- It is particularly difficult to convey  deterrent threats with forces that rely on  intangibles -- such as "the quality of the  individual soldier, technological proficiency,  superior organization, the ability to mobilize a  reserve army quickly and then operate it, and the  tactical ability to substitute the movement of  force for its accumulation" -- for their  effectiveness, and these sources of superiority are  particularly likely to be vulnerable to  countermeasures by an informed adversary.  "Although these components of superiority may make  for battlefield victory, they may also render  deterrence difficult; with conventional forces,  victory and deterrence can be mutually exclusive."  [Shimshoni (1988), 227] 
Obviously, this need to communicate both the specifics of the threat  (what is threatened and in response to what provocations) and the capacity to execute it creates a painful trade-off for the deterrer.  Particularly with  regard to military capabilities, but to a lesser degree with regard to  political will and diplomatic arrangements, there are real costs to sharing  information with a potential adversary, and a deterrer may choose to err on  the side of withholding information.  "The defender is in a real dilemma:  To  deter, he must    appear    to be ex post superior, capable of executing his  deterrent threats.  But to really    be    ex post superior, he must keep most of  his capabilities secret."  [Shimshoni (1988), 18]  In a nutshell, "there are  strong incentives for both the challenger and defender to create ambiguities  and deliberately destroy common knowledge," [Shimshoni (1988), 213] and this  creates major problems for a relationship like one of deterrence, which rests  precisely on the existence of common knowledge about military options and  capabilities.  [Harknett (1994), 95-97] 

Thus, even a deterrer with decisive capabilities may, for fear of  compromising that decisive superiority, fail to communicate the capabilities  on which deterrence rests.  If capabilities were not continuously in flux,  this might not be a critical problem.  But such is not the case.  Both sides'  capabilities are constantly in motion, making accurate assessment difficult  and increasing the danger that the deterrer will miss developments until it is  too late to respond or that the potential aggressor will overlook changes in  the deterrer's capacity that would give it the ability to block newly  developed options.  "Given the dynamic nature of conventional forces, both  challenger and defender are apt constantly to change their force structures,  doctrines, and tactics in response to inaccurately perceived conditions on the  other side.  The inaccuracy is inevitable because of deception compounded by the need for prescience.  Sooner or later the challenger is likely to perceive  a window of opportunity, real or not." [Shimshoni (1988), 18]  This suggests a  second structural reality that works to the detriment of a deterrer. 
AT: Resolve—Conventional Deterrence Bad—Proliferation

Conventional superiority leads to proliferation – nuclear deterrence solves

Gerson, CFR Senior Fellow, 2009
[Michael, “Conventional Deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age,” Parameters, http://www.carlisle.army.mil/USAWC/Parameters/09autumn/gerson.pdf, 1/31]

The emphasis on conventional capabilities in America’s deterrence  strategy has to carefully balance the benefits with potential risks. Most im-portantly, efforts to capitalize on and operationalize conventional contribu-tions to deterrence may in fact create or strengthen incentives for nuclear  proliferation. One of the primary motivations for a nation to seek nucle-ar weapons vis-à-vis the United States is to deter America’s conventional,  rather than nuclear, capability. For some regimes, nuclear weapons are an  attractive means to offset US conventional superiority and deter interven-tion in regional conflicts.52 In this context, nuclear proliferation is an asym-metric response to US conventional superiority. 

This incentive for nuclear acquisition underscores the continued  necessity of nuclear deterrence as long as nuclear weapons exist. As the  United States seeks to reduce reliance on nuclear weapons by strengthen-ing conventional forces, it has to also work to offset the asymmetric op-tions used to balance against its conventional power. Consequently, as the  United States expands the role of conventional capabilities in deterrence,  a credible nuclear deterrent is still required, at least for the foreseeable fu-ture, to help convince current and potential adversaries that nuclear weap-ons are not an effective tool to restore freedom-of-action or gain coercive  leverage over its neighbors or the United States. 

Proliferation causes extinction.

Taylor -02 [Stuart Taylor, Senior Writer with the National Journal and editor at Newsweek, Legal Times, 9-16-2002]

The truth is, no matter what we do about Iraq, if we don't stop proliferation, another five or 10 potentially unstable nations may go nuclear before long, making it ever more likely that one or more bombs will be set off anonymously on our soil by terrorists or a terrorist government. Even an airtight missile defense would be useless against a nuke hidden in a truck, a shipping container, or a boat. [Continues…] Unless we get serious about stopping proliferation, we are headed for "a world filled with nuclear-weapons states, where every crisis threatens to go nuclear," where "the survival of civilization truly is in question from day to day," and where "it would be impossible to keep these weapons out of the hands of terrorists, religious cults, and criminal organizations." So writes Ambassador Thomas Graham Jr., a moderate Republican who served as a career arms-controller under six presidents and led the successful Clinton administration effort to extend the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. The only way to avoid such a grim future, he suggests in his memoir, Disarmament Sketches, is for the United States to lead an international coalition against proliferation by showing an unprecedented willingness to give up the vast majority of our own nuclear weapons, excepting only those necessary to deter nuclear attack by others.

AT: Resolve—Resolve Inevitable (1/2)

Deterrence is inevitable—Country’s don’t perceive or care about military details—existential nature of US retaliation is sufficient

Gray, Ph.D., Reading University International Politics and Strategic Studies Professor, Former Advisor to US and British Gov't, National Institute for Public Policy Founder, Former Reagan  President's General Advisory Committee on Arms Control and Disarmament Advisor, Former Hudson Institute and International Institute for Strategic Studies Fellow,  8/1/2003 

[Colin, "Maintaining Effective Deterrence," http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/display.cfm?PubID=211]

No particular military posture is uniquely deterring. During the Cold War those of us who worked on strategic nuclear issues  worried incessantly about the details. We were anxious about actual  or potential vulnerabilities, about the design of war plans, about  choices in targeting, and--last but not least--about Soviet approaches  to, and choices in, these matters. With respect to deterrence, however,  it  was  probably  the  case  that  the  details  that  so  consumed  our  attention were of little or no significance. The Soviet political minds  that we hoped to influence not to sanction dangerous behavior,  almost certainly were deeply ignorant of the details of the U.S.  strategic nuclear force posture. The detailed course of a hypothetical  bilateral  nuclear  war  was  profoundly  uncertain.  That  fact  alone  was probably sufficiently reliable and frightening to achieve all the  deterrent effect the United States could desire. This is not to say that  the details of military posture do not matter. But it is to suggest that  the political leaders, who are the ones who must decide whether  or not our efforts to deter shall succeed, are not likely to be moved  by reports of the details of our military power. The speculative  reasoning  just  offered  concerning  the  strategic  nuclear  forces  in  the Cold War should be allowed to speak to us with respect to our  military posture today. It is entirely sensible, indeed it is necessary, for the U.S. defense community to worry about the grand design,  the favored trends, and the details, of the country’s military posture.  For a host of reasons, our choices in posture, organization, doctrine,  equipment, and the rest really matter to us. However, it is far less  certain that our choices among the several somewhat alternative  U.S. Armies we might develop over the next decade and more have  any significant implications for the success or failure of deterrence.  Militarily, certainly ignorant Soviet leaders appear to have been  impressed by the general, but definite, knowledge that nuclear war  would be an open-ended catastrophe of historically unprecedented  proportions.  Today  it  is  probably  the  general,  again  definite,  knowledge  of  American  military  might  that  secures  whatever  deterrent effect is achievable. For excellent reasons, the U.S. Army  debates alternative approaches to transformation, worries about the  extent and pace of demassification, considers how it should employ  its Special Forces, and argues over the meaning of combined arms  operations in new conditions; all of which is desirable and quite  proper.  But,  compared  with  the  total  multidimensional  strength  of the country, including its global, multi-environmental military  muscle, the details of Army organization, doctrine, force structure,  and equipment can scarcely register at all--for deterrence. The point  is not that American landpower does not matter for deterrence;  nothing could be further from the truth. Rather is the argument here  that local, regional, or stateless villains are going to be impressed by  their general knowledge of U.S. military power, and their perception  of America’s willingness to use it. They will not know, understand,  or  care  about  the  kind  of  military  details  that  so  consume  our  professional military establishment.
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Resolve is inevitable—the US nuclear arsenal means even little resolve is an existential threat

Lewis, New American Foundation, 2008 

[Jeffrey, “Minimum Deterrence,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Jul/Aug, http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2008/minimum_deterrence_7552]

A different view is that, beyond a certain point, all of this is crazy talk, and the technical details don’t matter very much at all. The balance of terror is anything but delicate. An enemy who can be deterred, will be deterred by the prospect of a counterattack, even if it consists of only a few nuclear weapons. Beyond that minimum threshold, nuclear weapons provide little additional deterrent benefit. This view, which is often referred to as minimum deterrence, is probably the most prevalent view regarding nuclear strategy -- outside of the small and dwindling group of people who have dedicated their lives to modeling force exchange ratios (how much of an enemy’s war-fighting capacity would survive an attack compared to how much of their own war-fighting capacity would survive) and calculating equivalent megatons. In 1960, strategist Herman Kahn, no great fan of what was then called either “minimum” or “finite” deterrence, was tempted to call it the layman’s view but resisted, because the “view is held by such a surprisingly large number of experts that it may be gratuitously insulting” to use that description. Kahn had a point. After all, no one could call J. Robert Oppenheimer, director of the Manhattan Project, a layman. Oppenheimer perfectly expressed the logic of minimum deterrence in response to the growth in U.S. and Soviet nuclear forces in 1953 when he said, “Our twenty thousandth bomb will not in any deep strategic sense offset their two thousandth.” Oppenheimer emphasized numbers, but the argument for minimum deterrence is about more than just arsenal size. At its core, the argument for minimum deterrence has been that, despite the fine calculations of strategic planners, political leaders in particular will recoil at the terrible destructiveness of nuclear war, making the balance of terror quite robust regardless of differences in the number or type of weapons. This certainly is how policy makers tend to talk about nuclear weapons. For example, in Unarmed Forces: The Transnational Movement to End the Cold War, scholar Matthew Evangelista cites a wonderful pair of remarks from Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev and President Dwight D. Eisenhower that suggest both saw nuclear weapons in terms of minimum deterrence. “Missiles are not cucumbers,” Khrushchev said, “one cannot eat them, and one does not require more than a certain number in order to ward off an attack.” Eisenhower was more precise about that “certain number.” “We should develop a few of these missiles as a threat, but not 1,000 or more,” Eisenhower said. He added that if the Soviet Union and the United States could launch more than that, then “he personally would want to take off for the Argentine.”
AT: Resolve—AT: Solves Terrorism

Presence doesn’t deter Al Qaeda: ideological opposition to forward deployment

 The Brookings Institute, May  2010  Foreign Policy at Brookings • A r m s C o n t r o l S e r i e s, 

“U. S. N U C LE A R A N D E XTEN D E D D ETERREN C E : C o n s i d e r at i o n s a n d Challenges” http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/papers/2010/06_nuclear_deterrence/06_nuclear_deterrence.pdf

Two classes of terrorist groups, however, are unlikely to be deterred by such a declaratory policy: terrorist groups who seek to inflict maximum damage to the United States, such as al Qaeda, and millenarian groups that see the destruction of the world or a country as an objective in itself and a path to salvation, such as the Japanese Aum Shin Rikyo. Although deterrence may be almost impossible in the case of the latter type, while terrorist groups that seek to inflict maximum casualties but not destroy the world may be more susceptible to a deterrent approach, both represent extraordinary challenges to deterrence policy. There is little doubt that, if al Qaeda could obtain fissile material, it would be highly motivated to use it against the United States or American allies. The majority of al Qaeda’s objectives are so irreconcilable with U.S. primary security and geostrategic interests, such as an Islamic caliphate spanning the greater Middle East, an end to the “apostate” regimes of Saudi Arabia, Pakistan, Egypt, etc., and absence of any form of U.S. presence in the Middle East, that the United States could never concede to accepting them, even implicitly.123 Thus, combined with its salafi ideology that praises violence, al Qaeda has little reason to show restraint in its means to attain its objectives. In fact, it has explicitly announced the destruction of the “Far Enemy,” i.e., the United States, as critical in achieving these objectives.

Terrorists won’t respond to deterrence- they encourage escalation

Whiteneck 2005

 (Daniel,   research analyst at the Center for Naval Analyses in Alexandria, Virginia, “ Deterring terrorists: Thoughts on a framework “, pg 192 THE WASHINGTON QUARTERLY  SUMMER 2005)
Terrorist use of WMD justifies and most likely requires the threat of a major military response. Through the Bush Doctrine, the scope of the U.S. threat certainly includes forcibly expelling regimes that are responsible for or support such attacks, by using conventional forces to invade and temporarily occupy an offending state. Limiting options to a unilateral, conventional response, however, would place great strains on U.S. forces, even more so if dispersed networks and responsible regimes exist in more than one country, potentially straining the credibility of a deterrent threat. The initial length and difficulties of U.S. operations in Iraq may reduce U.S. credibility to effect regime change in countries with large populations, strong nationalist backgrounds, and a large, anti-American extremist core. On the other hand, the demonstration of U.S. and allied commitment and the progress in Afghanistan as well as Iraq reinforce the credibility of U.S. threats to effect regime change in any state supporting terrorist use of WMD against the United States. Alliances can play a role in stretching and magnifying a conventional military capacity to respond forcefully against a state that had sponsored a WMD terrorist attack. The good news is that, although the United States and its European allies have had serious disagreements about the war in Iraq, allied cohesion in the global war on terrorism has been generally strong, from NATO forces in Afghanistan to the allied presence in the Horn of Africa and the Strait of Gibraltar. International coordination of intelligence has led to arrests around the world by national police forces from North America, Europe, and Asia. In response to a state-sponsored WMD terrorist attack on the United States, NATO would almost certainly mobilize to assist the U.S. counterattack as best it could. NATO forces are not necessarily huge force multipliers for such a war, however, and they are heavily committed to other theaters, similar to U.S. forces. Even with NATO assistance and deep call-ups from the U.S. Reserve Corps and the National Guard, it is still not clear that the actual number of combined forces would be sufficient to remove regimes such as those in Iran, North Korea, or even Syria.

Can’t deter terrorists

Whiteneck 2005
 (Daniel,   research analyst at the Center for Naval Analyses in Alexandria, Virginia, “ Deterring terrorists: Thoughts on a framework “, pg 187 THE WASHINGTON QUARTERLY  SUMMER 2005)
Seeking to deter terrorists, especially committed, utopian groups such as Al Qaeda willing to use weapons of mass destruction (WMD), poses significant challenges.1 Against what would one threaten to retaliate? What do these groups value? Unlike traditional states preoccupied with protecting territory and regime survival, terrorist groups use different scales to weigh costs and benefits, often calculating risks and evaluating rewards in ideological and religious terms.2 Evidence suggests, for example, that Al Qaeda might not only use WMD simply to demonstrate the magnitude of its capability but that it might actually welcome the escalation of a strong U.S. response, especially if it included catalytic effects on governments and societies in the Muslim world.3 An adversary that prefers escalation regardless of the consequences cannot be deterred. Given the inadequacy of traditional state-based deterrence, it is tempting to assert that the only feasible ways to counter a WMD attack is prevention, by denying terrorist groups access to WMD through nonproliferation efforts, safeguards, and interdictions.4 Certainly, denying access to technology, safeguarding WMD facilities, and conducting inspections at borders and ports should be considered important tools to lower the likelihood of successful WMD acquisition and attack by terrorists. Yet, such tools will always be somewhat unreliable as long as a dedicated group of trained individuals can construct at least crude WMD; the United States cannot guarantee the security [End Page 187] culture to protect WMD located in all countries, such as Russia, despite Washington's continued urgings and financial support; and border defenses and inspections can be porous and sometimes impractical. As a result, these tools are necessary but insufficient measures to contain the WMD terrorist threat. Achieving some level of deterrence against such attacks is desirable as a complementary layer of security. 
1

