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***JAPAN*****


US Japan relations high 

US-Japan relations are up over Hatoyama

Kagan 6/29 [2010, Robert, senior fellow @Carnegie endowment, Washington Post, lexis] 

The administration's policy toward Japan hasn't been pretty, but it has worked. Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's resignation this month had to do with his mishandling of the dispute over the American base in Okinawa and his broader attempt to reorient Japanese foreign policy toward a middle course between the United States and China. The Obama administration was firm but engaged, and the result has been Japanese reaffirmation of its commitment to the U.S. alliance. This has more to do with Japan's fear of China than anything else, but the administration deserves credit for helping steer it in the right direction.


 US-Japan rels low

US-Japan relations low over Okinawa

BBC 7/2 [2010, BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific – Political, Japanese seen 'critical' in US language programme, lexis] 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Academic Programmes Alina Romanowski said that CLS selects "challenging, difficult languages in places where we know there's economic opportunity, we have long-term bilateral security interests and where to be proficient in that language takes time." The programme comes at a time that some describe as a fraught period in Japan-US relations, when the outlook of the bilateral ties have grown uncertain due to a change in Japan's political leadership and a dispute over the fate of a key US Marine base in Okinawa.


Japan-SK rels high 

Japan-South Korea relations high over North Korea 

Yonhap 6/27 [2010, BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific – Political, South Korea, Japan agree on efforts for "future-oriented ties," lexis] 

Toronto, June 26 (Yonhap) - South Korea and Japan agreed Saturday to work towards "future-oriented" bilateral relations and to continue close cooperation in dealing with North Korea.  In their first-ever summit, President Lee Myung-bak [Yi Myo'ng-pak] and his new Japanese counterpart Naoto Kan "consulted on issues of mutual concern including the relations of the two nations, the North Korea issue, and international cooperation," Lee's office, Cheong Wa Dae [ROK Office of the President], said in a press release.  Lee and Kan are in Toronto to attend a two-day summit of the Group of 20 economies to end on Sunday.  The Japanese prime minister reaffirmed Tokyo's strong support for the South Korean government in connection with the sinking of a South Korean naval ship in March. North Korea is accused of sinking the Ch'o'nan [Cheonan] in a torpedo attack, killing 46 crew members. South Korea formally requested last month that the UN Security Council discuss punitive measures against Pyongyang.  "The leaders of the two nations agreed to continue close cooperation in the process of handling the Ch'o'nan [Cheonan] issue at the UN Security Council," Cheong Wa Dae said.  On the often-prickly bilateral relations of the neighbouring nations, Kan said this year is very important as it marks the centennial of Japan's colonization of Korea that lasted until 1945.

 

Japan-Nigeria rels high 

Nigerian-Japanese relations high over trade

Leadership 6/28 [Abuja, Japan Signs MoU to Boost Trade Relations, lexis] 

The federal government and its Japanese counterpart have signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) that will boost trade agreement and bilateral relations between both countries.  The Nigerian Investment Promotion Council (NIPC) signed on behalf of the Nigerian government, while the Japanese External Trade Organisation (JETRO) signed on behalf of the Japanese government.


AT: Japan-Taiwan conflict

Japan and Taiwan will reconcile conflict- no escalation

Taipei Times 6/26 [2010, BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific – Political, Japan extends air defence identification zone into Taiwan space, lexis] 
Chen said Taiwan and Japan would not engage in provocations as both sides had made their positions on the matter very clear. KMT Legislator Liao Wan-ru said later yesterday that the government should continue requesting negotiations with Japan on the matter. "The problem isn't that the ADIZ cannot be redrawn, but rather that Japan should have consulted us instead of making the decision on its own," Liao said. Defence ministry spokesman Major General Yu Sy-tue said yesterday the ministry had a similar position. Likening the ADIZ issue to the controversial Diaoyutai Islands, over which Taiwan and Japan claim sovereignty, Chen said both sides would set differences aside and seek acceptable solutions through negotiations.


aff: US-Japan rels low/troops key 

US-Japan relations are low but new negotiations over troops are key 

Kurlantzick, 7/12 [Joshua, fellow for southeast Asia at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2010, Newsweek How Obama Lost His Asian Friends, lexis]

America's ties to Japan, long its closest ally in Asia, have deteriorated the most. To be fair, some of that animosity is due to the often incoherent policymaking of the Democratic Party of Japan, which demanded that the U.S. leave its military bases in Okinawa, then backed down. But the White House did not help the DPJ by using leaks to the press to insinuate that DPJ leaders were weak and anti-American, by snubbing then-prime minister Yukio Hatoyama during a visit to Washington, and by publicly refusing to consider any compromise on Okinawa. Now, with new prime minister Naoto Kan taking over for Hatoyama, there is a chance for the relationship to improve. At the recent G20 summit, Kan tried to patch things up, grabbing a seat next to Obama at a luncheon and holding a bilateral meeting with the president that was widely viewed as a success, though the Kan-Obama relationship is so young that they have not made any serious policy progress yet.

US-Japan relations Good- Everything

US-Japan alliance solves all of your impacts- go ahead and try us 

Daalder and Lindsay 04
[Ivo Daalder - senior fellow at the Brookings Institution. James Lindsay -vice president and director of studies at the Council on Foreign Relations. They are the co-authors of "America Unbound: The Bush Revolution in Foreign Policy." 5/23/04  “An Alliance of Democracies” Lexus]
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We need an Alliance of Democratic States. This organization would unite nations with entrenched democratic traditions, such as the United States and Canada; the European Union countries; Japan, South Korea, New Zealand and Australia; India and Israel; Botswana and Costa Rica. Membership would be open to countries where democracy is so rooted that reversion to autocratic rule is unthinkable. Like NATO during the Cold War, the Alliance of Democratic States should become the focal point of American foreign policy. Unlike NATO, however, the alliance would not be formed to counter any country or be confined to a single region. Rather, its purpose would be to strengthen international cooperation to combat terrorism, curtail weapons proliferation, cure infectious diseases and curb global warming. And it would work vigorously to advance the values that its members see as fundamental to their security and well-being -- democratic government, respect for human rights, a market-based economy. Alliance membership would need to come with real benefits. Trade among its members should be free of tariffs and other trade barriers. Decision-making should be open, transparent and shared. The alliance would be a powerful instrument for promoting democracy. Just as the prospect of joining NATO and the European Union remade the face of Europe, so too could the prospect of joining the Alliance of Democratic States help remake the world. The Alliance of Democratic States should operate both on its own and as a caucus inside existing institutions. It should work to make the United Nations a more effective and responsive institution. But if the United Nations continued to display its inability to confront the world's toughest problems, the alliance would constitute an alternative, and more legitimate, body for authorizing action. American leadership in creating an Alliance of Democratic States would satisfy the deep yearning on both the left and right in the United States to promote America's values while pursuing its interests. Success in this effort offers the only hope of escaping the doomed alternatives of going it alone or pursing a traditional multilateralism in which concern for procedure has long trumped a commitment to effectiveness. 

US-japan relations Good- Econ, Climate Change,China, War 

Relations Solve Economy, Climate Change, China Rise, and War

Kasai 09
[Yoshiyuki Kasai chairman of Central Japan Railway Co., “Japan-U.S. economic integration vital now” 2/8/09, Lexis]

Since the financial bubble burst in the United States last autumn, many pundits in Tokyo have prophesized the possible demise of U.S. primacy. "The era of U.S. unilateralism is over. What will ensue is a world that is multipolar in terms of politics as well as economics," they tended to say. For them, the U.S. dollar can no longer function as the sole key currency of the world. In addition, the same pundits maintain that the new U.S. administration will most likely lean toward Beijing, effectively hollowing out the alliance with Tokyo. Japan, too, according to them, should strengthen its ties further with East Asian nations. Before the bubble collapsed, many of them had even predicted that the likely downturn of the U.S. econom y would have only a limited impact on the rest of the world, believing that the European Union, China, India and Russia would continue their vibrant growths. Those in favor of "decoupling" had urged the Japanese to similarly reduce their "overdependence"on the U.S. economy. However, the complete opposite occurred. The faltering of the U.S. economy pulled Europe, China, India and Russia into a tsunami of recessions, like dominoes falling all at once. Their high growths proved to be dependent on excessive spending by U.S. consumers. Why is it that these pundits get it wrong so often? Realities aside, these so-called intellectuals have their own agenda that Japan should quit America and join Continental Asia. The reality is that, so long as the United States and Japan share the same ocean, from the east end to the west, with the latter having committed well over 60 years to democracy, liberal freedom, rule of law and the exercises of international cooperation, no other country but Japan can be called a natural ally of the United States and vice versa. Now that China has been strengthening its military capabilities, overtly showing its desire to achieve maritime hegemony, the Japan-U.S. alliance should be enhanced all the more. To be specific, the time has come for the two nations to integrate their economies on top of their long-sustained alliance. Both economies have become increasingly complementary, sector by sector. While Japanese agriculture still remains a sensitive area, its high-quality products are in growing demand among the Chinese. Meanwhile, U.S. agricultural products have gained a greater competitive advantage in the Japanese market thanks in large part to mounting concern toward the safety of food and food products entering Japan from China. No other time is riper than today for a Japan-U.S. economic partnership agreement (EPA). The largest and second-largest free market economies, if bound together, would give the safest assurance for world peace in the 21st century. In retrospect, stability in the 20th century matured only after World War I, the Russian Revolution, the Great Depression and World War II. The nuclear deterrent capabilities of the United States and the Soviet Union brought "peace" to the world--also known as the Cold War. If the Cold War environment was a state of equilibrium, the world now is in a prolonged, shaky period of transition in search of a new equilibrium of the 21st century. Amid such uncertainties, one thing is evident: The once-favored scenario of a proliferation of borderless economies leading to a "global society" that embraces "global citizens" was nothing but a mirage. Where then can we find a source of "trust" with historical underpinnings? This is a question we must always return to, and its answer lies in the Japan-U.S. alliance. It must not be diluted. Suffice to say, skeptics should look no further than the surrounding waters of Japan. There, it is as though the Chinese, calculating that the U.S. government's strategic preparedness will wane, are testing the effectiveness of the Japan-U.S. alliance. This is evidenced by recent repeated attempts by China to enter the Senkaku area, a de facto naval provocation against Japan. By carefully gauging the Japanese government's indecisiveness as well as the silence on the U.S. side, Beijing will most likely intensify its provocations and try to make its naval presence a fait accompli. What if, as a result, the bonding trust between the Americans and the Japanese was significantly weakened? That is the psychological landscape the Chinese intend to bring about. In order to prevent such a vicious turn of events from occurring, a clear message must continue to be sent to China and to the rest of the world that the United States is an Asia-Pacific nation, not an aloof outsider, and that the Japan-U.S. alliance will tolerate no intervention into the sphere it covers. What can the Japanese do to make those challenges achievable? That is the question Japan should address and pursue at the dawn of the Obama administration. One powerful solution is to forge the EPA. The rationale behind it is multifold. Firstly, industries on both sides have accomplished mature complementarities. Boeing cannot make its passenger aircraft, for instance, without relying upon the carbon fiber materials that only Japanese textile companies can provide. Secondly, the two most advanced market economies of Japan and the United States, if bound together, would put a powerful brake on protectionism. The EPA between these two nations that is 100 percent open and rigorously rule-based could create a bulwark against protectionist forces, thereby sustaining the liberal and open trading platform. Whether Japan and the United States can strike such an EPA hinges on Japanese agricultural policies. Japan must totally reboot its agriculture. The government has long tried to protect the farmers, thereby, in effect, maintaining the inefficiency of the industry. As a consequence, the country's farmland has been left desolate, with few young people wanting to succeed their farmer parents. With or without the EPA, it is the government's agricultural policies that have made the nation's agriculture unsustainable. For Japan, now is the time to reform its postwar farm policy that harks back to the days of the Occupation. This policy has been rigidly kept in place since then, failing to keep abreast of the times. If Japan can reform its agricultural policies and turn it into an export-oriented and job-creating sector, Japan and the United States will also be able to forge a complementary relationship between their farm industries that is based on a division of labor. In short, the Japan-U.S. EPA, and the resulting firmer integration between the two economies, would benefit Japan on many fronts. It would protect the open trading regime. The Japan-U.S. alliance would gain more stamina, further enabling the two nations to face up squarely against China. It would also help restructure Japanese agriculture, a task long overdue. Japan could add strength to the U.S. economy in many other areas. The technologies Japan has developed for its high-speed trains, if transferred to the United States under the EPA framework, would help theAmericans initiate large-scale public works projects, generate job opportunities and tackle climate change. High-speed railways emit the least amount of greenhouse gases of all modes of mass transit connecting major cities. Also, to provide the United States with Japan's high-speed railway technology in its entirety would surely enhance the mutual trust between the two peoples. True, high-speed railways are about traffic infrastructure. But, it could be the solution to many other issues if the EPA is put in place. It goes without saying that the road to realizing the Japan-U.S. EPA is rough. However, rising to the challenge of tackling a series of obviously difficult tasks is the only way for Japan to find a breakthrough solution for a better future. It is my earnest hope that the Japan-U.S. EPA will come into being under the leadership of Prime Minister Taro Aso. I hope that he will waste no time and spare no effort in enhancing the Japan-U.S. alliance, which must function as well in the 21st century as it has in the past


Good- Warming, Terror, Econ

Relations Solve Warming, North Korea, Terrorism and Econ 
Kyodo 09

[Kyodo , Japan’s Largest News Agency, “Japan PM Aso heads to Washington for talks with Obama” 2/23/09, Lexis]
Japanese Prime Minister Taro Aso headed to Washington on Monday night as the first foreign leader to meet with President Barack Obama  at the White House, where the two will underscore the importance of the bilateral alliance by reaffirming cooperation over the economic crisis, antiterrorism efforts and global warming. Aso, embattled by plummeting support ratings amid the nation's worst postwar economic crisis, will announce fresh aid for Pakistan, including low-interest loans, to demonstrate Tokyo support for the United States in fighting terrorism in neighbouring Afghanistan, a priority in Obama 's foreign policy. "At a time when the world is riddled with problems such as the financial crisis, terrorism and global warming," Aso told reporters in Tokyo before leaving, "it is most important for the United States and Japan, which are the world's largest and second-largest economies, to share recognition on the need to cooperate in tackling seriously the worldwide and long-term problems." "While time is limited, this will be an important meeting in which (the leaders will discuss) how the international community can overcome this global (financial) crisis," Chief Cabinet Secretary Takeo Kawamura said Monday morning. Aso plans to convey the message that "Japan will do whatever it can with its financial and economic capabilities for stabilizing the international economy," and will engage in a "frank discussion" with Obama on the controversial "Buy American" provision in the US economic stimulus package, Kawamura said. Meeting ahead of the Group of 20 financial summit scheduled for April 2 in London, the leaders of the world's top two economies are expected to coordinate measures to deal with the global economic downturn. Both leaders will also agree to press ahead with concerted efforts to boost the bilateral alliance and address the situation in North Korea, including its nuclear weapons and missile programmes which Tokyo and Washington hope to resolve through the six-party denuclearization negotiations. Aso is expected to seek Obama 's understanding of and support for Japan's position on demanding that North Korea come clean over its past abductions of at least a dozen Japanese citizens who remain missing. On global warming, a field in which the two allies' positions differed under former US President George W. Bush's administration, Aso and Obama are likely to agree to close cooperation in reducing greenhouse gas emissions, such as by promoting the development of alternative energy sources. The talks between Aso and Obama  on Tuesday morning will come ahead of Obama's policy speech to a joint session of Congress that night to outline his domestic and foreign policy agenda. US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton conveyed Obama 's invitation for talks with Aso in Washington during her trip to Japan last week. Aso will be the first foreign leader to be hosted by the new US president at the White House since he took office Jan. 20. Obama  met with Mexican President Felipe Calderon in Washington prior to his inauguration and Canadian Prime Minister Stephen Harper in Ottawa last week on his first international trip.
US-Japan relations Good- Russia

Relations Key to U.S.- Russian Relations 

Okamoto 02

[Yukio Okamoto,  president of Okamoto Associates, Inc., special adviser to the cabinet and chairman of the Japanese prime minister’s Task Force on Foreign Relations. The Washington Quarterly, Spring 2002, http://www.twq.com/02spring/okamoto.pdf]

In military terms, the U.S.-Japan alliance’s struggle with Russia is dramatically reduced. Now the allies will need to work together to bring Russia into the circle of advanced, industrialized democratic states. Despite the Putin administration’s current apparently pro-Western policies, Russia will need many decades to extinguish its long-standing profound mistrust of the United States. NATO’s repeated rejections of Russian requests to be considered a candidate for membership, coupled with that body’s relentless expansion toward Russia’s borders, has led Russian leaders to express an aspiration to become a greater power in the Pacific. Although Russia’s continuing refusal to return the Northern Territories to Japan and the lack of a peace treaty ending World War II clouds Japanese sentiment toward Russia, Japan remains the key for Russia’s entry into the Pacific. In this context, Japan has a role to play as a less threatening representative of the West and as an example of non–Euro- U.S. democratic tradition. Putin’s personal attachment to Japan may also make the relationship between Japan and Russia an important conduit of communication between the West and Moscow in the years to come. 
U.S. Russia war is the most likely scenario for extinction – Weapons are fired in five minutes

Helfand and Pastore ‘09

 [Ira Helfand, M.D. and John O. Pastore, M.D. are past presidents of Physicians for Social Responsibility “U.S.-Russia nuclear war still a threat” 3/31/9 http://www.projo.com/opinion/contributors/content/CT_pastoreline_03-31-09_EODSCAO_v15.bbdf23.html]

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

Alliance key to American heg 

Calder 09

[Kent E. Calder, Director of the Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at SAIS, Johns Hopkins University. “Pacific Alliance” 2009 pp 4-5 ]

Japan contributes directly to U.S. military preeminence, both by providing bases for U.S. forces and by supplying substantial levels of host-nation sup​port—well over $4 billion annually.7 Even more important, Tokyo quite con​sistently supports the role of the U.S. dollar as a global reserve currency and generally acts to stabilize its exchange-rate value. This "exorbitant privilege," as Charles de Gaulle once put it, of providing the global key currency allows the United States an autonomy from fiscal constraints on its military deployments available to no other nation. It allowed the Reagan administration to accelerate military spending in the 1980s, despite rising fiscal deficits, so as to force the collapse of the Soviet Union. It also afforded George W. Bush the leeway two decades later of flexibly pursuing the Iraq War. The Japanese financial contribution to the bilateral alliance is, of course, a function of Tokyo's capital surpluses and capital exports. These began to accu​mulate in earnest during the early 1980s, with the relaxation of Japanese capital controls, and keep growing to this day. Japanese transactions within the United States in domestic and foreign securities swelled from $6.6 billion in 1980 to $130.6 billion in 1985 and to $1.1 trillion in 1989, before dropping by half in 1992. Japanese purchases picked back up, however, to $1.2 trillion in 2007.8 Such flows continue to enhance American fiscal flexibility, including the criti​cal strategic ability to raise military spending when circumstances demand. In​ternational foreign-exchange market instability, including a sharp revaluation of the yen or other foreign currencies, could obviously disrupt such flows and thus constrain American strategic flexibility. For Japan, roo, ongoing changes in the global political economy generate important new rationales for the transpacific alliance. Japan, after all, is a mid​dle-range power, lacking strategic depth, which finds benefit in alignment with a larger power in world affairs. Japan is also an island nation, for whom align​ment with a preeminent global naval power has particular attraction. That was the logic underlying the Anglo-Japanese naval treaty of 1902, and it still has some parallel relevance today. The United States and Japan are natural geo​strategic allies, in the view of many.9  

Heg prevents nuclear war.

Khalilzad ’95  (Zalmay, RAND Corporation, Washington Quarterly, “Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold Water”, 18:2, Spring, L/N)
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.
Ext. US-Japan relations Good- Heg 
Relations Solve Heg
Okamoto 02

[Yukio Okamoto,  president of Okamoto Associates, Inc., special adviser to the cabinet and chairman of the Japanese prime minister’s Task Force on Foreign Relations. The Washington Quarterly, Spring 2002, http://www.twq.com/02spring/okamoto.pdf]

Fifty years have passed since Japan and the United States signed the original security treaty and more than 40 years have passed since the current 1960 treaty came into force. Neither Japan nor the United States has a desire to alter the treaty obligations, much less abrogate the alliance. Nevertheless, exploring potential alternatives to the alliance is worthwhile, if only to illuminate [End Page 71] why it is likely to survive. For Japan, treaty abrogation would result in a security vacuum that could be filled in only one of three ways. The first is armed neutrality, which would mean the development of a Japan ready to repel any threat, including the region's existing and incipient nuclear forces. The second is to establish a regional collective security arrangement. This option would require that the major powers in Asia accept a reduction of their troop strengths down to Japanese levels and accept a common political culture--democracy. Neither of these conditions is likely to be met for decades. The third option, the one outlined in the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty, is for Japan's security to be the responsibility of a permanent UN military force, ready to deploy at a moment's notice to preserve peace and stability in the region. Such a force, of course, does not yet exist. None of the three possible replacements for the Japan-U.S. alliance is realistic. The alternatives also seem certain to increase the likelihood of war in the region, not decrease it--the only reason that Japan would want to leave the U.S.-Japan alliance.An overview of aftereffects on the United States of an abrogation of the alliance runs along similar lines. In the absence of a robust, UN-based security system, relations between the giant countries of Asia would become uncertain and competitive--too precarious a situation for the United States and the world. The United States would lose access to the facilities on which it relies for power projection in the region. Much more importantly, it would also lose a friend--a wealthy, mature, and loyal friend.
US-Japan relations Good-Econ
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Nye and Armitage 7

[Joseph Nye University Distinguished Service Professor and Richard Armitage Deputy Secretary of State, “The U.S. Japan Alliance”,  Feburary 2007, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/070216_asia2020.pdf ]

Well into the future, the United States and Japan will hold the keys to economic prosperity and stability in Asia. Our two nations have a primary responsibility to exercise leadership and wise stewardship over the international economic system of which Asia is a major driver. Likewise, we need to consider ways to help each other successfully overcome our respective economic, structural, and strategic challenges. With the Doha Round of international trade talks in disarray, it is all the more important that we consider ways to expand the density and depth of our economic partnership, keeping a clear eye not simply on economics but also national strategy. The United States and Japan need to move quickly toward promoting and ensuring the forces of free trade and economic integration by launching negotiations toward a bilateral free-trade agreement. This would become the hub for an emerging network of FTAs in Asia and provide energy to the whole world economy.
Global nuclear war

Mead 9 (Walter Russell, Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy – Council on Foreign Relations, “Only Makes You Stronger”, The New Republic, 2-4, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2)

The greatest danger both to U.S.-China relations and to American power itself is probably not that China will rise too far, too fast; it is that the current crisis might end China's growth miracle. In the worst-case scenario, the turmoil in the international economy will plunge China into a major economic downturn. The Chinese financial system will implode as loans to both state and private enterprises go bad. Millions or even tens of millions of Chinese will be unemployed in a country without an effective social safety net. The collapse of asset bubbles in the stock and property markets will wipe out the savings of a generation of the Chinese middle class. The political consequences could include dangerous unrest--and a bitter climate of anti-foreign feeling that blames others for China's woes. (Think of Weimar Germany, when both Nazi and communist politicians blamed the West for Germany's economic travails.) Worse, instability could lead to a vicious cycle, as nervous investors moved their money out of the country, further slowing growth and, in turn, fomenting ever-greater bitterness. Thanks to a generation of rapid economic growth, China has so far been able to manage the stresses and conflicts of modernization and change; nobody knows what will happen if the growth stops. India's future is also a question. Support for global integration is a fairly recent development in India, and many serious Indians remain skeptical of it. While India's 60-year-old democratic system has resisted many shocks, a deep economic recession in a country where mass poverty and even hunger are still major concerns could undermine political order, long-term growth, and India's attitude toward the United States and global economic integration. The violent Naxalite insurrection plaguing a significant swath of the country could get worse; religious extremism among both Hindus and Muslims could further polarize Indian politics; and India's economic miracle could be nipped in the bud. If current market turmoil seriously damaged the performance and prospects of India and China, the current crisis could join the Great Depression in the list of economic events that changed history, even if the recessions in the West are relatively short and mild. The United States should stand ready to assist Chinese and Indian financial authorities on an emergency basis--and work very hard to help both countries escape or at least weather any economic downturn. It may test the political will of the Obama administration, but the United States must avoid a protectionist response to the economic slowdown. U.S. moves to limit market access for Chinese and Indian producers could poison relations for years. For billions of people in nuclear-armed countries to emerge from this crisis believing either that the United States was indifferent to their well-being or that it had profited from their distress could damage U.S. foreign policy far more severely than any mistake made by George W. Bush. It's not just the great powers whose trajectories have been affected by the crash. Lesser powers like Saudi Arabia and Iran also face new constraints. The crisis has strengthened the U.S. position in the Middle East as falling oil prices reduce Iranian influence and increase the dependence of the oil sheikdoms on U.S. protection. Success in Iraq--however late, however undeserved, however limited--had already improved the Obama administration's prospects for addressing regional crises. Now, the collapse in oil prices has put the Iranian regime on the defensive. The annual inflation rate rose above 29 percent last September, up from about 17 percent in 2007, according to Iran's Bank Markazi. Economists forecast that Iran's real GDP growth will drop markedly in the coming months as stagnating oil revenues and the continued global economic downturn force the government to rein in its expansionary fiscal policy. All this has weakened Ahmadinejad at home and Iran abroad. Iranian officials must balance the relative merits of support for allies like Hamas, Hezbollah, and Syria against domestic needs, while international sanctions and other diplomatic sticks have been made more painful and Western carrots (like trade opportunities) have become more attractive. Meanwhile, Saudi Arabia and other oil states have become more dependent on the United States for protection against Iran, and they have fewer resources to fund religious extremism as they use diminished oil revenues to support basic domestic spending and development goals. None of this makes the Middle East an easy target for U.S. diplomacy, but thanks in part to the economic crisis, the incoming administration has the chance to try some new ideas and to enter negotiations with Iran (and Syria) from a position of enhanced strength. Every crisis is different, but there seem to be reasons why, over time, financial crises on balance reinforce rather than undermine the world position of the leading capitalist countries. Since capitalism first emerged in early modern Europe, the ability to exploit the advantages of rapid economic development has been a key factor in international competition. Countries that can encourage--or at least allow and sustain--the change, dislocation, upheaval, and pain that capitalism often involves, while providing their tumultuous 
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market societies with appropriate regulatory and legal frameworks, grow swiftly. They produce cutting-edge technologies that translate into military and economic power. They are able to invest in education, making their workforces ever more productive. They typically develop liberal political institutions and cultural norms that value, or at least tolerate, dissent and that allow people of different political and religious viewpoints to collaborate on a vast social project of modernization--and to maintain political stability in the face of accelerating social and economic change. The vast productive capacity of leading capitalist powers gives them the ability to project influence around the world and, to some degree, to remake the world to suit their own interests and preferences. This is what the United Kingdom and the United States have done in past centuries, and what other capitalist powers like France, Germany, and Japan have done to a lesser extent. In these countries, the social forces that support the idea of a competitive market economy within an appropriately liberal legal and political framework are relatively strong. But, in many other countries where capitalism rubs people the wrong way, this is not the case. On either side of the Atlantic, for example, the Latin world is often drawn to anti-capitalist movements and rulers on both the right and the left. Russia, too, has never really taken to capitalism and liberal society--whether during the time of the czars, the commissars, or the post-cold war leaders who so signally failed to build a stable, open system of liberal democratic capitalism even as many former Warsaw Pact nations were making rapid transitions. Partly as a result of these internal cultural pressures, and partly because, in much of the world, capitalism has appeared as an unwelcome interloper, imposed by foreign forces and shaped to fit foreign rather than domestic interests and preferences, many countries are only half-heartedly capitalist. When crisis strikes, they are quick to decide that capitalism is a failure and look for alternatives. So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.
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Relations solve South China Sea Conflict 

Okamoto 02

[Yukio Okamoto,  president of Okamoto Associates, Inc., special adviser to the cabinet and chairman of the Japanese prime minister’s Task Force on Foreign Relations. The Washington Quarterly, Spring 2002, http://www.twq.com/02spring/okamoto.pdf]

In the 1980s, Japan pledged to develop a defense capacity to protect the Asia-Pacific sea lanes extending 1,000 nautical miles outward from Japan. Around the same time, Japan accepted a special mission to develop an incomparable antisubmarine warfare capability. The choice of the latter mission was a result of a quirk of geography: Japan had effective control of the three straits -- the Tsushima, Tsugaru, and Soya (La Perouse) -- that the Soviet Pacific Fleet's submarines had to use in order to pass between the Pacific and their home ports in Vladivostok and Nakhodka.  One of the outcomes of these two programs is that Japan now has a considerable store of expertise and equipment applicable to surveillance and interdiction of targets in the mid-ocean and coastal areas. By many measures, the MSDF is now the world's second-most powerful maritime force, counting among its assets an aerial armada of 100 P-3C Orion patrol aircraft. With the deterioration of Russia's submarine and surface fleets, the MSDF could shift its focus from the Japan Sea to the East China Sea and the western Pacific. Japanese MSDF vessels and U.S. Navy vessels can work in tandem to assure that these areas remain empty of threats to free commerce and travel.  The Japan-U.S. alliance also probably serves as a deterrent against any one nation seizing control of the Spratly Islands and, by extension, the sea lanes and resources of the South China Sea. Formally, the area is outside the Far East region that the United States and Japan agree is covered by Article 6 of the security treaty. For the countries vying for control of the sea, however, the proximity of two of the world's great maritime forces must at least urge them to use caution as they pursue their competition.
South China Sea Conflict Goes Nuclear 
Dodge 5 (Paul, Department of Defense and Strategic Studies – Missouri State University, “China’s Naval Strategy and Nuclear Weapons: The Risks of Intentional and Inadvertent Nuclear Escalation”, Comparative Strategy, 24(5), December, p. 415-416)

In the summer of 2005, Chinese Major-General Zhu Chenghu threatened the United States with nuclear attack, stating that, “If the Americans draw their missiles and position-guided ammunition on to the target zone on China’s territory, I think we will have to respond with nuclear weapons.”1 It should be noted that the People’s Republic of China (PRC) considers Taiwan to be PRC territory, as well as the territorial waters surrounding the island, its exclusive economic zone, those of the Senkaku (Diaoyutai Islands), and virtually the entire South China Sea and its islands. To be successful in any military effort to acquire Taiwan or any of its many other territorial ambitions, the PRC realizes that it must be able to deter U.S. military intervention. The idea is to convince the United States and the world that China is both capable and, more importantly, willing to inflict grievous casualties on U.S. forces, even at the cost of heavy economic, diplomatic, and military losses to the PRC. Efforts toward this end have been manifested over recent years in the form of greatly increased military spending, the acquisition of weapons designed specifically to attack U.S. naval forces, the development of new strategic and tactical nuclear weapons, and the formation of a naval warfighting strategy that emphasizes asymmetric attacks on high-value U.S. assets and personnel. The July statement from General Zhu is of course among the most visible of these efforts. One wonders why General Zhu was not fired or even sternly reprimanded by his military and Chinese Communist Party (CCP) superiors for such a statement at an official press conference. In truth, it is but the latest in a string of bellicose remarks by high-ranking Chinese military officials designed to convince the U.S. policymaking, intelligence, and military communities that China is ready to escalate to the use of nuclear weapons should it become necessary. Classic deterrence, after all, dictates that an enemy can only be deterred through the combination of capability and credibility. However, when considered in the context of the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) and Navy (PLAN) strategy to take on the United States in a naval and aerial conflict, China’s strategy to deter can be seen as a recipe for inadvertent nuclear escalation. Put simply, this piece argues that China’s warfighting doctrine is misguided, unrealistic, and dangerous. It is misguided because it places a great deal of focus on attacking U.S. aircraft carriers, which in reality are likely to be far more difficult to find, track, and attack than the Chinese realize. It is unrealistic because the vast majority of Chinese naval and air forces, which comprise the backbone of its conventional force options, are likely to be annihilated by American standoff weapons, advanced aircraft, and vastly superior attack submarines. Most important of all, the way in which China has mated its nuclear strategy to its conventional warfighting strategy is extremely dangerous because it makes nuclear war with the United States far more likely. There are several reasons why this is the case. First, China’s acquisition of advanced foreign weaponry, its expectation that the United States will back down at the first hint of casualties, and its belief that nuclear weapons can act as a force multiplier all threaten to lower the nuclear threshold and cause a deterrence failure vis-`a-vis U.S. forces in the region. Lulled into a false sense of security, China may act on its irredentist policies when it should be deterred by superior U.S. forces and slim chances for victory. Second, Chinese capabilities are actually very modest, meaning they are only suitable for combat against other regional states. When faced with a first-rate power, China’s forces will suffer heavy attrition. 
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Finally, the loss of these forces, including high-value naval combatants, aircraft, and early warning assets, will cause China’s conventional strategy to collapse, leaving only nuclear options. At this point, the PRC will be left with only two real choices and find itself at a strategic “fork in the road.” On one hand, it can de-escalate, sue for peace, or otherwise accept defeat. On the other, it can fall back on the nuclear aspect of its doctrine. Enormous domestic, economic, and political pressures will make the choice of the former a very difficult one for the PRC leadership. The latter choice entails either early nuclear usage to avoid anticipated casualties, or later use in a desperate effort to cause massive U.S. casualties, aid PLAN conventional forces, or tip the tactical balance in China’s favor. This analysis first examines the conventional aspects of China’s naval strategy and its preoccupation with anti-carrier tactics. Nuclear weapons are closely integrated with conventional forces in this strategy, and both play a crucial role in threatening high-value U.S. assets. The discussion then turns to the real-world difficulties China would face while attempting to track and attack an aircraft carrier battlegroup. Similarly, the vital role of U.S. attack submarines in defeating China’s anti-access strategies will be detailed. While these sections explore why China’s anti-carrier and sea denial strategies are unlikely to succeed, they also highlight just a few of the many reasons why China’s forces would stand little real chance against U.S. forces in the foreseeable future. Finally, these factors will be analyzed in the context of theories of inadvertent escalation. Originally formulated in reference to late ColdWar conflict scenarios, these ideas are greatly germane to any future Sino-U.S. conflict. It is only through the exploration of the impacts of U.S. offensive and defensive actions, as well as the concomitant attrition of conventional forces, that the full escalatory dangers of Chinese warfighting strategy may be revealed. 
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Medeiros 06

[Evan S. Medeiros- a political scientist at the RAND Corporation, “Strategic Hedging and the

Future of Asia-Pacific Stability”, The Washington Quarterly,  Winter 05-06, http://www.twq.com/06winter/docs/06winter_medeiros.pdf ]
The U.S.-Japanese alliance is the most important and long-standing element of U.S. security strategy in Asia and is central to its efforts to hedge against the possible emergence of a revisionist China. The Bush administration has consistently taken steps to increase Japan's military role and diplomatic involvement in global and regional security affairs. U.S. strategists support such actions in arguing they are commensurate with Japan's position as an economic power, as a means to burden-share with Japan in addressing regional security challenges, and as consistent with U.S. efforts to shape China's ascendance and dissuade it from potentially destabilizing actions in the future. n12 The United States seeks a "global partnership" with Japan and is pursuing this by encouraging it to contribute to U.S. military operations in Afghanistan and Iraq, coordinating extensively with Tokyo on regional aid and relief issues, and augmenting bilateral defense trade. The United States also supports constitutional reform that could allow Japan's military potentially to expand and be more active in the region. Such an expanded role was demonstrated by the participation of Japanese forces in the U.S.-Thai-Singaporean "Cobra Gold" military exercise with Southeast Asian nations for the first time this year. U.S.-Japanese military technical cooperation is also growing, especially on missile defenses. In February 2005, the United States and Japan issued for the first time a highly consequential joint statement that explicitly tied the bilateral alliance to peace and security in the Taiwan Strait. Finally, the current U.S. Global Defense Posture Review envisions changes in deployments and command structures that would increase interoperability and further facilitate Japan's military assuming a greater role in U.S.-led military operations in Asia and beyond.n13
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Okamoto 02

[Yukio Okamoto,  president of Okamoto Associates, Inc., special adviser to the cabinet and chairman of the Japanese prime minister’s Task Force on Foreign Relations. The Washington Quarterly, Spring 2002, http://www.twq.com/02spring/okamoto.pdf]

Regardless of whether China's development take the bright path or the fearful one, however, reason for concern exists on one issue: the resolution of the status of Taiwan. Chinese citizens from all walks of life have an attachment to the reunification of Taiwan and the mainland that transcends reason. The U.S.-Japan alliance represents a significant hope for a peaceful resolution of the Taiwan problem. Both Japan and the United States have clearly stated that they oppose reunification by force. When China conducted provocative missile tests in the waters around Taiwan in 1996, the United States sent two aircraft carrier groups into nearby waters as a sign of its disapproval of China's belligerent act. Japan seconded the U.S. action, raising in Chinese minds the possibility that Japan might offer logistical and other support to its ally in the event of hostilities. Even though intervention is only a possibility, a strong and close tie between Japanese and U.S. security interests guarantees that the Chinese leadership cannot afford to miscalculate the consequences of an unprovoked attack on Taiwan. The alliance backs up Japan's basic stance that the two sides need to come to a negotiated solution. 
Nuclear War 
Strait Times 2k

[ “Regional Fallout: No one gains in war over Taiwan”6/25/00, Lexis]
THE DOOMSDAY SCENARIO THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -- horror of horrors -- raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -- truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilization. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armageddon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else. 
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Okamoto 02

[Yukio Okamoto,  president of Okamoto Associates, Inc., special adviser to the cabinet and chairman of the Japanese prime minister’s Task Force on Foreign Relations. The Washington Quarterly, Spring 2002, http://www.twq.com/02spring/okamoto.pdf]

Despite its years of famine; its evaporating industrial and energy infrastructure; and its choking, inhumane society, the DPRK government still refuses to retreat to its place on the ash heap of history. Despite the poverty of the people, the North Korean military maintains an arsenal of thousands of rocket launchers and pieces of artillery-- some of  which are possibly loaded with chemical and biological warheads -- awaiting the signal to wipe Seoul off the map. The DPRK's immense stock of weapons includes large numbers of Nodong missiles capable of striking Japan's western coastal regions and probably longer-range missiles capable of hitting every major Japanese city. The United States has two combat aircraft wings in the ROK, in Osan and Kunsan. In addition, some 30,000 U.S. Army troops are stationed near Seoul. Most military experts admit that the army troops serve a largely symbolic function; if an actual war were to erupt, a massive North Korean artillery bombardment could pin down both the U.S. Eighth Army and the ROK armed forces at the incipient stage. The firepower the USFJ can bring to bear upon the Korean Peninsula within a matter of hours makes the U.S.-Japan alliance the Damoclean sword hanging over the DPRK. The DPRK leaders are masters of deception and manipulation, but they know that launching a military strike against the ROK will expose them to a strong and final counterstrike from U.S. forces in Japan. 

This risks nuclear wars throughout Asia

Cimbala, 10 - Prof. of Political Science @ Penn State, (Stephen, Nuclear Weapons and Cooperative Security in the 21st Century, p. 117-8)

Failure to contain proliferation in Pyongyang could spread nuclear fever throughout Asia.  Japan and South Korea might seek nuclear weapons and missile defenses.  A pentagonal configuration of nuclear powers in the Pacific basis (Russia, China, Japan, and the two Koreas – not including the United States, with its own Pacific interests) could put deterrence at risk and create enormous temptation toward nuclear preemption.  Apart from actual use or threat of use, North Korea could exploit the mere existence of an assumed nuclear capability in order to support its coercive diplomacy.  As George H. Quester has noted:

If the Pyongyang regime plays its cards sensibly and well, therefore, the world will not see its nuclear weapons being used against Japan or South Korea or anyone else, but will rather see this new nuclear arsenal held in reserve (just as the putative Israeli nuclear arsenal has been held in reserve), as a deterrent against the outside world’s applying maximal pressure on Pyongyang and as a bargaining chip to extract the economic and political concessions that the DPRK needs if it wishes to avoid giving up its peculiar approach to social engineering.

A five-sided nuclear competition in the Pacific would be linked, in geopolitical deterrence and proliferation space, to the existing nuclear deterrents in India and Pakistan, and to the emerging nuclear weapons status of Iran.  An arc of nuclear instability from Tehran to Tokyo could place U.S. proliferation strategies into the ash heap of history and call for more drastic military options, not excluding preemptive war, defenses, and counter-deterrent special operations.  In addition, an eight-sided nuclear arms race in Asia would increase the likelihood of accidental or inadvertent nuclear war.  It would do so because: (1) some of these states already have histories of protracted conflict; (2) states may have politically unreliable or immature command and control systems, especially during a crisis involving a decision for nuclear first strike or retaliation; unreliable or immature systems might permit a technical malfunction that caused an unintended launch, or a deliberate but unauthorized launch by rogue commanders; (3) faulty intelligence and warning systems might cause one side to misinterpret the other’s defensive moves to forestall attack as offensive preparations for attack, thus triggering a mistaken preemption.

US-Japan relations Good- Prolif 

Key to Solve East Asia Prolif 
Nye and Armitage 7

[Joseph Nye University Distinguished Service Professor and Richard Armitage Deputy Secretary of State, “The U.S. Japan Alliance”,  Feburary 2007, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/070216_asia2020.pdf ]

To address the growing threat of missile proliferation in the region, the United States and Japan have cooperated to develop missile defense technologies and concepts. The United States and Japan are now in the process of producing and employing a missile defense system, sharing the technological capabilities of the world’s two largest economies. By cooperating on this important venture, Japan will benefit from the synergies resulting from a missile defense command and control system, improving its joint operational systems and our bilateral ability to quickly share critical information. To produce and employ missile defense systems successfully together, Japan changed its prohibition on military exports, allowing such exports to the United States. Through all of these measures, the alliance made rapid progress in defense cooperation to meet challenges imposed by the existing security environment.
East Asia prolif causes nuclear war.
Cerincione ’00  (Joseph, Director of the Non-Proliferation Project – Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Foreign Policy, “The Asian nuclear reaction chain”, Issue 118, Spring, Proquest) 

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

Rapp 04
[ Lieutenant Col. William E Rapp PH.D in IR from Stanford “Paths Diverging?” Janurary 2004 http://www.carlisle.army.mil/ssi/pdffiles/PUB367.pdf)

Finally, the alliance can provide the continuity of peace and trust necessary for the growth of liberalism throughout the region. Success for the United States and Japan will increasingly be measured in terms of an increased community of vibrant, pacific, free-market democracies in Asia. Making the two publics aware of the idealistic benefits of the alliance will make more headway toward acceptance of a deepening partnership than simply focusing on the alliance’s role in power politics in the region. Creating the conditions for that liberal development and tamping down the anticipated frictions that will arise along the way can best be accomplished in tandem. In the long run, this liberalism backed by the concerted power of the United States and Japan will bring lasting stability to the region. 

Democracy is critical to preventing extinction 

Diamond 95

[Larry, senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, “Promoting Democracy in the 1990s”]

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

US-Japan relations Good- Middle East/Russia

Relations Key to Middle east and Russian Stability 

Calder 09

[Kent E. Calder, Director of the Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at SAIS, Johns Hopkins University. “Pacific Alliance” 2009 pp165-167 ]

To begin with, the stability of the Middle East and particularly the Persian Gulf must rank high on any list of shared global concerns. Three countries there—Saudi Arabia, Iraq, and Iran—possess nearly two-thirds of world oil re​serves, while the region as a whole likely holds three-quarters of the global total. Fully a quarter of the world's natural gas supplies also likely lie beneath the Per​sian Gulf and its littoral nations. Just as important for the U.S.-Japan relationship, Japan is overwhelmingly dependent on the Gulf for its oil and, to a lesser degree, for its gas supplies. It gets 90 percent of its oil and slightly more than 20 percent of its gas from that volatile tegion.10 Those ratios are among the highest on earth and have been steadily rising over the past decade. The United States is much less dependent, getting only 21 percent of its oil in 2007 and virtually none of its gas from the Persian Gulf." Washington has, to be sure, crucial interests in the stability of the broader global energy regime and also in the security of Israel. These strategic concerns transcend its narrower national energy stakes and provide a crucial rationale for some sort of continuing American geopolitical involvement in the region. Japan, by contrast, clearly has a strong energy and economic interest in the sta​bility of the Middle East, especially the Gulf, and few political-military means to assure it. This transpacific asymmetry regarding Middle East affairs—enter​ing on the stability of the Gulf and access to it—provides one of the most im​portant political-economic rationales for the U.S.-Japan alliance, especially from the Japanese side. Russia also figures importantly in the Middle Eastern stability equation, es​pecially in its geopolitical dimensions. It is a neighbor to the Middle East, as shown in figure 7.1, bordering both Iran and Turkey to the north. This geo​graphical propinquity is a matter of utmost importance in global terms, espe​cially when viewed in conjunction with the energy equation. Russia is also a strong complement to the Persian Gulf in the world of en​ergy, with roughly one-third of proven world gas reserves and another 10 per​cent of global oil. Russia and rhe Middle East together thus hold around 70 percent of proven world oil reserves and 67 percent of global gas, as indicated in figure 7.2. Together, they have the potential to exercise a controlling influ​ence on a resource of vital importance to both the United States and Japan, which are the two largest energy importers in the world. The former Soviet "near abroad"—-primarily Central Asian states over whose energy access to the broader world Russia continues to hold substantial sway—contributes another 6 percent to the world gas and 4 percent to the world oil equation, thus com​pounding Central Eurasian dominance with respect to global energy supply.12 Several of the most crucial emerging security issues that confront the United States and Japan in the unitary global political economy now emerging thus re​late to stability in the Persian Gulf and surrounding regions. There is, first of all, the question of political-economic stability in the countries concerned. This is a crucial question with respect to Iran, the largest of the nations border​ing the Persian Gulf, and also Saudi Arabia, which holds a quarter of the worlds oil reserves, not to mention Iraq. These countries face enormous loom​ing demographic and employment challenges and joblessness over 10 percent in some Persian Gulf countries. Yet the GDP of all the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC)13 nations combined—oil wealth notwithstanding— remains less than that of Spain alone.14 Apart from this stability issue, there is the pressing question of how Russia and the Middle East, immediate neighbors that they are, will relate to one an​other politically and diplomatically in future years. Confrontation and en-flamed relations between Russia and the world of Islam are not, in the post-Cold War era, in the interest of either the United States of Japan, as they could exacerbate the already delicate and volatile ethnic balance of the region. Yet nei​ther has intimate and plausible understandings with the other, especially with respect to energy pricing and supply. 

US-Japan relations Good-Iraqi Instability

Relations Key to Iraqi stability 

Calder 09

[Kent E. Calder, Director of the Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at SAIS, Johns Hopkins University. “Pacific Alliance” 2009 pp138-139 WC]

During its mission in Iraq, the SDF hired more than a thousand local people a day, totaling nearly half a million, mainly in Samawah.11 It thereby made another major contribution to a local community suffering from high unem​ployment. The GSDF even offered on-the-job training in the operation of con​struction machines. This economic-oriented approach helped elicit local infor​mation on potential terrorists' attacks, as those hired were sometimes friends and relatives of terrorists themselves, with incentives influenced by ongoing benefits to their local communities. In addition to the carrot, there was also a bit of a stick, albeit one uniquely postwar Japanese in its hybrid adaptation to both Iraqi wartime conditions and Japanese domestic concerns. In addition to the GSDF's normal armament for overseas deployment of pistols, rifles, and machine guns, it was permitted to arm itselfwith recoilless rifles. GSDF troops likewise carried light antitank mu​nitions and moved in wheeled armored personnel carriers and light armored vehicles, in order to counter the threat of suicide attacks by local insurgents. As a result of these precautions, combined with subtle Dutch, British, and Aus​tralian protection, the GSDF was able to accomplish its mission without any loss of life attributable to terrorist attacks. Beginning in February 2004, around two hundred ASDF personnel became engaged in transporting humanitarian and reconstruction supplies via ASDF C-130S from Kuwait into Iraq. The ASDF's original mission statement under the basic plan included airlifting from Kuwait to Baghdad and other Iraqi ur​ban centers. During the GSDF deployment in Samawah, the ASDF concen​trated on supplying its GSDF colleagues, via air facilities in Nasiriyah and Basra, but that mission ultimately broadened to ditect support of other allied forces after the GSDF's withdrawal from the country. As of September 10, 2008, the ASDF had transported 640 tons of equipment and supplies.12 The nominal rationale for the steady expansion of offshore SDF activities since 9/11 has been support for the "international community" in general, rather than explicit backing for the United States alone.13 After the terrorist at​tacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon in 2001, there was some consideration given to framing Japan's response explicitly in terms of the re​cently revised U.S.-Japan Defense Guidelines. 
US-Japan relations Good- Missile Defense

Japan-U.S. Relations Leads to Missile Defense 

Calder 09

[Kent E. Calder, Director of the Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at SAIS, Johns Hopkins University. “Pacific Alliance” 2009 pp145-147 ]
Japan's reasons for intimate cooperation with the United States in the North​east Asian region have thus strengthened over the past decade, regardless of what the argument for involvement in Iraq—clearly less persuasive from Japans strategic viewpoint—might be. Consolidation of the bilateral U.S.​Japan military alliance is rapidly occurring in other areas as well, driven by both technological imperatives and political opportunity. Technologically, the driv​ing force is the rising capability of North Korean and Chinese missile and nu​clear capabilities, now demonstrably capable of delivering terror weapons into Japan's heavily populated Kanto plain and Kansai region and possibly capable of hitting some key American and SDF defense facilities as well. These capabil​ities, demonstrated unmistakably duting the Taiwan missile crisis of 1996 and by the North Korean missile tests of 1998 and 2006 and suggested in reported advances of the North Korean WMD program, have accelerated the urgency, from Tokyo's standpoint, of introducing at least a modified ballistic missile de​fense (BMD) system. In September 1993, following North Korea's provocative test launches of Nodong-i missiles in May 1990 and May 1993, the United States and Japan es​tablished a Theater Missile Defense Working Group.31 In 1994, the two countries undertook a major Bilateral Study on Ballistic Missile Defense (BSBMD) to investigate the technological feasibility of BMD systems. In 1999 Washing​ton and Tokyo inaugurated a joint research program on four key BMD inter​ceptor-missile technologies, including infrared seekers in missile nose cones; the protection of infrared seekers from heat generated in flight; a Kinetic Kill Vehicle for the destruction of ballistic missiles; and a second-stage rocket motor for the related interceptor missile.32 These were all areas in which American and Japanese technical capabilities were well matched to the defense-industrial challenge at hand.33 Despite this vigorous bilateral research program, however, Japan was for some time hesitant to move toward implementation, even after 9/11. Indeed, in December 2002, when JDA Director General Ishiba Shigeru noted, after meet​ing with U.S. Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld, an enthusiastic BMD pro​ponent, that Japan was studying BMD "with a view of future development and deployment,"34 he was sharply rebuked by both Prime Minister Koizumi and Chief Cabinet Secretary Fukuda for these comments.35 It was only as the North Korean nuclear crisis began to deepen in 2003 that Japan decided to move more actively toward deployment. In May 2003 Koizumi indicated that Japan might accelerate consideration of its participation in a joint BMD program with the United States. A few months later, in December 2003, Japan announced it would procure an off-the-shelf BMD system from the United States, while also continuing to study the joint development with the United States of future BMD technology. By June 2006 PAC-3 interceptors were deployed at Kadena Air Base in Okinawa to defend that key U.S. facility against opposing missiles. Meanwhile, an X-band radar, a key clemenr in BMD monitoring systems, was operationatized at the ASDF s Shariki base in Aomori Prefecture, near Mi-sawa Air Base. In December 2006, the JDA announced plans to build a new joint-interceptor base at Sasebo in Kyushu,36 close to China and the Taiwan Strait, while in March 2007, PAC-3 interceptors became operational at Iruma Air Base north of Tokyo, in defense of the capital.37 By December 2007, Japan had successfully demonstrated basic operational missile defense capabilities it​self. In cooperation with the U.S. Missile Defense Agency the Japanese navy Aegis-equipped destroyer Kongo successfully destroyed a medium-range target missile with the general characteristics of North Koreas Taepo Dong I one hun​dred miles above the Pacific/58 In buying off-the-shelf technology, much of it likely to be black-boxed, Japan has apparently decided to deepen its technological reliance on the United States, and to integrate its strategies more decisively with Washington. By de​ploying a navy theaterwide mobile missile defense system highly dependent on information flows originating with the United States, Tokyo is also acquiring a weapon system that is dependent on American cooperation to function prop​erly39 Its self-defense strategies are thus being intimately linked to the U.S.​Japan alliance in unprecedented ways. Most important, the technological nature of BMD increasingly means that Japanese policymakers will no longer be able to employ the type of ambiguity found in the revised Defense Guidelines to obscure the full extent of their mil​itary support for the United States, as has often been true in the past. The short time frame—normally less than ten minutes—that is needed for a BMD sys​tern to respond to a missile launch means that there will be no time for Japan's political leaders to debate decisions on interceptor launches. They will need to devolve decisions increasingly on joint U.S.-Japan operational commands now being set up, as we shall see, expressly for this purpose. The best they can most probably do is to specify cleat rules of engagement dealing with pre​planned scenarios for committing Japan to conflict. BMD systems, like rapid-reaction antiterrorist arrangements, also have im​portant implications for Japan's prohibition on the exercise of the right of col​lective self-defense, again in the spirit of the peace constitution. If strictly ap​plied, Japan cannot legitimately defend American bases and troops in Japan. Despite the considerable operational complications that it generates for al​liance with a foreign country, denial of collective self-defense has interestingly never surfaced, until recently, as a substantial political issue in U.S.-Japan se​curity relations. The Mutual Security Treaty does not, after all, articulate Ja​pan's duty to defend the United States, and Washington had never, prior to 9/11, asked Tokyo's help in defending the United States. Given the fluid current international security environment, in which the United States has come 
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to regard Japan as a "global partner," the collective self-defense issue has gradually emerged as a serious challenge ro stable alliance re​lations, especially in connection with missile defense. In order to function effectively, BMD systems demand not only the free flow of sensor information from the American side but also reverse flows from the Japanese. It would be difficult to develop a transpacific missile defense architecture that avoids this problem. BMD will thus call the long-standing Japanese ban on the exercise of collective self-defense, under prevailing constitutional interpretations, into question. So could rapid-reaction responses to nuclear, chemical, or biological terrorism.40 All these considerations will necessitate increased Japanese planning for re​gional contingencies in much closer coordination with the United States than has heretofore been true. They will also require more clarification of prospec​tive Japanese strategies. Such rules of engagement will also require some soften​ing of the principle of civilian control over the military and provide Japanese commanders in the field with more latitude to support the United States than has previously been true. 
Missile Defense Key to stopping prolif 
ISHIBA 03

[SHIGERU ISHIBA, Former Japanese Minister of Defense, “Japan's military can benefit Asia too” 6/4/3, Lexis]

Although this proposal is not from the government of Japan, I think the idea could contribute to regional stability, promote peaceful use of military forces and build confidence. I would like to make a few remarks on Japan's future roles in terms of security. Now, at the beginning of the 21st century, witnessing the changes in security environments, we are examining the future roles of Japan's defence forces. First, the future defence forces of Japan need to be strengthened to respond more effectively to new threats towards Japan and the various contingencies it may face. Secondly, they are required to contribute to maintenance and improvement of the stable international security environments, from which Japan largely benefits. Deterrence should be sought in the new security environments. How to deter new threats is a common challenge to all of us who are responsible for today's global security. I think ballistic missile defence (BMD) is effective as one of the measures to deal with those new threats, especially to cope with proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and ballistic missiles. Japan has recently decided to accelerate BMD study. I reckon BMD acts not only as a measure of self-defence but also as a deterrent against new threats. That is, BMD is effective because it will devalue the merit of ballistic missiles, and thus discourage attempts to possess them. From that viewpoint, I recognise that BMD is important for Japan as its basic policy for national defence is exclusively-defence-oriented. 
Prolif will cause nuclear use and extinction

Utgoff, Deputy director for Strategy, Forces and Resources at the Institute of Defense Analyses Survival, 02(Victor, “Proliferation, Missile Defense and American Ambitions”, Summer, p. 87-90 Volume 44, Number 2,)
In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear ‘six-shooters’ on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.

Missile defense solves Nuclear war

IBD 08 

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

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

US-Japan relations Good- Oil supply

Relations key to Japan’s Middle East oil supply 

Calder 09

[Kent E. Calder, Director of the Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at SAIS, Johns Hopkins University. “Pacific Alliance” 2009 pp 94-95 ]

 Some of Japans first strategic energy sea-lanes were across the Pacific, as the United States provided 80 percent of its immediate pre-World War II oil sup​ply.16 During the 1930s, Japan's semigovernmental Southern Manchurian Rail​way, among other firms, had synthesized artificial oil from coal and in 1937 moved to production.17 Yet this did not substantially reduce Japan's vulnera​bility. During wartime, oil supply shifted to Southeast Asia, and the ability of American submarines to throttle such sources was a major cause of Japan's war​time defeat. Since the early 1950s, the crucial energy sea-lanes have increasingly been those to the Middle East—even further away and even less subject to Japanese political-economic control—than the declining fields of Southeast Asia. Japans dependence on the Middle East since the mid-1980s has steadily risen, as shown clearly in figure 4.2. Japan to this day lacks substantial direct political-military relationships with most key Middle Eastern nations, and its military presence west of the Strait of Malacca, a fleeting one, dates only from 2001. Yet -lanes between Yokohama and the Persian Gulf are considerable and grow¬ing. Because of its low energy self-sufficiency Japan has been heavily dependent on the Middle East for energy resources since the 1950s. And that longtime, substantial dependence has actually been rising. In 1970 Japan got 84.6 percent of its crude oil imports from the Middle East,18 a share that rose to more than 90 percent by 2005.19 Japan now takes fully one quarter of all the oil exported from rhe Middle East,20 making it by a substantia! margin the largest customer in the world of the region's oil, especially that of the Persian Gulf Indeed, Japan now imports one and half times as much oil from the Gulf as all of OECD Eu¬rope combined. The strategic importance of this striking new economic reality, which underlines the importance of the energy sea-lanes westward from East Asia to the Persian Gulf, can hardly be overstated, although it remains remark¬ably unknown to all but a handful of specialists. Sea-lane defense is thus a pri¬mary alliance equiry for rhe United States in the overall U.S.-Japan relation¬ship. The sea-lanes to the gulf are relevant to the Pacific alliance, of course, for two major reasons. First, those long and vulnerable maritime lifelines are used in¬creasingly by many nations of Asia, including China, South Korea, and India as well as Japan.21 Second, the energy sea-lanes are dominated militarily by the U.S. Navy, the only real blue-water fleet on earth. To the extent that the United States perseveres in this sea-lane defense role and that other powers such as In¬dia, Australia, South Korea, or China do not emerge—singly or in combina¬tion—as an alternative, energy sea-lane defense will continue as a political-mil¬itary cornerstone of the Pacific alliance
US-Japan relations Good- Japanese Defense

Relations Key to Japanese Defense and stabilizing Asia  

Narushige 10

[Narushige Michishita, National Institute of Defense Studies, “Conflicting Currents” 2010, Ed by Williamson Murray pp.138]
Japanese defense policy rests on the principle of "exclusively defensive defense {senshu boitei)," which forbids Japan from using punishment as a means of exercising deterrence and armed attacks against enemy territories as a means of self-defense. Deterrence and defense based on denial capabilities, therefore, are Japan's primary defense strategies. The BDFC contained two separate discus​sions as to how deterrence and defense would work with regard lo situations up to limited and small-scale aggression, and in situations larger than limited and small-scale aggression.32 First, with regard to the situations up to limited and small-scale aggression, the Basic Defense Force would provide effective defense capabilities, which by extension would generate deterrence by denial. In other words, the Basic Defense Force aimed at effectively deterring and defending against situations up to lim​ited and small-scale aggression. Second, with regard to the situations larger than limited and small-scale aggression, the BDFC contended that such situations were strongly deterred from arising by a combination of defense efforts and the international environment including: (a) the maintenance of the U.S.-Japan alliance; (b) the expectation that the United States and the Soviet Union would try lo avoid large-scale armed conflict that could escalate into a nuclear war; (c) the expectation that the Sino-Sovict rift would not open to a successful resolution; (d) the expectation that the Sino-U.S. rapprochement would continue; (c) (he expectation that there would be no major armed conflict on the Korean peninsula.3'1 In other words, "general deterrence" or balance of power would prevent the situations larger than limited and small-scale aggression from arising.M In case one or more of these key factors ceased to exist, the BDFC would demand Japan expand and strengthen its defense capabilities. If deterrence still failed, the United States was expected to augment its defense forces in Japan. In short, the Basic Defense Force was to provide deterrence by denial to situa​tions up to limited and small-scale aggression, while it relied on general deter​rence and balance of power generated by the U.S.-Japan alliance and other international factors in addressing situations larger than limited and smalt-scale aggression. However, if the presumed environmental factors changed substan​tially, Japan would have to expand its defense force to fill the gap. There were three major situations under which the U.S.-Japan alliance would come into play within the BDFC framework. First, as mentioned above, the U.S.-Japan alliance was one of the five key factors upon which the BDFC rested. The U.S.-Japan alliance, together with four other factors, could prevent situations larger than limited and small-scale aggression from emerging. In other words, the U.S.-Japan alliance worked as a deterrent. Second, the U.S.-Japan alliance would help Japan deal with situations larger than limited and small-scale aggression, such as a full-scale invasion. On this point, the Defense of,Japan 1977 stated that the Basic Defense Force should be capable of resisting such an assault effectively until reinforcements from the United States arrived. In this case, the U.S.-Japan alliance would play a central role in defending Japan by providing effective defense capabilities. Finally, even in situations up to limited and small-scale aggression, the U.S. -Japan alliance would work to help Japan deal with an enemy's aggression. This is because the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty would be invoked when any attack against Japan took place. In this case, the U.S.-Japan alliance would provide a secondary but important support in defense of Japan."  The BDFC has incorporated, intentionally or unintentionally, elements of international relations theories. Three characteristics stand out. First, the BDFC embraced a Hobbcsian view of international politics. The Defense of Japan 1992 asserted for the first time that the BDFC was "an idea that rather than directly countering military threat, Japan, as an independent state, must possess the minimum necessary basic defense force in order not to become a destabilizing factor in this region by creating a power vacuum," In other words, if Japan failed to develop sufficient military capabilities a power vacuum would develop, which external forces would, as a natural consequence, try to fill, destabilizing the region. This logic rested on a view of the world in which anarchy prevails, no authority above nation-states exists, and stales seek to maximize their power. The BDFC had more to do with realism than liberalism, which espouses peace as a result of interdependence, democracy, and liberal institutions. Second, as a logical consequence of the first point, the BDFC regarded the bal​ance of power as an important tool for keeping peace. For this reason, Japan had to play a role as a balancer by maintaining a "minimum necessary basic defense force." Japan, as one of the major powers in the current international system, was obliged to contribute to international alliance would play a central role in defending Japan by providing effective defense capabilities. Finally, even in situations up to limited and small-scale aggression, the U.S. -Japan alliance would work to help Japan deal with an enemy's aggression. This is because the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty would be invoked when any attack against Japan took place. In this case, the U.S.-Japan alliance would provide a secondary but important support in defense of Japan." 
US-Japan relations good- Terrorism

Alliance Key to War on Terror 

Meeks 10

[Phillip Meeks, Associate Professor of Political Science and International Relations at Creighton University, “ The U.S. Japan Allaince” 2010 Ed by David Arase, pp.28 ]

According to the US Office of Counterterrorism, "terrorism is premeditated, politically motivated violence perpetrated against noncombatant targets by sub-national groups or clandestine agents."29 Noncombatant targets include, however, "military personnel (whether or not armed or on duty) who are not deployed in a war zone or a war-like setting."3" These definitions are contained in statutory acts but elsewhere in various places a terrorist group is any group whose activities "threaten the security of US nationals or the national security (national defense, foreign relations, or the economic interests) of the United States." Some Japanese scholars have suggested that the Japanese government joined the "war on terror" proclaimed by Bush, Jr. without any definition of the enemy, in spite of the hot debate in Japanese media. It adopted the US understanding of 9/11 attacks as attacks against "freedom and democracy." Among the commonly cited reasons for Prime Minister Koizumi Junichiro's quick reaction to join the fight on terrorism even though it had not been the target of any recent international incidents are the lingering trauma of US criticism about loo little financial support after the first Gulf War and fear of American withdrawal from the Security Alliance treaty. Other analysis seem concerned not only that Japan lacks an official definition of terrorism and that the NPA (National Policy Agency) does not differentiate guerilla activ​ities from terrorism but that there seems lo be very little academic Japanese scholarship on modem terrorism.-12 The following figures (Table 1.4) appear to be better than previously published studies by the US Slate Department. These figures compare the incidents, injuries, and fatalities before and after the 9/11 attacks for various regions of the world. Japan has yet to suffer from any explicit terrorism allegedly linked to its security alliance with the United States as the UK and Spain have. However, if that should happen in the near future it will be a major loss of the com​patibility of the two countries' security interests. No two countries have more in their common interest in the stability and growth of (the world economy than the United States and Japan. They are the two largest national economies in the world. Together they account for 36.5 percent of the world GDI*. 
Nuclear War

SID – AHMED  04   Political Analyst [Mohamed, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm]

A nuclear attack by terrorists will be much more critical than Hiroshima and Nagazaki, even if -- and this is far from certain – the weapons used are less harmful than those used then, Japan, at the time, with no knowledge of nuclear technology, had no choice but to capitulate. Today, the technology is a secret for nobody.  So far, except for the two bombs dropped on Japan, nuclear weapons have been used only to threaten. Now we are at a stage where they can be detonated. This completely changes the rules of the game. We have reached a point where anticipatory measures can determine the course of events. Allegations of a terrorist connection can be used to justify anticipatory measures, including the invasion of a sovereign state like Iraq. As it turned out, these allegations, as well as the allegation that Saddam was harbouring WMD, proved to be unfounded.  What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

US-Japan relations Good- Sino- Russian Ties

Alliance Key to loosen Sino-Russian ties and checking aggression 

Brookes 5

[Peter Brooks, Senior Fellow at the heritage foundation, 8/15/05 “An Alarming Alliance: Sino Russian ties tightening”, http://www.heritage.org/Press/Commentary/ed081505a.cfm]
The first- ever joint Chinese-Russian military exercises kick off Thursday in Northeast Asia. The exercises are small in scale — but huge in implication. They indicate a further warming of the "strategic partnership" that Moscow and Beijing struck back in 1996. More importantly, they signal the first real post-Cold War steps, beyond inflammatory rhetoric, by Russia and China to balance — and, ultimately, diminish — U.S. power across Asia. If America doesn't take strategic steps to counter these efforts, it will lose influence to Russia and China in an increasingly important part of the world. Unimaginable just a few years ago, the weeklong military exercises — dubbed "Peace Mission 2005" — will involve 10,000 troops on China and Russia's eastern coasts and in adjacent seas. This unmistakable example of Sino-Russian military muscle-flexing will also include Russia's advanced SU-27 fighters, strategic TU-95 and TU-22 bombers, submarines, amphibious and anti-submarine ships. The exercise's putative purpose is to "strengthen the capability of the two armed forces in jointly striking international terrorism, extremism and separatism," says China's Defense Ministry. But the Chinese defense minister was more frank in comments earlier this year. Gen. Cao Gangchuan said: "The exercise will exert both immediate and far-reaching impacts." This raised lots of eyebrows — especially in the United States, Taiwan and Japan. For instance, although Russia nixed the idea, the Chinese demanded the exercises be held 500 miles to the south — a move plainly aimed at intimidating Taiwan. Beijing clearly wanted to send a warning to Washington (and, perhaps, Tokyo) about its support for Taipei, and hint at the possibility that if there were a Taiwan Strait dust-up, Russia might stand with China. The exercise also gives Russia an opportunity to strut its military wares before its best customers — Chinese generals. Moscow is Beijing's largest arms supplier, to the tune of more than $2 billion a year for purchases that include subs, ships, missiles and fighters. Rumors abound that Moscow may finally be ready to sell strategic, cruise-missile-capable bombers such as the long-range TU-95 and supersonic TU-22 to Beijing — strengthening China's military hand against America and U.S. friends and allies in Asia. Russia and China are working together to oppose American influence all around their periphery. Both are upset by U.S. support for freedom in the region — notably in the recent Orange (Ukraine), Rose (Georgia) and Tulip (Kyrgyzstan) revolutions — all of which fell in what Moscow or Beijing deems its sphere of influence. In fact, at a recent meeting of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (i.e., Russia, China and the four 'Stans'), Moscow and Beijing conspired to get Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan to close U.S. airbases. As a result, Uzbekistan gave America 180 days to get out, despite the base's continued use in Afghanistan operations. (Quick diplomacy by Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld saved the Kyrgyz base, but it remains on the ropes.) Moreover, it shouldn't be overlooked that the "Shanghai Six" have invited Iran, India and Pakistan to join the group as observers, expanding China and Russia's influence into South Asia and parts of the Middle East. What to do? First, the Pentagon must make sure the forthcoming Quadrennial Defense Review balances U.S. forces to address both the unconventional terrorist threat and the big-power challenge represented by a Russia-China strategic partnership. Second, the United States must continue to strengthen its relationship with its ally Japan to ensure a balance of power in Northeast Asia — and also encourage Tokyo to improve relations with Moscow in an effort to loosen Sino-Russian ties. Third, Washington must persevere in advancing its new relationship with (New) Delhi in order to balance Beijing's growing power in Asia and take advantage of India's longstanding, positive relationship with Russia. And be ready to deal. Russia has historically been wary of China. America must not ignore the possibilities of developing a long-term, favorable relationship with Russia — despite the challenges posed by Russian President Vladimir Putin's heavy-handed rule. These unprecedented military exercises don't make a formal Beijing-Moscow alliance inevitable. But they represent a new, more intimate phase in the Sino-Russian relationship. And China's growing political/economic clout mated with Russia's military would make for a potentially potent anti-American bloc. For the moment, Beijing and Moscow are committed to building a political order in Asia that doesn't include America atop the power pyramid. With issues from Islamic terrorism to North Korean nukes to a conflict in the Taiwan Strait, the stakes in Asia are huge. Washington and its friends must not waste any time in addressing the burgeoning Sino-Russian entente. 

US-Japan relations good: Sino-Russia ties 

Sino Russian War leads to Extinction 

Sharavin Head of the Institute for Political and military analysis 2001, 

(Alexander Sharavin, head of the institute for political and military analysis, 10/1/2001  The Third Threat http://www.cdi.org/russia/johnson/5470.html)

Russia may face the "wonderful" prospect of combating the Chinese army, which, if full mobilization is called, is comparable in size with Russia's entire population, which also has nuclear weapons (even tactical weapons become strategic if states have common borders) and would be absolutely insensitive to losses (even a loss of a few million of the servicemen would be acceptable for China). Such a war would be more horrible than the World War II. It would require from our state maximal tension, universal mobilization and complete accumulation of the army military hardware, up to the last tank or a plane, in a single direction (we would have to forget such "trifles" like Talebs and Basaev, but this does not guarantee success either). Massive nuclear strikes on basic military forces and cities of China would finally be the only way out, what would exhaust Russia's armament completely. We have not got another set of intercontinental ballistic missiles and submarine-based missiles, whereas the general forces would be extremely exhausted in the border combats. In the long run, even if the aggression would be stopped after the majority of the Chinese are killed, our country would be absolutely unprotected against the "Chechen" and the "Balkan" variants both, and even against the first frost of a possible nuclear winter. 
A2: US-Japan relations Bad- Prolif/East Asia 

1. Relations Solve East Asia Prolif 
Nye and Armitage 7

[Joseph Nye University Distinguished Service Professor and Richard Armitage Deputy Secretary of State, “The U.S. Japan Alliance”,  Feburary 2007, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/070216_asia2020.pdf ]

To address the growing threat of missile proliferation in the region, the United States and Japan have cooperated to develop missile defense technologies and concepts. The United States and Japan are now in the process of producing and employing a missile defense system, sharing the technological capabilities of the world’s two largest economies. By cooperating on this important venture, Japan will benefit from the synergies resulting from a missile defense command and control system, improving its joint operational systems and our bilateral ability to quickly share critical information. To produce and employ missile defense systems successfully together, Japan changed its prohibition on military exports, allowing such exports to the United States. Through all of these measures, the alliance made rapid progress in defense cooperation to meet challenges imposed by the existing security environment.
2. Nuclear taboo prevents proliferation. The consensus of experts agrees.

Yoshihara and Holmes ‘9  

(Toshi, Research Fellow and resident expert on Security Issues in the Asia-Pacific – Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, MA Int’l. Affairs – Johns Hopkins, Phd Candidate – Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy of Tufts U., and James, PhD – Fletcher School and Senior Research Associate – UGA Center for International Trade, Naval War College Review, “Thinking about the Unthinkable: Tokyo’s Nuclear Option”, 62:3, Summer, Ebsco)

In any event, Japan's "nuclear allergy" persists to the present day. Matake Kamiya explains Tokyo's self-imposed injunction against bomb making in terms of the general pacifism codified in Japan's peace constitution, lingering memories of the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, and antimilitary sentiments dating from the interwar years. (11) As a result, concludes Kamiya, opposition to nuclear weapons "is deeply embedded in postwar Japanese culture and society.... [I]t is still far stronger, even today, than those who warn of impending Japanese nuclear armament realize." (12) The vast majority of observers in Japan and in the West are inclined to agree with Kamiya, if for different reasons. Indeed, very few scholars have lent credence to rationales for a nuclear buildup. (13) Tetsuya Endo, a former vice chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission of Japan, argues that while Japan possesses the technical capabilities to stage a nuclear breakout, the material costs combined with the prospects of international isolation would deter Tokyo from pursuing such an option. (14) Brad Glosserman cautions that Japan likely would not survive intact as a nation-state following a nuclear exchange--even a limited one--owing to its lack of strategic depth and the extremely high population density throughout the Japanese Archipelago. (15) Llewelyn Hughes identifies a series of domestic institutional constraints, ranging from constitutional to informal, that have anchored Tokyo securely to the U.S. nuclear guarantee. (16) Others believe that Japan is actively pursuing other strategic options, including strengthening its own conventional military capabilities and deepening its alliance ties to the United States, as substitutes for an independent nuclear deterrent. (17) In sum, normative, material, geographic, institutional, and strategic considerations militate against going nuclear.

A2: US-Japan relations Bad- Russian Econ

1. Empirically denied: Russian economy has collapsed countless times and their impacts haven’t occurred

2. Russia’s economy is resilient – strong foreign investment and reserves

Garrels 2008 Roving foreign correspondent for NPR’s foreign desk. (Anne Garrels, “Russia Economy Strong Despite Commodity Fallout”, NPR, September 20, 2008, page 1, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=94647099)

For the past six years, Russia's economy has boomed in large part because of soaring prices for oil and metals. Russia is strong in these areas — too strong, though, for a balanced economy.  Russian shares have bled almost 50 percent of their value since May, but many analysts say Russia still remains a resilient economy. And after the Georgia invasion and weeks of harsh, anti-western rhetoric, both Russian President Dmitri Medvedev and Prime Minister Vladimir Putin have tried to reassure foreign investors. When those commodities prices dropped, Russia's stock market was hit hard.  "The question is if they fall significantly further," says James Fenkner with Red Star Assets in Moscow.  Fenkner is one of the more cautious voices in Moscow, and other analysts like Roland Nash of Renaissance Capital look at other indicators, like direct foreign investment. "The level of foreign investment is twice the per capita of Brazil, four times that of China, and six times that of India this year," Nash says. "The market arguments for Russia are still very good and there is still a lot of money coming in." Too Dependent On Commodities The Russia government recognizes it is too dependent on commodities, and while their prices were high, it amassed huge reserves as a cushion. The country now has a balanced budget and financial analysts predict its economy will continue to grow at about six percent. 
3. Relations Key to Middle east and Russian Stability 

Calder 09

[Kent E. Calder, Director of the Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at SAIS, Johns Hopkins University. “Pacific Alliance” 2009 pp165-167 ]

To begin with, the stability of the Middle East and particularly the Persian Gulf must rank high on any list of shared global concerns. Three countries there—Saudi Arabia, Iraq, and Iran—possess nearly two-thirds of world oil re​serves, while the region as a whole likely holds three-quarters of the global total. Fully a quarter of the world's natural gas supplies also likely lie beneath the Per​sian Gulf and its littoral nations. Just as important for the U.S.-Japan relationship, Japan is overwhelmingly dependent on the Gulf for its oil and, to a lesser degree, for its gas supplies. It gets 90 percent of its oil and slightly more than 20 percent of its gas from that volatile tegion.10 Those ratios are among the highest on earth and have been steadily rising over the past decade. The United States is much less dependent, getting only 21 percent of its oil in 2007 and virtually none of its gas from the Persian Gulf." Washington has, to be sure, crucial interests in the stability of the broader global energy regime and also in the security of Israel. These strategic concerns transcend its narrower national energy stakes and provide a crucial rationale for some sort of continuing American geopolitical involvement in the region. Japan, by contrast, clearly has a strong energy and economic interest in the sta​bility of the Middle East, especially the Gulf, and few political-military means to assure it. This transpacific asymmetry regarding Middle East affairs—enter​ing on the stability of the Gulf and access to it—provides one of the most im​portant political-economic rationales for the U.S.-Japan alliance, especially from the Japanese side. Russia also figures importantly in the Middle Eastern stability equation, es​pecially in its geopolitical dimensions. It is a neighbor to the Middle East, as shown in figure 7.1, bordering both Iran and Turkey to the north. This geo​graphical propinquity is a matter of utmost importance in global terms, espe​cially when viewed in conjunction with the energy equation. Russia is also a strong complement to the Persian Gulf in the world of en​ergy, with roughly one-third of proven world gas reserves and another 10 per​cent of global oil. Russia and rhe Middle East together thus hold around 70 percent of proven world oil reserves and 67 percent of global gas, as indicated in figure 7.2. Together, they have the potential to exercise a controlling influ​ence on a resource of vital importance to both the United States and Japan, which are the two largest energy importers in the world. The former Soviet "near abroad"—-primarily Central Asian states over whose energy access to the broader world Russia continues to hold substantial sway—contributes another 6 percent to the world gas and 4 percent to the world oil equation, thus com​pounding Central Eurasian dominance with respect to global energy supply.12 Several of the most crucial emerging security issues that confront the United States and Japan in the unitary global political economy now emerging thus re​late to stability in the Persian Gulf and surrounding regions. There is, first of all, the question of political-economic stability in the countries concerned. This is a crucial question with respect to Iran, the largest of the nations border​ing the Persian Gulf, and also Saudi Arabia, which holds a quarter of the worlds oil reserves, not to mention Iraq. These countries face enormous loom​ing demographic and employment challenges and joblessness over 10 percent in some Persian Gulf countries. Yet the GDP of all the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC)13 nations combined—oil wealth notwithstanding— remains less than that of Spain alone.14 Apart from this stability issue, there is the pressing question of how Russia and the Middle East, immediate neighbors that they are, will relate to one an​other politically and diplomatically in future years. Confrontation and en-flamed relations between Russia and the world of Islam are not, in the post-Cold War era, in the interest of either the United States of Japan, as they could exacerbate the already delicate and volatile ethnic balance of the region. Yet nei​ther has intimate and plausible understandings with the other, especially with respect to energy pricing and supply. 
A2: US-Japan relations Bad- Re Arm 

1. Re Arm won’t occur- its against the Japanese Constitution 

2. Taboo Solves

Yoshihara and Holmes ‘9  (Toshi, Research Fellow and resident expert on Security Issues in the Asia-Pacific – Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, MA Int’l. Affairs – Johns Hopkins, Phd Candidate – Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy of Tufts U., and James, PhD – Fletcher School and Senior Research Associate – UGA Center for International Trade, Naval War College Review, “Thinking about the Unthinkable: Tokyo’s Nuclear Option”, 62:3, Summer, Ebsco)

In any event, Japan's "nuclear allergy" persists to the present day. Matake Kamiya explains Tokyo's self-imposed injunction against bomb making in terms of the general pacifism codified in Japan's peace constitution, lingering memories of the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, and antimilitary sentiments dating from the interwar years. (11) As a result, concludes Kamiya, opposition to nuclear weapons "is deeply embedded in postwar Japanese culture and society.... [I]t is still far stronger, even today, than those who warn of impending Japanese nuclear armament realize." (12) The vast majority of observers in Japan and in the West are inclined to agree with Kamiya, if for different reasons. Indeed, very few scholars have lent credence to rationales for a nuclear buildup. (13) Tetsuya Endo, a former vice chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission of Japan, argues that while Japan possesses the technical capabilities to stage a nuclear breakout, the material costs combined with the prospects of international isolation would deter Tokyo from pursuing such an option. (14) Brad Glosserman cautions that Japan likely would not survive intact as a nation-state following a nuclear exchange--even a limited one--owing to its lack of strategic depth and the extremely high population density throughout the Japanese Archipelago. (15) Llewelyn Hughes identifies a series of domestic institutional constraints, ranging from constitutional to informal, that have anchored Tokyo securely to the U.S. nuclear guarantee. (16) Others believe that Japan is actively pursuing other strategic options, including strengthening its own conventional military capabilities and deepening its alliance ties to the United States, as substitutes for an independent nuclear deterrent. (17) In sum, normative, material, geographic, institutional, and strategic considerations militate against going nuclear.

3. Alliance causes security guarantee which solves need to re arm 

4. Breakdown of the alliance results in Japanese rearm that destabilizes the region

Lim 98, 

[Dr. Robyn Lim, Professor of IR at Hiroshima Shudo University

 “India's Nuclear Testing: What it Means for Japan,” Pacific Forum CSIS, 5/22/98, http://www.bu.edu/globalbeat/nuclear/lim052298.html]

India has detonated nuclear devices in defiance of the international community, because it feels insecure. Japan might do the same thing were it to lose the security which the U.S. alliance provides. India's first nuclear testing since 1974, and the likelihood that Pakistan will follow suit, raise the specter of the end of the nuclear 'taboo'. Many Japanese have responded by renewing calls for total nuclear disarmament. While understandable, that response could work to undermine Japan's security. It is only strategically insecure countries, such as India has become, that seek security in an independent nuclear deterrent. The real message for Japan is that alliance with the United States has solved Japan's "nuclear problem", because of the assurance provided by extended deterrence. If Japan were to lose faith in the value of alliance protection, it might be tempted to follow the Indian example. Japan is surrounded by nuclear-armed and potentially hostile neighbors (including perhaps in a future united Korea). Despite the strength of Japanese pacifism, if Japan became strategically isolated and insecure, it would be tempted to acquire nuclear weapons, as well as long-range maritime capability. That could destabilize the whole region, since few trust Japan.

A2: US-Japan relations Bad- China 

1. Regional alliances stop any wars- they create peaceful solutions to problems

2. Even if China was aggressive, the impact is mitigated --- only wants to tweak and anything else would take too long

Jones, 07 – foreign affairs at University of St. Andrew (“China’s Rise and American Hegemony: Towards a Peaceful Co-Existence?” E-International Relations, 2007, http://www.e-ir.info/?p=149)

However, the degree to which a state attempts to change the status quo can vary. Thus, China does not currently demonstrate a fundamental revolutionary wish to overthrow the entire international system, but rather a minor tweaking. Indeed, China’s rise has come by playing by Western capitalist rules. Therefore, this essay cautions against sensationalism. In the regional sphere, China now appears unimpeded by either Japan or Russia for the first time in two centuries, and thus is beginning to project its influence in the region. Cooperation on North Korea illustrates that the United States is willing to collaborate with China to reach its regional security goals. Additionally, China has also used liberal institutionalism to increase political power and further engage with the region. The recent October 2006 ASEAN-China Commemorative Summit sought to deepen political, security and economic ties, and concluded that the strategic partnership had ‘boosted…development and brought tangible benefits to their peoples, [and] also contributed significantly to peace, stability and prosperity in the region.’ China’s gradual, natural progression of influence should not be feared. Alluding to soft power, liberal theorist Joseph Nye illustrates China’s slow shift by contending that ‘it will take much longer before [China] can make an impact close to what the U.S. enjoys now.’
3. Relations key to solving China Aggression 

Medeiros 06

[Evan S. Medeiros- a political scientist at the RAND Corporation, “Strategic Hedging and the

Future of Asia-Pacific Stability”, The Washington Quarterly,  Winter 05-06, http://www.twq.com/06winter/docs/06winter_medeiros.pdf ]
The U.S.-Japanese alliance is the most important and long-standing element of U.S. security strategy in Asia and is central to its efforts to hedge against the possible emergence of a revisionist China. The Bush administration has consistently taken steps to increase Japan's military role and diplomatic involvement in global and regional security affairs. U.S. strategists support such actions in arguing they are commensurate with Japan's position as an economic power, as a means to burden-share with Japan in addressing regional security challenges, and as consistent with U.S. efforts to shape China's ascendance and dissuade it from potentially destabilizing actions in the future. n12 The United States seeks a "global partnership" with Japan and is pursuing this by encouraging it to contribute to U.S. military operations in Afghanistan and Iraq, coordinating extensively with Tokyo on regional aid and relief issues, and augmenting bilateral defense trade. The United States also supports constitutional reform that could allow Japan's military potentially to expand and be more active in the region. Such an expanded role was demonstrated by the participation of Japanese forces in the U.S.-Thai-Singaporean "Cobra Gold" military exercise with Southeast Asian nations for the first time this year. U.S.-Japanese military technical cooperation is also growing, especially on missile defenses. In February 2005, the United States and Japan issued for the first time a highly consequential joint statement that explicitly tied the bilateral alliance to peace and security in the Taiwan Strait. Finally, the current U.S. Global Defense Posture Review envisions changes in deployments and command structures that would increase interoperability and further facilitate Japan's military assuming a greater role in U.S.-led military operations in Asia and beyond.n13

US-Japan relations Bad- Prolif, China, and Russia

US-Japan missile alliance causes global prolif and freaks out China and Russia 
Blank 09

[Stephen J. Blank, Strategic Studies Institute’s expert on the Soviet bloc and the post-

Soviet world , Associate Professor of Soviet Studies at the Center for Aerospace Doctrine, Research, and Education, Maxwell Air Force Base, and taught at the University of Texas, San Antonio, and at the University of California, Riverside. "RUSSIA AND ARMS CONTROL:ARE THERE OPPORTUNITIES FOR THE OBAMA ADMINISTRATION?" March 2009 http://www.StrategicStudiesInstitute.army.mil]
As McDonough showed above, U.S. force deployments in the Pacific theater definitely threaten Russian nuclear assets and infrastructure as well as its territory and conventional forces.243 A second major Russian concern is the strengthening of the U.S.-Japan alliance in the twin forms of joint missile defenses and the apparent consolidation of a tripartite or possibly quadripartite alliance including Australia and South Korea, if not India. In that context, both Moscow and Beijing worry that North Korean nuclearization might lead Japan to build nuclear weapons. But beyond that, for both Russia and China, one of the most visible negative consequences of the DPRK’s nuclear and missile tests has been the strengthened impetus it gave to U.S.-Japan cooperation on missile defense. The issue of missile defense in Asia had been in a kind of abeyance until the North Korean nuclear tests of 2006. These tests, taken in defiance of Chinese warnings against nuclearization and testing, intensified and accelerated U.S.-Japanese collaboration on missile defenses as the justification for them had now been incontrovertibly demonstrated. But such programs always entail checking China’s nuclear capabilities and even, according to Beijing, threatening it with a first strike. Naturally those developments greatly annoy China.244 Therefore China continues publicly to criticize U.S.-Japan collaboration on missile defenses.245 Perhaps this issue was on Chinese President Hu Jintao’s 90 agenda in September 2007 when he called for greater Russo-Chinese cooperation in Asia-Pacific security.246 His remarks may have prompted Russia to act or speak out against these trends in Asia for Russia, having hitherto been publicly reticent to comment on this missile defense cooperation or to attack the U.S. alliance system in Asia, reacted quite strongly.247 During Lavrov’s visit to Japan in October 2007 and despite his strong pitch for Russo-Japanese economic cooperation, he publicly warned that Russia fears that this missile defense system represents an effort to ensure American military superiority and that the development and deployment of such systems could spur regional and global arms races. Lavrov also noted that Russia pays close attention to the U.S.-Japan alliance and was worried by the strengthening of the triangle comprising both these states and Australia.248 He observed that “a closed format for military and political alliances” does not facilitate peace and “will not be able to increase mutual trust in the region,” thereby triggering reactions contrary to the expectations of Washington, Tokyo, and Canberra.249 More recently, at the 2008 annual Association of Southeast Asian Nations Regional Forum (ARF) in Singapore, Lavrov again inveighed against “narrow military alliances,” claiming that Asian-Pacific security should be all-inclusive and indivisible, the work of all interested parties, not blocs. Any such activity must enhance strategic balance and take account of everyone’s interests and be based on international law, i.e., the Security Council where Moscow has a veto.250 Lavrov’s complaints show what happens when bilateral cooperation breaks down and, as a result of proliferation, overall regional tensions increase, in this case in Northeast Asia. Russia has responded to 91 the U.S. missile defense program in both Europe and Asia by MIRVing its existing and older ICBMs, (that is, putting so called MIRVs [missiles] onto its missiles in silos) leaving the START-2 treaty, creating hypersonic missiles that allegedly can break through any American missile defense system, introducing new Topol-Ms mobile ICBMs that also allegedly can break those defenses, and testing the Bulava SLBM with similar characteristics. Still Moscow apparently thought this was not enough, and only 6 weeks after Lavrov’s public complaints in Japan, Vice-Premier Sergei Ivanov called for nuclear parity with Washington, even though the quest for such parity would undoubtedly undermine Russia’s economy unless he meant the retention of strategic stability, albeit at unequal numbers of missiles. Nevertheless, the real threat for Moscow here is the U.S. policy to build missile defenses and an alliance excluding Russia and China, not Japanese missile defenses. Those defenses are mainly directed formally against North Korean missiles and in reality the threat of Chinese missiles, not Russia. 

 Prolif will cause nuclear use and extinction

Utgoff, Deputy director for Strategy, Forces and Resources at the Institute of Defense Analyses Survival, 02(Victor, “Proliferation, Missile Defense and American Ambitions”, Summer, p. 87-90 Volume 44, Number 2,)
In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear ‘six-shooters’ on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.


US-Japan relations bad: Prolif, Russia, and China

And CCP will react to threats to its strength by lashing out and killing billions 

Renxing Sen, Staff writer, Epoch Times, 05 The Epoch Times, August 3, 2005, “CCP Gambles Insanely to Avoid Death” http://www.theepochtimes.com/news/5-8-3/30931.html

In a show of strength to save itself from demise, the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) rolled out its sinister plan prepared for years, a plan in which the Party makes an insane gamble from its deathbed. It did so in the form of a “speech” posted on the Internet (see Boxun.com of April 23, 2005). The “speech” consists of two parts: “The War Is Approaching Us” and “The War Is Not Far from Us and Is the Midwife of the Chinese Century.” The two, judging from their echoing contexts and consistent theme, are indeed sister articles. The “speech” describes in a comprehensive, systematic, and detailed way nearly 20 years of the CCP’s fear and helplessness over its doomed fate and its desperate fight to stave off death. In particular, the “speech” uncharacteristically lays bare what is really on the CCP’s mind and hides nothing from the public—a rare confession from the CCP that could help people understand its evil nature. If one truly understands what is said in this confession, the CCP’s thinking is plainly visible to the naked eye.  In short, the “speech” is worth reading and a comment.  1. When the rogue gambles with the world as his stake, people’s lives in the global village become worthless  What, then, is the gist of this sinister plan of insane gambling on the deathbed? It can be summarized as “a beast at bay is fighting humanity for survival.” To reinforce your belief, please read the following excerpts from the “speech.”  1) “We must prepare ourselves for two scenarios. If our biological weapons succeed in the surprise attack (on the US), the Chinese people will be able to keep their loss at a minimum in the fight against the U.S. If, however, the attack fails and triggers a nuclear retaliation from the U.S., China would perhaps suffer a catastrophe in which more than half of its population would perish. That is why we need to be ready with air defense systems for our big and medium-sized cities. Whatever the case may be, we can only move forward fearlessly for the sake of our Party and state and our nation’s future, regardless of the hardships we have to face and the sacrifices we have to make. The population, even if more than half dies, can be reproduced. But if the Party falls, everything is gone, and forever gone! ”  2) “In any event, we, the CCP, will never step down from the stage of history! We’d rather have the whole world, or even the entire globe, share life and death with us than step down from the stage of history!!! Isn’t there a ‘nuclear bondage’ theory? It means that since the nuclear weapons have bound the security of the entire world, all will die together if death is inevitable. In my view, there is another kind of bondage, and that is, the fate our Party is tied up with that of the whole world. If we, the CCP, are over, China will be over, and the world will be over.”  3) “It is indeed brutal to kill one or two hundred million Americans. But that is the only path that will secure a Chinese century, a century in which the CCP leads the world. We, as revolutionary humanitarians, do not want deaths. But if history confronts us with a choice between deaths of Chinese and those of Americans, we’d have to pick the latter, as, for us, it is more important to safeguard the lives of the Chinese people and the life of our Party. That is because, after all, we are Chinese and members of the CCP. Since the day we joined the CCP, the Party’s life has always been above all else!”  Since the Party’s life is “above all else,” it would not be surprising if the CCP resorts to the use of biological, chemical, and nuclear weapons in its attempt to postpone its life. The CCP, that disregards human life, would not hesitate to kill two hundred million Americans, coupled with seven or eight hundred million Chinese, to achieve its ends. The “speech,” free of all disguises, lets the public see the CCP for what it really is: with evil filling its every cell, the CCP intends to fight all of mankind in its desperate attempt to cling to life. And that is the theme of the “speech.”  The theme is murderous and utterly evil. We did witness in China beggars who demanded money from people by threatening to stab themselves with knives or prick their throats on long nails. But we have never, until now, seen a rogue who blackmails the world to die with it by wielding biological, chemical, and nuclear weapons. Anyhow, the bloody confession affirmed the CCP’s bloodiness: a monstrous murderer, who has killed 80 million Chinese people, now plans to hold one billion people hostage and gamble with their lives.
US-Japan relations Bad- Asia/China 

Strong U.S. Japan Ties cause East Asian instability and kills Chinese Democracy 

Nye and Armitage 7

[Joseph Nye University Distinguished Service Professor and Richard Armitage Deputy Secretary of State, “The U.S. Japan Alliance”,  Feburary 2007, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/070216_asia2020.pdf ]

At the same time, however, a bipolar structure with only the United States and Japan facing China would be ineffective, because it would force other regional powers to choose between two competing poles. Some might side with the United States and Japan, but most regional powers would choose strict neutrality or align with China. Ultimately, this would weaken the powerful example of American and Japanese democracy and return the region to a Cold War or nineteenth century balance-of-power logic that does not favor stability in the region or contribute to China’s potential for positive change. Stability in East Asia will rest on the quality of U.S.-Japan-China relations, and even though the United States is closely allied with Japan, Washington should encourage good relations among all three.
Asian Instability causes war 

Dibb ‘1  (Papul, Prof. and Head of Strategic and Defense Studies Centre – Research School of the Asia Pacific of Australian National U., Former Defense Sec. for Strategic Policy and Intelligence – Australian DOD, Naval War College Review, “Strategic trends: Asia at a crossroads”, 54:1, Winter, Proquest)

The areas of maximum danger and instability in the world today are in Asia, followed by the Middle East and parts of the former Soviet Union. The strategic situation in Asia is more uncertain and potentially threatening than anywhere in Europe. Unlike in Europe, it is possible to envisage war in Asia involving the major powers: remnants of Cold War ideological confrontation still exist across the Taiwan Straits and on the Korean Peninsula; India and Pakistan have nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles, and these two countries are more confrontational than at any time since the early 1970s; in Southeast Asia, Indonesia-which is the world's fourth-largest country-faces a highly uncertain future that could lead to its breakup. The Asia-Pacific region spends more on defense (about $150 billion a year) than any other part of the world except the United States and Nato Europe. China and Japan are amongst the top four or five global military spenders. Asia also has more nuclear powers than any other region of the world.  Asia's security is at a crossroads: the region could go in the direction of peace and cooperation, or it could slide into confrontation and military conflict. There are positive tendencies, including the resurgence of economic growth and the spread of democracy, which would encourage an optimistic view. But there are a number of negative tendencies that must be of serious concern. There are deep-seated historical, territorial, ideological, and religious differences in Asia. Also, the region has no history of successful multilateral security cooperation or arms control. Such multilateral institutions as the Association of Southeast Asian Nations and the ASEAN Regional Forum have shown themselves to be ineffective when confronted with major crises.
US-Japan relations Bad-China

Relations cause Chinese Backlash 

Calder 09

[Kent E. Calder, Director of the Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at SAIS, Johns Hopkins University. “Pacific Alliance” 2009 pp 155-156]

It is axiomatic in alliance relations that neither partner should let a third country outside the alliance dictate the terms of the mutual bilateral ties. Nei​ther Japan nor the United States should thus allow China or any other third country to manipulate it. For China, however, driving a wedge between Amer​ican opinion and Japan could well be its best strategy for defusing the threaten​ing aspects of the U.S.-Japan military partnership. Convincing Americans to privilege relations with China over the New Al​liance could well be easier than most Japanese, or even American, decision​makers believe, or their rhetoric will allow them to admit. After all, Americans tend to forget or depreciate the political-economic dimension of international affairs. On that chessboard, dominated by trade opportunities and foreign in​vestment, China is arguably much more attractive to American business than is Japan. Beijing's market is growing faster and could well have more potential than Tokyo's, despite the massive scale of the Japanese economy, especially be​cause local competition in China is less formidable.
US-Japan relations Bad- Re Arm 

Alliance Leads to Japanese Re Armament 

Arase 10

[David Arase, Associate Professor of Political Science at thh Department of Government and Political Science Pomona College, “ The U.S. Japan Allaince” 2010 pp.44-46 ]
The US is more than ever going public with its pressure on Japan to enlarge its military mission. This helps give legitimacy to right wing conservatives who are the only ones eager for the task. On a 2004 visit to Japan, Secretary of State Colin Powell said:  If Japan is going to play a full role on the world stage and become a full active participating member of the Security Council, and have the kind of obligations that it would pick up as a permanent member of the Security Council, Article 9 would have to be examined in that light.29 A second and updated Armitage Report released in 2006 stated that, "Although ... how Japan chooses to organize itself, resolve Constitutional questions, and expend resources are decisions that Japan must make for itself, the United States ... has a strong interest in how Japan approaches such matters.'"-10 In another reinterpretation of the alliance, the US-Japan Joint Security Consultative Committee (JSC), composed of the foreign and defense ministers of both sides, announced a list of "common strategic objectives" in February 2005.31 The inclusion of "the peaceful resolution of issues concerning the Taiwan Strait" attracted attention because it was the first time Japan made an explicit reference of this kind. What attracted less attention were other goals such as: "promote the reduction and non-proliferation of... WMDs," "prevent and eradicate terrorism," and "maintain and enhance the stability of the global energy supply." The global scope is suggested by the SDF deployments in Iraq and Afghanistan, which have no other mandate but to help its US ally. The response of the Democratic Party of Japan to this development was to yawn and thus, the public hardly noticed.32 This was followed by the "US-Japan Alliance: Transformation and Rea​lignment for the Future," that the JSC approved on October 29, 2005.33 Defense Minister Ono Yoshinori described the change in the alliance as follows: The Japan-US alliance to date, if anything, was for the purpose really of defending Japan through the use of Japanese bases and US forces whereas we're now talking about joint activities in various areas between Japan and the United States in order to improve the peace and security around the world. Secretary Slate Condolcczza Rice commented: "a relationship that was once only about the defense of Japan or perhaps about the stability in the region, has truly become a global alliance."34 The new alliance aims for a seamless partnership between SDF and US combat forces from the command level down to the unit level. The agreement states: close and continuous policy and operational coordination at every level of government, from unit tactical level through strategic consultations, is essential to dissuade destabilizing military buildups, to deter aggression, and to respond to diverse security challenges. Development of a common operational picture shared between US forces and the SDF will strengthen operational coordination. The "common operational picture" suggests a combined command of forces. The JSC issued a document on May 1, 2006 entitled, "The United States-Japan Roadmap for Realignment implementation." When the realignment of bases is done, the Ground Self Defense Force Central Readiness Command Headquarters will join the US command at Zama.35 Together, the co-located army headquarters will coordinate their respective rapidly deployable forces. Similarly, the US Ajr Force and the Japan Air Self Defense Force will co-locate their air and missile defense commands at Yokota airbase outside Tokyo. Within the new global alliance framework the expansion of SDF cap​abilities can be accommodated for some time to come. For this reason there is some concern that, looking into the future, Japan could develop beyond what is strictly needed for the alliance or its own local defense,36 and this could generate tensions with neighbors.37
Japanese rearm would end global non-prolif – causing nuclear war

Biden 01

 [Joe Biden, Vice President, The World Affairs Council, National Press Club, 5/10/01, http://www.worldaffairsdc.org/Main.asp?sid=14&nxt=&recr=&iPressID=22]

First, Asian arms races could spark a nuclear war, breaching the firebreak against nuclear war that we have maintained for 56 years. Second, countries like Taiwan, the two Koreas, or Japan might decide that they needed nuclear weapons because Asia has become such a dangerous neighborhood. That would end nuclear non-proliferation world-wide, and leave us much less secure than we are today. So, the arms race concern of a generation ago has gone away. But the concern about nuclear instability is no longer just a U.S.-Soviet matter. Today it is a global issue.


Ext. Japan rearm bad – India/Pakistan

JAPANESE REARM WOULD BE RAPID AND CAUSE INDIA/PAKISTAN ARMS RACES

Business Week 2003 <1/20, Lexis>

If Japan could get beyond the hurdles, it likely wouldn't need long to develop a bomb. It has five tons of plutonium stored in the nuclear research center of Tokai-mura, north of Tokyo, and its scientists know how to convert it to weapons-grade material. Hideyuki Ban, director of the nonprofit Citizens' Nuclear Information Center, says Japan could build a nuclear bomb within months. And its civilian rocket and satellite launching system could easily be converted to military use. Japan also has superbly equipped land, sea, and air forces that could deliver medium-range nukes to North Korea.

But if Japan decides to build its own nukes, get ready for an Asian arms race. China would likely want to boost its arsenal, which would prompt India to develop more nuclear weapons, which would spur Pakistan to do the same -- and on and on into an ever more perilous future.

NOW IS KEY – ARMS RACING WILL RUIN INDIAN DÉTENTE AND CAUSE NUCLEAR WAR

Dallas Morning News 5/15/04 
Yet Indians aren't disadvantaged at the ballot, and they showed it by tossing out Vajpayee's Bharatiya Janata Party. The new administration probably will be a coalition dominated by the Congress Party, led by Sonia Gandhi of the Gandhi political dynasty.

The new administration should retain the best of the old _ detente with Pakistan and China, openness to trade and investment, and cooperation in the war against Islamist terrorism. The detente is important to avoid a dangerous and debilitating nuclear arms race, which easily could deteriorate into nuclear war. The free-market strategy is necessary to create jobs for India's deep ranks of unemployed. And the defense cooperation is essential to defeat the Islamists, who have both India and the United States in their sights.

THIS CAUSES EXTINCTION

Washington Times, 2001  (July 8, lexis)

The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary.

US-Japan relations Bad-Russia 

Relations Cause Russian Security Concerns and Arms Races 

Sevastyanov 10

[Sergey Sevastyanov , Professor of International Studies as Vladivostok State University, “ The U.S. Japan Allaince” 2010 Ed by David Arase, pp. 148-149]
As far as security threats posed by the US Japan alliance in the region arc concerned, Moscow considers two of them as most critical: the already running US-Japanese program to establish a TMD system in Northeast Asia and possible Japanese decision to acquire nuclear weapons. Both of these developments are unacceptable to Moscow, because they will destroy the military balance of power in the region, and inevitably accelerate conventional and nuclear arms races, especially involving China. Russia enjoys a positive experience of interaction with both members of the US-Japan security alliance in solving the nuclear safely problem of the Russian Far East. However, Moscow's general approach to the American-led security alliances in NEA is very cautious. Although they do not pose any direct threat to Russia's security, Moscow is not a part of this system and thus its options in championing its interest in the region are limited. That is why Russia is keen on complementing American regional alliances with a new inter​national governmental organization to deal with security issues in Northeast Asia that could be formed, for example, on the basis of the Six-Party Talks mechanism. Moscow also welcomes the activities of the ASEAN Regional Forum and other multilateral security architectures, proposing to "move in this direction in a step-by-step manner, with the goal of establishing an integrated system that covers the entire Asia-Pacific.''"*
A2: US-Japan relations Good-Heg

1. Only solves Heg in asia, can’t solve alt causalities such as wars in Iraq and Afghanistan and national debts 

2. Heg solves nothing.

Layne ‘6  (Christopher, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. – Texas A & M, “The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present”, p. 176-177)

A second contention advanced by proponents of American hegemony is that the United States cannot withdraw from Eurasia because a great power war there could shape the postconflict international system in ways harmful to U.S. interests. Hence, the United States "could suffer few economic losses during a war, or even benefit somewhat, and still find the postwar environment quite costly to its own trade and investment."59 This really is not an economic argument but rather an argument about the consequences of Eurasia's political and ideological, as well as economic, closure. Proponents of hegemony fear that if great power wars in Eurasia occur, they could bring to power militaristic or totalitarian regimes. Here, several points need to be made. First, proponents of American hegemony overestimate the amount of influence that the United States has on the international system. There are numerous possible geopolitical rivalries in Eurasia. Most of these will not culminate in war, but it's a good bet that some will. But regardless of whether Eurasian great powers remain at peace, the outcomes are going to be caused more by those states' calculations of their interests than by the presence of U.S. forces in Eurasia. The United States has only limited power to affect the amount of war and peace in the international system, and whatever influence it does have is being eroded by the creeping multipolarization under way in Eurasia. Second, the possible benefits of "environment shaping" have to be weighed against the possible costs of U.S. involvement in a big Eurasian war. Finally, distilled to its essence, this argument is a restatement of the fear that U.S. security and interests inevitably will be jeopardized by a Eurasian hegemon. This threat is easily exaggerated, and manipulated, to disguise ulterior motives for U.S. military intervention in Eurasia.
A2: US-Japan relations Good- Climate 

1. None of their cards say when it will be done or how it will be done, means that it’s just as probable that U.S. action without Japan can solve

Warming will be small and nocturnal
de Freitas ‘2 (C. R., Associate Prof. in Geography and Enivonmental Science @ U. Aukland, Bulletin of Canadian Petroleum Geology, “Are observed changes in the concentration of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere really dangerous?” 50:2, GeoScienceWorld)

An understanding of global warming hinges on the answers to certain key questions. Is global climate warming? If so, what part of that warming is due to human activities? How good is the evidence? What are the risks? The task of answering these questions is hindered by widespread confusion regarding key facets of global warming science. The confusion has given rise to several fallacies or misconceptions. These myths and misconceptions, and how they relate to the above questions, are explained. Although the future state of global climate is uncertain, there is no reason to believe that catastrophic change is underway. The atmosphere may warm due to human activity, but if it does, the expected change is unlikely to be much more than 1 degree Celsius in the next 100 years. Even the climate models promoted by the IPCC do not suggest that catastrophic change is occurring. They suggest that increases in greenhouse gases are likely to give rise to a warmer and wetter climate in most places; in particular, warmer nights and warmer winters. Generally, higher latitudes would warm more than lower latitudes. This means milder winters and, coupled with increased atmospheric carbon dioxide, it means a more robust biosphere with greater availability of forest, crops and vegetative ground cover. This is hardly a major threat. A more likely threat is policies that endanger economic progress. The negative effect of such policies would be far greater than any change caused by global warming. Rather than try to reduce innocuous carbon dioxide emissions, we would do better to focus on air pollution, especially those aspects that are known to damage human health.
Global warming will take too long to solve for it to be of any relevance for a short term relations debate, prefer our impacts  in the short term  

A2: Good- China Type Conflicts

1. China is the next rising hegemonic power- means conflict will be inevitable as the transition takes place, relations or no relations 

2. Alt causes to China- Taiwan, sea encirclement in response to North Korea 

3. Relations cause Chinese Backlash 

Calder 09

[Kent E. Calder, Director of the Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at SAIS, Johns Hopkins University. “Pacific Alliance” 2009 pp 155-156]

It is axiomatic in alliance relations that neither partner should let a third country outside the alliance dictate the terms of the mutual bilateral ties. Nei​ther Japan nor the United States should thus allow China or any other third country to manipulate it. For China, however, driving a wedge between Amer​ican opinion and Japan could well be its best strategy for defusing the threaten​ing aspects of the U.S.-Japan military partnership. Convincing Americans to privilege relations with China over the New Al​liance could well be easier than most Japanese, or even American, decision​makers believe, or their rhetoric will allow them to admit. After all, Americans tend to forget or depreciate the political-economic dimension of international affairs. On that chessboard, dominated by trade opportunities and foreign in​vestment, China is arguably much more attractive to American business than is Japan. Beijing's market is growing faster and could well have more potential than Tokyo's, despite the massive scale of the Japanese economy, especially be​cause local competition in China is less formidable.

4. [Insert impact defense for specific scenario]

A2: US-Japan relations Good- Econ 

1. China is the only nation that is key to the U.S. Economy- They purchase more of our stock than Japan 

2. US-Japan missile alliance causes global prolif and crushes Russian economy
Blank 09

[Stephen J. Blank, Strategic Studies Institute’s expert on the Soviet bloc and the post-

Soviet world , Associate Professor of Soviet Studies at the Center for Aerospace Doctrine, Research, and Education, Maxwell Air Force Base, and taught at the University of Texas, San Antonio, and at the University of California, Riverside. "RUSSIA AND ARMS CONTROL:ARE THERE OPPORTUNITIES FOR THE OBAMA ADMINISTRATION?" March 2009 http://www.StrategicStudiesInstitute.army.mil]
As McDonough showed above, U.S. force deployments in the Pacific theater definitely threaten Russian nuclear assets and infrastructure as well as its territory and conventional forces.243 A second major Russian concern is the strengthening of the U.S.-Japan alliance in the twin forms of joint missile defenses and the apparent consolidation of a tripartite or possibly quadripartite alliance including Australia and South Korea, if not India. In that context, both Moscow and Beijing worry that North Korean nuclearization might lead Japan to build nuclear weapons. But beyond that, for both Russia and China, one of the most visible negative consequences of the DPRK’s nuclear and missile tests has been the strengthened impetus it gave to U.S.-Japan cooperation on missile defense. The issue of missile defense in Asia had been in a kind of abeyance until the North Korean nuclear tests of 2006. These tests, taken in defiance of Chinese warnings against nuclearization and testing, intensified and accelerated U.S.-Japanese collaboration on missile defenses as the justification for them had now been incontrovertibly demonstrated. But such programs always entail checking China’s nuclear capabilities and even, according to Beijing, threatening it with a first strike. Naturally those developments greatly annoy China.244 Therefore China continues publicly to criticize U.S.-Japan collaboration on missile defenses.245 Perhaps this issue was on Chinese President Hu Jintao’s 90 agenda in September 2007 when he called for greater Russo-Chinese cooperation in Asia-Pacific security.246 His remarks may have prompted Russia to act or speak out against these trends in Asia for Russia, having hitherto been publicly reticent to comment on this missile defense cooperation or to attack the U.S. alliance system in Asia, reacted quite strongly.247 During Lavrov’s visit to Japan in October 2007 and despite his strong pitch for Russo-Japanese economic cooperation, he publicly warned that Russia fears that this missile defense system represents an effort to ensure American military superiority and that the development and deployment of such systems could spur regional and global arms races. Lavrov also noted that Russia pays close attention to the U.S.-Japan alliance and was worried by the strengthening of the triangle comprising both these states and Australia.248 He observed that “a closed format for military and political alliances” does not facilitate peace and “will not be able to increase mutual trust in the region,” thereby triggering reactions contrary to the expectations of Washington, Tokyo, and Canberra.249 More recently, at the 2008 annual Association of Southeast Asian Nations Regional Forum (ARF) in Singapore, Lavrov again inveighed against “narrow military alliances,” claiming that Asian-Pacific security should be all-inclusive and indivisible, the work of all interested parties, not blocs. Any such activity must enhance strategic balance and take account of everyone’s interests and be based on international law, i.e., the Security Council where Moscow has a veto.250 Lavrov’s complaints show what happens when bilateral cooperation breaks down and, as a result of proliferation, overall regional tensions increase, in this case in Northeast Asia. Russia has responded to 91 the U.S. missile defense program in both Europe and Asia by MIRVing its existing and older ICBMs, (that is, putting so called MIRVs [missiles] onto its missiles in silos) leaving the START-2 treaty, creating hypersonic missiles that allegedly can break through any American missile defense system, introducing new Topol-Ms mobile ICBMs that also allegedly can break those defenses, and testing the Bulava SLBM with similar characteristics. Still Moscow apparently thought this was not enough, and only 6 weeks after Lavrov’s public complaints in Japan, Vice-Premier Sergei Ivanov called for nuclear parity with Washington, even though the quest for such parity would undoubtedly undermine Russia’s economy unless he meant the retention of strategic stability, albeit at unequal numbers of missiles. Nevertheless, the real threat for Moscow here is the U.S. policy to build missile defenses and an alliance excluding Russia and China, not Japanese missile defenses. Those defenses are mainly directed formally against North Korean missiles and in reality the threat of Chinese missiles, not Russia. 

Russia key to global economy

Grigoriev 2005 [Leonid, President of the Association of Russian Economic Think Tanks; Head of the Management Department of the International University in Moscow. “Russia’s Place in the Global Economy,” Strategiya Rossii magazine, No. 1/2005. http://eng.globalaffairs.ru/numbers/11/913.html]

As a result, Russia simultaneously exports oil, oil revenues and educated people. Russian biologists, who in Russia earn $5,000 a year at most, move to the U.S. where they stand to earn $50,000-100,000. By encouraging its educated citizens to move abroad, Russia increases the effectiveness of the global economy, but does very little for its domestic economy. Russia has two major kinds of resources – human capital and natural resources, but it only really employs the latter. Russia exports more than half of its oil, one-third of its natural gas, a huge amount of timber and paper, and much of its nonferrous and ferrous metals, largely because the domestic economy does not need all these resources. Russia is unable to change its place in the global economy – that of a raw-material supplier. Nothing of what Russia produced in the 1980s was accepted by the world market at free prices; since then, this country has produced nothing new since it has had “more important” things on its mind. This is one of the tragedies of the transitional period – Russia has solved many problems, but not the problem concerning its economic modernization. This problem will have to be solved by the next generation. In 2004, Russia took the lead in global oil production, leaving behind Saudi Arabia. Additionally, Russia remains a major producer of natural gas and is the largest gas exporter in the world. It must be noted that when Russia exports chemicals, fertilizers, ferrous and nonferrous metals, in reality it also exports energy. The production of metals in Russia is the “packing” of cheap electric power in iron and copper. Considering also oil, gas, coal and electric power “packed” in aluminum and chemicals, Russia is the main source of energy resources in the world – now and, possibly, in the future. Russia can retain its leading positions in the world economy if it continues exporting energy within reasonable limits.
AT: US-Japan relations good: economy

Russian Economic Collapse causes extinction

Filger 9 (Sheldon, Columnist and Founder – Global EconomicCrisis.com, “Russian Economy Faces Disasterous Free Fall Contraction”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/sheldon-filger/russian-economy-faces-dis_b_201147.html)

In Russia, historically, economic health and political stability are intertwined to a degree that is rarely encountered in other major industrialized economies. It was the economic stagnation of the former Soviet Union that led to its political downfall. Similarly, Medvedev and Putin, both intimately acquainted with their nation's history, are unquestionably alarmed at the prospect that Russia's economic crisis will endanger the nation's political stability, achieved at great cost after years of chaos following the demise of the Soviet Union. Already, strikes and protests are occurring among rank and file workers facing unemployment or non-payment of their salaries. Recent polling demonstrates that the once supreme popularity ratings of Putin and Medvedev are eroding rapidly. Beyond the political elites are the financial oligarchs, who have been forced to deleverage, even unloading their yachts and executive jets in a desperate attempt to raise cash. Should the Russian economy deteriorate to the point where economic collapse is not out of the question, the impact will go far beyond the obvious accelerant such an outcome would be for the Global Economic Crisis. There is a geopolitical dimension that is even more relevant then the economic context. Despite its economic vulnerabilities and perceived decline from superpower status, Russia remains one of only two nations on earth with a nuclear arsenal of sufficient scope and capability to destroy the world as we know it. For that reason, it is not only President Medvedev and Prime Minister Putin who will be lying awake at nights over the prospect that a national economic crisis can transform itself into a virulent and destabilizing social and political upheaval. It just may be possible that U.S. President Barack Obama's national security team has already briefed him about the consequences of a major economic meltdown in Russia for the peace of the world. After all, the most recent national intelligence estimates put out by the U.S. intelligence community have already concluded that the Global Economic Crisis represents the greatest national security threat to the United States, due to its facilitating political instability in the world. During the years Boris Yeltsin ruled Russia, security forces responsible for guarding the nation's nuclear arsenal went without pay for months at a time, leading to fears that desperate personnel would illicitly sell nuclear weapons to terrorist organizations. If the current economic crisis in Russia were to deteriorate much further, how secure would the Russian nuclear arsenal remain? It may be that the financial impact of the Global Economic Crisis is its least dangerous consequence.

A2: US-Japan relations Good- Prolif/Noko war  

1. Nations such as North Korea and Iran don’t perceive U.S.-Japan relations- they proliferated while relations were intact

2. Turn- US-Japan missile alliance causes global prolif 
Blank 09

[Stephen J. Blank, Strategic Studies Institute’s expert on the Soviet bloc and the post-

Soviet world , Associate Professor of Soviet Studies at the Center for Aerospace Doctrine, Research, and Education, Maxwell Air Force Base, and taught at the University of Texas, San Antonio, and at the University of California, Riverside. "RUSSIA AND ARMS CONTROL:ARE THERE OPPORTUNITIES FOR THE OBAMA ADMINISTRATION?" March 2009 http://www.StrategicStudiesInstitute.army.mil]
As McDonough showed above, U.S. force deployments in the Pacific theater definitely threaten Russian nuclear assets and infrastructure as well as its territory and conventional forces.243 A second major Russian concern is the strengthening of the U.S.-Japan alliance in the twin forms of joint missile defenses and the apparent consolidation of a tripartite or possibly quadripartite alliance including Australia and South Korea, if not India. In that context, both Moscow and Beijing worry that North Korean nuclearization might lead Japan to build nuclear weapons. But beyond that, for both Russia and China, one of the most visible negative consequences of the DPRK’s nuclear and missile tests has been the strengthened impetus it gave to U.S.-Japan cooperation on missile defense. The issue of missile defense in Asia had been in a kind of abeyance until the North Korean nuclear tests of 2006. These tests, taken in defiance of Chinese warnings against nuclearization and testing, intensified and accelerated U.S.-Japanese collaboration on missile defenses as the justification for them had now been incontrovertibly demonstrated. But such programs always entail checking China’s nuclear capabilities and even, according to Beijing, threatening it with a first strike. Naturally those developments greatly annoy China.244 Therefore China continues publicly to criticize U.S.-Japan collaboration on missile defenses.245 Perhaps this issue was on Chinese President Hu Jintao’s 90 agenda in September 2007 when he called for greater Russo-Chinese cooperation in Asia-Pacific security.246 His remarks may have prompted Russia to act or speak out against these trends in Asia for Russia, having hitherto been publicly reticent to comment on this missile defense cooperation or to attack the U.S. alliance system in Asia, reacted quite strongly.247 During Lavrov’s visit to Japan in October 2007 and despite his strong pitch for Russo-Japanese economic cooperation, he publicly warned that Russia fears that this missile defense system represents an effort to ensure American military superiority and that the development and deployment of such systems could spur regional and global arms races. Lavrov also noted that Russia pays close attention to the U.S.-Japan alliance and was worried by the strengthening of the triangle comprising both these states and Australia.248 He observed that “a closed format for military and political alliances” does not facilitate peace and “will not be able to increase mutual trust in the region,” thereby triggering reactions contrary to the expectations of Washington, Tokyo, and Canberra.249 

AT: US-Japan relations good: prolif/noko war

3. Prolif is slow, stable and extremely rare. Lots of factors vitiate against the spread of nukes.

Potter and Mukhatzhanova ‘8   (William, Sam Nunn and Richard Lugar Prof. Nonproliferation Studies and Dir. James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies – Monterey Institute of International Studies, and Guakhar, Research Associate – James Martin Center, International Security, “Divining Nuclear Intentions: A Review Essay”, 33:1, Summer, Project Muse)

Today it is hard to find an analyst or commentator on nuclear proliferation who is not pessimistic about the future. It is nearly as difficult to find one who predicts the future without reference to metaphors such as proliferation chains, cascades, dominoes, waves, avalanches, and tipping points.42 The lead author of this essay also has been guilty of the same tendency, and initially named an ongoing research project on forecasting proliferation he directs "21st Century Nuclear Proliferation Chains and Trigger Events." As both authors proceeded with research on the project, however, and particularly after reading the books by Hymans and Solingen, we became convinced that the metaphor is inappropriate and misleading, as it implies a process of nuclear decisionmaking and a pace of nuclear weapons spread that are unlikely to transpire.  The current alarm about life in a nuclear-armed crowd has many historical antecedents and can be found in classified National Intelligence Estimates (NIEs) as well as in scholarly analyses. The 1957 NIE, for example, identified a list of ten leading nuclear weapons candidates, including Canada, Japan, and Sweden.43 Sweden, it predicted, was "likely to produce its first weapons in about 1961," while it was estimated that Japan would "probably seek to develop weapons production programs within the next decade."44 In one of the [End Page 159] most famous forecasts, President John Kennedy in 1963 expressed a nightmarish vision of a future world with fifteen, twenty, or twenty-five nuclear weapons powers.45  A number of the earliest scholarly projections of proliferation also tended to exaggerate the pace of nuclear weapons spread. A flurry of studies between 1958 and 1962, for example, focused on the "Nth Country Problem" and identified as many as twelve candidates capable of going nuclear in the near future.46 Canada, West Germany, Italy, Japan, Sweden, and Switzerland were among the states most frequently picked as near-term proliferators.  The "peaceful nuclear explosion" by India in 1974 was seen by many analysts of the time as a body blow to the young NPT that would set in motion a new wave of proliferation. Although the anticipated domino effect did not transpire, the Indian test did precipitate a marked increase in scholarship on proliferation, including an innovative study developed around the concept—now in vogue—of proliferation chains. Rarely cited by today's experts, the 1976 monograph on Trends in Nuclear Proliferation, 1975–1995, by Lewis Dunn and Herman Kahn, set forth fifteen scenarios for nuclear weapons spread, each based on the assumption that one state's acquisition of nuclear weapons would prompt several other states to follow suit, which in turn would trigger a succession of additional nuclearization decisions.47 Although lacking any single theoretical underpinning and accepting of the notion that proliferation decisions are likely to be attributed to security needs, the Dunn-Kahn model rejected the exclusive focus by realists on security drivers and sought to probe [End Page 160] beneath the rhetoric to identify the possible presence of other pressures and constraints.  To their credit, Dunn and Kahn got many things right and advanced the study of proliferation. Their forecasts, however, were almost without exception wildly off the mark. Why, one may inquire, were their pessimistic projections about nuclear weapons spread—and those of their past and subsequent counterparts in the intelligence community—so often divorced from reality? Although Hymans and Solingen appear not to have been familiar with the research by Dunn and Kahn on proliferation trends at the time of their books' publications, their national leadership and domestic political survival models offer considerable insight into that dimension of the proliferation puzzle.48 The Four Myths of Nuclear Proliferation  Hymans is keenly aware of the deficiency of past proliferation projections, which he attributes in large part to the "tendency to use the growth of nuclear capabilities, stances toward the non-proliferation regime, and a general 'roguishness' of the state as proxies for nuclear weapons intentions" (p. 217). Such intentions, he believes, cannot be discerned without reference to leadership national identity conceptions, a focus that appears to have been absent to date in intelligence analyses devoted to forecasting proliferation.49  Hymans is equally critical of the popular notion that "the 'domino theory' of the twenty-first century may well be nuclear."50 As he points out, the new domino theory, like its discredited Cold War predecessor, assumes an over-simplified view about why and how decisions to acquire nuclear weapons are taken.51 Leaders' nuclear preferences, he maintains, "are not highly contingent on what other states decide," and, therefore, "proliferation tomorrow will probably remain as rare as proliferation today, with no single instance of proliferation causing a cascade of nuclear weapons states" (p. 225). In addition, he argues, the domino thesis embraces "an exceedingly dark picture of world trends by lumping the truly dangerous leaders together with the merely self-assertive [End Page 161] ones," and equating interest in nuclear technology with weapons intent (pp. 208–209). Dire proliferation forecasts, both past and present, Hymans believes, flow from four myths regarding nuclear decisonmaking: (1) states want the bomb as a deterrent; (2) states seek the bomb as a "ticket to international status"; (3) states go for the bomb because of the interests of domestic groups; and (4) the international regime protects the world from a flood of new nuclear weapons states (pp. 208–216). Each of these assumptions is faulty, Hymans contends, because of its fundamental neglect of the decisive role played by individual leaders in nuclear matters.  As discussed earlier, Hymans argues that the need for a nuclear deterrent is entirely in the eye of the beholder—a leader with an oppositional nationalist NIC. By the same token, just because some leaders seek to achieve international prestige through acquisition of the bomb, it does not mean that other leaders "necessarily view the bomb as the right ticket to punch": witness the case of several decades of Argentine leaders, as well as the Indian Nehruvians (pp. 211–212). The case of Egypt under Anwar al-Sadat, though not discussed by Hymans, also seems to fit this category.  Hymans's focus on the individual level of analysis leads him to discount bureaucratic political explanations for nuclear postures, as well. Central to his argument is the assumption that decisions to acquire nuclear weapons are taken "without the considerable vetting that political scientists typically assume precedes most important states choices" (p. 13). As such, although he is prepared to credit nuclear energy bureaucracies as playing a supporting role in the efforts by Australia, France, and India to go nuclear, he does not observe their influence to be a determining factor in root nuclear decisions by national leaders. Moreover, contrary to a central premise of Solingen's model of domestic political survival, Hymans finds little evidence in his case studies of leaders pursuing nuclear weapons to advance their political interests (p. 213). For example, he argues, the 1998 nuclear tests in India were as risky domestically for Vajpayee as they were internationally (p. 214).
A2: US-Japan relations Good- Missile Defense 

1. They only solve regional Missile Defense- not missile defense worldwide 

2. Turn- Missile Defense Causes Prolif 
Ferguson and Mistry 06 

[Charles D. Ferguson  fellow for science and technology at the Council on Foreign Relations and Dinshaw Mistry assistant political science professor at the University of Cincinnati and author of ``Containing Missile Proliferation."
 "Moving away from missile programs" 6-19-06, http://www.boston.com/news/globe/editorial_opinion/oped/articles/2006/06/19/moving_away_from_missile_programs/]

More important, replacing some or all nuclear-tipped missiles with conventional missiles would make these weapons systems more usable. This would reverse evolving global prohibitions against missiles. Once a ballistic missile is legitimized as a conventional weapon that would be widely used by the United States, there are few reasons for other countries to restrain their own development and use of such weapons. As a result, the norm against restraining the spread of ballistic missiles would erode, and pressure on regimes to control the spread of missiles would also weaken.  In November 2002, when the Hague Code was launched, John Bolton, then-under secretary of state for arms control and international security, warned: ``Too often in the arms control and nonproliferation fields, countries make a great public flourish about adhering to codes and conventions, and then, quietly and deceptively, do precisely the opposite in private." The United States should not become one of those countries. It should instead work toward President Ronald Reagan's vision of a world free of ballistic missiles.  While a conventional submarine-launched ballistic missile can help America in the fight against terrorists, long-term security rests more on developing and strengthening norms and regimes against ballistic missiles. 

3. Ballistic missile defense causes global WMD war 

Gordon R. Mitchell, Associate Professor of Communication, Kevin J. Ayotte and David

Cram Helwich, Teaching Fellows in the Department of Communication at the University of Pittsburgh, July 2001, http://www.isisuk.demon.co.uk/0811/isis/uk/bmd/no6.html

Since any US attempt to overtly seize military control of outer space would likely stir up massive political opposition both home and abroad, defence analyst James Oberg anticipates that 'the means by which the placement of space-based weapons will likely occur is under a second US space policy directive — that of ballistic missile defense… This could preempt any political umbrage from most of the world's influential nations while positioning the US as a guarantor of defense from a universally acclaimed threat'. 32 In this scenario, ABM Treaty breakout, conducted under the guise of missile defence, functions as a tripwire for unilateral US military domination of the heavens. A buildup of space weapons might begin with noble intentions of 'peace through strength' deterrence, but this rationale glosses over the tendency that '… the presence of space weapons…will result in the increased likelihood of their use'.33 This drift toward usage is strengthened by a strategic fact elucidated by Frank Barnaby: when it comes to arming the heavens, 'anti-ballistic missiles and anti-satellite warfare technologies go hand-in-hand'.34 The interlocking nature of offense and defense in military space technology stems from the inherent 'dual capability' of spaceborne weapon components. As Marc Vidricaire, Delegation of Canada to the UN Conference on Disarmament, explains: 'If you want to intercept something in space, you could use the same capability to target something on land'. 35 To the extent that ballistic missile interceptors based in space can knock out enemy missiles in mid-flight, such interceptors can also be used as orbiting 'Death Stars', capable of sending munitions hurtling through the Earth's atmosphere. The dizzying speed of space warfare would introduce intense 'use or lose' pressure into strategic calculations, with the spectre of split-second attacks creating incentives to rig orbiting Death Stars with automated 'hair trigger' devices. In theory, this automation would enhance survivability of vulnerable space weapon platforms. However, by taking the decision to commit violence out of human hands and endowing computers with authority to make war, military planners could sow insidious seeds of accidental conflict. Yale sociologist Charles Perrow has analyzed 'complexly interactive, tightly coupled' industrial systems such as space weapons, which have many sophisticated components that all depend on each other's flawless performance. According to Perrow, this interlocking complexity makes it impossible to foresee all the different ways such systems could fail. As Perrow explains, '[t]he odd term "normal accident" is meant to signal that, given the system characteristics, multiple and unexpected interactions of failures are inevitable'.36 Deployment of space weapons with pre-delegated authority to fire death rays or unleash killer projectiles would likely make war itself inevitable, given the susceptibility of such systems to 'normal accidents'. It is chilling to contemplate the possible effects of a space war. According to retired Lt. Col. Robert M. Bowman, 'even a tiny projectile reentering from space strikes the earth with such high velocity that it can do enormous damage — even more than would be done by a nuclear weapon of the same size!'. 37 In the same Star Wars technology touted as a quintessential tool of peace, defence analyst David Langford sees one of the most destabilizing offensive weapons ever conceived: 'One imagines dead cities of microwave-grilled people'.38 Given this unique potential for destruction, it is not hard to imagine that any nation subjected to space weapon attack would retaliate with maximum force, including use of nuclear, biological, and/or chemical weapons. An accidental war sparked by a computer glitch in space could plunge the world into the most destructive military conflict ever seen.
AT: US-Japan relations good: Missile defense

4. Turn China: A. It will freak out and modernize  if it feels encircled by US missile defense

Boese, (Research Director at the Arms Control Association), 2003 (Wade, Arms Control Today, January/February, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2003_01-02/missiledefense_janfeb03.asp)

Chinese Foreign Ministry spokesman Liu Jianchao cautioned December 19 that a U.S. missile defense system “should not undermine global strategic stability, nor should it undermine international and regional security.” Liu hinted, however, that, if China saw missile defense as a possible threat, it would respond. “China has always made its military deployment according to its own needs for defense,” Liu stated. China, which currently possesses about 20 long-range ballistic missiles, might view the deployment of 20 U.S. missile interceptors as designed to nullify its nuclear deterrent. U.S. intelligence analysts reported in the summer of 2000 that China might accelerate and expand its ongoing nuclear force modernization effort to counteract deployment of a U.S. missile defense system.

B. Chinese modernization causes nuclear war

Fuerth, (Visiting Professor at the Elliot School of International Affairs), 2001 (Leon, The Washington Quarterly, Autumn, http://www.twq.com/01autumn/fuerth.pdf)

As for China, its resources may limit it only to modernization in forms it was already pursuing. In that case, China may deploy road-mobile ICBMs that are harder to target, and push forward until it has the technology to MIRV these, to maximize the chance of overwhelming a U.S. defensive shield. China is, however, a country whose gross domestic product (GDP) grows at about 8 percent a year and will not lack for means for much longer. Thus, one should not ignore the possibility of a major expansion of Chinese ballistic missile forces. Meanwhile, the United States will have built into the Chinese political system a deepening conviction that the United States is an implacable enemy. The United States will therefore be building momentum toward confrontation that could unleash the nuclear war it was fortunate enough to avoid with the Soviet Union.

A2: US-Japan relatins Good- Democracy 

1. They have to transfer every country to democracy to get their diamond impact, which is impossible

2. Turn- Strong U.S. Japan Ties cause East Asian instability and kills Chinese Democracy 

Nye and Armitage 7

[Joseph Nye University Distinguished Service Professor and Richard Armitage Deputy Secretary of State, “The U.S. Japan Alliance”,  Feburary 2007, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/070216_asia2020.pdf ]

At the same time, however, a bipolar structure with only the United States and Japan facing China would be ineffective, because it would force other regional powers to choose between two competing poles. Some might side with the United States and Japan, but most regional powers would choose strict neutrality or align with China. Ultimately, this would weaken the powerful example of American and Japanese democracy and return the region to a Cold War or nineteenth century balance-of-power logic that does not favor stability in the region or contribute to China’s potential for positive change. Stability in East Asia will rest on the quality of U.S.-Japan-China relations, and even though the United States is closely allied with Japan, Washington should encourage good relations among all three.
Chinese Democratic Failure Kills Democracy Globally 
Friedman ‘9  (Edward, Prof. Pol. Sci. – U. Wisconsin, Dissent, “China: A Threat to or Threatened by Democracy?” Winter, http://www.dissentmagazine.org/article/?article=1318)
THESE CCP antidemocratic policies are significant. Democratization tends to occur regionally—for example, after 1974–1975 in Southern Europe, subsequently in Latin America, in the late 1980s in East Asia (the Philippines, South Korea, and Taiwan), and after November 1989 in Eastern and Central Europe. The CCP regime, in contrast, aims to create an Asian region where its authoritarian ruling groups are unchallenged, in which regional institutions are inoculated against democratization. China’s successes in that direction make it hard to imagine Asia, in any foreseeable future, becoming defined by a democratic ethos that makes authoritarian China seem the odd nation out.  An exception is democratic Taiwan. Starting in the 1990s, Beijing has portrayed Taiwan as a trouble-making polity and a chaotic society. But the basic interests of China’s economic modernizers are to move as quickly as possible into advanced technology and Information Technology (IT). This requires improving economic relations with Taiwan, a world leader in IT. Good relations between Beijing and Taipei would increase exchanges of students, tourists, families, and entrepreneurs across the Taiwan Strait. Democratic Taiwan, over time, could come to seem to Chinese victims of a repressive, greedy, corrupt, and arbitrary political system to be China’s better future.  If Singapore, in a post–Lee Kuan Yew era, would then democratize, that, too, could help make democracy seem a natural regional alternative to politically conscious Chinese. For the CCP is trying to solve its governance problems, in part, by evolving into a Singapore-type authoritarianism, a technocratic, professional, minimally corrupt, minimally cruel, one-party, administrative state. In sum, although the CCP’s foreign policy works against the spread of democracy, there are some ways in which regional forces could yet initiate a regional democratization. The future is contingent on unknowable factors.  One key is Indonesia. There are political forces in Jakarta that oppose Beijing’s efforts in Southeast Asia to roll back the advance of democracy. If Indonesia were to succeed, and if nations in South Asia, Pakistan, and Bangladesh, were also to democratize, it is possible to imagine politically conscious Chinese seeking to ride a wave of regional democratization, especially if Taiwan and Singapore were both admirable democratic alternatives. Although regional factors make all this unlikely, enough wild cards are in play that China’s democratization is not impossible.  HAVING EXAMINED regional forces, we must then ask about the political possibilities inherent in the way economic forces create new social groups that interact with the different interests of state institutions. First, China’s growth patterns have polarized the division of wealth such that China may soon surpass Brazil as the most unequal (but stable) major country in the world. All students of democratic transitions agree that great economic inequality makes ruling groups resistant to a democratization that they believe would put their ill-gotten gains at risk. This consensus hypothesis, that democratic transitions are more likely where economic polarization is limited, is formalized in a rational-choice model in Daron Acemoglu and James A. Robinson’s Economic Origins of Dictatorship and Democracy.  Too much economic inequality is a huge obstacle blocking a democratic transition. The rising urban middle classes prefer to be defended by the authoritarian state rather than risk their status and fortunes in a democratic vote, where the majority is imagined as poor, rural, and vengeful against economic winners, imagined as an undeserving and traitorous upper stratum.  To be sure, there are democratic tendencies that result from the move from collective farming to household agriculture and from the rise of property rights, a new middle class, literacy, wealth, and so on—as Seymour Martin Lipset long ago argued. But an adaptable and resilient CCP regime that continues to deliver rapid economic growth is not going to be abandoned by rising classes worried about vengeance by the losers in a polarized society.  Still, China is combining rapid industrialization with a climb into postmodern service and high-technology-based growth in which industrial workers can seem a dying breed, an albatross to further growth. Core areas of industrialization are beginning to hollow out. It is possible to imagine the losers from China’s continuing rapid growth—for example, sixty million laid-off former State Owned Enterprise (SOE) workers—turning against the regime. Should a global financial shock cause China to lose its export markets, instability might threaten the regime. As Haleb’s Black Swan suggests, a full exploration of democratic possibilities should look into all the wild-card factors. The regime’s economic reformers, however, could be portrayed as having sold the nation’s better future to Western imperialism if Chinese lost their jobs because of an economic virus spreading from New York and London to Shanghai. And then, opponents of the government would not back a move to democracy.  The West would be seen as a fount of evil, and then both the people and the ruling groups might choose a transition to a more chauvinistic and militarist order that would renounce China’s global openness as a betrayal of the nation’s essence. History suggests that left nationalists within the regime, who largely control the security and propaganda apparatuses, would be militantly against any opening to democracy.  Such a neofascist ruling coalition might turn to military adventures or close China’s doors in order to appeal to nativists—in ways, however, that would lose China the sources of continuing high growth. That is, neofascist hardliners might implement policies that would alienate many people in China and in Asia, and thereby create a counterforce that might find democracy attractive. But such imaginings rest too much on long-term speculations about concatenating factors leading to distant futures. Such meanderings of the mind should not be confused with confident predictions about a democratic outcome.  Still, it is clear that much depends on how the post-Mao right-authoritarian populist system relates to social contradictions. The CCP is moving toward presidential succession rules similar to what Mexico institutionalized in its earlier era of a one-party 

Continues…


AT: US-Japan relations good: Democracy 

Continued…

dominant presidential populism. Mexico had a one-term president for six years who chose his successor; China has a president who serves two five-year terms and chooses his successor at the close of the first. Chinese analysts fear that as economic stagnation, corruption, and debt delegitimated Mexico’s presidential populism, so the same could happen with China. The danger is dubbed Latin Americanization.  Anxious analysts worry about the entrenchment of greedy local interests that resist the many adaptations required for the continuing rapid growth that wins legitimacy and stability for the regime. Ever less charismatic and weaker presidents in China will lack the clout to defeat the vested interests who will act much as landed elites acted in the days of the ancien régime to block the changes required for economic growth. Resultant stagnation would create a regime crisis, as occurred in Latin America in the 1960s and 1970s, leading there to a wave of military coups, but also, in the 1980s, to a democratic opening in Mexico—because, among other things, Mexico uniquely abutted the United States and wished to benefit from greater access to the U.S. market. China has no similarly large and attractive democratic neighbor, unless globalization so reduces distance that the two sides of the Pacific seem no further apart than the English Channel did in the eighteenth century. This is a real possibility in our age of transportation and communication revolutions.  The internal Chinese analysis of a future crisis brought on by Latin Americanization should be treated seriously. But East Asian economic growth seems to me to be of a different order than Latin America’s. Region is decisive. In addition, household agriculture and physical mobility in China make it likely that Kuznets curve factors, in which the economic gap narrows after an initial widening as a country develops, will operate in China in the future. That is, the forces of polarization will be reversed. Chinese household agriculture is very different from the world of the landed elites that emerged out of slave-plantation Latin America. Perhaps there will turn out to be truth to the analogy of a feudal-like CCP-type system rooted in Russian czarist feudal institutions with the repressed labor relations of plantation slavery and its aftermath. My own hunch, however, is that anxiety about Latin Americanization in China is an indicator that the regime remains preemptive, flexible, and responsive to threats and will, therefore, head off dangers to the regime, nipping them in the bud. It is a resilient regime, not a fragile one.  ALTHOUGH WE may be seeing through a glass darkly to try to locate forces of regime instability or democratization in China, what is clear is how to analyze the forces at work that will decide whether it is more or less likely that China will democratize. An analyst should try to understand how the forces of region, of groups and interests fostered by the economic moment globally and at home, and of the state, comprehended in terms of the strength and weakness of its diverse and conflicting elements, interact. My own reading of this interaction is that democracy is not impossible, but that a far more likely outcome is either continuity, that is, evolutionary change toward a dominant-party populist presidentialism imagining itself as becoming more like authoritarian Singapore, or a transition in a more chauvinistic and militaristic direction. China is not likely to democratize in any immediate future, but it is not inconceivable.  China is a superpower probing, pushing, and pulling the world in its authoritarian direction. Japan is out of touch in imagining a superior Japan leading China into an East Asian Community, with Japan showing China the way in everything from environmentalism to shared high standards of living. For Confucian China, China is the core, apex, and leader of an Asian community. The CCP intends for authoritarian China to establish itself as a global pole.  China will similarly experience it as a threatening American arrogance for the U.S. government to assume that an incredibly successful China, imagining itself as a moral global pole leading humanity in a better direction, needs to be saved by American missionaries of democracy. The democracies might be able to promote an end to systemic abuses of human rights in China, but Americans will not be heard in Chinese ruling circles unless they abandon a democratization agenda in which change for the better in China presupposes ending the leadership role of the CCP. Appeasement is the price of long-term good relations. The alternatives seem too costly.  There is no other long-lasting basis for trustful cooperation with the government in Beijing than to accept the regime’s legitimacy. CCP ruling groups imagine foreign democracy-promotion as a threat to China’s—and the world’s—better future, identified, of course, as at one with the interests of CCP ruling groups. Can the world afford not to treat China as the superpower it is? The CCP imagines a chaotic and war-prone world disorder of American-led democracy-promotion being replaced by a beneficent Chinese world order of authoritarian growth with stability. There may be far less of a challenge to China from democracy than there is a challenge to democracy from China.  Democracy-promoter Larry Diamond concludes in his recent book The Spirit of Democracy that democracy is in trouble across the world because of the rise of China, an authoritarian superpower that has the economic clout to back and bail out authoritarian regimes around the globe. “Singapore . . . could foreshadow a resilient form of capitalist-authoritarianism by China, Vietnam, and elsewhere in Asia,” which delivers “booming development, political stability, low levels of corruption, affordable housing, and a secure pension system.” Joined by ever richer and more influential petro powers leveraging the enormous wealth of Sovereign Investment Funds, “Asia will determine the fate of democracy,” at least in the foreseeable future. Authoritarian China, joined by its authoritarian friends, is well on the way to defeating the global forces of democracy.
3. Pro democratic peace studies are flawed

Henderson, 02 - Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science at the University of Florida, (Errol Henderson,  Democracy and War The End of an Illusion?, p. 14-15

To my mind, the empirical evidence in support of both the dyadic and the nomadic DPP is problematic for several reasons. The most recent studies alluded to earlier, which indicate that democracies are less likely to fight each other and are more peaceful, in general, than non-democracies, are beset by research design problems that severely hinder their reliability (e.g., Oneal and Russett, 1997; Oneal and Ray, 1997; Russett and Oneal, 2001). For example, many of them rely on a questionable operationalization of joint democracy that conflates the level of democracy of two states with their political dissimilarity. Only by teasing out the effects of each factor are we in a position to confi​dently argue that shared democracy, rather than other factors, is actually the motivating force driving democratic states toward their alleged​ly more peaceful international relations. In addition, the findings used to support monadic DPP claims also rely on questionable research designs that exclude whole categories of international war—namely, extrastate wars, which are usually imperialist and colonial wars. The exclusion of these wars from recent tests of the DPP leaves us unable to determine the actual applicability of the DPP to the full range of international war. In addition, given that some scholars suggest that the DPP is applicable to civil wars (Krain and Myers, 1997; Rummel, 1997), it is important to determine to what extent we observe a “domes​tic democratic peace” for the most civil war prone states—the post​colonial, or third world, states. Previous work has not tested the DPP for this specific group of states, and it is important that our research design address this omission.
A2: US-Japan relations Good-Terror

1. All their evidence just says that Japan participates on the War on Terror

a. The war has empirically failed in Iraq and Afghanistan, no reason why it solves terror 

b. Nowhere does it say that Japan is one of the leading members of the war on terror-allies with real militaries outweigh

2.  No terrorist nukes, can’t get or make them, they can’t solve for their impact 
Milhollin 02 [Wisconsin Project, Gary Milhollin directs the Wisconsin Project on Nuclear Arms Control in Washington, D.C,” Can Terrorists Get the Bomb”, Contemporary Magazine, pg. 45-49]
In Afghanistan itself, American forces have examined dozens of sites where al Qaeda may have worked on nuclear or radiological weapons. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld cautioned that while it was "unlikely that they have a nuclear weapon," considering "the determination they have, they may very well." Despite the reports, and despite the attendant warnings, the risk that a terrorist group like al Qaeda could get the bomb (or a "dirty" substitute) is much lower than most people think. That is the good news. There is also bad news: the risk is not zero. There are essentially two ways for a terrorist group to lay its hands on a nuclear weapon: either build one from scratch or somehow procure an already manufactured one or its key components. Neither of these is likely.


Japan linchpin relations CP

Text: The United States federal government should adopt an official policy of ceasing to refer to Japan as the “lynchpin of security in Asia” and should equally emphasize its relations with the Republic of Korea.  

This solves relations – status quo misperceptions cause foot dragging and will cause future excess military entanglements

Klingner 9 (Bruce Klingner is Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation, “How to Save the U.S.-Japan Alliance”, August 26, 2009, http://www.heritage.org/Research/asiaandthepacific/bg2308.cfm)

Straight Talk Needed. The leaders and legislatures of the U.S. and Japan must forthrightly address the needs of the alliance and Japan's contributions rather than continuing to paper over the problems with positive rhetoric. Japan has called for an end to being treated as the junior partner in the alliance, which it perceives as unfair. Yet, with a proportionate share of decision-making comes a proportionate share of the responsibilities and requirements. While the U.S. has responsibility for understanding the domestic political constraints of its allies, those allies also have a responsibility to live up to their commitments. Habitual foot-dragging leads to mistrust, fatigue, and perceptions of unreliability. Maintaining a status quo alliance in a changing security environment will leave the U.S. with increasingly larger military requirements that it may be unable to fulfill. What the U.S. Should Do Stop referring to Japan as the only linchpin of U.S. security in Asia, instead emphasizing the parallel importance of South Korea, which has fewer constraints on the use of its military overseas. Seoul is more able and willing to commit sufficient capabilities to achieve shared political and security objectives. Affirm the U.S. security commitment to the defense of Japan while defining a blueprint and timetable for transferring greater responsibility to the Japanese SDF. Underscore Washington's pledge of extended deterrence--"the nuclear umbrella"--while insisting Japan expand its conventional force capabilities to fulfill regional and global responsibilities.
We have comparative evidence—giving the impression that the alliance is purely military prevents public debates in Japan that are key to the future of US-Japan relations  

Klingner 9 (Bruce Klingner is Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation, “How to Save the U.S.-Japan Alliance”, August 26, 2009, http://www.heritage.org/Research/asiaandthepacific/bg2308.cfm)
Conclusion Japan is important to the United States--which makes it all the more critical to improve the alliance for mutual benefit. An Asia without the U.S.-Japanese alliance would be far worse than the status quo. The U.S. needs strong relationships with Japan and South Korea, as well as coordinated efforts among these three allies to combat current and future security challenges in Asia and around the world. Moreover, the alliances are not simply a response to threats, but are a partnership of countries that share the values of freedom and democracy. The U.S. should not shy away from emphasizing that aspect in its military partnerships with Japan, South Korea, and Australia. Leaders in Washington, Tokyo, and Seoul have inherited responsibilities that go well beyond their borders. The sacrifices of their citizens in the 20th century should never be forgotten, and these three singularly important nations must constantly review the premise of their commitments and long-term relationships in the moral dimension that "our words are our bonds." Japanese policymakers have not defined a strategic vision to address the evolving world environment. Such a grand strategy must be accompanied by bold, effective leadership to mobilize public support for Japan's regional and global role. A national debate must take place if Japan is to reverse its present wayward course. The election of the opposition DPJ and its commensurate search for a policy could prove to be catalyst. The U.S.-Japan alliance is not a house of cards. But it is underperforming, and weaker than generally perceived. As one U.S. official said, "Getting Japan to do more is like pushing a string." The alliance needs shoring up, including wider understanding and public acknowledgement of its strengths, weaknesses, and limitations to allow a more robust U.S. discussion of its own defense needs. Endlessly repeating the bromide of "Japan as linchpin" is not a viable strategy and it ill serves the United States. A failure of America's leaders to understand, appreciate, and take necessary transformative measures puts Washington's ability to achieve its objectives at risk and raises dangers of crises in Asia and around the world.

Us-Japan linchpin relations CP 

The Counterplan solves the US-Japan alliance – focuses on bilateral security while maintaining presence is key 

Rice et all 5 (“Security Consultative Committee Document”, “U.S.-Japan Alliance: Transformation and Realignment for the Future” October 29, 2005, Secretary of State Rice, Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld, Minister of Foreign Affairs Machimura, Minister of State for Defense Ohno, http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/n-america/us/security/scc/doc0510.html)

1. Primary Areas In this context, the U.S. and Japan examined bilateral roles, missions, and capabilities, particularly those of the U.S. forces and the SDF, for responding to diverse challenges in the contemporary security environment, placing primary emphasis on the following two areas: -- Defense of Japan and responses to situations in areas surrounding Japan, including responses to new threats and diverse contingencies; -- Efforts to improve the international security environment, such as participation in international peace cooperation activities. 2. Basic Concepts of Roles, Missions, and Capabilities Both sides confirmed several basic concepts relevant to bilateral defense cooperation. Related to defense of Japan and responses to situations in areas surrounding Japan, these concepts include: Bilateral defense cooperation remains vital to the security of Japan as well as to peace and stability of the region. Japan will defend itself and respond to situations in areas surrounding Japan, including addressing new threats and diverse contingencies such as ballistic missile attacks, attacks by guerilla and special forces, and invasion of remote islands. For these purposes, Japan's defense posture will be strengthened in accordance with the 2004 National Defense Program Guidelines. The U.S. will maintain forward-deployed forces, and augment them as needed, for the defense of Japan as well as to deter and respond to situations in areas surrounding Japan. The U.S. will provide all necessary support for the defense of Japan. U.S. and Japanese operations in the defense of Japan and responses to situations in areas surrounding Japan must be consistent so that appropriate responses will be ensured when a situation in areas surrounding Japan threatens to develop into an armed attack against Japan or when such a situation and an armed attack against Japan occur simultaneously. Japan will continue to provide host nation support including facilities and areas for U.S. forces (hereafter referred to as "U.S. facilities and areas"). Japan will also take appropriate measures to provide seamless support to U.S. operations as the situation evolves, including support based on Japan's legislation to deal with contingencies. Both sides will work with local communities to ensure stable support for the presence and operations of U.S. forces in Japan. U.S. strike capabilities and the nuclear deterrence provided by the U.S. remain an essential complement to Japan's defense capabilities in ensuring the defense of Japan and contribute to peace and security in the region. Both sides also confirmed several basic concepts relevant to roles, missions, and capabilities in the area of improving the international security environment, to include: Bilateral cooperation in improving the international security environment to achieve regional and global common strategic objectives has become an important element of the alliance. To this end, the U.S. and Japan contribute as appropriate based on their respective capabilities, and take necessary measures to establish effective posture. Rapid and effective response requires flexible capabilities and can benefit from close U.S.-Japan bilateral cooperation and policy coordination. Regular exercises, including those with third countries, can improve these capabilities. The U.S. forces and the SDF will strengthen cooperation with other partners to contribute to international activities to improve the international security environment. In addition, both sides emphasized that the increasing importance of addressing new threats and diverse contingencies and improving the international security environment compels both sides to develop their respective defense capabilities, and to maximize the benefits of innovations in technology.

US-Japan FTA CP 1NC

Text: The United States federal government should enter into a free trade agreement (FTA) with the government of Japan. 

Japan-U.S. FTA solves relations  

Konishi 06 (Weston S., “Japan-U.S. FTA Worth Considering”, Daily Yomiuri, 4/7/06, http://www.mansfieldfdn.org/pubs/commentary/wesyumiuri040706.htm) 
Nevertheless, Tokyo and Washington should begin to explore whether an FTA makes sense in the future. There are several potential benefits to such an agreement. Although the overall economic impact of a trade agreement would not necessarily be dramatic, due to the already high trade volume between both nations, an FTA could harmonize the two governments' policies in areas such as pharmaceuticals, intellectual property rights, services and direct investment. Most importantly, measures to liberalize Japanese agriculture would be required to conclude an agreement with the United States. Over the long-term, a Japan-U.S. FTA could have significant political implications. Just as a South Korea-U.S. trade deal would demonstrate the broad foundation of their alliance, so also could a similar agreement add institutional credibility to the "shared interests" now touted by Tokyo and Washington. Further, Japan and the United States have their own military base realignment problems; it is not inconceivable that, if tensions grew much worse, they might likewise emphasize the economic underpinnings of their alliance through a comprehensive trade agreement. A Japan-U.S. FTA could help both allies present a united front on trade issues as they engage China in multilateral forums. Indeed, with agriculture protections greatly reduced, Japan could join the United States in leading the charge for free trade in the World Trade Organization, the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation forum, and other international institutions.
Resolving economic differences through an FTA is key to restoring U.S.-Japan relations 

Konishi 06 (Weston S., “Japan-U.S. FTA Worth Considering”, Daily Yomiuri, 4/7/06, http://www.mansfieldfdn.org/pubs/commentary/wesyumiuri040706.htm) 

Japan and the United States are the two largest economic powers.  Together they account for over 40% of world domestic product, for a significant portion of international trade in goods and services, and for a major portion of international investment.  This economic clout makes the United States and Japan powerful actors in the world economy. Economic conditions in the United States and Japan have a significant impact on the rest of the world. Furthermore, the U.S.-Japan bilateral economic relationship can influence economic conditions in other countries. The U.S.-Japan economic relationship is very strong and mutually advantageous.  The two economies are highly integrated via trade in goods and services — they are large markets for each other’s exports and important sources of imports.  More importantly, Japan and the United States are closely connected via capital flows.  Japan is the largest foreign source of financing of the U.S. national debt and will likely remain so for the foreseeable future, as the mounting U.S. debt needs to be financed and the stock of U.S. domestic savings remains insufficient to meet the demand.  Japan is also a significant source of foreign private portfolio and direct investment in the United States, and the United States is the origin of much of the foreign investment in Japan. The relative significance of Japan and the United States as each other’s economic partner has diminished somewhat with the rise of China as an economic power, and with U.S. economic ties with Canada and Mexico deepening as a result of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA).  Nevertheless, analyses of trade and other economic data suggest that the bilateral relationship remains important, and policy leaders of both countries face the challenge of how to manage it. During the last decade policy leaders seem to have made a deliberate effort to drastically reduce the friction that prevailed in the economic relationship.  On the one hand, this calmer environment has stabilized the bilateral relationship and permitted the two countries to focus their attention on other issues of mutual interest, such as national security.  On the other hand, as some have argued, the friendlier environment masks serious problems that require more attention, such as continuing Japanese failure to resolve long-standing market access barriers to U.S. exports of autos and auto parts and flat glass and the failure of the two countries to reduce bilateral trade imbalances. Failure to resolve any of these outstanding issues could cause heightened friction between the two countries.


US-Japan FTA solves relations

U.S.-Japan FTA strengthens relations and economic ties 

Cooper 07 (William H., Specialist in international trade and finance, foreign affairs, defense, and trade division, 7/9/07, “CRS Report for Congress U.S.-Japan Economic Relations: Significance, Prospects, and Policy Options”, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL32649.pdf) 

A third option would be for the United States and Japan to form a comprehensive bilateral free trade agreement  (FTA).  This option might prove attractive because tariffs and other customs restrictions on U.S.-Japan bilateral trade are already low or non-existent, providing a foundation on which to build an FTA. In addition, proponents would argue that the two countries could construct the FTA to cover policies and practices that are critical to the relationship.  For example, the FTAs that the United States has concluded recently go beyond trade in goods and address services, foreign investment, and intellectual property rights.  A U.S.-Japan FTA would fit into current Japanese and U.S. trade strategies to use FTAs to strengthen  economic ties with Asian partners. 

Japan-South Korea competition makes FTA key to U.S. relations 

Konishi 06 (Weston S., “Japan-U.S. FTA Worth Considering”, Daily Yomiuri, 4/7/06, http://www.mansfieldfdn.org/pubs/commentary/wesyumiuri040706.htm) 
Yet the ripple effect of a South Korea-U.S. trade deal will hit Japan the hardest. Competition between Japan and South Korea is always a factor--the operating principle being what is good for one country is bad for the other, particularly regarding ties to the United States. As the far larger economy and more critical U.S. strategic partner, Japan is accustomed to winning this contest. Now, with the prospects of a South Korea-U.S. FTA, it is hard not to see Seoul as having outmaneuvered a flatfooted Japan. Losing out to South Korea is all the more painful given the extraordinarily high expectations of the Japan-U.S. relationship. In Washington, Japan is seen as the preeminent ally in Asia and close partner in an expanding list of initiatives, from cooperation in the war on terrorism to the long-term shaping of China into a "responsible stakeholder" in the global community. Officials on both sides of the Pacific say bilateral cooperation rests on a solid foundation of shared values and common interests. Yet if Japan cannot reach a trade deal with the United States similar to the one that country has with Seoul, it may call into question how deep these common interests really run. Fair or not, this question may resonate more broadly as the reality of a South Korea-U.S. FTA sinks in.

AT: Japan has to agree

Although Japan has to agree, it will be an agenda item because of the South Korean FTA and the US needs to initiate the discussion 

Konishi 06 (Weston S., “Japan-U.S. FTA Worth Considering”, Daily Yomiuri, 4/7/06, http://www.mansfieldfdn.org/pubs/commentary/wesyumiuri040706.htm) 
Two decades ago, U.S. Ambassador to Japan Mike Mansfield raised the idea of a free trade agreement between Japan and the United States that would formalize bilateral economic ties across a broad range of sectors. The idea never gained much traction, though, falling victim to larger priorities in multilateral trade institutions and a lack of enthusiasm from domestic interests in both countries. Bilateral trade has proceeded apace without an FTA, reaching a total value of 193 billion dollars last year. Interest in a Japan-U.S. FTA may soon be rekindled with the possible completion this year of a U.S.-South Korea FTA. If an agreement is reached, Tokyo may feel pressure to consider a corresponding trade deal with the United States to avoid losing out to Seoul. Launching a Japan-U.S. FTA, however, would necessitate a radical shift in Japanese trade policy, in particular by requiring the liberalization of the staunchly protected agriculture sector. While the onus for reducing the obstacles to an FTA may lie largely on Japan, both Tokyo and Washington should start to review whether or not such an agreement makes sense for their long-term interests.

***SOUTH KOREA****


 Troops k US-ROK relations

Troops are key to OPCON and US-ROK relations-withdrawal now would be a slap in the face

Yonhap 6/30 [2010, US top military says delay of wartime command transfer to deter North Korea, lexis] 

SEOUL, June 30 (Yonhap) - South Korean and US forces are better positioned to deter and defeat any future North Korean provocations, the top US commander here said Wednesday [ 30 June], as the countries delayed Seoul's retaking of wartime operational control (OPCON) of its troops from Washington.  At a summit in Toronto on Saturday (local time), President Lee Myung-bak [Yi Myo'ng-pak] and US President Barack Obama agreed to delay the transfer by three years to 2015 amid heightened tensions over Pyongyang's deadly sinking of a Seoul warship in March.  "The result will make our allied forces more agile, adaptive and able to defeat North Korea across the spectrum of conflicts, including provocations, terrorism, aggressions and invasions," Gen. Walter Sharp told an audience at Yongsan Garrison, the main US military headquarters in central Seoul.  Sharp made the remarks at a farewell ceremony for the outgoing chairman of South Korea's Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen. Lee Sang-eui.  "We have better plans to fight and win" with the delay of the OPCON transition, Sharp said.  "Our alliance will be even stronger as we synchronize emerging capabilities of the Republic of Korea armed forces and the changes of ROK-US command and control structures," Sharp said, using South Korea's official name.  Under a 2007 deal, South Korea was due to regain the OPCON from the US on April 17, 2012. The transfer has now been pushed back to Dec. 1, 2015 at the request of South Korea in the aftermath of the North's attack on South Korean warship, the Ch'o'nan [Cheonan].

US-South Korea relations high – AT: OPCOM delay 

US-South Korea relations are high-OPCOM delay is for better coordination, not due to lack of cooperation

Korea Herald 7/1 [2010, KAFS event celebrates ROK-U.S. alliance, lexis]

During the two-hour event, which highlighted the success of the six-decade-old bilateral alliance, KAFS conferred its annual awards to four U.S soldiers and a Defense Department employee for their dedication to improving bilateral relations.  During his congratulatory address, KAFS President Han Chul-soo underscored the sacrifices that the U.S. troops have made since the outbreak of the Korean War six decades ago.  "As a Korean War veteran myself, 60 years ago, I witnessed USFK service members fighting bravely to defend freedom and democracy against the invasion of the North Korean communist army and I confidently say that today's Republic of Korea stands as it is because of their invaluable sacrifices and suffering," Han said.  Calling the Korea-U.S. alliance "the strongest in the world," Gen. Sharp said that the two militaries are ready to deter any aggression from North Korea.  "During the past 60 years, the Republic of Korea-U.S. alliance has thrived and has been a corner stone of peace in Northeast Asia. But in light of North Korea's unprovoked and deliberate sinking of the Cheonan, it is more important than ever that we continue to strengthen the bonds of our two nations," the commander said.  "We call on North Korea to cease all provocations and to live up to the terms of past agreements, including the armistice agreement. The alliance remains ready to deter and to defeat North Korean aggression whenever and wherever it presents itself."  Touching on the recent agreement on the postponement of the U.S. transfer of wartime operational control to the South until 2015, he stressed that the delay was not caused by any lack of the military strength in the South Korean forces.  "The ROK military is strong. Delaying the OPCON transition does allow our two nations to realize the alliance plan for 2015, a plan that better synchronizes the ROK and U.S. transformation initiatives resulting in a stronger and more ready and capable alliance," he said.

KORUS FTA CP 1NC
Text: The United States federal government should establish the KORUS free trade agreement with the Republic of Korea. We’ll clarify 
The KORUS FTA would cement US credibility in Asia and strengthen ties with South Korea

Gutierrez, 08 – Carlos Secretary of Commerce (Korea Economic Institute, January 10, “Too Important to be Allowed to Fail”, http://seoul.usembassy.gov/430_011008a.html)
Overall, the KORUS FTA has strong support among a wide array of business sectors that increasingly recognize the importance of the agreement. Korea is a large economy with great potential. This agreement will provide U.S. exporters access to 48 million consumers with an $888 billion economy and a per capita income of nearly $20,000 a year. Korean consumers would benefit from lower prices on U.S. products and greater access to U.S. services while Korean exporters would gain an edge over other countries to the vast U.S. market I am confident that support will grow for this FTA as Americans learn the facts about the benefits. Let’s take a look at some of those facts: This is the most commercially significant bilateral trade deal for the United States in the past 15 years. Nearly 95 percent of bilateral trade in consumer and industrial products becomes duty-free within three years of entry into force. More than half, or $1.6 billion, of current U.S. farm exports go duty-free immediately. The agreement includes unprecedented commitments by Korea on market access for services, including financial services, telecommunications, and express delivery, among others. This FTA boasts state-of-the-art rights and protections for investors, new strong competition law provisions and substantial new protections for intellectual property rights. It also includes stronger labor and environmental safeguards than we’ve included in our previous FTAs. And the agreement contains strong and unprecedented provisions that level the playing field for U.S. automakers in a market in which their ability to compete fairly has long been thwarted. The FTA is a genuinely historic undertaking—a cementing of ties between two of the world’s most significant industrial economies and a bellwether of the United States’ economic role in East Asia. America’s relative position in East Asia is being challenged. Of 34 Asian economies surveyed for which we have data, the U.S. market share has decreased in 27 since 1990. We must actively engage in the region, breaking down barriers to U.S. exports. We must compete with our other major trading partners, all of whom are working to enhance their own competitive position in the region. If unable to enact a strong and comprehensive FTA that so clearly benefits the United States, U.S. credibility in Asia could be seriously compromised. Fearing U.S. disengagement from the region, Korea and other emerging-market economies of the region will approach more willing trading partners and establish preferential agreements with them. In fact, Korea is currently negotiating FTAs with the EU, Canada, ASEAN, Mexico, and India and is considering launching FTA negotiations with China. Rather than being at the forefront of trade in the region, shaping developments, the United States will run the risk of lagging further and further behind. On the other hand, approval of the Korea FTA promises substantial benefits for years to come, as other Asian countries will look to follow Korea’s lead, in building a stronger relationship with the United States and reforming their own economies. U.S. credibility in the region will grow, and with it, our economic position. It’s clear that the KORUS FTA will benefit American workers, farmers, manufacturers and service providers. But this agreement is not just significant economically. In foreign policy circles, the significance of the KORUS FTA to U.S.-Korea relations and to America’s strategic interests in North Asia has become clear. We must not forget that Korea borders a country led by a vision far different from our own. We must not take for granted that our vision of open markets and economic freedom is the only idea being promoted in the world. This FTA allows us to strengthen our engagement with a key ally in a strategically-important part of the world. I am optimistic that Congress will see the critical importance of the Korea FTA. I believe the U.S.-Korea FTA is simply too important to be allowed to fail. What proponents of the FTA must do in the months to come is answer critics with facts, and make sure that a small but vocal minority does not derail an agreement from which so many stand to benefit. The United States and Korea have a half-century long relationship. This agreement is an opportunity for a great friendship to grow even deeper. Korea is a strong and trusted ally of the United States, and the U.S.-Korea Free Trade Agreement is significant step forward for a significant partnership. Thank you.



Korus FTA CP 1nc

Economic trade is the most important step to improved US-ROK relations 
Marcus Noland and Taeho Bark, 3 – Noland is a senior fellow at the Peterson Institute for International Economics; Bark is vice president of the Korea Institute for International Economic Policy, Seoul (October, "The Strategic Importance of U.S.-South Korea Economic Relations", http://works.bepress.com/marcus_noland/13 )
Due to the still critical nature of the United States-Republic of Korea (U.S.-ROK) alliance, diplomatic and economic relations between the two nations assume larger than usual importance. This fourth NBR Special Report examines whether economic ties could diffuse conflict in other aspects of the bilateral relationship, or whether economic irritants might be a source of further bilateral tensions. In the Foreword, Stephen W. Bosworth, former Ambassador to the Republic of Korea and current Dean of the Fletcher School at Tufts University, places the importance of United States-Republic of Korea relations in the broader context of ongoing changes in Northeast Asia. He notes the tremendous growth of “non-military components” in the relationship—trade, of course, but also South Korea’s democracy, its role as a partner of the United States on issues “far from the Korean Peninsula,” and the cultural link based in the Korean-American community. Ambassador Bosworth concludes that the bilateral relationship has vastly increased in complexity for these reasons, due to the rise of China, and a host of other developments. He argues, consequently, that the alliance is sure to change in the future. In the subsequent essays, Dr. Marcus Noland of the Institute of International Economics and Dr. Taeho Bark of Seoul National University offer trenchant analyses on the state of economic relations and the potential repercussions for the strategic relationship. Marcus Noland feels that the economic relationship between the United States and South Korea—characterized by increasing intra-industry trade, rising services trade, expanding inter-corporate penetration, and growing foreign direct investment (FDI)—appears to be evolving towards something more like the relationships that the United States maintains with most other OECD countries. This expansion of bilateral interdependence, however, is not without its irritants. The motor vehicle and steel sectors remain perennial problems. Antidumping practices in the United States and capital channeling in South Korea are also sources of ongoing disputes. Additionally, Noland describes the declining relative importance of the two countries in each other’s global trade relationships. The net result may well be a relative decoupling of interests that could reinforce the widening strategic differences between the two historic allies, especially if South Koreans come to regard China and Japan as acting more constructively than the United States with regard to North Korea. In his essay, Taeho Bark points out that the United States is still South Korea’s most important trading partner. But various irritants remain in the economic relationship. Among these are the contentious bilateral trade issues in automotives, steel safeguarding, semiconductors, and IPR. If any of the bilateral trade conflicts become political, anti-American sentiment in South Korea will quickly rise, which will negatively affect the U.S. position on the North Korean nuclear issue and on other security issues. Given the fluid international situation in Northeast Asia, South Korea has become in some ways a fulcrum of the U.S. military presence in the region. Without a presence in Korea, the U.S. presence in Japan could be put into question. Persistent trade friction threatens to poison this strategically vital bilateral partnership. Therefore, a thorough assessment of U.S.- South Korean economic relations can help U.S. policymakers and leaders in South Korea gain a clear understanding of the issues that can and will affect not only the economic well-being of both nations, but also the strategic situation in Northeast Asia.


KORUS FTA Solves political relations

The KORUS FTA is key to US policies in Asia

Korea Times, 10 (Na Jeong-ju, April 12, “KORUS FTA Crucial for US' Asia Strategy”, http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9700849249&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9700847895&cisb=22_T9700847894&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=174045&docNo=9)

President Lee Myung-bak has called on the Obama administration and Congress to step up debate on the Korea-U.S. Free Trade Agreement (KORUS FTA), saying an early ratification of the deal, signed in 2007, will be crucial for Obama's East Asia strategy. "The FTA will not only help boost economic ties between Seoul and Washington, but also is strategically important for the U.S. in shaping its future policies regarding Asia," Lee said in an interview with The Washington Post, published Monday. "The U.S. should always keep in mind China, which is growing fast, militarily and economically. The ratification of the KORUS FTA has a much more important meaning than simple economic cooperation between the two allies."

The KORUS FTA would improve relations with South Korea and have a regional impact
Christopher Hill, 06 – Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs (September 27, “The United States and the Republic of Korea Alliance”, http://www.disam.dsca.mil/pubs/Indexes/Vol%2029_1/Hill.pdf, pg. 44-45)

A Common Interest in Free Trade

You know well that while we are still military allies, we now have a more mature, multi-faceted relationship that features a healthy and strong economic partnership based on a common interest in free trade. It is that partnership that is becoming the driver of our relationship. We are currently working with the Government of South Korea to negotiate a free trade agreement (FTA) that would be the largest U.S. trade agreement in more than a decade. Korea is already our seventh largest trading partner. Through July of 2006 we exchanged more than $45 billion worth of goods, and we have a healthy trade in services as well. The United States is the largest foreign investor in Korea, and Korean investment in the United States is growing rapidly. We have never before been so economically vested in each other’s well being than we are today. An FTA would further strengthen this economic relationship, bringing benefits to both countries and providing a new pillar for the alliance. These negotiations will not be easy, as no undertaking of this magnitude is. There are powerful interests lined up on both sides. We are trying to bring down both tariff and non-tariff barriers including in Korea’s highly protected agricultural markets and in the automotive sector. Polls in Korea show opinion is about evenly split over the FTA. In a way it has become a proxy for attitudes about Korea’s place in the world in general. Opponents assert it will impoverish Korean farmers and turn Korea into a U.S. economic colony. Others see the FTA as a historic opportunity for Korea to undertake needed reforms to modernize its economy and become a dynamic economic hub for Northeast Asia. President Roh has unambiguously aligned himself with the latter, more confident point of view. I too am confident that in the end, that point of view will prevail in Korea, and our commercial relationship will move to a new level, bringing our societies closer together. A successful U.S. and R.O.K. FTA would also have a regional impact. It could become part of a network of FTAs in the Pacific as we have already concluded agreements with Australia and Singapore and are negotiating with Thailand and Malaysia. It might also spur Japan to accelerate its market opening.

KORUS FTA solves political relations

Ratifying the KORUS FTA will strengthen US-ROK alliance

Korea Times, 8 (October 6, Na Jeong-ju, “Lee Calls for Early Ratification of US FTA”, http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9670984258&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9670984264&cisb=22_T9670984263&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=174045&docNo=9)

President Lee Myung-bak called for the new U.S. ambassador to Seoul Monday to help achieve an early ratification of the Korea-U.S. free trade agreement (KORUS FTA), saying the accord will benefit both countries and help strengthen their 60-year-old alliance. Lee received credentials at Cheong Wa Dae from Kathleen Stephens, who arrived in Seoul on Sept. 23 to replace Alexander Vershbow and become the first-ever female U.S. ambassador to Seoul. "The KORUS FTA will not only help the United States overcome its financial turmoil, but also bring a lot of economic benefits to Northeast Asia," Lee was quoted as telling Stephens by Cheong Wa Dae deputy spokesperson Kim Eun-hye. "Lawmakers of both countries should ratify the deal as soon as possible as it will be crucial for the two countries to foster a stronger alliance." Stephens told Lee that she will every possible effort to help Seoul and Washington come closer and resolve major pending issues, including the KORUS FTA, which was concluded by both governments in April 2007, but has since been awaiting ratification, according to spokesperson Kim.

The KORUS FTA will reinforce the US-ROK alliance and counter China’s influence.

Mark Manyin, 6 – Analyst in Asian Affairs, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division (February 9, “South Korea-U.S. Economic Relations: Cooperation, Friction, and Prospects for a Free Trade Agreement (FTA)”, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/crs/rl30566.pdf)

Many proponents of a U.S.-ROK FTA contend that an agreement will boost U.S. strategic interests. Some have called for an FTA as a way to reinforce the U.S.South Korea alliance, which many believe to be under significant stress due to differences over how to deal with North Korea and the size and role of the U.S. troop presence in South Korea.58 A related argument is that an FTA with South Korea will help counter China’s growing economic and political influence in South Korea particularly, and in East Asia generally, developments which some believe are hampering U.S. interests. Some — including Senator Baucus — have coupled this contention with criticism of the Bush Administration’s trade policy of negotiating FTAs with politically important but relatively economically insignificant countries and of neglecting U.S. economic relations with Asia.59

The KORUS FTA would bolster bilateral relations with South Korea.
Shorenstein APARC, 09 (March 31, “New Beginnings in the U.S.-ROK Alliance: Recommendations to the Obama Administration”, http://iis-db.stanford.edu/pubs/22500/New_Beginnings_FINAL_March_2009_3.pdf, pg.  9)
Passage of the KORUS FTA, which would be the United States’ largest FTA since NAFTA, would demonstrate the Obama administration’s commitment to free trade as a generator of growth. It would bolster the bilateral relationship, and shore up the U.S. strategic position in Asia. South Korea is already moving rapidly to complete comparable agreements with other major trading partners, including the European Union, which would put the United States at a competitive disadvantage if the KORUS FTA were not enacted.. The United States and the ROK should consult closely at top levels to identify modalities and timing for dealing with the domestic political obstacles to early passage of the agreement in both countries.


KORUS FTA Solves Economic Relations
Ratifying the KORUS FTA sustains US credibility in Asia and prevent exclusion from Asian trade.
The Korea Herald, 10 (February 19, “A call for U.S. bipartisanship on KORUS FTA”, http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9670984258&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9670984264&cisb=22_T9670984263&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=158208&docNo=2)

By adding that "with respect to South Korea, there is some concern that, although the deal was good for our telecommunications and our finance system, that our auto exports to South Korea are still subjected to a lot of nontariff barriers," the president offered a tactical explanation why his administration has chosen NOT to move forward with the agreement rather than making strategic arguments for why the Korea-U.S. FTA is in the national interest. The president could have mentioned that Korea has also signed an FTA with the EU, which, if ratified prior to the KORUS FTA, will actually put U.S. firms at a disadvantage vis-a-vis European competitors in the Korean market. Or he could have mentioned that Japan, China, and Korea are discussing the possibility of a regional FTA, which would in effect form an Asian trade bloc, to the exclusion of the United States, and that KORUS could help mitigate the effects of such a development. Or he could have said that China has used preferential trading arrangements as a means by which to promote itself as the center for economic growth (in the post-Google U.S.-China relationship, the need for collaboration with Asian partners is even more important), but the KORUS FTA would set a benchmark for trade liberalization in Asia that would keep the United States in the game as part of the economically most vibrant region in the world. Or he could have mentioned that failure to pass the KORUS FTA (especially in advance of the president's visit to Seoul for the G20 this November) would constitute a setback to the comprehensive strategic alliance with Korea announced in a U.S.-ROK Joint Vision Statement at the White House in June of 2009. Evan Feigenbaum and Bob Manning mention the KORUS FTA as one of the types of engagement needed to sustain American credibility and influence in Asia.

KORUS FTA Solves Trade/econ 

Ratification of the KORUS FTA would boost the economy of both the US and South Korea and show commitment to Asia.

Office of the United States Trade Representative, 10 (6/26/2010, “Korea - U.S. Free Trade Agreement”, http://www.ustr.gov/trade-agreements/free-trade-agreements/korus-fta)
The United States and the Republic of Korea signed the United States-Korea Free Trade Agreement (KORUS FTA) on June 30, 2007. If approved, the Agreement would be the United States' most commercially significant free trade agreement in more than 16 years. The U.S. International Trade Commission estimates that the reduction of Korean tariffs and tariff-rate quotas on goods alone would add $10 billion to $12 billion to annual U.S. Gross Domestic Product and around $10 billion to annual merchandise exports to Korea. Under the FTA, nearly 95 percent of bilateral trade in consumer and industrial products would become duty free within three years of the date the FTA enters into force, and most remaining tariffs would be eliminated within 10 years. For agricultural products, the FTA would immediately eliminate or phase out tariffs and quotas on a broad range of products, with almost two-thirds (by value) of Korea's agriculture imports from the United States becoming duty free upon entry into force. For services, the FTA would provide meaningful market access commitments that extend across virtually all major service sectors, including greater and more secure access for international delivery services and the opening up of the Korean market for foreign legal consulting services. In the area of financial services, the FTA would increase access to the Korean market and ensure greater transparency and fair treatment for U.S. suppliers of financial services. The FTA would address nontariff barriers in a wide range of sectors and includes strong provisions on competition policy, labor and environment, and transparency and regulatory due process. The KORUS FTA would also provide U.S. suppliers with greater access to the Korean government procurement market. In addition to strengthening our economic partnership, the KORUS FTA would help to solidify the two countries' long-standing geostrategic alliance. As the first U.S. FTA with a North Asian partner, the KORUS FTA could be a model for trade agreements for the rest of the region, and underscore the U.S. commitment to, and engagement in, the Asia-Pacific region. The Obama Administration will seek to promptly and effectively address the issues surrounding the KORUS FTA, including concerns that have been expressed regarding automotive trade.


KORUS FTA solves competitiveness 

The KORUS FTA would create new jobs and strengthen US competitiveness

William Rhodes, 10 – chairman of the U.S.-Korea Business Council and a senior vice chairman of Citigroup (2/18, “Mr. President, Enact This Trade Deal”, http://www.watsoninstitute.org/rhodes/media/pdf/2010_02_WSJ.pdf)


The business community heard in the president's remarks a welcome signal that the White House views the U.S.Korea Free Trade Agreement as part of the plan for U.S. economic recovery and job creation. There is no stronger action that President Obama and Congress could take to strengthen U.S. competitiveness in Asia—and to support new job growth through export creation—than implementation of this agreement at the earliest possible time. Four years ago, the U.S. and Korea announced the launch of ambitious negotiations for a high-standard, high-quality free trade agreement between the two countries. Working to find solutions to some of the most complex and challenging issues in international trade, U.S. and Korean negotiators successfully forged a groundbreaking deal that established important new precedents for open markets and market access. The benefits of the U.S.-Korea FTA for U.S. workers, farmers and business of all sizes are well-established. The FTA is more than just a trade agreement, however. It has important implications for broader U.S. economic and geostrategic goals in Asia. Implementation of the agreement would advance economic reforms in Korea that, by spurring new growth in Korea's market, will create new opportunities for U.S. businesses there. It will also offer American companies and workers an edge in Korea's market at a time when Korea and other Asian countries are rapidly integrating their economies through bilateral trade agreements and cross-border investments of billions of dollars each year.

KORUS FTA – Now key time

Now is the key time to ratify the KORUS FTA-failure means Europe and China get ahead of us

Korea Times, 10 (February 1, “US Loses Clout on Korean Economy”, http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9717156416&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9717156419&cisb=22_T9717156418&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=174045&docNo=9)
Times

South Korea was able to rise from the ashes of the 1950-53 Korean War on the back of international aid, most of which came from the United States. The world's largest economy imported Korea's agricultural products, garments and other manufactured goods from the 1950s through the '70s on favorable terms to help the Asian nation outpace the Communist North Korea. The U.S. also provided Korea with flour and other basic necessities at lower costs to help it feed its people. It was the country's largest trading partner over the past five decades. But its influence in what is now Asia's fourth-largest economy has been diminishing rapidly over the last 10 years, with Korea expanding trade relations with China, Russia and other emerging economies. Analysts here say that the U.S. could lose more of its economic clout in Korea if the administration of President Barack Obama and the U.S. Congress continue to delay the ratification of the Korea-U.S. free trade agreement (FTA). They say the European Union and China, which compete with the U.S. for global hegemony, will establish closer economic ties with Korea if the U.S. heads toward protectionism and places greater priority on domestic populism than trade. According to the Korea Customs Services (KCS) Monday, Korea's trade dependence on the U.S. stood at 9.7 percent in 2009, down from 24.4 percent in 1991. Korea shipped about 10.36 percent of its total outbound shipments to the world's largest economy, down from 25.8 percent over the same period, while taking 9 percent of its total imports from the U.S., down from 23.18 percent. On the other hand, Korea's trade dependence on China has increased at an explosive pace since the two countries began diplomatic relations in 1992. South Korea's exchange of agricultural and industrial goods with the world's fastest-growing economy reached 20.5 percent last year, up from 2.9 percent in 1991. Korea exported 23.9 percent of its outbound shipments to the neighboring country in 2009, up from 1.4 percent, with 16.8 percent of its imports coming from China, up from 4.2 percent. The U.S. has become less important to Korea economically over the years, with the latter increasingly relying on China, the European Union and other economies for growth. "Korea is the sixth-largest trading partner of the U.S. and a key Asian economy strategically located in Northeast Asia. American policymakers and businesses should be alert over their diminishing economic influence over Korea," LG Economic Research Institute managing director Oh Moon-suk said. Oh said if the U.S. continues to remain reluctant to sign the free trade pact with Korea, the Asian nation will continue to move closer toward China and the European Union, adding the EU will likely sign a free trade accord with Korea before the U.S. does. Touching on Korea's growing trade ties with China, he said Beijing has emerged as the country's largest trading partner in just over 10 years after the two opened their borders to each other in 1992. "Korea's growing trade reliance on China was also the result of the nation's efforts to diversify its export destinations, which proved to be quite successful. The country should continue to expand economic ties with China and try to establish an even larger presence there," Oh said. The economist stressed domestic businesses should take advantage of the world's fastest-growing economy to become globally competitive. "But at the same time, they will be affected more severely if something goes wrong in China. To hedge against the growing China risk, Korean firms should continue to explore new foreign markets and establish a presence in countries in the Middle East and South America," he said.

KORUS FTA – Now key time

Now is key - KORUS FTA must pass before the Korea-EU FTA to sustain credibility and economic ties

William Rhodes, 10 – chairman of the U.S.-Korea Business Council and a senior vice chairman of Citigroup (2/18, “Mr. President, Enact This Trade Deal”, http://www.watsoninstitute.org/rhodes/media/pdf/2010_02_WSJ.pdf)

Yet nearly three years after the signing of the U.S.-Korea FTA, the agreement continues to await approval by Congress and Korea's National Assembly. Domestic politics in both countries have at various times played a part in slowing progress on the agreement, despite its great promise. Some U.S. stakeholders have voiced concerns that the agreement could leave certain sectors of the U.S. economy behind, and the Korean government has said it is ready to work with its U.S. counterparts to find solutions that address these issues. However, the window of opportunity for the U.S. to take advantage of the job creation potential of the FTA with Korea is shrinking rapidly. An economic study released last fall by the U.S. Chamber of Commerce estimated that nearly $35 billion in U.S. exports would be lost, putting at risk 345,000 American jobs, if the U.S. does not implement the FTA while other countries move forward with their own trade agreements with Korea. The Korea-European Union FTA, which offers European companies many of the advantages their U.S. peers would enjoy under the U.S.Korea deal, is expected to enter into effect later this year. Unless the U.S.-Korea FTA is implemented, there is significant risk that U.S. workers and businesses will be increasingly shut out of the world's most important growing economic engine. Korea, China and Japan recently launched a joint research project to study a trilateral free trade agreement, and the major economies of Asia are discussing the creation of an East Asian economic block that does not include the U.S. Continued inaction on the U.S.-Korea FTA threatens to undermine U.S. credibility in Asia, and around the world, as a serious trade partner. It is imperative in the current economic environment that we take every measure that will save and create new American jobs. The U.S.-Korea FTA will do this by increasing U.S. exports to one of its largest overseas markets, without raising the federal deficit. One of the most important steps President Obama can take to achieving his goal of doubling U.S. exports over the next five years is implementing the U.S.-Korea Free Trade Agreement as soon as possible.

AT: Perm

US withdrawal and pressure on South Korea to reconcile with the North will hurt relations even when combined with the FTA

Kurlantzick, 7/12 [Joshua, fellow for southeast Asia at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2010, Newsweek How Obama Lost His Asian Friends, lexis]

For India, China, Indonesia, and every other high-growth economy in Asia, trade liberalization now is just as important as security partnerships. China already has a free-trade agreement with the 10 nations of ASEAN, and every week seems to bring news of a proposed new Asian trade deal with partners other than the U.S., including an India-ASEAN agreement and a South Korean deal with the European Union. But with the United States stuck in a period of prolonged economic weakness, Obama appears to have no appetite for any Asian trade agreements. Despite his decision to push forward with the South Korea deal, the administration has suggested that the two sides renegotiate pieces of the agreement--a move that could anger Seoul and scuttle the deal altogether. What's more, the new Asian trade vehicle Obama is promoting, the Trans-Pacific Partnership, seems far from having any real substance.


KORUS FTA CP – Military Net Benefit
US military uses Korea’s economy for its own purposes and taxes the people.
BBC Worldwide Monitoring, 8 (December 1, “North Korean party paper calls for struggle to end US ‘occupation’ of South”, http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9714042601&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9714042604&cisb=22_T9714042603&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=10962&docNo=4), 
The United States' policy of occupying South Korea by force is the most brigandish and brazen-faced policy of plunder. The atrocities of plunder committed by the United States against the South Korean people are also without precedent in all ages and countries. From the first day it crawled into South Korea, the United States has fulfilled its interests by using the system of its military occupation to seize the wealth and properties of the South Korean people previously owned by the defeated Japanese imperialists under the name of so-called "enemy property." It is also maintaining a hold on the life of the South Korean economy through so-called "aid" and "treaties" and "agreements" of various kinds and making active use of this to achieve its military and political purposes. By establishing military bases and facilities and military training camps in all parts of the country, it has plundered the land and even the sea everywhere in South Korea. The expenses for the upkeep of the US imperialist forces of aggression amounting to billions of dollars each year, which are made up of the blood and sweat of the South Korean people, have reached an astronomical sum of more than 100 billion dollars over the past 60-odd years. Nowhere in this world is there such a brigandish aggressor and plunderer who occupies the land of another country by force and yet extorts compensation for it.

US military action increased tensions with South Korea
Katharine Moon 04, – Professor of Political Science at Wellesley College who serves on policy task forces designed to examine current U.S.-Korea relations (“South Korea-U.S. Relations”, http://www.wellesley.edu/Polisci/KMoon/asianperspective.pdf)
The United States is transforming its military alliance with South Korea to reflect changes in strategy and advances in technology. But Washington has failed to take into account the pro-found changes that have taken place in the nature of South Korean politics and society. U.S. failure to understand these new democratic dynamics have contributed to increased tensions at an intergovernmental level, angry demonstrators in South Korea, and the lack of a united response to a variety of regional issues including the nuclear crisis with North Korea.


AT: FTA Links To Politics – CP popular
KORUS FTA has support of the GOP

Leon Hadar, 10 – research fellow in foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute (July 9, “Washington an unlikely free-trade cheerleader”, http://www.businesstimes.com.sg/sub/views/story/0,4574,394134,00.html), 
Ironically, one of the reasons that Mr Obama and his aides are hoping to get the FTA with South Korea, and perhaps other trade pacts, approved after November has to do with the expectations that the Democrats could lose seats in the Senate and the House of Representatives. The more pro-business Republicans could prove to become Mr Obama's most important political allies as he tries to promote new trade initiatives. Indeed, former Democratic President Bill Clinton's success in winning Congressional support for very aggressive global trade liberalisation policies - ratifying North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), establishing the World Trade Organization (WTO) and inviting China to join it - was very much tied to the backing that he received from mostly pro-free trade Republican majorities in Congress that were able to counter the opposition from the more protectionist Democrats. Now Mr Obama and his aides are hoping that the growing ranks of Republican lawmakers after November - an electoral outcome achieved thanks to an effective campaign by Tea-Party activists - will strengthen the White House's hands on the global trade front. 

Farm lobbies support the KORUS FTA
Hwang Doo-hyong, 10 – staff writer of Yonhap (7/9, “Farmers’ groups urge Congress to expedite Korea FTA’s ratification”, http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/national/2010/07/09/65/0301000000AEN20100709000500315F.HTML)
WASHINGTON, July 8 (Yonhap) -- A group of 42 agricultural and food organizations sent a letter to congressional leaders Thursday to call on them to cooperate with President Obama for the rapid ratification of the pending free trade deals with South Korea, Panama and Colombia. In the letter addressed to House Speaker Nancy Pelosi and several other congressional leaders, the group welcomed Obama's announcement late last month of "his intention to set a November deadline for removing outstanding obstacles to the implementation of the U.S.-Korea Free Trade Agreement." Among the groups are the American Farm Bureau Federation, American Feed Industry Association, American Meat Institute, National Cattlemen's Beef Association, U.S. Apple Association, USA Poultry & Egg Export Council and Produce Marketing Association. "This is very welcome news for America's farmers, ranchers, food industry workers and exporters," the letter said. "Our organizations are grateful to the president for his new initiative, and we hope that you will work closely with him to ensure timely action on the implementing legislation."


FTA Links To Politics
Obama would get the blame for the CP and it would cause a Democrat backlash

The Nation, 10 (July 5, “Obama risks party rift on S Korea trade deal”, http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9700926057&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9700926060&cisb=22_T9700926059&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=220765&docNo=2), 

Washington US President Barack Obama is risking a revolt within his own party as he presses ahead on a free-trade agreement (FTA) with South Korea, setting the stage for a showdown after November legislative elections. Organised labour, a critical support base for Obama's Democratic Party, and several Democrats have already vowed to fight the deal which, they say, would hurt workers. "To try and advance the Korean FTA when so many workers are still struggling to find work would simply move our economy backward," said Representative Louise Slaughter, a Democrat who leads the powerful Rules Committee. The deal would be the largest for the United States since the North American Free Trade Agreement (Nafta) with Canada and Mexico in 1994. The United States and South Korea completed painstaking negotiations in 2007 but neither nation's legislature has ratified it. Obama himself criticised the deal as a senator. But as president, Obama has found South Korean President Lee Myung-Bak to be one of his closest allies and has said he is convinced of the benefits of boosting trade with Asia's fourth largest economy. "It will strengthen our commercial ties and create enormous potential economic benefits and create jobs here in the United States, which is my number one priority," Obama said in Toronto. Obama said he would send the agreement to Congress soon after November â€“ the month of a Group of 20 summit in South Korea as well as congressional elections in which Democrats are seen as vulnerable to losses. Ironically, the rival Republican Party, while opposed to many of Obama's key priorities such as climate and immigration legislation, may offer greater support than Democrats on the South Korea FTA. "Before the midterm elections, he cannot submit this to Congress. It's impossible," said Anthony Kim, a policy analyst at the Heritage Foundation, a conservative think-tank. Sabina Dewan, associate director of international economic policy at the left-leaning Centre for American Progress, said that any trade deal would be controversial at a time that the wobbly US economy is voters' top concern. But she noted that Obama has set a goal of doubling US exports as a way to fuel growth and that, in a globalised economy, the United States risked being left behind.

Obama would get blame- he’s pushing it 
Kurlantzick, 7/12 [Joshua, fellow for southeast Asia at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2010, Newsweek How Obama Lost His Asian Friends, lexis]

Obama tried to deliver some concrete results as well to demonstrate his focus on Asia. After a year of suggesting the administration might just scuttle the U.S.-South Korea free-trade deal signed during the Bush administration, in late June Obama announced that the White House would push for its ratification, which would create the most important American trade deal since the North American Free Trade Agreement was passed early in the Clinton administration. Obama also set a specific timetable, calling for the Korea deal to be completed by November.


Aff AT: KORUS FTA CP
KORUS FTA would negatively affect relations between the US and South Korea. 

Mark Manyin, 6 – Analyst in Asian Affairs, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division (February 9, “South Korea-U.S. Economic Relations: Cooperation, Friction, and Prospects for a Free Trade Agreement (FTA)”, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/crs/rl30566.pdf)

One danger of launching FTA talks is that differences over strategic issues — particularly in dealing with North Korea — could negatively affect the negotiations or the consideration of the agreement in Congress and/or the National Assembly. South Korea’s policy of emphasizing bilateral reconciliation with North Korea generally has meant that Seoul has not supported U.S. actual and rhetorical efforts to pressure North Korea. As mentioned above, although the U.S. has supported the Kaesong industrial zone project inside North Korea, South Korea’s attempts to allow Kaesong-made products to have preferential tariff status into the United States could be contentious. The interplay between the FTA talks and developments with North Korea also could bring greater scrutiny to the relationship between South Korean firms and North Korean enterprises. For instance, many South Korean banks reviewed their connections to Banco Delta Asia following the September 2005 decision by the U.S. Treasury Department to warn U.S. financial institutions not to deal with the Macau bank because of its alleged laundering counterfeit U.S. currency produced in North Korea. Since the fall of 2005, North Korea has said it will not return to the six-party talks unless these “sanctions” are lifted. North Korea’s human rights abuses also could become intertwined with the FTA talks if human rights advocates decide to criticize the dealings of South Korean firms with North Korean enterprises.
FTA would damage the US-ROK alliance and the economic side of the relationship.
Mark Manyin, 6 – Analyst in Asian Affairs, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division (February 9, “South Korea-U.S. Economic Relations: Cooperation, Friction, and Prospects for a Free Trade Agreement (FTA)”, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/crs/rl30566.pdf)
Additionally, if the FTA talks fail or become exceptionally bitter, they could damage the U.S.-South Korean alliance. Many observers believe that in recent years the economic side of the relationship has been the alliance’s strong suit, for four reasons. First, the creation of a robust dispute resolution body in the WTO in the mid-1990s has helped depoliticize many bilateral disputes. Second, the economic reforms pursued by South Korean since the 1997 economic crisis have helped resolved some of the two countries’ systemic disputes and on many disputes have given the United States allies at the top of South Korea’s government. Third, as mentioned earlier, the two sides have become more adept at managing disputes. Finally, the economic relationship has benefitted from the good fortune of few, if any, transcendent economic disputes over the past five years

***TURKEY****




US-Turkey Relations low

US-Turkey relations are tanked 

Schleifer 6/28/10 (Yigal, Christian Science Monitor and Eurasianet Correspondent, "US-Turkish relations appear headed for Rough Patch," Eurasianet, 28 June 2010, http://www.eurasianet.org/node/61426)
Analysts are warning that relations between Turkey and the United States may be heading for a period of volatility, particularly in the wake of the botched May 31 Israeli commando raid on a Gaza aid flotilla, along with Ankara’s recent decision to vote “no” in the United Nations Security Council on sanctions against Iran. “There is a ceiling above which Turkish-American relations cannot improve, and there’s a floor which it can’t go below. But we are getting pretty close to the floor and the ability of the two countries to improve their relations really has a huge question mark over it. We are now talking about an undeclared crisis in the relations,” said Bulent Aliriza, director of the Turkey Project at Washington’s Center for Strategic and International Studies. Indeed, in a recent interview with The Associated Press, Philip Gordon, the State Department’s top official for European and Eurasian affairs seemed to echo that assessment. Gordon suggested that Turkey needed to take demonstrable action to affirm its commitment to both the United States and the Atlantic Alliance. Ankara, in recent years, has been plotting an increasingly independent and ambitious foreign policy course, one that sees an increased role for itself in regional and even global affairs. But observers say Turkey’s role in the Gaza flotilla incident and its subsequent harsh rhetoric against Israel, as well as its decision regarding the Iran sanctions vote, have brought into sharper relief some of the differences between Ankara’s and Washington’s approach on some key issues. [For background see EurasiaNet’s archive]. “I think the administration realizes it has a problem with Turkey, but it’s not a major rift. It’s subtler than that. I think what they will do is start looking at Turkey at a more transactional level for a while, meaning ‘What are you doing for me?’ and ‘This is what I can do for you,’” said Henri Barkey, a visiting scholar at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in Washington. “In the past we would have jumped through hoops for the Turks, but the Turks need to start being more sensitive to our concerns,” Barkey added.

US-Turkey relations low over Iran sanctions 

Kagan 6/29 [2010, Robert, senior fellow @Carnegie endowment, Washington Post, lexis] 

But the administration handled that well, too. A Jimmy Carter might have felt compelled to applaud Turkey and Brazil. An administration determined to avoid confrontation with Iran might even have swung behind their diplomatic efforts. Led by Hillary Clinton, this administration gave them the back of its hand and made clear that they were not ready to play in the big leagues. Going a step further, it has declared that Turkey's behavior is damaging its relationship with the United States and its NATO allies. Assistant Secretary of State Philip Gordon warned last week that Turkish actions have placed its "orientation" in doubt and were making it "harder for the United States to support some of the things that Turkey would like to see us support." That was exactly the right message.

US-Turkey relations low –flotilla and Iran sanctions

Eurasia Net 6/28 [2010, US-Turkish Relations Appear Headed for Rough Patch, Yigal Schleifer, http://www.eurasianet.org/node/61426]

Analysts are warning that relations between Turkey and the United States may be heading for a period of volatility, particularly in the wake of the botched May 31 Israeli commando raid on a Gaza aid flotilla, along with Ankara’s recent decision to vote “no” in the United Nations Security Council on sanctions against Iran. “There is a ceiling above which Turkish-American relations cannot improve, and there’s a floor which it can’t go below. But we are getting pretty close to the floor and the ability of the two countries to improve their relations really has a huge question mark over it. We are now talking about an undeclared crisis in the relations,” said Bulent Aliriza, director of the Turkey Project at Washington’s Center for Strategic and International Studies. Indeed, in a recent interview with The Associated Press, Philip Gordon, the State Department’s top official for European and Eurasian affairs seemed to echo that assessment. Gordon suggested that Turkey needed to take demonstrable action to affirm its commitment to both the United States and the Atlantic Alliance.


US-Turkey relations low 

Don’t believe their evidence – the U.S. can’t publicly criticize Turkey but it doesn’t mean that relations are not substantively low 

Rozen, 6/21 [Laura, foreign policy writer for the Politico, 2010, Obama's Turkey bind, http://www.politico.com/blogs/laurarozen/0610/Obamas_Turkey_dilemma_.html?showall]

As Turkish-Israeli relations deteriorate, the Obama administration is in a bind. From my story today:       Congress is expressing alarm and demanding that Turkey pay a price for its leaders’ increasingly anti-Israel rhetoric in the wake of Israel’s interception of a Gaza aid flotilla last month and Turkey’s recent vote against a U.S.-backed Iran sanctions resolution. ...      But in a region where the U.S. is stretched thin and short of even semireliable allies, the Obama administration is keeping its public criticism of Turkey muted and trying to move forward.      The Obama administration “is in the worst of all worlds,” Eric Edelman, former U.S. ambassador to Turkey, told POLITICO.      “The fundamental problem, I believe, which hasn’t been addressed, is that at this stage, the Turks believe we need them more than they need us. But they need us for a lot of things, too.”
There’s congressional hostility towards US-Turkey relations 

Eurasia Net 6/28 [2010, US-Turkish Relations Appear Headed for Rough Patch, Yigal Schleifer, http://www.eurasianet.org/node/61426]

Ankara, in recent years, has been plotting an increasingly independent and ambitious foreign policy course, one that sees an increased role for itself in regional and even global affairs. But observers say Turkey’s role in the Gaza flotilla incident and its subsequent harsh rhetoric against Israel, as well as its decision regarding the Iran sanctions vote, have brought into sharper relief some of the differences between Ankara’s and Washington’s approach on some key issues. [For background see EurasiaNet’s archive]. “I think the administration realizes it has a problem with Turkey, but it’s not a major rift. It’s subtler than that. I think what they will do is start looking at Turkey at a more transactional level for a while, meaning ‘What are you doing for me?’ and ‘This is what I can do for you,’” said Henri Barkey, a visiting scholar at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in Washington. “In the past we would have jumped through hoops for the Turks, but the Turks need to start being more sensitive to our concerns,” Barkey added. On the other hand, things may be less subtle in Congress, Barkey warned. “The fact that the Hamas and Iran issues coincided within a week of each other have created a combustible situation on the Hill,” he said. “The Turks have a problem on the Hill.” Speaking at a recent news conference, Rep. Mike Pence, a Republican from Indiana considered to be a Congressional supporter of Turkey, told reporters: “There will be a cost, if Turkey stays on its present heading of growing closer to Iran and more antagonistic to the state of Israel. It will bear upon my view and I believe the view of many members of Congress on the state of the relationship with Turkey.” Sensing trouble, the government of the Justice and Development Party (AKP) dispatched in mid-June a team of legislators and party members to Washington in order to engage in damage control. But the mission met with limited success. “The atmosphere in Washington was not the most cordial one,” says Suat Kiniklioglu, the AKP’s Deputy Chairman of External Affairs. “Especially in the House, the atmosphere was fully demonstrating that American legislators have been convinced that the flotilla incident and the [Security Council sanctions] vote on Iran are part and parcel of the same thing,” Kiniklioglu said. “Turkey and the United States don’t disagree on the objectives when it comes to Iran. We disagree about how to get there. This is a point we tried to make clear.”

US-Turkey relations low 

US-Turkey relations are low over aggressive Turkish foreign policy 

Hamilton 6/28 [Lee director of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and Director of the Center on Congress at Indiana U., previous representative from Indiana, Staying Friends with Turkey, http://www.indystar.com/article/20100628/OPINION12/6280305/1002/OPINION/Staying-friends-with-Turkey, 2010]

On his first presidential trip abroad in April 2009, Barack Obama, addressing the Turkish parliament, said: "Turkey and the United States must stand together -- and work together -- to overcome the challenges of our time." But a few weeks ago Turkey, in a U.N. Security Council vote, opposed a sanctions resolution against Iran, one of the Obama administration's top foreign-policy priorities. The no vote, in addition to the fallout from the deaths of eight Turks and an American at the hands of Israeli commandos aboard the Gaza-bound Mava Marmara, has many raising questions about the U.S.-Turkey relationship and the direction of Turkish foreign policy. Turkey has been a staunch NATO ally since 1952, fields its second largest military, and is the alliance's sole Muslim member-state. It has nearly 2,000 noncombat troops serving in Afghanistan. Bases along its southern border with Iraq are a crucial transit point for the American military, and it has played an important role in maintaining stability in the region. The U.S.-Turkey relationship is not in freefall. Turkey is an emerging power of 90 million people in transition. The economy will grow at close to 7 percent this year, and Turkey could even pass Japan, France and Germany to become the world's ninth largest economy in the distant future. The origins of Turkey’s rapid economic ascent were free-market reforms in the 1980s that gave rise to a more conservative and religious middle class in central and eastern Anatolia, in contrast to the historically secular power-brokers of Istanbul and Ankara. With economic clout came political clout, manifesting itself in the election of the Islamist Justice and Development Party (AKP) in 2002, led by Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan. This was a significant development in a country whose founder, Mustafa Kemal Ataturk, enforced a strict state-sponsored secularism to signify what he called Turkey's "place in the modern world." The AKP has sought to redress the historic power imbalance between weak politicians and a strong, interventionist military -- the guardian of Ataturk's secularist legacy -- through a series of constitutional reforms and legal actions. However, other Turks, more secular and moderate -- though not well organized as an opposition-- have charged the government with abusing power and are skeptical of the AKP's commitment to a secular state and strong relations with the West. The Turkish leadership's diplomatic embrace of Iran, Hamas and Sudanese President Omar el-Bashir -- indicted by the International Criminal Court for war crimes -- suggests a newly assertive, less pliant Turkey, intent on better ties in the region and desiring to lead within the Islamic world.

US-Turkey relations low 

US-Turkey relations are low over multiple issues 

Hughes, 6/21 [2010, John, former editor, Christian Science Monitor, Turkey is critical to a more moderate Islam, http://www.csmonitor.com/Commentary/John-Hughes/2010/0621/Turkey-is-critical-to-a-more-moderate-Islam]

The relationship between the United States and Turkey is going to require deft handling in the rocky months and years ahead.  Turkey is a successful example of a non-Arab land where Islam and democracy coexist and the economy prospers.  Indonesia, the largest Islamic, non-Arab country in the world, is another such example. Both could play a constructive role in tempering Islamic extremism in the Arab world. But Indonesia lies in distant Southeast Asia, whereas Turkey is in and of the Middle East, with adjacent Arab neighbors.  Turkey has long been seen as a land bridge between East and West. For decades it has tried to impress Europe and to persuade Europe to let it join the European Union.  In recent times, Turkey has been refurbishing its ties with countries that border it like Iran, Iraq, and Syria. And it has planned to launch its own Arabic-language satellite TV station in order to connect more intimately with the Arab world.  This new relationship was certainly accelerated by the opposition of some European countries to Turkey’s admission to the EU.  But in major part, the new realignment is because Turkey’s new foreign minister, Ahmet Davutoglu, a former professor of international relations, believes in a policy of “zero problems with neighbors.”  As an example of this philosophy: Turkey ended a 16-year freeze in relations with Armenia. Turkey has also granted more cultural and political rights to its 14 million-strong Kurdish minority in a bid to erase tensions not only with them but with Kurds in Iraq, Iran, and Syria.  Relations between Turkey and the US dipped in 2003 when the Turkish parliament refused to permit transit of American troops through Turkey to open a second front in the war with Iraq.  With the election of Mr. Obama, and his early visit to Turkey for a key outreach speech to the Muslim world, the US-Turkey relationship regained warmth.  Obama termed Turkey a “critical” ally, declared that the US was “not at war with Islam” and concluded his speech in parliament by kissing Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan on both cheeks – a sign of friendship. US support for Turkey’s bid for membership in the EU also did not hurt. Turkish officials were careful to explain at that time that their renewed interest in the Muslim East did not mean a chill toward the West.  Since then things have changed remarkably. Israeli military actions in Gaza, and the recent questionably organized Israeli commando action against a Turkish-flagged flotilla of pro-Palestinian activists seeking to break Israel’s blockade of Gaza, have threatened Turkey’s diplomatic relations with Israel, and strained Turkish relations with the US.  Middle East expert Steven Cook wrote in Foreign Policy magazine that Washington and Ankara share the same goals: peace between Israel and Palestinians; a stable, unified Iraq; an Iran without nuclear weapons; stability in Afghanistan; and a Western-oriented Syria. But, he added, “when you get down to details,Washington and Ankara “are on opposite ends of virtually all these issues.”  One example of this is the latest Turkish-Brazilian effort to defuse Iran’s nuclear ambitions, counterproductive to US diplomatic efforts.


us-Turkey relations low

Claims that US-Turkey relations are high or can get through the present conflict are just rhetorical failures to recognize that the two countries cannot have strategic relations

Rozen, 6/18 [Laura, foreign policy writer for the Politico, 2010, The Turkish-American split , http://www.politico.com/blogs/laurarozen/0610/The_TurkishAmerican_split.html]

The United States has been slow to recognize how Turkey's perspective and interests have changed, argue former U.S. Ambassador to Turkey Mort Abramowitz and Henri Barkey, in The National Interest:      Acrimony permeates American-Turkish relations. Harsh words have been exchanged at high levels over Gaza and Iran. The American right-wing has virtually declared Turkey beyond the pale and appears to long for the Turkish military to take over. Turkey’s nationalistic media talk about the country’s noble role in the flotilla crisis, and the words of senior leaders border on the conspiratorial. Many wonder whether our interests are now so different that they preclude close collaboration.      This is not a new phenomenon. Turkey has always been a prickly ally, not one that simply saluted. During the Cold War the Turks closed U.S. bases and kicked out the Peace Corps after we imposed an arms embargo in response to their invasion of northern Cyprus. As for our secular Turkish military friends, they barely supported the United States in the first Gulf War and undermined it in the run up to the second; and refuse to send combat troops to Afghanistan.      Besotted by the language of strategic partnership it invented for Ankara’s benefit, the United States has been slow in recognizing how Turkey’s perspective and interests have changed. Whatever America’s importance to Turkey, the dependency of the past is over. Russia is no longer an enemy but a valued economic partner. Turkey’s EU membership is distant and Ankara’s interest in the body is diminishing. AKP rule produced sizeable economic growth for much of this decade and Turkish economic activity is now global. Ankara is on the move and feeling it.
Turkey doesn’t have an incentive to maintain relations 

Sestanovich, 7/1 [2010, Stephen, Professor of International Diplomacy at Columbia University's School of International and Public Affairs and a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations. He served as ambassador-at-large for the former Soviet Union from 1997 to 2001, How Obama Will Deal With Our Wayward Ally, Turkey, http://www.tnr.com/blog/foreign-policy/75995/how-will-obama-deal-his-wayward-ally-turkey] 

It’s a shock to see one of the pillars of American foreign policy start to disintegrate before our very eyes. That’s what seems to be happening to the relationship between the United States and Turkey, which policymakers in both countries have taken for granted for decades. I know it’s often said that formal alliances are losing their central place in international politics. If so, maybe the bad blood between Ankara and Washington is just part of a trend, something we wearily adjust to. But it feels more momentous and damaging than that—like something we’ll regret for years to come.   Not so long ago we thought of Turkey as a unique strategic asset in the twenty-first century—an ally that joined real democracy and a Muslim heritage. The combination seems to have turned negative. In Turkey, we now hear, national identity and mass politics make the United States more unpopular than in places where friendly autocrats keep anti-Americanism under control.  Of all the members of the G-20—the group that added fast-growing emerging powers to the old G-8—Turkey is the only one whose relations with the United States have deteriorated since Barack Obama took office. It was the only American ally to vote against new sanctions on Iran in the U.N. Security Council last month. And even before the famous flotilla left Turkey for Gaza, Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan had dissented from American diplomacy in the Middle East, treating Hamas as the true voice of Palestinian nationalism.  The United States does not often face a challenge like this—a broad disagreement with a major ally, rooted in both domestic politics and clashing geopolitical aspirations. We’re more accustomed to dealing with insecure allies, who want us on their side. Our problem with the Turks is not their insecurity, but their confidence. They want us out of their way.

US-Turkey relations high 

Relations are high but sustaining them will be key 
Turkish Weekly 7/1 [2010, U.S. Admiral Says Sustaining Relations with Turkey Critical, 

http://www.turkishweekly.net/news/103918/u-s-admiral-says-sustaining-relations-with-turkey-critical.html] 

The chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS), said on Wednesday that sustaining relationship with Turkey was critical.  Admiral Mike Mullen, the chairman of CJCS, said Turkey and the United States had a strong relationship, and sustaining it in the long run was really critical.  "And the other hugely important relationship in that part of the world, which has certainly been very visible lately, is Turkey. They are a critical ally," Mullen said at the Aspen Security Forum.  Mullen said Turkey had been a critical ally for a long time, and a member of NATO.  "And so I have a very strong relationship with my counterpart, very strong relationship throughout the military with Turkey -- all of our services do. And this is a bumpy time, and we just need to make, from my perspective -- you know, sustaining that in the long run is really critical. The eaches of it -- you know, relationships go through ups and downs, but the overall long-term importance of those two relationships, from my perspective, are critical," the admiral said.  When asked what was going on with Turkey right now and if he believed that Turkey felt rejected by Europe and was moving back toward the Muslim world, Mullen said, "that's up to, obviously, Prime Minister (Recep Tayyip) Erdogan and the political leadership, and quite frankly, the people of Turkey to, in a sense, both develop and execute."  Mullen said, "I just want to -- we've had a very strong relationship for a long, long time. And I think whatever the eaches are, we need to work our way through that and sustain that relationship. They're a member of a critical alliance for us, with NATO. And they also reside, physically, in a very, very important part, strategically. So I actually -- exactly where they're going, it's a little bit difficult for me to figure out."
Relations are still up - Turkey is still strategically valuable even if it doesn’t agree with all US policies

Walker 6/29 [2010, Joshua, Fellow at the Transatlantic Academy where the yearlong report on Turkish foreign policy "Getting to Zero: Turkey, its Neighbors, and the West" was recently published, Turkey: still America’s best ally in the Middle East?, http://www.worldbulletin.net/author_article_detail.php?id=2212]
Listening to the Beltway rhetoric one would think that Turkey is a newly emerging threat to the United States and interests in the Middle East. The speed with which Washington has gone sour on its self-declared "model partner" is astonishing and should be cause for concern. Having just returned from Turkey and with meetings with Turkish officials, it is clear that Turkey has not suddenly "switched sides" but rather still objectively represents America's best ally. Not because Ankara blindly goes along with Western policies or is subservient to America, but because it offers the U.S. more strategic possibilities and support than any other state in the region.  Unlike Arab allied governments which lack legitimacy among their own populations and Israel that is besieged on all sides, Turkey is a truly democratic, independent, and powerful ally to be courted, not demonized by the U.S. Today, Turkey represents a critical partner to the U.S. on its three most urgent strategic issues: Afghanistan, Iraq and Iran. On Afghanistan, Turkey is better placed culturally and militarily than any other NATO ally to play a leading role in Kabul; in this respect, it is America's ideal partner on Afghanistan. The soft and hard power advantages that the Turks enjoy among the Afghan population offer a sorely needed bright spot in an otherwise dark struggle for America. On Iraq, there is renewed impetus to resolve the long-simmering Kurdish issue given the battle against the PKK and continued incursions into northern Iraq. Without Turkey's constructive engagement, America's vital interests and the future of Iraq cannot be secured. Short of coercive action, Ankara is determined to prevent a nuclear Iran and has been attempting its own trilateral diplomacy with the help of Brasila to deal with Tehran. Unfortunately, these attempts -- which were originally encouraged by the Obama administration -- have led to a divide on the means necessary for the same end goal of a nuclear weapon-free Iran.  Given the timing of the Mavi-Marmara incident in the lead-up to the Iran sanction vote at the UN, former friends of Turkey are linking the two events and blaming the AKP's "Islamist" roots rather than looking at the tough domestic realities confronting Turkey's leaders. While the AKP has admittedly gone over the top in its rhetoric given the domestic pressures it faces from a resurgent nationalist movement and upcoming national elections, its actions speak much louder than its words. Diplomatic relations remain intact with Israel despite the killing of nine Turkish citizens (one of whom was a dual American citizen) and Turkey remains actively engaged in all of its Western commitments and institutions.




US-Turkey relations high 

US-Turkey relations are high over multiple issues

BBC 7/3 [2010, BBC Monitoring Europe – Political, Turkish foreign minister stresses "model partnership" ties with USA, Text of report in English by Turkish semi-official news agency Anatolia, lexis] 

Ankara, 2 July: Turkish Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoglu said about Turkey-the USA relations, "there could be differences of opinion. But he have the capability to discuss them frankly as two allied countries. Our rooted relations can even create a synergy from those differences."  Davutoglu said at the 4th of July reception at the US Embassy in Ankara, "Turkey and the United States are two allied countries which worked together from Iraq to Afghanistan, from the Middle East peace process to NATO. Therefore, Turkey-the USA relations have a multi-dimensional perspective."  "Turkey-the USA relations can make important contributions to global and regional peace. US President Barack Obama proposed the definition of model partnership during his visit to Turkey last year. Now, our countries are trying to contribute to global and regional peace under this definition," he added. 

AT: US-Turkey rels low

US-Turkey relations are empirically difficult but they are open to maintaining relations despite differences

Eurasia Net 6/28 [2010, US-Turkish Relations Appear Headed for Rough Patch, Yigal Schleifer, http://www.eurasianet.org/node/61426]

To a certain extent, tension between Ankara and Washington is nothing new. What is different now, noted Carnegie’s Barkey, is that Ankara’s independent foreign policy course creates more opportunities for Turkey and the United States to have policy disagreements. “The Turkish-American relationship was always difficult. Let’s not kid ourselves. But on the other hand, the difference between then and now is that Turkish foreign policy used to be more self centered. Now, to their credit, they are playing a more global role, but that has meant that the points of friction have increased as a result,” he said. Sinan Ulgen, Chairman of the Center for Economics and Foreign Policy Studies, an Istanbul-based think tank, says some of the tension with Washington may be built in to what is a fundamental and ambitious restructuring by the AKP government of Turkey’s previously more cautious and inward-looking foreign policy. “I don’t think the government has an anti-West agenda,” Ulgen said. “I think that Turkey cares less about how its foreign policy initiatives will be received in the Western capitals, and in particular Washington. This is very different from before.” It’s a new reality that Washington appears to be coming to terms with. In another recent interview, this one with the British Broadcasting Corp,, the State Department’s Gordon said: “We’re going to work very hard to preserve this partnership and cooperation.” Still, he added: “We never set as a blanket rule that everything Turkey does in the Middle East would be something we support, and there are times when we have differences with Turkey, and I suspect that it’s going to be that way for some time.”


AT: US-Turkey Relations low – Middle east engagement

Turkish engagement with the middle east doesn’t mean relations with the US are low

The Australian 7/3 [2010, Turkey acts to ease fears over Islamic ties, 

http://www.theaustralian.com.au/news/world/turkey-acts-to-ease-fears-over-islamic-ties/story-e6frg6so-1225887296226] 

TURKEY has hit back at accusations it is turning its back on the West in favour of closer ties with the Islamic world.  The country insists that membership of the EU is its key foreign policy goal.  "There is no reason to have any doubts about Turkey," President Abdullah Gul declared in a forceful interview designed to allay alarm in Europe and the US about its increasingly close relations with radical Middle East regimes.  Turkey was not "lost", he said, denouncing such claims as "unacceptable" and stressing that Turkey was also forging ties far beyond the Arab world. "I consider it very wrong to interpret Turkey's interests with other geographic regions as it breaking from the West, turning its back on the West or seeking alternatives to the West. Turkey is part of Europe," he said.  Mr Gul argued that the US and Europe should welcome its growing engagement in the Middle East because it was promoting Western values in a region largely governed by authoritarian regimes. Rebuking some Western politicians for their outdated views of Turkey, he insisted the country had undergone a "silent revolution". It was now a big economic power that had embraced democracy, human rights and the free market. It had become a "source of inspiration" in the region. "If this is not acknowledged, it's a pity," Mr Gul lamented.

AT: US-Turkey relations low – ME engagement

Turkey is making multiple overtures and concessions to the U.S. to resolve issues over Iran sanctions and Israel 

The Times 6/30 [2010, Turkey Asks Iran to Return to Negotiating Table , http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703374104575336853114123616.html?mod=googlenews_wsj

ISTANBUL—Turkey on Tuesday called for Iran to negotiate with world powers as soon as possible over a nuclear-fuel swap deal, a show of frustration from one of Tehran's few allies during recent international sparring over how to address Iran's nuclear ambitions. The demand, which came a day after Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad said there would be no talks until late August, showed Ankara's first signs of irritation with Iran since Turkey voted earlier this month against imposing fresh sanctions on Tehran over its nuclear-fuel program. Ankara had argued that the sanctions proposed by the United Nations Security Council would scupper an agreement that Turkey and Brazil had secured with Iran, under which Tehran would swap part of its stockpile of low-enriched uranium for higher-grade fuel rods. The Security Council resolution passed, with only Turkey and Brazil in dissent. Lebanon abstained. "If they do not sit down and talk, we will be in a worse situation this time next year," Turkish foreign ministry spokesman Burak Ozugergin told a press conference in Ankara, according to Turkish state news agency Anadolu Ajansi. "President Ahmadinejad mentioned August. We wish [the talks] would take place sooner." The U.S., Russia and France have proposed U.N.-brokered, expert-level talks with Iran on the fuel swap deal, Russia's Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov said Tuesday, the Itar-Tass news agency reported. Mr. Ahmadinejad's statement Monday took Ankara by surprise, according to a senior Turkish diplomat. He said Turkey and Brazil, which hold rotating seats on the 15-nation Security Council, agreed to vote as they did on the condition that Tehran would continue to engage in talks on its nuclear program. "To keep Iran at the table, one of their conditions was [for Brazil and Turkey] to vote no, instead of abstaining," the senior diplomat told a group of reporters in Istanbul. "I don't think the Iranians want to antagonize us over this." On Tuesday, Iranian Foreign Minister Manouchehr Mottaki said the freeze on talks didn't apply to discussions of the fuel-swap deal, leaving it unclear whether Tehran was ready for negotiations to begin before August or not. The fuel-swap deal was almost identical to one that the U.S. proposed last year. Under the Turkish-Brazilian deal, Tehran would deposit 1,200 kilograms (2,600 pounds) of low-enriched uranium in Turkey in exchange for fuel rods containing uranium enriched to a higher level of 20%, to be used in an Iranian medical reactor. Turkish officials say the U.S. administration endorsed the Turkish-Brazilian effort. Since the proposal was first extended last year, however, Tehran has expanded its stock of low-enriched uranium, lessening the value of the deal, and has said it is now enriching uranium to 20% levels on its own. Many Security Council members fear these advances could help Iran perfect the technology to enrich at higher levels required to produce a nuclear bomb.  Iran says its nuclear ambitions are peaceful.  On Tuesday, Mr. Lavrov said the proposed U.N.-brokered talks could take place only "under the understanding that Iran itself halts the 20% enrichment," according to Itar-Tass. Turkey's "no" vote, coupled with its tough response to Israel over the boarding of a Gaza-bound Turkish aid ship on May 31, has triggered concern in Washington that Turkey, a longstanding ally and North Atlantic Treaty Organization member, is shifting its strategic orientation away from the West. The State Department's top official for Europe, Philip Gordon, said last week that Turkey's Western commitment now "needs to be demonstrated." "I'm really surprised he made that statement. We don't have to prove anything," said the senior Turkish diplomat, who described talk of Turkey changing its foreign-policy axis as "crazy."  The diplomat echoed statements by Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan in the U.S. and Canada over the weekend that an increasingly confident Turkey is asserting its commercial and political interests but remains committed to its Western alliances and to joining the European Union. With regard to Israel, the diplomat said Turkey didn't want to destroy the relationship and was trying to "give Israel a way out" of the impasse by offering conditions to fulfill, after which relations could normalize. 




AT: TUrkey is turning away from US/toward Mid east

Turkey won’t be able to effectively turn towards the middle east

LA Times 6/20 [2010, Turkey looks east and makes waves, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/jun/20/world/la-fg-turkey-east-20100620]

The U.S. worries that the eastward tilt of Turkey's Islamic-oriented government runs counter to Washington's ambitions. Ankara has increasingly insinuated itself into Palestinian affairs and has appeared to embrace Hamas, which controls Gaza and is considered a terrorist group by the U.S. and Israel. But this tack has turned Erdogan, who once sold sesame buns in Istanbul's poor neighborhoods, into a hero in the Muslim world.  A father in Gaza named his newborn son after him. Arab writers asked why their own leaders, regarded as corrupt and cowed by the West, weren't as scrappily eloquent in supporting Palestinian rights. Turkey has usurped the limelight from Iran, which funds and supports Hamas, and from Egypt, which for years has been trying to broker an Israeli-Palestinian peace.  This has fueled jealousies in some Middle East capitals that view Ankara as interfering in the balance of power, even as its overall regional trade has jumped to more than $31 billion from about $5 billion over the last eight years. But others in the region see Turkey's Islamic brand of democracy and free markets as a pragmatic approach not only to Israel, the U.S. and Europe but also to political cooperation and business deals with the emerging powers of China and India.  "Turkey has been a role model for Islamic countries," said Reza Kaviani, an Iranian analyst. "Turkey has proved that Iranian policy of exporting Islamic revolution has only led to extremism, in contrast with Turkish democratic policy, which has led to true sympathy toward Palestinians and further international pressure on Israel."  For Egypt, the problem with Turkey is its resonance with the "common people," said Sameh Sorour, a Cairo-based political analyst.  "Egyptians have always endorsed any regime that opposed Israel, let alone publicly condemned an Israeli act or policy.... But Turkey is also a secular country with great financial developments and close ties to the West. It represents everything the Egyptian regime is trying to stand for, and that's why Cairo won't be able to discredit Turkey," Sorour said.  Ankara's venturesome diplomacy has limits. A recent effort by Turkey and Brazil to negotiate a nuclear deal with Iran was viewed as naive and angrily discarded by Washington. Turkey faces other challenges in engaging the Middle East: ensuring that it doesn't let its improving human rights record slip and understanding that courting Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad and Sudanese President Omar Hassan Ahmed Bashir, who is wanted on war crimes charges, may harm its image in the European Union.  Straddling East and West is the historic Turkish riddle. Founded by Kemal Ataturk in 1923 upon the ruins of the Ottoman Empire, Turkey, where the military held sway for decades, hammered itself into a secular state.  It was an uncomfortable, often raucous, fit. In 2002, Erdogan's Justice and Development Party, or AKP, swept to power and religion played a more prominent role.  The country positioned itself as an Islamic democracy that would fit into the EU. Despite making political and human rights reforms, however, Turkey felt ostracized by Berlin and other capitals that believed a country with thousands of minarets was not truly European.  Its pride damaged, Turkey kept its Western alliances and its bid for EU membership open but shifted its focus in the opposite direction.  "The AKP party's blend of Islam and nationalism very much looks toward the East," said Mustafa Karahan, director of an energy investment company. "The party figured, 'Instead of being a small brother in the West, let's be a big brother in the East.' The only problem with this is that a lot of Arabs, especially Egyptians, don't like Turks. But Egypt's time is done. It's over."  It is not likely that Turkey will become the unifying voice in the Middle East, especially in the disparate Arab world, where these days leaders are more consumed with preserving their power.  Cultural differences and historical animosities further complicate Ankara's role. Turkey was once the seat of the Ottoman Empire, which for centuries harshly ruled much of the Middle East. But the country's ascent is a reminder that Arab states have lacked a shared vision since the 1960s, when Egyptian President Gamal Abdel Nasser held up the hope of pan-Arabism.  "Turkey is rising. Iran is rising. Where are the Arabs?" said Mesut Ozcan, assistant professor of international relations at Istanbul Commerce University.  "Erdogan is filling this gap, but Turkey doesn't really want to be the leader of the Middle East. This is about markets and security, of creating an atmosphere to benefit Turkish businessmen. Turkey is trying to create a new language."

US-Turkey relations good: Mid-East stability

US-Turkey relations are key to Middle East stability
Kalin 2010  (Ibrahim, Chief Advisor to the Prime Minister of Turkey, PhD from George Washington University, "US-Turkish relations under Obama: promise, challenge and opportunity in the 21st century," Journal of Balkan and Near Eastern Studies, p. 93-108, Volume 12 Issue 1 March 2010)

Besides bilateral relations, US-Turkish relations include several key areas of foreign policy for both countries in the Middle East, Caucasus and Central Asia. The future of post-American Iraq, the Iranian nuclear issue, the ongoing NATO mission in Afghanistan, the Palestine question and the Middle East peace process, the fragile situation in Pakistan, the new power dynamics in the southern Caucasus and the challenge of a resurgent Russia are among the issues in which Turkey, the USA and their key allies have strategic interest.27 On most of these issues, there is a convergence in perspective, style and substance between the USA and Turkey, each country having its own reasons for it. In order to deal effectively with the enormous challenges which the geo-politics of the 21st century presents, President Obama needs to regain America's credibility and repair its image in the world. A multilateralist and pluralistic foreign policy based on engagement and inclusion means a deeper relationship with all the countries involved in the process of security building around the world. Turkey's unique geo-political location ties US interests to Turkey's participation in key decisions in the region. All the major US operations in the Middle East, Caucasus and Central Asia are related to Turkey. Furthermore, the overall outlines of the new Turkish foreign policy under the successive AK Party governments are in large part parallel to the new approach the Obama administration has formulated. A quick look at some of the key foreign policy areas will demonstrate that the US and Turkish governments are likely to find more areas of cooperation than disagreement.


US-Turkey rels good – war on terror

Failure of the US to reign in Turkey will be disasterous for US foreign policy in the Middle East and the war on terror- Turkey will give up intel and military resources to our enemies 

JINSA 6/22 [2010, Jewish Institute for National Security Affairs (JINSA), Suppose Turkey Transfers U.S. Technology and Tactics to Iran and Syria, http://www.rightsidenews.com/2010062210703/global-terrorism/suppose-turkey-transfers-us-technology-and-tactics-to-iran-and-syria.html]

As a member of NATO, Turkey has access to a wide array of American technology that, if compromised, could spell real danger for U.S. operations in the Middle East and Persian Gulf, and threaten allies that rely on American equipment and training. Turkey's increasingly close relations with Hamas, Hezbollah, Syria, Iran and, recently, Russia, should cause the United States to monitor Turkey closely with an eye toward the damage that could be done to American interests.  Unfortunately, the U.S. has shown no interest in the radical reorientation going on inside of Turkey. The widespread arrest of past and present Turkish military figures along with a large number of others has not sparked even a comment from the State Department or Pentagon, and nor from the White House. The participation of the Turkish government with the IHH in the Gaza flotilla - and the corresponding inflammatory rhetoric that has emanated from the Turkish government - received even less attention. The result is that the Turkish government thinks it has a free hand with Israel, as well as with Iran - although it is peeved the U.S. did not back the Turkish-Brazilian deal for a portion of Iran's nuclear materials.  A particular worry is the Turkish intelligence services, to which Prime Minister Erdogan has appointed two radical Muslim civilians to key positions: Hakan Fidan as head of Milli Istihbarat Teskilati (MIT), Turkey's foreign intelligence service; and Muammer Güler as Undersecretary for Public Order and Security, which heads Turkey's counterterrorism service. The intelligence services are playing a key role in separating the Turkish military from Israel and in the removal of those they see as a threat to the current government.  The big risk is that the intelligence services, conflating their very strong hatred of Israel with their support of Israel's - and America's - enemies, will grab equipment and information from the Turkish military and share it with those enemies.  No one can competently say what Turkey is discussing - or sharing - with Hamas and Hezbollah, or with Iran and Syria. Until the Gaza flotilla, Israel did not collect intelligence on Turkey, and it is unlikely the U.S. has paid much attention.  Turkey has the third largest air force in NATO (some 930 aircraft) after the U.S. and the UK. Of these, 230 are F-16's (Blocks 20, 40 and 50) and Turkey is a Level 3 partner in the forthcoming Joint Strike Fighter. Like the U.S., Turkey has KC-135 refueling tankers, meaning that the Turkish Air Force can operate just about anywhere on a sustained basis (or could provide refueling to Iranian F-14's or Syrian Sukhois and MiGs). Turkey also has four AWACS aircraft that can be used to direct air battles - their own or those of their new allies. This is a particular risk to the U.S. because it exposes all U.S. assets in the Gulf area to Turkish real-time surveillance, and it could give to the Iranians and Syrians a strong ability to actively target U.S. bases and operations, as well as U.S. air, naval and land assets in the region.  Turkey also has a relatively strong Navy with a number of German-designed diesel electric submarines, modern torpedoes, and surface ships equipped with missiles and gun systems. Its navy is probably not capable of challenging the U.S., but Turkey could transfer sensitive systems to America's adversaries. Among the systems in Turkish hands that could pose serious threats are the U.S. Harpoon missile, the Norwegian Penguin, the Exocet from France, Sea Skua from BAE systems, Hellfire II from the U.S. and others.  Turkey has a strong amphibious capability with an assortment of landing craft, mobile armor systems, self-propelled guns, anti-tank systems and a range of equipment that, if in Iranian or Syrian hands, could spell real trouble. For example, Turkey has more than 850 Stinger missiles (now locally built). These missiles are the same ones the Mujahedeen used to great effect against Russian helicopter gunships. Also in the Turkish army are tens of thousands of LAW antitank rockets, TOW antitank missiles and the very effective Russian Kornet antitank missile. Any of these systems, but particularly the TOW missiles, if transferred would significantly strengthen the Iranians and Syrians.  There are countermeasures systems, night vision equipment, communications gear, command and control and capabilities from other countries, such as advanced Israeli drones, that in the hands of either the Iranians or Syrians, could tip the balance in the region and directly harm U.S. operations and leverage while also posing a serious operational threat.  At this time, the U.S. has not taken any steps to moderate the flow of technology, equipment, systems and supplies to Turkey. In fact, the reverse is true as the Obama Administration has been building its "pro-Muslim" foreign policy in large part around Turkey. And it is true that in some areas, most particularly in Afghanistan, the Turks are making a contribution. Turkey has a small contingent responsible for security around Kabul, and also assists in training the Afghan Army and police forces. But even this positive is a red flag, because Turkey's close relationship to Iran could pose a serious risk if Ankara and Tehran expand their relationship to cover the evolving situation in Afghanistan and connected with it, Islamic ideological collaboration.  Turkey is a powerful country for many reasons - its NATO membership, its heavy investment in the military, its historical position in the region and its strong alliance with the United States. That the United States is standing by and waiting for the next example of Turkey's turn away from the West to happen is narrow-minded and reckless.

US-Turkey relations good: Iran prolif 
US-Turkey relations solve Iran Prolif 
Cook and Sherwood-Randall 6
[Steven A., Hasib J. Sabbagh senior fellow for Middle Eastern studies at the Council on Foreign Relations and Elizabeth, Adjunct Senior Fellow for Alliance Relations at the Council on Foreign Relations, “Generating Momentum for a New Era in U.S.-Turkey Relations”, 6-15-06, http://www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/TurkeyCSR.pdf]

Ankara’s policy toward Iran is similar to its posture vis-à-vis Syria. While Turkish officials acknowledge that the Iranian regime is a source of tension and instability in the region, they regard cordial relations with the Iranians as a means of guarding against potential Iranian meddling. In addition, the Turks have significant economic and energy interests in Iran. Trade between the two countries exceeded $4 billion by the end of 2005, and in a deal extending until 2022, Iran supplies Turkey with 10 billion cubic meters of gas annually. The energy agreement has, however, been a source of tension between the two countries. In late January 2006, the flow of gas from Iran to Turkey inexplicably dropped by 70 percent. Tehran blamed the decrease on technical problems, but the Turks remain wary of what they perceive to be Iran’s use of gas as a lever to intimidate Turkey at the same time that Ankara’s Western partners seek sanctions against Iran over its nuclear program.  Despite the dispute over gas supplies, Ankara and Tehran have sought to maintain good relations. In late February 2006, the eleventh Iran-Turkey High Security Council met in Tehran. This bilateral meeting, which was presided over at the deputy minister level, reaffirmed Turkish-Iranian trade relations and included discussions concerning border security and drug smuggling. Finally, the same logic that is driving close relations between Ankara and Damascus is at work in Turkey’s relations with Iran: the common desire to forestall Kurdish independence in northern Iraq. Like Turkey and Syria, Iran has a large Kurdish population that could agitate for political rights should Iraq’s Kurds achieve independence.  As Washington has grown increasingly concerned about Iran’s nuclear development, U.S. officials have sought to influence Turkish policy regarding Iran. Demonstrating some success, and reflecting shared recognition of the growing threat posed by Iran, the Bush administration announced in May 2006 that the United States and Turkey would hold a joint military exercise designed to show resolve in preventing Iran from gaining access to material and technology that might further its nuclear ambitions. However, should the crisis with Iran escalate, the management of relations with Teheran is likely to remain a sensitive subject between Washington and Ankara. 

Iranian proliferation leads to Israeli preemption. 

Salama and Ruster 2004

[Sammy Salama & Karen Ruster, Research Associate for the Proliferation Research and Assessment Program (PRAP) at CNS, 9/9/04, A preemptive attack on Iran’s nuclear facilities, http://cns.miis.edu/pubs/week/040812.htm]

In Israel, planning and rhetoric appear to have progressed quite a bit further[3]; it appears that some in Israel are seriously considering a preemptive attack similar to the June 1981 attack on Osirak that destroyed Iraq's nuclear reactor.[4] Meir Dagan, the Chief of Mossad, told parliament members in his inaugural appearance before the Israeli Knesset Foreign Affairs and Defense Committee that Iran was close to the "point of no return" and that the specter of Iranian possession of nuclear weapons was the greatest threat to Israel since its inception.[5] On November 11, 2003, Israeli Foreign Minister Silvan Shalom said that Israel had "no plans to attack nuclear facilities in Iran."[6] Less than two weeks later however, during a visit to the United States, Israel's Defense Minister Shaul Mofaz stated that "under no circumstances would Israel be able to tolerate nuclear weapons in Iranian possession"[7] and just six weeks earlier, Mossad had revealed plans for preemptive attacks by F-16 bombers on Iranian nuclear sites.[8] This report will examine the following: The Iranian nuclear facilities most likely to be targeted and their proliferation risk potential; the likely preemptive scenarios involving Israel or the United States; and the possible consequences of any preemptive action.
Russia would be drawn in sparking world war three. 

Griffin 2004 

[Webster Griffin Tarpley, activist and historian, 8/29/04, http://inn.globalfreepress.com/modules/news/article.php?storyid=743]

Competent US military commanders dread the prospect of war with Iran. Iran is four times the area of Iraq, and has three times the population. Its infrastructure was not destroyed during the Kuwait war in the way that Iraq's was, and Iran has not been subjected to 13 years of crippling UN sanctions on everything, including food and medicine. The Iranian military forces are intact. In case of war, Iran could be expected to use all means ranging from ballistic missile attacks on US and Israeli bases to asymmetrical warfare. The situation of the US forces already in Iraq could quickly become extraordinarily critical. Shamkhani alluded to this prospect when he said that "The U.S. military presence will not become an element of strength at our expense. The opposite is true because their forces would turn into a hostage." Just as Chinese entry into the Korean conflict in late November 1950 created a wholly new and wider war, Iranian entry into the US-Iraq war would have similarly incalculable consequences. The choices might quickly narrow to the large-scale use of nuclear weapons or defeat for the current US hollow army of just 10 divisions. ANOTHER STEP TOWARDS WORLD WAR III In the case of Iran, the use of nuclear weapons by the US would have a dangerous complication: Iran is an important neighbor and trading partner of the Russian Federation, which is helping with Iran’s nuclear power reactor program. The threatened US/Israeli raid on Iran might kill Russian citizens as well. Such a US attack on Iran might prod the Russian government into drawing its own line in the sand, rather than sitting idle as the tide of US aggression swept closer and closer to Russia’s borders, as one country after another in central Asia was occupied. In other words, a US attack on Iran bids fair to be the opening of World War III, making explicit was already implicit in the invasion of Iraq. The Iran war project of the neocons is the very midsummer of madness, and it must be stopped.
US-Turkey relations good: Middle East/ war on terror

Relations Solve Iraqi Stability, Democracy, Israel Conflict, and the Economy 
 Cook and Sherwood-Randall 6
[Steven A., Hasib J. Sabbagh senior fellow for Middle Eastern studies at the Council on Foreign Relations and Elizabeth, Adjunct Senior Fellow for Alliance Relations at the Council on Foreign Relations, “Generating Momentum for a New Era in U.S.-Turkey Relations”, 6-15-06, http://www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/TurkeyCSR.pdf]
Despite the discord between Washington and Ankara over the past three years, Turkey remains an ally whose strategic perspective remains largely aligned with that of the United States. Turkey has been oriented toward the West for more than half a century and is taking further steps to cement this perspective through its pursuit of EU membership, a process that Washington supports in the face of mounting European concerns about the benefits of Turkish accession. Both Ankara and Washington back a unified, federal Iraq—albeit for different reasons—and there is consensus between both governments on the need to confront global terrorism and Islamist extremism. Turkey has also used its good offices to support the Palestinian-Israeli peace process and has supported, in both words and deeds, the Bush administration’s efforts to promote democratic change in the Arab world. Finally, both Washington and Ankara share interests in the stability and economic development of the Caucasus and Central Asia.  Time is growing short to build new momentum in the U.S.-Turkey relationship. Over the course of the next two years, both countries will face a series of tough foreign policy questions concerning Iraq, Iran, the Middle East, and Cyprus just as politicians in both capitals are entering election cycles. This report offers a set of policy prescriptions for the near term and recommends working toward the establishment of a broader   framework to modernize the U.S.-Turkey relationship and situate the ties between Washington and Ankara on a solid foundation for the future. 
US-Turkey Relations good: Terror/ prolif/ disease/ econ 

Relations Solve terrorism, proliferation, disease, and the economy
 Cook and Sherwood-Randall 6
[Steven A., Hasib J. Sabbagh senior fellow for Middle Eastern studies at the Council on Foreign Relations and Elizabeth, Adjunct Senior Fellow for Alliance Relations at the Council on Foreign Relations, “Generating Momentum for a New Era in U.S.-Turkey Relations”, 6-15-06, http://www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/TurkeyCSR.pdf]
The history of the U.S.-Turkish partnership provides an auspicious backdrop for rebuilding the relationship. However, it cannot alone provide the necessary momentum for progress, nor can it create a stake in enduring ties for a new generation—a generation that has not been shaped by the strategic imperatives of the Cold War. The challenge faced by leaders in both Washington and Ankara is to recognize the potential future value of the partnership and to take concrete actions to realize that value. The two countries share long-term interests in Europe, the Caucasus, Central Asia, and the Middle East. They each face global threats that defy borders such as terrorism, proliferation, and pandemic disease, which neither can address effectively on its own. They also have a stake in the vitality of each other’s economy and in developing more robust commercial ties. They must take deliberate steps to establish processes that allow them to manage the issues that have created a growing chasm between them and to build new opportunities for cooperation. If these efforts are successful, they will generate momentum for a renewed, revitalized relationship that allows both to more effectively meet the challenges of the twenty-first century.
US-Turkey relations good: Turkey Prolif 

Relations solves turkey prolif 

Larrabee 10 (Stephen, Ph.D. in political science and international affairs, Senior Staff member and Corporate Chair in European Security at RAND. He served on the U.S. National Security Council staff in the White House as a specialist on Soviet-East European affairs and East-West political-military relations. “Turkey's New Geopolitics”, Survival, 52: 2, 3/25, p. 165, http://www.rand.org/about/people/l/larrabee_f_stephen.html, NJ)

If such efforts were to fail, however, and Iran did proceed to acquire nuclear weapons, this could spark a highly destabilising nuclear arms race in the Middle East. To date, Turkey has shown little interest in developing its own nuclear deterrent, and is not likely to do so as long as the US nuclear guarantee and NATO remain credible. If relations with Washington and NATO seriously deteriorate, however, Ankara might be prompted to consider acquiring a nuclear deterrent of its own. This underscores the importance of maintaining strong and credible security ties between Turkey and NATO.
[INSERT TURKEY PROLIF BAD]

US-Turkey Rels good: Terrorism/ democracy/ ME stability 

US-Turkey alliance solves terrorism, democracy, and Middle East stability.

Gordon and Taspinar ‘6  (Philip Gordon, Ph.D. and M.A. in European Studies and International Economics, senior fellow in foreign policy studies and director of the Center on the United States and Europe at the Brookings Institution, Former Director for European Affairs at the National Security Council and Former Senior Fellow for U.S. Strategic Studies at the International Institute for Strategic Studies; Omer Taspinar, Ph.D. and M.A. in European Studies and International Economics, research fellow and director of the Turkey program at Brookings, “Turkey on the Brink”, The Washington Quarterly, The Center for Strategic and International Studies and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Summer 2006, 29:3, pp.66-67)

The most troubling aspect of Turkey’s relations with the West is that Ankara no longer has a fallback U.S. option in case its relations with the EU sour. Turkish-U.S. relations have become a casualty of the war in Iraq. U.S. anger over the Turkish parliament’s March 1, 2003, refusal to allow U.S. forces access to Turkish territory for the invasion and Turkish frustration over U.S. support for Iraqi Kurds have led to unprecedented mutual resentment between Ankara and Washington. Numerous opinion polls confirm that growing numbers of Turks perceive their NATO ally as a security problem rather than a strategic partner. A 2005 BBC poll, for example, found that 82 percent of Turks considered U.S. policies in the Middle East as a threat to peace and security.5 In analyzing Turkey’s frustration with the United States, one needs to go beyond the Bush administration’s negative global image. The German Marshall Fund’s May 2005 transatlantic survey, for example, showed that although anti-Americanism is in relative decline in Europe, the trend in Turkey is in the opposite direction.6 The stakes involved in “losing Turkey” could scarcely be higher. Turkey’s relations with the EU have recently gained an unprecedented “civilizational” dimension. In recent years, jihadist terrorism in the United States and western Europe turned an otherwise unlikely scenario of a clash of civilizations between Islam and the West into a self-fulfilling prophecy. Today, growing numbers of Muslims see the U.S.-led war against terrorism as a global “crusade” against Islam. Similarly, Western attitudes toward Muslims are increasingly characterized by the fear of terrorism. In this polarized global context, a large Muslim country seeking membership in a prestigious European club with a majority Christian population has gained tremendous relevance. Turkey’s democratic, secular, Muslim, and pro- Western credentials would make it an important country under any circumstances. For those interested in proving the fallacy of an inevitable clash between Islam and the West, Turkey’s membership in the EU becomes all the more significant. The staunchly secularist Turkish Republic is, of course, an exception in the Islamic world, and one would normally not expect Turkey to become a symbol or model of compatibility between Islamic tradition and Western democracy.7 Yet, Turkey’s current experiment with moderate Islam is a promising exercise in political moderation and democratic maturity. With the right policies, Turkey could become an inspiring example for Islamists and secularists interested in peaceful coexistence. The Arab world is paying increasing attention to this Turkish experiment and the European reaction to it. The fact that a pro-Islamic party is taking Turkey closer to EU membership challenges preconceived notions both in the West and the Islamic world. In addition to these cultural dynamics, a quick look at the map clearly illustrates the geostrategic stakes involved in keeping Turkey on a European track. It is not only the most advanced democracy in the Islamic world, but it also shares its southern borders with Syria, Iraq, and Iran. In the Caucasus, Turkey borders Azerbaijan, Georgia, and Armenia and thereby serves as an energy corridor through which the vast oil and gas reserves of Central Asia and the Caspian Sea pass to the West. Ultimately, a stable, Western-oriented, liberal Turkey on a clear path toward EU membership would serve as a growing market for Western goods, a much needed contributor to European labor forces, a democratic example for the rest of the Muslim world, a stabilizing influence on Iraq, a valuable actor in Afghanistan (where Turkey has already led the International Security and Assistance Force twice), and a critical ally for the United States in the war on terrorism. A resentful, unstable, nationalist Turkey would be the opposite in every case.


US-Turkey relations good: economy

US-Turkey relations key to market reforms- other countries model 

Radu 2003 (Michael S., Co-Chairman of FPRI's Center on Terrorism, Counter-Terrorism, and Homeland Security, "Turkey and the U.S.," Dangerous Neighborhood: Contemporary Issues in Turkey's Foreign Relations, The Foreign Policy Research Institute, 2003, p. 197)

Economic development is another important issue in Turkish-U.S. relations. Turkey needs U.S. support in securing fresh loans to carry out economic reforms, while the United States needs for Turkey to succeed in its economic development so that it can showcase the country as a model for other states in Central Asia and the Middle East. In this regard, Turkey's move away from import substitution growth to an open market economy has a mixed record of success. On the one hand, Turkey has the sixteenth largest economy in the world, with a dynamic private sector. The Turkish economy also successfully integrated with the world financial markets, and the Istanbul Stock Exchange (ISE) became a star among emerging stock markets. On the other hand, successive Turkish governments, including that of Turgut Ozal, failed to complete the necessary economic reforms required for a stable market economy. They prevented transparency of the economic system, postponed difficult reforms, continued with expansionary monetary policies and, when problems mounted, blamed individuals who were simply doing what they were told to (since the Central Bank was not an independent institution), and took part in corruption on a massive scale. In short, Turkey is far from meeting the Euro criteria (the earlier Economic and Monetary Union requirements of the Copenhagen criteria for economic integration with the EU. Following the financial crisis of February 2001, Turkey's report card has become even worse.


US-Turkey relations good: EU and Greece

US-Turkey relations key to EU-Turkey and Turkey-Greece relations 

Radu 2003 (Michael S., Co-Chairman of FPRI's Center on Terrorism, Counter-Terrorism, and Homeland Security, "Turkey and the U.S.," Dangerous Neighborhood: Contemporary Issues in Turkey's Foreign Relations, The Foreign Policy Research Institute, 2003, p. 199)

From the U.S. perspective, the best scenario is one where Turkey makes good progress all around, achieving a democratic political system with extensive individual civil and political rights, a dynamic market economy, stable and good relations with neighboring countries and EU membership. Achieving these objectives requires substantial help from the United States, particularly with regard to resolving the Cyprus problem and preventing the EU from engaging in any behavior that would distance Turkey from the West. The worst scenario is a Turkey that has failed miserably on the domestic reform fronts, economically bankrupt, saber rattling at Greece and Armenia, distanced from becoming a member of the EU, and suspicious of U.S. intentions in the region. The prospects of achieving good outcomes on the three avenues of development depends on how much the United States is willing to play the role of stabilizer in EU-Turkey and Turkey-Greece relations. The United States needs to champion secular Turkey's image in the region and provide much needed economic assistance to Turkey.

Turkish EU accession leads to better US-EU relations
Khalilzad, "a strategic plan for western-turkish relations," Chapter 5, June 29, 2000 rand.org 

Integrating Turkey into the EU should be an important objective of the future strategic cooperation between the United States, Europe, and Turkey. Most Turks are interested in reinforcing ties to the West, and deepening the relationship with the EU. The United States favors Turkey’s eventual full membership in the EU for the following reasons: • Integrating a state that favors strong transatlantic ties into the EU can have a positive effect on how EU-U.S. relations evolve over the long term; • Preparing for and joining the EU will have a positive effect on Turkey’s own evolution as a secular, Western-oriented democracy; • This, in turn, will improve prospects for strategic cooperation of the kind discussed above between Turkey, the United States, and Europe.

A Greek/Turkish conflict would explode into an apocalyptic war with multiple scenarios for WMD use 

Janbek, 1998 [Khairi, Institute for Diplomacy in Amman, Jordan, June 1998, “Heat Wave in Cyprus”] 

On the Turkish side of the island thirty thousand Turkish troops are unlikely to be deterred by the missiles in the event of conflict. The range of the missiles, however threatens nearby Turkish cities and towns on the mainland, which could lead to total war in the instance of conflict. In an apocalyptic scenario, Greece would most likely get involved, again unsettling peace in the Balkans, and the Mediterranean would become a heavily militarized zone in an age of demilitarization. Obviously, such a situation would have implications for the Arab world. Although relations between Greek-Cyprus and the neighboring Arab states are normal, any perceived threat could put both Lebanese and Syrian ports and cities at the mercy of the Russian missiles. This, in turn, could lead to a new arms race in the region, at a time when resources should be targeted for development, and cooperation among the nations of the region is paramount to solving the fundamental problems of their collective existence. Pushing a policy of brinkmanship at a time when the whole area is nervous it is clearly not a wise thing for the Greek-Cypriot's to do. The stalled Middle East peace process does not need this Meditteranean island to further induce the prevailing pyschology of encirclement. Neither does Turkey-with its conventionally cool relations with all its neighbors- need the emerging tension on the island. Greece, on the other hand, as a member of the EU and NATO, has fully integrated itself into the EU ethos and can only act accordingly.
US-EU cooperation empirically key to solving war in Lebanon 

States News Service 07 [White house 2007 US-EU Summit Political Progress Report, 2007 U.S.-EU SUMMIT POLITICAL PROGRESS REPORT, April 30] 

The United States and the European Union helped bring an end to the summer 2006 war between Lebanon and Israel, aided in particular by substantial European Union member state contributions to the UNIFIL peacekeeping force in Lebanon. We worked together to provide significant humanitarian assistance to those affected by the conflict, enabling the bulk of the hundreds of thousands displaced to return to their homes and begin to rebuild their lives. We welcomed the $7.6 billion in pledges of international assistance for Lebanon made at the Paris III donors conference in January 2007, including $770 million in loans and grants from the United States and $2.9 billion in loans and grants from the European Union ($535 million from the European Community budget). We called on Syria to end its interference in Lebanon and urged full implementation of UN Security Council resolutions 1680 and 1701. We urged Syria to end destabilising activities and play a more constructive role in Lebanon, Iraq, and the Palestinian territories, as well as to reconsider its relations with Iran; we issued statements calling for the release of Syrian political prisoners.

US-Turkey relations good: Eu / Greece

The collapse of Lebanon will produce new security threats and terrorism with WMDs

Nedzi, 06 [Lucien, former member of Congress who served from 1961 to 1981 and a member of the editorial advisory board of Mediterranean Quarterly. His service in the US House of Representatives included membership in the Armed Services Committee and the chairmanship of the first Select Committee on Intelligence, Mediterranean Quarterly 17:4 DOI 10.1215/10474552-2006-021, “Lebanon’s Contemporary Significance” http://mq.dukejournals.org/cgi/reprint/17/4/1.pdf]  

Like Iraq, Lebanon has contemporary significance for the continuing US war on terror. Virulent nationalisms exploiting ethnoreligious divisions have been a feature of Lebanese politics for more than twenty years, and this continues to be a significant problem for broader international security today. The introduction of advanced military technologies by nonstate as well as nation-state actors in the Middle East has been apparent in the clash between Israel and Hezbollah in the current crisis. Difficulties in the economic development of resource-poor Lebanon in the wake of one major domestic crisis in the 1970s and 1980s but now also in a second in 2006 stem from a globalization that has, in some respects, reduced the attractiveness of this unstable country as a major entrepot in trade and finance. And finally, in its civic trauma the psychological profile of Lebanon’s citizenry may have changed from ambitious commercialism to confused identity, a despondency that had seemed overtaken by hopes of new beginnings for some enjoying the pleasures of Hariri’s Paris of the East. Yet never far beneath the surface were the scars of wounds suffered in civil war during the 1970s and 1980s, wounds now reopened by the “shock and awe” violence of a new collision between Israel and Hezbollah in 2006. Lebanon, along with the former Yugoslavia, gives us a picture of what can happen to proud nation-states that collapse under the powerful weight of modern nonstate actors mightily armed to spread terror and dislocation. It was once thought that the destiny of nation-states was to be found in transnational communities such as the European Union that would free the world of national rivalry and war. But Lebanon gives us another glimpse of the future where fragmentation brings chaos and misery, a Hobbesian outlook that truly rivals a Kantian one. In the Beirut scenario, militia leaders replace the statesmen [sic] of Brussels at the center of the world stage.


Ext. US-Turkey solves Turkey-Greece relations

History proves US-Turkey relations improves Turkey-Greek relations

Ismael 2003 (Tareq Y., professor of political science at the University of Calgary editor of the International Journal of Contemporary Iraqi Studies, Turkey's Foreign Policy in the 21st Century: A Changing Role in World Politics, "Turkey and the United States," Ashgate Publishing Limited, 2003, p. 33)
On the other hand, during most of the 1990s, the US-Turkish bilateral relationship continued to be adversely affected by Greek-Turkish disputes over the Aegean and the Cyrus problem. As was the case during the Cold War, Greece and Turkey viewed each other as a potential threat to their national security. Efforts by Washington tot mediate between its two allies often led to criticism from both Athens and Ankara. Nevertheless, the US intervention in the Imea/Kardak crisis in 1995 played a major role in averting an armed clash between the two countries and the Greek-Turkish rapprochement following the deadly earthquakes that hit both countries in 1999 has lowered the tensions in the Aegean and led to a new phase in the troubled relationship between the two countries. The US has welcomed the improved relations between Greece and Turkey. Progress towards better Greek-Turkish relations would likely remove a major irritant in US-Turkish alliance. However, there was no similar breakthrough regarding the protracted Cyprus problem despite the efforts of both the US and the UN to facilitate a negotiated settlement to the dispute. In general, the US position on Cyprus has been closer to that of the Greek Cypriot administration. Indeed, this, and Washington's efforts to influence Turkey's Cyprus policy, has created tensions in the bilateral relations for the past three decades. The prospective entry of Cyprus into the EU and Turkey's opposition to this development is likely to further increase these tensions.

Ext. Turkish EU membership good

Turkey's EU membership key to stability 

Oguzlu 2004 (H. Tarik, Assistant Professor of International Relations Bilkent University Faculty of Economics, "Changing Dynamics of Turkey's U.S. and EU Relations", Middle East Policy, 2004, Middle East Policy Council, p. 104-105)

If the Turkish political and state elites seriously want Turkey to feel secure in the years ahead, particularly from threats outside of the Middle East and from the dynamics of bilateral relations with the United States and the European Union, they should explore how to conceptualize Turkey's security threats and how to cope with them. Being aware of the close relationship between foreign and domestic developments, they should soon come to a collective understanding that Turkey will no longer be able to define its security on the basis of state sovereignty and territorial integrity. If societal needs are not met, the state as an entity will always be exposed to challenges from various domestic groups, be they Kurds or political Islamists. The ongoing accession process with the EU would contribute to Turkey's sense of security through the transformation of Turkey's structural conditions in line with the European Union. A Turkey that has finally reached satisfying state-society relations and become more Europeanized through the EU accession process will become more able to stand as a significant country in its region, with a recognized ability to determine the dynamics of regional politics. If Turkey oscillates between becoming more Europeanized and turning inward, not only will its ability to stand up to European and American demands gradually wane but Turkey will not be able to develop healthy cooperative relations with the United States. Turkey will preserve its influential position in the region only if the Turkish elite both successfully restructures Turkey's state-society relations along European models and cooperates with, rather than challenges, the United States. The worst outcome for Turkey would be for its prospects for EU membership to falter because of its domestic performance in the EU-oriented reformation process, while the quality of US-Turkey strategic relations also declined. In such a case, Turkey's marginalization in the region would likely increase and the internal political arena would be dominated by continuous struggle between the EU-oriented JDP and the nationalist-secularist establishment. Under such conditions, Turkey might fall into internal chaos, its hopes for development and Europeanization seriously dashed.


AT: TUrkish-Israel relations zero sum

Obama sees both Israel and Turkey as important allies – not zero sum 

Times of India 6/3/10 (Mark Landler, NYT News Service, “After flotilla raid, US torn between key allies”, http://timesofindia.indiatimes.com/world/us/After-flotilla-raid-US-torn-between-key-allies/articleshow/6005326.cms) 

Struggling to navigate a bitter split between two crucial allies, the Obama administration on Tuesday tried to placate an outraged Turkish government while refusing to condemn Israel for its deadly raid on a flotilla of aid ships bound for Gaza. President Obama called PM Recep Tayyip Erdogan of Turkey to express his "deep condolences" for the deaths of Turkish citizens in clashes with Israeli soldiers on the ship. He told Erdogan the US was pushing Israel to return their bodies, as well as 300 Turks taken from the ship and being held in Israel. Obama called for a "credible, impartial and transparent investigation of the facts surrounding this tragedy," the White House said. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton said such an investigation could include international participation, something the Israelis said they opposed. It is far from clear that these efforts will mollify Turkey, which accused Israel of state-sponsored terrorism and likened the psychological impact of the raid to the Sept 11, 2001, terrorist attacks in the US. The United States does not want to abandon Israel, which has been subjected to international opprobrium since the raid. But it also does not want to alienate Turkey, which is playing an increasingly vocal role on the world stage. "Turkey and Israel are both good friends of the US, and we are working with both to deal with the aftermath of the tragic incident," Clinton said after meeting with Turkey's foreign minister, Ahmet Davutoglu.

US-Turkey relations bad: CMR

Low relations reduces Turkish military influence - best promotes democracy

Los Angeles Times 8/3/2003

In the view of some Turks, the estrangement between Turkish and American  armies has a side benefit. Deprived, however temporarily, of its powerful  backer, the Turkish military may be more inclined to accept new laws passed  by Turkey's civilian leaders -- which will curtail the generals' role in  politics. Despite Washington's stated support for democratic reform in  Turkey, many citizens here believe that American governments have often lent  unquestioning support to the armed forces.  "The U.S. role in Turkey did have a negative influence on the democratic  process because it dealt with the Turkish military," said Husnu Ondul of the  Turkish Human Rights Assn. "If the U.S. would remain neutral, it would be a  positive contribution."

INSERT CMR IMPACT


US-Turkey relations bad: Russia

Decreased US/Turkey relations allows Turkey to solidify its relations with Russia
Oultchenko, 2003 

[Natalia Head of the Turkey Desk, Middle East Department @ the 

Russian Academy of Sciences, 5/12/ (“Turkey’s Strategic Future: A 

Russian Review” – ESF Working Paper) http://www.eusec.org/oultchenko.htm] 

In an article with the very symptomatic title "Turkish-Russian relations in  the shade of the relations of the two countries with the West", a well known  Turkish scholar, Gulten Kazgan, stressed that from the XVIII century up to  our days Turkish-Russian relations have stayed under the strong influence of  the relations of each country with the leading Western countries. Saying it  another way, their mutual relations are derivative from their relations with  the West. As a result, the specific character of the relations of each of the two  countries with the West is a determining factor of their bilateral  relations. In the same article, Kazgan described some scenarios of the  possible development of the Turkish-Russian relations in the first quarter  of the 21st century. One of the scenarios is like this: In case of  non-efficient development of the relations with her main Western Allies –  the USA and the EU countries – and at the same time a friendly policy of  Russia, Turkey starts a more active regional policy. As a result, there will  be closer political and economic relations between Turkey and Russia while  Turkey's cooperation with the USA both in policy and economy will stay less  intensive.
Turkey/Russia relations are key to Turkey’s economy
Larabee, 2000 

[F. Stephen Analyst @ RAND, (The Future of Turkish-Western 

Relations) http://www.rand.org/publications/MR/MR1241/]

Turkey also has a strong economic stake in maintaining good relations with  Moscow. Russia is Turkey’s second largest trade partner behind Germany and  its main supplier of natural gas. In addition, a flourishing “suitcase  trade” between Turkey and Russia exists. While this trade has declined  recently, it accounts for an important part of the unofficial Turkish  economy. Thus, Ankara has a strong economic incentive to keep relations with  Russia on an even keel.
Turkish economic decline leads to nationalism 
Lesser 2001
[Ian O., Senior Analyst @ RAND, Specializing in Mediterranean and  Strategic Affairs and Former Member of the Policy Planning Staff @ the  Department of State, June (“Turkey, Greece, and the U.S. in a Changing  Strategic Environment” – Testimony Before the House International Relations  Committee) http://www.rand.org]

Third, the crisis has implications for Turkey's regional and international  role. Prolonged economic and political turmoil will leave Ankara with little  energy and less capability to play an active external role. Ambitious  defense modernization plans are being postponed, and costly regional  initiatives (including energy projects) may languish. More profoundly, the  crisis could encourage a nationalistic and inward-looking tendency among  public opinion and even some elites. This, in turn, could have negative repercussions on Greek-Turkish  relations, Turkey's EU candidacy, and perhaps regional cooperation with the  U.S. The crisis has already stimulated a lively debate in Turkey about the  risks of globalization, with many Turks blaming international institutions  for Turkey's travails.

US-Turkey relations bad: Russia 

Turkish nationalism leads to genocide and war

Armenian National Institute 2010 [Young Turks and the Armenian Genocide, http://www.armenian-genocide.org/young_turks.html] 

The Young Turks were the perpetrators of the Armenian Genocide. The Young Turk Movement emerged in reaction to the absolutist rule of Sultan Abdul-Hamid (Abdulhamit) II (1876-1909). With the 1878 suspension of the Ottoman Constitution, reform-minded Ottomans resorted to organizing overseas or underground. The backbone of the movement was formed by young military officers who were especially disturbed by the continuing decline of Ottoman power and attributed the crisis to the absence of an environment for change and progress. Working secretly in unconnected clusters under the watchful eye of the Hamidian secret police, the Young Turks succeeded in overturning the rule of the autocratic sultan when the Ottoman armies in European Turkey openly supported the movement. Abdul-Hamid's reinstatement of constitutional and parliamentary rule in July 1908 ushered in a brief period of legalized political activity by a panoply of reformist Turkish parties as well as Armenian political and revolutionary organizations. The Young Turks earned further public support when their intervention was required to suppress the April 1909 counter-revolution staged by the palace. At the center of the Young Turk Revolution stood the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP) (Ittihad ve Terakki Jemiyeti) formed in 1895. Its members came to be known as Ittihadists or Unionists. The most ideologically committed party in the entire movement, the CUP espoused a form of Turkish nationalism which was xenophobic and exclusionary in its thinking. Its policies threatened to undo the tattered fabric of a multi-ethnic and multi-religious society. Taking advantage of the political confusion reigning in the aftermath of the First Balkan War which the Ottoman Empire lost in 1912 to its former subject states, the CUP seized power in a coup d'etat in January 1913. As it led the empire to a partial recovery in the Second Balkan War, the CUP monopolized political power domestically by bringing the Parliament completely under its influence. It also began to steer away from the long-held Ottoman foreign policy of alliances with Great Britain and France, and forged a stronger military cooperation with Germany. Moreover, the CUP compensated for the Ottoman retreat in the Balkans by promoting Pan-Turkism, an expansionist program designed to challenge Russia in its southern tier. By the time World War I broke out in August 1914, the CUP constituted a chauvinistic band which had subordinated the Ottoman state to its Turkist ideology. It also propelled the country into war against its better interests by entering into a secret accord with Germany.

Ext. Turkish econ solves ME war

Turkish economic growth prevents war in the Middle East
Waxman, 1999 [Ph.D. Candidate in IR @ Johns Hopkins, research analyst at CSIS, Washington Quarterly Winter] 


In the long term, moreover, this free trade agreement offers the possibility for many more people to have a material stake in the Turkish-Israeli relationship. Annual trade between the two countries is expected to quadruple in just a few years, from $ 450 million to $ 2 billion, with much of the increase in Turkey's favor. In 1997 alone, for example, Turkey's exports to Israel increased by 54 percent over the previous year, whereas its imports increased 19 percent for the same period. More impressive still is the fact that some 300,000 to 400,000 Israeli tourists visit Turkey each year (8 percent of the total population), spending nearly $ 3 billion. As more and more Turks reap the economic benefits from close ties to Israel, powerful interest groups, especially in business, are likely to form to protect those benefits.  It is not just in the Israeli market that Turks have gained greater access thanks to the free trade accord. Since Israel has a free trade agreement with the United States, Turkish businessmen [sic] also see Israel as a "backdoor" into the American market (and thanks to the North American Free Trade Agreement, the Canadian and Mexican markets as well) and a hopping ground to the Palestinian and Jordanian markets. For its part, Israel hopes to launch Turkish-Israeli joint ventures in the newly independent Transcaucasian and Central Asian republics, making use of Turkey's cultural and historical ties there. Expanding economic ties between Turkey and Israel may also have the beneficial side effect of fostering further understanding and friendship between the two peoples as their interaction increases.  This is not just wishful thinking. The Israelis have always eagerly sought friends in a region swamped with enemies. They have longed to put an end to their regional "pariah" status. Thus in the words of analyst Daniel Pipes, friendship with Turkey "breaches a wall of rejection and may even provide a model for links to other Muslim states." n3 By allying itself with a Muslim state, albeit a secular one, Israel can send the much-needed message that its conflict is not with Muslims and that Muslims and Jews can indeed be friends. For Turks, friendship with Israel carries with it accusations of treachery against their coreligionists -- but the Turks have remained unmoved. Despite a common religion, Turks, largely because of their imperial Ottoman past, feel a psychological distance between themselves and the Arabs (which, it should be noted, is reciprocated by most Arabs). Since the time of Ataturk, Turkey has looked toward Europe and away from the Middle East, emphasizing its European rather than Middle Eastern credentials -- a process hastened by Turkey's disappointment over the Arab states' lack of political support in the Cyprus dispute and by declining trade with the Arab states following the drop in world oil prices during the 1980s and the international sanctions against Iraq. In 1982 Turkish exports to the Islamic world accounted for 47 percent of its total exports; a decade later, this figure had plummeted to 12 percent. n4


Balkan stability impact- nuclear war

Balkan instability risks global nuclear exchange
Chicago Daily Herald 5/9/99  [“Fence Post,” l/n] 
We hear the grim rationale for sending in ground troops "to salvage the  credibility of the NATO Alliance." I don't want any American  servicemen/women to die for the idea that once you have embarked on a  disastrous course of action, you can only continue on ... that's nonsense.  On a recent news program the Italian and German foreign ministers stated  troop deployment is not acceptable as part of their national defense - the  French representative waffled. Both France and Germany have large Muslim  populations. The German official said the NATO Alliance weapons, planes,  missiles are primarily American with minimum involvement of NATO allies.  Let's not forget that Russia has warned NATO countries that this action  could culminate in a third world war. The war in the Balkans could easily  become the flash point of world conflict resulting in nuclear war and  incalculable self-destruction.


US-Turkey relations bad: Turk-Greek rels Zero Sum  

US-Turkey relations are zero sum with Turkey-Greece relations 
Borowiec 05

[Andrew Borowiec, staff writer for the Washington Times, “Greece expects closer ties with U.S.” 4/5/05, Lexis]
The conservative government in Greece says it looks forward to "a new chapter" in relations with the United States after a visit to Washington by Foreign Minister Petros Molyviatis. Officials said Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice told Mr. Molyviatis during a meeting late last month that she considers Greece to be America's "best friend in the Balkans" and they expect that to translate into greater input into U.S. foreign policy planning. The Greeks also perceive a chill in U.S. relations with their longtime rival Turkey because of an intense anti-American campaign in the Turkish press. Turkey resents what it sees as American support for Kurdish nationalists and generally opposes U.S. policies in Iraq. In reporting recent developments, the Greek press said the Bush administration has been reassessing its attitude toward Turkey. According to the conservative Athens daily Kathimerini, "The Bush administration's love affair with the Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan's moderately Islamist establishment has turned sour amid rising anti-Americanism in Turkey and subsequent frustration in the United States." Some Western analysts have described Mr. Erdogan as being under a strain, and said, "His image is losing its gloss." Last week, Turkey abruptly postponed the application of a new penal code that severely would have limited the functioning of the press, citing "technical considerations." Greek officials, meanwhile, expect considerable improvement in Greek-U.S. relations, pointing out that during the recent talks in Washington "the Americans adroitly avoided raising any issues that might sour the atmosphere." Previous meetings have been troubled by U.S. complaints about inadequate Greek anti-terrorist measures. 

 US-Greece Relations Good- Balkans

Relations with Greece are vital to Balkan stability.

Burns 2k

[Nicolas Burns, Former Ambassador to Greece, “Greece-U.S. Relations: The Generation Ahead” 10/13/00 
http://www.wilsoncenter.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=events.event&event_id=121578&doc_id=121581)

Ten years later, happily, the U.S. and Greece have arrived at a point where they have completely transformed their partnership in the Balkans. Both countries now have the same strategic objectives concerning what should happen in the former Yugoslavia and in the wider region of southeastern Europe, which is a region of vital national importance to Greece. The U.S. and Greece have identical objectives with regard to the need to prevent war and further refugee flows, the need for the stability pact to fulfill its promise-neither country believes the pact has yet fulfilled its promise as a consolidating agent in economic development in the region-and the need for a more aggressive and more expansive Greek policy throughout the Balkans. During the last week, Greece has taken the most prominent role of any NATO country in the initial diplomatic contacts with Yugoslav President Vojislav Kostunica politically and also with the Serb military. This is good for NATO, and it's good for Greece. Greece may now be the only NATO country that, for a variety of reasons, has the credibility to be the first country to extend a NATO bridge to the Serb reformers in the military and in politics. So the first challenge will be determining how Athens and Washington can continue this very positive transformation of U.S.-Greece cooperation in the Balkans. 

Balkan Instability Causes World War III 
Paris ’2  (Roland, Assistant Professor of Political Science and International Affairs at University of Colorado, Political Science Quarterly, “Kosovo and the metaphor war”, 117: 3, Fall, Proquest)

At this early stage in the Kosovo crisis, Clinton's language was still somewhat coded and suggestive; in the months to come, he would spell out the implications of his historical allusions with much greater clarity. Nevertheless, the phrase "powderkeg in the Balkans" would have carried historical significance for listeners who possessed even a casual knowledge of European history. Since the early part of the twentieth century, when instability in the Balkans drew in the great powers and provided the spark that ignited World War I, the region has been widely known as a powderkeg. In 1947, for instance, members of the International Court of Justice noted that the Balkans had been "so often described as the `powder-keg' of Europe."51 Today, the term continues to be attached to the region's politics, conjuring up memories of the origins of World War I.52   The meaning of the powderkeg metaphor is straightforward: the Balkans can explode at any time, and the resulting conflagration can spread to the rest of Europe; preventing such an explosion is vital to the continent's, and perhaps even to American, security. When Clinton described Kosovo as a powderkeg, he warned that the Kosovo conflict might spill over not only to surrounding Balkan states, but to Europe as a whole; and he insinuated that the United States could be compelled to fight in such a pan-European conflict, just as it did in World Wars I and II. "As we approach the next century," he stated on 12 October, during a discussion of the Kosovo situation, "we must never forget one of the most indelible lessons of this one we're about to leave-that America has a direct stake in keeping the peace in Europe before isolated acts of violence turn into large-scale wars."53 Translation: if you want to make sure American boys will not have to fight another world war, then support me in my efforts to extinguish the smoldering fire in the Balkan powderkeg, before it is too late. 

US-Greece Relations Good- Crime / Env / Terror 

U.S. Greece Relations Solve Crime, Drug Trafficking, Environmental Collapse, and Terror 

Burns 2k

[Nicolas Burns, Former Ambassador to Greece, “Greece-U.S. Relations: The Generation Ahead” 10/13/00 
http://www.wilsoncenter.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=events.event&event_id=121578&doc_id=121581)

The second challenge concerns transnational issues, such as international crime, narcotics, environmental damage, and terrorism. These issues are coming to the fore as significant threats to the national securities of all countries around the world. These issues know no borders and boundaries, and cannot be combated on a national level. They have to be combated on an international level.  There are major international crime rings in the United States and in Greece. Sometimes they emanate from the same source, such as the former Soviet Union. We cannot hope to combat these crime rings in the United States without the help of countries like Greece, and Greece cannot hope to combat them without the help of countries like the United States.  The effort against narcotics trafficking is an area where the United States and Greece have enjoyed substantial cooperation with great success. Greece is a transit country for cocaine and other illicit narcotics coming from the East and going to the rich markets in Western Europe. In the last year, the Drug Enforcement Agency of the United States and the Greek narcotics police have twice made major cocaine hauls. That's a good record of cooperation.  Terrorism is a neuralgic, sensitive issue in this relationship. If you read the press and watch recent television news broadcasts in the United States, you will see how terrorism issues are handled, or not handled, in a proper way and will realize that terrorism is perhaps the most sensitive issue in this relationship. I'm looking forward to the panel discussion on transnational issues and terrorism.  It is important for Americans to communicate to Greeks that terrorism is a phenomenon that truly cannot be combated on a national level. Terrorism is, by definition, international in its roots and in its operation. The only way it can be defeated in the United States is to have the cooperation of 100 countries around the world. As the U.S. looks toward the Salt Lake City Olympics, it is building an international consortium of security experts to help combat the potential for terrorism in Salt Lake City. Sydney did the same thing. The U.S. is offering Greece its help. Australia has also offered its help, and other countries will help the Greek people prepare for these challenges.  The position of the U.S. government is that it believes Greece will meet the challenge of protecting the athletes and spectators at Athens Olympics in 2004. The U.S. believes Greece has the self-interest, the political will, and the capability to do so. It has to be an international effort, just as Salt Lake City has to embark on an international effort to combat terrorism. I would hope that Washington and Athens could lower the emotions on both sides concerning the issue of terrorism, particularly on the American side, and have a more productive discussion on the issue. 
Environmental destruction risks extinction

Diner 94 (David, Major in JAG Corps, Military Law Review, “THE ARMY AND THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT: WHO'S ENDANGERING WHOM?” 143 Mil. L. Rev. 161, L/N)

By causing widespread extinctions, humans have artificially simplified many ecosystems.  As biologic simplicity increases, so does the risk of ecosystem failure.  The spreading Sahara Desert in Africa, and the dustbowl conditions of the 1930s in the United States are relatively mild examples of what might be expected if this trend continues.  Theoretically, each new animal or plant extinction, with all its dimly perceived and intertwined affects, could cause total ecosystem collapse and human extinction.  Each new extinction increases the risk of disaster.   Like a mechanic removing, one by one, the rivets from an aircraft's wings, n80 mankind may be edging closer to the abyss.

US-Greece Relations good – Env/ crime / terror

Preventing Crime and Drug Trafficking Solves every war 

UNDOC 09

[United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, “Preventing organized crime from spoiling peace” 2/26/09, http://www.unodc.org/unodc/en/frontpage/preventing-organized-crime-from-spoiling-peace.html]

Look at almost any conflict zone in the world, and you'll find spoilers with links to criminal groups. Conflict creates cover for illicit enrichment - whether it be drugs, natural resources, or the trafficking of weapons and people. It also creates profitable new markets for smuggled goods. In the absence of the rule of law and licit competition, criminal groups fill a lucrative vacuum. Since they profit from instability they have few incentives for peace. Organized crime is therefore a major threat to keeping and building peace, and - because of its transnational nature - has an impact on regional security. As a result, conflicts which may seem tractable drag on for years. "Peacekeepers, peacemakers, and peace-builders are starting to wake up to the impact of crime on conflict, and UNODC has a unique skill set that can address this urgent problem", says UNODC Spokesman Walter Kemp, "The establishment of the UN Peacebuilding Commission, an ever-expanding number of peacekeeping operations that include a rule of law component, an increased emphasis on conflict prevention, and greater attention to the political economy of conflict all demonstrate the need for expertise in dealing with organized crime in fragile situations", says Mark Shaw, Chief of UNODC's Integrated Programming Unit. Yet expertise is relatively limited. As the Executive Director of UNODC, Antonio Maria Costa has pointed out, "we need more specialists to fight organized crime. Under the UN flag, there are more than 130,000 soldiers and 10,000 police. Yet, the UN has less than a dozen experts on organized crime. How can we answer the calls for help when we have few people to send?" UNODC is taking steps to rectify this problem, both within the UN system and among Member States. "UNODC is well-positioned to play a key role in this area since we are the guardian of the UN Convention against Transnational Organized Crime and the developer of a number of key tools to strengthen criminal justice in post-conflict settings", says UNODC Director of Operations Francis Maertens. One such tool was launched in New York on 11 February - Model Codes for Post-Conflict Criminal Justicewhich was produced in partnership with the Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, the US Institute for Peace, and the Irish Centre for Human  Rights. "Blue helmets get most of the attention when people think about building peace and security", said Mr. Costa at the launch, "but long-term security depends first and foremost on the creation or restoration of the rule of law, and that is what this Model Code is for". UNODC has developed other tools, like online training for the police, and a Criminal Justice Assessment Toolkit. There is also a handbook on Strengthening and Reform of Criminal Justice with Post-Conflict and Transition States and the United Nations Criminal Justice Standards for Peacekeeping Police. This manual, developed with the Department for Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO), addresses such issues as integrity, sexual misconduct and assistance to child victims and witnesses. In addition to a growing box of precision tools to assess and deal with crime in post-conflict situations, the Office conducts research on illicit trafficking and organized crime as key factors undermining peacebuilding and post-conflict recovery.  It provides assistance in legal reform, law enforcement, and criminal justice and anti-corruption efforts. It also advises post-conflict countries on the formulation of national strategies for reforming their criminal justice systems. As such, UNODC experts can form an integral part of rule of law teams in peacekeeping operations. "We have value to add to UNDP and DPKO", says Shaw. Concretely, UNODC has provided rule of law assistance to UN operations and national governments in Afghanistan, Guinea-Bissau, Sudan, Burundi, Sierra Leone, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Somalia, Haiti, Iraq, East Timor and the Occupied Palestinian Territories (amongst others). Most of this work has been carried out in the past two years, and demand is growing. West Africa is a good example of a "one UN" approach to tackling organized crime. Last year, UNODC sounded the alarm about drug trafficking as a threat to security in the region (substantiated in an evidence-based report). The issue was taken up in the Security Council, a donors conference pledged assistance, ECOWAS Ministers met to agree on a regional response, and UNODC has provided on-the-spot technical assistance in cooperation with the Secretary-General's Special Representative for West Africa, and the UN Peace-building Support Office in Guinea-Bissau. Further analytical and operational work is planned. UNODC is currently in the process of finalizing a threat assessment guide to assist practitioners in the field to identify groups involved in organized crime. "Peacekeepers often sense that organized crime is a threat, but they are not sure what to do about it. We want to demystify organized crime, assess its impact and mitigate its risk factors in order to remove crime as an impediment to peace", says Maertens.   
Terror Causes Nuclear War

SID – AHMED  04   Political Analyst [Mohamed, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm]

A nuclear attack by terrorists will be much more critical than Hiroshima and Nagazaki, even if -- and this is far from certain – the weapons used are less harmful than those used then, Japan, at the time, with no knowledge of nuclear technology, had no choice but to capitulate. Today, the technology is a secret for nobody.  So far, except for the two bombs dropped on Japan, nuclear weapons have been used only to threaten. Now we are at a stage where they can be detonated. This completely changes the rules of the game. We have reached a point where anticipatory measures can determine the course of events. Allegations of a terrorist connection can be used to justify anticipatory measures, including the invasion of a sovereign state like Iraq. As it turned out, these allegations, as well as the allegation that Saddam was harbouring WMD, proved to be unfounded.  What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

US-Greece Relations Good-Cyprus War

U.S. Backing Greece is Key to Solving Cyprus War 
Burns 2k

[Nicolas Burns, Former Ambassador to Greece, “Greece-U.S. Relations: The Generation Ahead” 10/13/00 
http://www.wilsoncenter.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=events.event&event_id=121578&doc_id=121581)

The fifth challenge is whether the United States, working with its NATO allies, can facilitate in the Greek-Turkish relationship and on the question of Cyprus so that there will be a generation of peace for the generation ahead. We have seen remarkable progress in many parts of the world on ethnic conflicts and bi-national conflicts that people felt were not solvable. We would think that the destiny of Greece and Turkey in Cyprus would be to overcome their political, legal, and historical problems, and to fashion a generation of peace in this part of the world so that people can travel back and forth, there can be trade, there can be true peace, and there can be a reduction in defense budgets. That's a big challenge.  But that is a challenge that can be met and, with the rapprochement between Greece and Turkey over the last year and a half, the U.S. believes that the roots of the recovery in the Greek-Turkish relationship are present. It will need some help from the outside. 
Extinction 

Barber 97

[Tony Barber, Financial Times’ Brussels bureau chief. He has also been bureau chief for the FT in Rome and Frankfurt, Europe editor and East Europe editor of The Independent and a Reuters correspondent in New York, Washington, Warsaw, Moscow and Belgrade, “Europe's coming war over Cyprus” 1/23/97, http://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/europes-coming-war-over-cyprus-1284661.html]
 Just as EU foreign ministers sit down over lunch in Brussels to thrash out what to do, word arrives that four Greek Cypriots have been killed along the Green Line dividing government-held southern Cyprus from the Turkish-occupied north. The government, backed by Greece, retaliates by vowing to take delivery within a week of a batch of Russian S-300 anti- aircraft missiles ordered in January 1997.  As a Russian-Greek naval convoy carrying the warheads and launchers edges towards the eastern Mediterranean, the Turkish armed forces swing into action. Troop reinforcements pour into northern Cyprus. Planes raid the Greek-built missile base near Paphos in south-western Cyprus. The Turkish navy prepares to blockade the island.  Greece declares Turkey's actions a cause for war and, angry at lukewarm EU support, invokes the secret defence clause of a recently signed treaty with Russia. Fighting on Cyprus spreads to disputed Aegean islands on Turkey's coastline.  The United States warns Russia not to get involved. President Alexander Lebed, with Chinese support, tells the US to mind its own business.  All three powers go on nuclear alert. Like Cuba, another island involved in a missile dispute 36 years before, Cyprus has brought the world to nuclear confrontation.  If the above scenario seems fantastic, bear in mind that much of it is already unfolding. First of all, the EU gave a cast-iron promise in 1995 to open accession talks with Cyprus, even though with hindsight some states regard the pledge as rash. "Anyone who wants to join the EU must know that the European Union cannot deal with the accession of new members that bring in additional external problems," Germany's foreign minister, Klaus Kinkel, said last Monday.  This is to lock the stable door after the horse has bolted. Knowing that EU membership talks must start by about mid-1998, and encouraged by Greece, the Greek Cypriots feel they can play hard to get on a Cyprus settlement. Without major Turkish concessions, they will demand that southern Cyprus joins the EU on its own - a sure recipe for a crisis.  Secondly, President Glafcos Clerides and Rauf Denktash, the Greek Cypriot and Turkish Cypriot leaders, may meet in spring to launch fresh peace talks. But even if such talks get under way - a big if - there is little reason to suppose they will be crowned with success. The diplomatic climate is too frosty, and both sides have a deeply entrenched belief that to blink first will be to lose.  Thirdly, several clashes along the Green Line erupted last year, causing the deaths of four Greek Cypriots and one Turkish Cypriot. It was the most violent period on the island since the Turkish army's invasion in July 1974.  Lastly, the Cyprus government says that the missiles it ordered from Russia will cost 200m Cyprus pounds (pounds 250m) and will arrive in 16 months - May 1998. According to a government spokesman, Yiannakis Cassoulides, the deal does not include a clause allowing Cyprus to cancel the order.  Turkey says that its armed forces will attack the Greek Cypriots if they deploy the missiles, whose range enables them to destroy planes in mainland Turkish airspace. Turkey has also talked of imposing a naval blockade of Cyprus.  According to one Nato diplomat with long experience of Turkey, these are not idle threats. "Turks can be incredibly stubborn in matters where they think the national interest is at stake. They've got to be taken seriously," the diplomat said.  This week Turkish naval vessels are visiting northern Cyprus in a show of teeth-baring solidarity with the Turkish Cypriots. Turkish and Turkish Cypriot forces may also be combined for the first time at a new military base in the north.  For its part, Greece's Socialist government is preparing a huge, 10-year modernisation of its armed forces that will cost 4,000bn drachmas (pounds 9.64bn), or almost pounds 1,000 for every man, woman and child in Greece. Greece has also tightened its military links with the Greek Cypriots, especially by creating a common defence space.  In short, virtually all the ingredients for a bloody confrontation on Cyprus, sucking in Greece and Turkey, are present. The island is the world's most densely militarised confrontation zone. Like a dormant volcano that finally releases a torrent of fire and ash, Cyprus is poised to explode after 22 years of diplomatic stalemate and military stand-off.  All outsiders, from the United States and the EU to the United Nations, recognise the dangers. Indeed, many see Greece and Turkey, whose mutual antagonism long predates their alliance in Nato, as the most likely contestants in Europe's next war.  Some Western experts believe that conflict may break out over other Greek- Turkish tensions, notably the disputed Aegean islands. This issue brought Greece and Turkey close to war in January 1996.

Turkey-Greece relations good: NATO cohesion

Greece-Turkey conflict hurts NATO cohesion  

Uslu 03 (Nasuh, “The Turkish-American relationship between 1947 and 2003: The History of a Distinctive Alliance”, pg 282)

Turkish-Greek disagreements on the Aegean, the Cyprus question, and the Turkish minority in the Western Thrace did not only cause headaches for Turkish rulers but also concerned the Western powers. The eruption of a serious fight between the two members of NATO might harm the cohesion of the Western alliance and might open the way to further conflicts inside the boundaries of the West. Turkish rulers argued in this matter that if Turkey was left outside the Western integration process, the possibility of solving Turkish-Greek problems might decrease with serious repercussions for the Western security. They also worried that their problems with Greece might hurt their relations with Western powers. Protecting their interests in the Aegean and Cyprus and not alienating their Western allies at the same was a difficult goal, which they needed to reach.


A2: relations with Turkey Key- Middle East/Balkans

Greece Solves middle east and Balkans 
Borowiec 05

[Andrew Borowiec, staff writer for the Washington Times, “Greece expects closer ties with U.S.” 4/5/05, Lexis]
According to the Greek press, the Washington visit established a "warm personal relationship" between Miss Rice and Mr. Molyviatis, prompting hopes for closer future cooperation. Official Greek sources said the government of Prime Minister Costas Karamanlis is prepared to adapt itself "as far as possible" to U.S. foreign policy objectives in the Balkans and in the Middle East. Mr. Molyviatis praised "the American initiative to foster and encourage the expansion of democracy and freedom in the world." In talks with Miss Rice and National Security Adviser Stephen J. Hadley, Mr. Molyviatis apparently also conveyed a message from Greek-Cypriot President Tassos Papadopoulos, who opposes further involvement "by foreigners" in efforts to solve the Cyprus problem. Political contacts between the two Cypriot communities have been suspended since the Greek-Cypriot rejection last year of the latest United Nations' plan to end the division of the east Mediterranean island. 

US-Turkey relations Bad- Democracy (Mid East) 

Turkey Relations Kill Middle East Democratic Modeling  

Bagci & Kardas 03
[Hüseyin Bagci and Saban Kardas, Middle East Technical University,  “Post-September 11 Impact: The Strategic Importance of Turkey Revisited”  5/12/03, http://www.eusec.org/bagci.htm]
Yet the argument that Turkey could be a role model for Islamic world is also controversial in some aspects. First, Turkish ambitions in this direction are not new and we have enough evidence to judge how they are perceived in other parts of the Islamic world. Turks themselves are proud of being the only secular country in the Islamic world; and from time to time, Turkey is offered as a role model from the outside as well. Yet, it is also equally true that Turkey's perception of itself as a model could not go beyond being an illusion, and those Western ideas promoted by Turkey have hardly penetrated into other Muslim societies. Arab countries' criticism of the secular Turkish model, and other problems dominating Turkish-Arab relations are no secret. In this sense, any fundamental shift in the perceptions of other Muslim societies, which would ease the objections to adapting a Turkish style system, cannot be observed. To the contrary, considering the growing anti-American feelings it is hard to expect that such a role for Turkey would be welcomed. Moreover, American way of dealing with terror through primarily military means or through supporting the existing non-democratic regimes in the Islamic world may hinder the burgeoning reformist movements in those countries and set fallbacks to the natural transformation of those societies, with a result that radicalism in the Islamic world could be given a new impetus. In this sense, Turkey's attempts to carry the Western values into the region might even widen the existing gap between Turkey and other Islamic societies. 
Democracy is critical to preventing extinction 

Larry Diamond, senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, 95
[“Promoting Democracy in the 1990s”]

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

Turkey Israel Relations=Zero Sum

Boat Attack  Makes US-Turkey relations zero sum with US-Israel and Turkey Israel Relations 

Zacharia 10

[Janine Zacharia, Washington Post,"Turkey threatens to sever ties with Israel over deadly flotilla raid" 7/6/10, Lexis]

Tensions between Turkey and Israel escalated Monday as Turkey's foreign minister said his country would sever diplomatic relations with Israel unless it either apologizes for its deadly raid on a Turkish aid ship or accepts an international inquiry into the incident. The threat came as Israeli Prime Minister Binyamin Netanyahu prepares to meet Tuesday in Washington with President Obama.  A Western diplomat, who spoke on the condition of anonymity before the foreign minister made his comments, said Obama plans to press the Israeli leader to apologize to defuse tensions. "The president is very concerned about the breakdown in Turkish-Israeli relations," the diplomat said. Asked if he thought Obama  could persuade Netanyahu to  officials would neither confirm nor deny the president's intentions for the meeting with Netanyahu. Netanyahu has ruled out an apology for the May 31 raid by Israeli naval commandos, which left nine Turks, including one Turkish American, dead. Israel was trying to prevent the aid ship from breaching a naval blockade Israel maintains on the Hamas-led Gaza Strip when commandos were met with resistance as they boarded the boat. "Israel cannot apologize because its soldiers had to defend themselves to avoid being lynched by a crowd," Netanyahu said Friday in an interview with Israel's Channel 1. "We regret the loss of life." On Monday, Foreign Minister Avigdor Lieberman said Israel has "no intention of apologizing to Turkey." Turkish Foreign Minister Ahmet Davutoglu told Hurriyet Daily News and Economic Review that "Israelis have three options: They will either apologize or acknowledge an international-impartial inquiry and its conclusion. Otherwise, our diplomatic ties will be cut off." Israel has appointed its own investigative commission, but critics say it is not sufficiently independent. It was not clear if Davutoglu's remarks meant that Turkey was considering a full severing of ties or, as some Turkish observers said was more likely, a cut only in diplomatic contacts that would still allow trade, travel and other cooperation to continue. The raid led Turkey to recall its ambassador from Israel, cancel three sets of joint military exercises and prevent Israeli military planes from crossing its airspace. 
Israel -Turkey relations are zero sum- neither side will put up with the other  

The Hindu 10 (Atul Aneja, “Why the West cannot lose Turkey”, 6/30/10, http://www.thehindu.com/opinion/lead/article493793.ece) 

If Israel and its powerful lobbyists in Washington and New York are to be believed, Turkey in recent months committed two unpardonable crimes. First, it dared to support the people of Gaza, who, in the eyes of the Israeli establishment, deserve collective punishment for supporting Hamas “terrorists,” who are running the affairs of the impoverished coastal strip. Tel Aviv's problems with Ankara came to a head on May 31 when Israeli commandos attacked a Gaza-bound aid flotilla led by the Turkish charity, IHH. Despite the international outcry against the raid, Israel has been persistent in calling Turkey's Gaza mission a fig leaf to cover its larger political goal of bolstering the Hamas, already an ally of Iran. Israel, in other words, has been making a bizarre assertion that by leading the flotilla, Turkey has joined the ranks of international terror groups. In the propaganda war that the raid unleashed, Israel has ignored the more widely accepted counterview, echoed across the globe, that by leading the aid flotilla, Ankara jolted the world into recognising the urgency of tackling Israel's illegal siege of Gaza and the miserable human conditions that prevail there. Israel fell far short of countering the accusation that came thick and fast from various parts of the globe that it had committed a glaring act of piracy by storming Mavi Marmara, Turkish lead ship of the flotilla, in international waters. Turkey committed the second blunder, in Israel's perception, when it along with Brazil reached out to Israel's visceral enemy, Iran, to help it peacefully resolve its nuclear standoff with the West. In the eyes of Israel's right-wing establishment, Turkey does not deserve forgiveness. By supporting the Hamas and dealing with Iran's theocrats, Turkey, in its view, has ended up supporting two main forces which have one common hateful objective — the destruction of Israel. Consequently, Tel Aviv concluded that Turkey rightly deserves severe punishment. Many Israeli mainstream supporters have since been insisting that the West, especially the United States, now ensure that Turkey is expelled from the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation, lynchpin of Ankara's status as a key western ally. Unsurprisingly, the call for retribution is making a dent in the corridors of power in Israel and the U.S. Ironically, in view of the West's core long-term interests, nothing could be more short-sighted and counterproductive than the political attack Israel and its supporters in the U.S. are mounting against the Turkish government led by Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan. By allowing the campaign to gather steam, the West is jeopardising the success of the Turkish model, which seeks to blend Islamic personal values with the core western ideals of democracy, human rights and market economy.


Turkey-Israel relations k peace process

Good Turkey-Israel relations are key to successful mediation of the peace process  
The Hindu 10 (Atul Aneja, “Why the West cannot lose Turkey”, 6/30/10, http://www.thehindu.com/opinion/lead/article493793.ece) 

The West has a major stake in Turkey's success. If it triumphs, the Turkish model, which aims to successfully harmonize Islamic, secular and democratic principles with good governance, would become a potent antidote to the virulence of jihadi extremism. Mr. Erdogan's Turkey, which has already caught the imagination of the region's youth, can play an effective part in denting the appeal of nihilistic Islam by providing a viable, functional and inclusive alternative that does not rely on suicide bombers to achieve its objectives. Given Turkey's promising message of hope and success to the Islamic world, the West will commit a serious blunder if it does not stem the hate campaign that the Israeli lobby, in league with the Bush-era neoconservatives, has launched with full virulence in the U.S. Writing in The Wall Street Journal, military historian and long-time Bush supporter Victor Davis Hanson described the Turkish charity IHH as “a terrorist organisation with ties to the al-Qaeda.” Daniel Pipes, director of the Likudist Middle East Forum, has exhorted Washington to support the Turkish opposition parties directly. On its part, the Jewish Institute for National Security Affairs (JINSA) has called for Turkey's suspension from NATO. “If Turkey finds its best friends to be Iran, Hamas, Syria and Brazil (look for Venezuela in the future) the security of that information (and Western technology in weapons in Turkey's arsenal) is suspect. The United States should seriously consider suspending military cooperation with Turkey as a prelude to removing it from the organization,” it said. While the neoconservatives bay for Turkey's blood, it is vital that saner voices in the West step in and continue their harmonious engagement with Ankara. Notwithstanding the jaundiced perceptions of terrorism, it is evident that Turkey has a lot to offer to remove political turbulence from West Asia. Unlike Iran under the presidency of Mahmoud Ahmadinejad or the Palestinian Hamas, Turkey has not in any way challenged Israel's existential rights or questioned its aspirations to scale new technological heights. In fact, before Israel's winter invasion of Gaza in 2009, Turkey was actively mediating between Israel and Syria to resolve their row over the Golan Heights. Turkey's military relationship with Israel has also been thriving, and is worth billions of dollars in military hardware trade. Turkey's problem with Israel is, therefore, not fundamental but confined to the terrible human rights situation in Gaza. If this is resolved through sustained international activism, Turkey's ability to mediate among Israel, Palestine and its Arab neighbours, to achieve a two-state solution, would remain uniquely intact. In the long-run, the West may be the biggest loser if right-wing hostility abroad and internal resistance within succeed in defeating Turkey's courageous political experiment with democracy and Islam.


 US-Israel Relations Good- War 

Decline in U.S.-Israeli relations would spark a nuclear conflict 
Lavigne 98 
[Chris Lavigne Mid-East Specialist,  associate attorney at Locke, Liddell & Sapp in Dallas, Texas. “ Peace and War on the Golan Heights:  the Prospects for Peace in the Middle East”, http://wassom.com/chris.htm] 
Once the conflict began to escalate, it would be hard to control. If Israel was intent of striking back at captured Syrian positions on the Golan, and then expanded the scope of the conflict back onto Syrian territory, the stage would be set disaster. A situation which began as a Syrian limited war option to recapture the Golan Heights could quickly boil over into a full-scale war with the risk of escalation to the level of weapons of mass destruction. This is especially true given that the stages of escalation to the nuclear level may be quite small in the modern Middle East. During the Cold War, U.S. and Soviet strategic nuclear weapons deterred one another from attacking. The greatest risk of escalation occurred with the deployment of tactical nuclear weapons, which were limited range, small scale (in the nuclear sense) kilo-ton bombs, that were to be deployed against heavy concentrations of conventional, enemy troops. The deployment of tactical nuclear weapons lowered the "firebreak" (the point at which a country is willing to deploy nuclear weapons) to a level in which nuclear war-fighting could be engaged in without the dangers associated with strategic nuclear arms. The problem with this theory, however, is that by lowering the firebreak of the use of nuclear weapons, it made the deployment of strategic weapons all the more likely through a process of vertical escalation. The deployment of tactical nuclear weapons, thus, bridged the gap to deploying strategic weapons as well. In the Middle East, the most common type of nuclear weapon that is likely to be deployed is small fission-reaction bombs that would be classified as tactical weapons if they were in a superpower arsenal. Thus, the bridge between conventional and nuclear war in the Middle East will be drastically short. "In the Israeli-Arab sector, battlefield weapons will have no "firebreak" effect, because of the blurring between the different stages of nuclear escalation. Thus, the danger of losing control of the process of escalation will be greater than in the European Arena."52   SCENARIO 3-WARS OF ATTRITION  Following both the 1967 and 1973 conflicts, Arab states engaged in very limited attacks against Israeli population centers in an effort to annoy Israel and sap support for Israeli occupation of Arab lands. The Arab strategy was the rough equivalent of a bothersome mosquito; buzz around long enough and sting Israel lightly in a sensitive area. Syria was always vigilant is assuring that its provocations were never great enough to elicit a massive Israeli response. The goal was not to engage Israel in a military conflict, but to pressure Israel into making concessions by irritating them in sensitive fashion. Assad can use his relationship with radical rejectionist groups, such as the Hezbollah in Lebanon, in order to engage in guerrilla-type activities that Israel is not well-suited to fight. Israel has more to lose in a protracted war of attrition than Assad, because a low-level conflict, like that which has brewed in Lebanon, can sap critical defense resources from the IDF and increase public pressure for the government to resolve the territorial disputes that drives the conflict with relatively little cost to Syria.  The danger of this approach, however, is two-fold. Sometimes a mosquito's sting precipitates a crushing response in order to kill the pesky insect, just as Israel did when it invaded South Lebanon in 1982. In this case, rather than resolving territorial disputes, the Arab war of attrition created a situation in which Israel invaded another Arab country and has since militarily enforced the security-zone in south Lebanon that has helped to perpetuate the suffering of the Lebanese. If the peace process is allowed to collapse, and Hezbollah attacks continue into northern Israel, the groundwork for a much broader conflict will be laid. A recent conference sponsored by the Arab Press Service came to this startling conclusion in October, 1996: "In a situation devoid of hope, another Arab-Israeli war would be a possible outcome. This could occur as soon as 1997…There are extremists on all sides who would prefer a military solution. A skirmish between Hezbollah and Israeli soldiers in the occupied zone of South Lebanon can easily develop into a military confrontation… If such a condition occurs in the dry months of 1997, when the weather is better suited to move heavy armor into Lebanon, it could develop into a full scale war."53   The second danger, involves the risk of escalation of the conflict into an accidental war that no one ever wanted. If during the course of a low-level skirmish, the situation on the ground should shift one way or another, the possibility for escalation could increase. The potential for miscalculations would be great, and differing levels of international attention could influence poor political judgments. Efraim Inbar, a Professor of political science at
Bar-Ilan University, explains the danger:     One of the lessons learned by the Arabs after the October 1973 war was that limited use of force is useful in breaking a political stalemate and that Israel is vulnerable to this type of warfare. Syria, for example, is capable of waging a limited war of attrition, or a limited invasion of the Golan Heights. It can also launch missile attacks on a few selected targets within Israel. Even the United States might shut its eyes to a limited Arab attack in order to elicit greater flexibility in further peace negotiations from an Israel perceived as being intransigent. Indeed, a deterioration in US-Israeli relations could lead to Syrian and Egyptian violations of their demilitarized agreements with Israel and possibly to Arab aggression.54
US-Israel Relations Good- Terror 

US-Israeli relations are key to prevent terror
Ettinger 10

[Yoram Ettinger, columnist for YNet News, “A two-way street”, 2/22/10
http://www.ynetnews.com/articles/0,7340,L-3851844,00.html]
The evacuation of US forces from Iraq could trigger a political-military volcano, with boiling lava sweeping Saudi Arabia, the Gulf and Jordan, further deteriorating the region, highlighting Israel's contribution to the national security of its most critical ally, the USA. For example, in 2010, US special operations forces in Iraq and Afghanistan leverage Israeli battle tactics and 61 year counter-terrorism experience. US Marines benefit from the Israeli-developed "Pioneer" unmanned aerial vehicle, which provides intelligence otherwise unobtainable, preempting terrorists, thus saving many lives. A US special operations colonel told me – in the office of Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid – that his battalion benefited in Iraq from Israel's unique contribution in the areas of training, urban warfare, improvised explosive devices (IEDs), car bombs, booby-traps, suicide bombers, roadblocks and checkpoints, interrogation of terrorists and anti-tank missiles. According to Brig. General Michael Vane, Deputy Chief of Staff at the US Army Training and Doctrine Command, the Israeli experience played a role in defeating terrorists in Iraq's "Sunni Triangle." According to Senator Daniel Inouye, Chairman of the Appropriations Committee and its Subcommittee on Defense and a veteran of the Intelligence Committee, "Israel's contribution to US military intelligence is greater than all NATO countries combined." In September 2006, Israel demolished a nuclear plant in Syria, thus dealing a blow to the anti-US Syria-Iran-North Korea axis, while upgrading the posture of deterrence and joint interests of the US and Israel.

Terror Causes Nuclear War

SID – AHMED  04   Political Analyst [Mohamed, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm]

A nuclear attack by terrorists will be much more critical than Hiroshima and Nagazaki, even if -- and this is far from certain – the weapons used are less harmful than those used then, Japan, at the time, with no knowledge of nuclear technology, had no choice but to capitulate. Today, the technology is a secret for nobody.  So far, except for the two bombs dropped on Japan, nuclear weapons have been used only to threaten. Now we are at a stage where they can be detonated. This completely changes the rules of the game. We have reached a point where anticipatory measures can determine the course of events. Allegations of a terrorist connection can be used to justify anticipatory measures, including the invasion of a sovereign state like Iraq. As it turned out, these allegations, as well as the allegation that Saddam was harbouring WMD, proved to be unfounded.  What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

US-Isreal Relations Good- Econ 
US-Israeli relations are key to econ 
Ettinger 10

[Yoram Ettinger, columnist for YNet News, “A two-way street”, 2/22/10
http://www.ynetnews.com/articles/0,7340,L-3851844,00.html]
If Israel did not exist in the eastern flank of the Mediterranean - adjacent to most critical oil resources and water lanes, in the intersection of Europe, Asia and Africa - the US would have to deploy a few aircraft carriers to the region, along with tens of thousands of military personnel, costing scores of billions of dollars annually and risking involvement in additional regional and international confrontations. The Jewish State constitutes a battle-proven laboratory, which has improved thousands of US-made military systems and technologies, sharing with the US such improvements, thus enhancing the competitive edge of the US defense industries, expanding US employment and export base, upgrading US national security and saving many US lives and mega billion of dollars in terms of research and development cost. For instance, the current generation of the F-16 includes over 600 modifications introduced by Israel.
Global nuclear war

Mead 9 (Walter Russell, Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy – Council on Foreign Relations, “Only Makes You Stronger”, The New Republic, 2-4, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2)

The greatest danger both to U.S.-China relations and to American power itself is probably not that China will rise too far, too fast; it is that the current crisis might end China's growth miracle. In the worst-case scenario, the turmoil in the international economy will plunge China into a major economic downturn. The Chinese financial system will implode as loans to both state and private enterprises go bad. Millions or even tens of millions of Chinese will be unemployed in a country without an effective social safety net. The collapse of asset bubbles in the stock and property markets will wipe out the savings of a generation of the Chinese middle class. The political consequences could include dangerous unrest--and a bitter climate of anti-foreign feeling that blames others for China's woes. (Think of Weimar Germany, when both Nazi and communist politicians blamed the West for Germany's economic travails.) Worse, instability could lead to a vicious cycle, as nervous investors moved their money out of the country, further slowing growth and, in turn, fomenting ever-greater bitterness. Thanks to a generation of rapid economic growth, China has so far been able to manage the stresses and conflicts of modernization and change; nobody knows what will happen if the growth stops. India's future is also a question. Support for global integration is a fairly recent development in India, and many serious Indians remain skeptical of it. While India's 60-year-old democratic system has resisted many shocks, a deep economic recession in a country where mass poverty and even hunger are still major concerns could undermine political order, long-term growth, and India's attitude toward the United States and global economic integration. The violent Naxalite insurrection plaguing a significant swath of the country could get worse; religious extremism among both Hindus and Muslims could further polarize Indian politics; and India's economic miracle could be nipped in the bud. If current market turmoil seriously damaged the performance and prospects of India and China, the current crisis could join the Great Depression in the list of economic events that changed history, even if the recessions in the West are relatively short and mild. The United States should stand ready to assist Chinese and Indian financial authorities on an emergency basis--and work very hard to help both countries escape or at least weather any economic downturn. It may test the political will of the Obama administration, but the United States must avoid a protectionist response to the economic slowdown. U.S. moves to limit market access for Chinese and Indian producers could poison relations for years. For billions of people in nuclear-armed countries to emerge from this crisis believing either that the United States was indifferent to their well-being or that it had profited from their distress could damage U.S. foreign policy far more severely than any mistake made by George W. Bush. It's not just the great powers whose trajectories have been affected by the crash. Lesser powers like Saudi Arabia and Iran also face new constraints. CONTINUED…Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.
US-Turkey relations Bad- Human Rights

U.S.-Turkey Relations lead to human rights abuses

Priest 98

[Dana Priest,  Washington Post Staff Writer, “New Human Rights Law Triggers Policy Debate; Military Aid Restrictions Said to Harm U.S. Interests”, 12/31/98, lexis] 

The State Department this month rejected a request from defense giant General Dynamics Corp. for U.S. financing to help Turkey buy armored vehicles for police operating in provinces where state-sponsored torture "is a longstanding and pervasive practice," according to an internal State Department document. The decision marked the first serious test of a human rights law, passed by Congress in 1996 and expanded this year, that prohibits U.S. funds, in this case U.S. loan guarantees, from aiding units of foreign security forces that have been involved in human rights violations. While the overall effect of the ruling was relatively modest -- General Dynamics completed the deal with its own financing -- the application of the law proved anything but simple. It ignited an angry dispute within the government, with opponents -- including the U.S. ambassador to Turkey and a senator whose state manufactures the vehicles, as well as General Dynamics executives -- arguing that the decision would increase Turkey's hostility to human rights and jeopardize U.S. business and national security interests.   State Department officials said they do not expect the law, which was sponsored by Sen. Patrick J. Leahy (D-Vt.), to drastically alter Washington's deep involvement with Turkey, a NATO ally to which the United States has sold or given more than $ 15 billion worth of weapons since 1980. But it is likely to cause future debate over policy in Turkey and other countries with controversial rights records, especially those, like Algeria, Colombia, Mexico, Indonesia, Rwanda and China, where the U.S. military is seeking to expand its relationships despite concerns about human rights. In anticipation of future disputes, the State Department recently set up an interagency group to work out how to implement the Leahy law, which applies to most military assistance and, after its scope was expanded by Congress this year, to all military training activities funded by the Defense Department. The $ 45 million General Dynamics deal involved 140 vehicles, including 11-ton, armored Patrollers, equipped with water cannons, ramming arms and front gun ports for urban anti-riot police, and Dragoons, an armored personnel carrier that would transport anti-terror police. Attorneys at the U.S. Export-Import Bank first raised questions this fall about whether the Leahy law applied to General Dynamics' loan guarantee request. 

Human rights violations cause extinction

HR Web 94 (Human Rights Web, “An Introduction to the Human Rights Movement”, 7-20, http://www.hrweb.org/intro.html)

The United Nations Charter, Universal Declaration of Human Rights, and UN Human Rights convenants were written and implemented in the aftermath of the Holocaust, revelations coming from the Nuremberg war crimes trials, the Bataan Death March, the atomic bomb, and other horrors smaller in magnitude but not in impact on the individuals they affected. A whole lot of people in a number of countries had a crisis of conscience and found they could no longer look the other way while tyrants jailed, tortured, and killed their neighbors. Many also realized that advances in technology and changes in social structures had rendered war a threat  to the continued existence of the human race. Large numbers of people in many countries lived under the control of tyrants, having no recourse but war to relieve often intolerable living conditions. Unless some way was found to relieve the lot of these people, they could revolt and become the catalyst for another wide-scale and possibly nuclear war. For perhaps the first time, representatives from the majority of  governments in the world came to the conclusion that basic human rights must be protected, not only for  the sake of the individuals and countries involved, but to preserve the human race.

US-Turkey Relations Bad-Iran 

Turkey Relations  Cause Iranian Prolif 

Hadar 10

[Leon Hadar Washington Correspondent for The Business Times, “A new storyline in the old Middle-East saga; 
Evolving values of a new empowered Turkish majority are creating the foundations for a more independent foreign policy that is neither 'pro' or 'anti' American” 7/10/10, Lexis]


From that perspective, Turkish policies are very pragmatic, recognising the limits - pressure from the military and the secular middle class and concerns over national interests - of the ability of the AKP to advance a more Islamist agenda at home and abroad. In fact, much of the government's foreign policy seem to be based less on Islamist ideology and more on Realpolitik considerations and economic interests. Ankara refused to permit the US to use its territory to invade Iraq but has worked closely with the current government in Baghdad and improved relations with Iran and Syria as part of an effort to deny Kurdish guerillas safe havens in these countries. And contrary to spin in Washington that portrayed Turkey (and Brazil, another close US ally) as trying to sabotage attempts by the US and its allies to end Iran's nuclear military programme, the accord reached with Teheran, under which the Iranians agreed to deposit 1,200 kg of low grade uranium in Turkey to be exchanged for 120 kg of higher grade uranium in nuclear fuel rods, was very much in line with earlier UN proposals. 
Extinction 

Allison 10 
[Graham Allison , Director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs and Douglas Dillon Professor of Government at Harvard Kennedy School

“Nuclear Disorder: Surveying Atomic Threats,” http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/19819/nuclear_disorder.html]

In 2004, the secretary-general of the UN created a panel to review future threats to international peace and security. It identified nuclear Armageddon as the prime threat, warning, "We are approaching a point at which the erosion of the nonproliferation regime could become irreversible and result in a cascade of proliferation. " Developments since 2004 have only magnified the risks of an irreversible cascade. The current global nuclear order is extremely fragile, and the three most urgent challenges to it are North Korea, Iran, and Pakistan. If North Korea and Iran become established nuclear weapons states over the next several years, the nonproliferation regime will have been hollowed out. If Pakistan were to lose control of even one nuclear weapon that was ultimately used by terrorists, that would change the world. It would transform life in cities, shrink what are now regarded as essential civil liberties, and alter conceptions of a viable nuclear order. Henry Kissinger has noted that the defining challenge for statesmen is to recognize "a change in the international environment so likely to undermine a nation's security that it must be resisted no matter what form the threat takes or how ostensibly legitimate it appears. " The collapse of the existing nuclear order would constitute just such a change -- and the consequences would make nuclear terrorism and nuclear war so imminent that prudent statesmen must do everything feasible to prevent it.
US-Turkey Relations Bad- Terror 

Turkey Relations  embolden terrorism  
Landler 10

[Mark Landler, New York Times, "Israel Faces Deepening Tensions With Turkey Over Raid, and Bond With U.S. Frays

", 6/5/10, Lexis]
The United States has tried to mollify Turkey, with long meetings and phone calls to Turkish leaders by Mr. Obama and Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton. Mr. Tan said Turkey appreciated American pressure on Israel to release the passengers and return the bodies from the ship. But he repeated Turkey's disappointment over the Americans' refusal to condemn Israel. ''There is no word of condemnation, nowhere,'' said Mr. Tan, who was once Turkey's ambassador to Israel. In Turkey, the vitriol toward Israel continued. Deputy Prime Minister Bulent Arinc told Turkish television that Turkey could reduce its relations with Israel ''to a minimum.'' Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan accused Israel of breaking the biblical commandment against killing. Mr. Erdogan also talked in favorable terms about Hamas, which controls Gaza, calling the group ''activists in a struggle to defend themselves.'' Israel and the United States consider Hamas a terrorist group. American officials are watching the rift with growing alarm. Turkey's deepening cooperation with Israel was one of the most promising diplomatic developments in the Middle East over the past decade, said a senior administration official. ''We're not taking anything for granted,'' said the official, who spoke on the condition of anonymity because of the delicacy of the situation. ''We've seen how much emotion there is in Turkey.'' 
Terror Causes Nuclear War

SID – AHMED  04   Political Analyst [Mohamed, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm]

A nuclear attack by terrorists will be much more critical than Hiroshima and Nagazaki, even if -- and this is far from certain – the weapons used are less harmful than those used then, Japan, at the time, with no knowledge of nuclear technology, had no choice but to capitulate. Today, the technology is a secret for nobody.  So far, except for the two bombs dropped on Japan, nuclear weapons have been used only to threaten. Now we are at a stage where they can be detonated. This completely changes the rules of the game. We have reached a point where anticipatory measures can determine the course of events. Allegations of a terrorist connection can be used to justify anticipatory measures, including the invasion of a sovereign state like Iraq. As it turned out, these allegations, as well as the allegation that Saddam was harbouring WMD, proved to be unfounded.  What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

US-Turkey Relations Bad- Heg

US-Turkey Relations Kill Heg – the US is trying to dismember Turkey now as part of its preponderance strategy
BBC 02

[British Broadcasting Company, "Strategist says US intends to dismember Iran, Saudi Arabia, Turkey" 8/16/02, Lexis]
An Iranian strategist, Dr Mohammad Hasan Qadiri-Abyaneh, has argued that the US intends to dismember Iran, Saudi Arabia and Turkey, as well as other countries. In an interview with the Iranian Students' News Agency, ISNA, on 16 August, Qadiri-Abyaneh argued: "America knows that it will have to defeat and totally dominate Islamic countries in order to impose its hegemony on the world. In order to impose and perpetuate its hegemony over others, it will have to dismember all Islamic countries regardless of the policies they are pursuing. Thus the dismemberment of the Islamic Republic of Iran, Saudi Arabia and Turkey is definitely part of America's secret strategy." He added: "The recent threats issued against Saudi Arabia have been low-key. However, they reveal the inner core of American and Zionist strategies towards the Islamic world. Dismembering the Islamic world will not be limited to Iran, Saudi Arabia, Sudan and Libya. It will also include Turkey.
Heg prevents nuclear war.

Khalilzad ’95  (Zalmay, RAND Corporation, Washington Quarterly, “Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold Water”, 18:2, Spring, L/N)
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

AT: TUrkey key to war on terror 

Turkey’s involvement in the war on terror causes human rights abuses and more terrorism 

Fisk 05 
[Robert Fisk, writer for the Independent, London. “The Year In Review 2005: Terrorism: WAR WITHOUT END: Only justice, not bombs, can make our dangerous world a safer place,” 12/30/05, Lexis] 
We have gone on smashing away at the human rights we trumpeted at the Russians " and the Arabs " during the Cold War. We have perhaps fatally weakened all those provisions that were written into our treaties and conventions in the aftermath of the Second World War to make the world a safer place. And we claim we are winning. Where, for example, is the terror? In the streets of Baghdad, to be sure. And perhaps again in our glorious West if we go on with this folly. But terror is also in the prisons and torture chambers of the Middle East. It is in the very jails to which we have been merrily sending out trussed- up prisoners these past three years. For Jack Straw to claim that men are not being sent on their way to torture is surely one of the most extraordinary " perhaps absurd is closer to the mark " statements to have been made in the 'war on terror'. If they are not going to be tortured " like the luckless Canadian shipped off to Damascus from New York " then what is the purpose of sending them anywhere? And how are we supposed to 'win' this war by ignoring all the injustices we are inflicting on that part of the world from which the hijackers of September 11 originally came? How many times have Messrs Bush and Blair talked about 'democracy'? How few times have they talked about 'justice', the righting of historic wrongs, the ending of torture? Our principal victims of the 'war on terror', of course, have been in Iraq (where we have done quite a bit of torturing ourselves). But, strange to say, we are silent about the horrors the people of Iraq are now enduring. We do not even know " are not allowed to know " how many of them have died. We know that 1,100 Iraqis died by violence in Baghdad in July alone. That's terror. But how many died in the other cities of Iraq, in Mosul and Kirkuk and Irbil, and in Amara and Fallujah and Ramadi and Najaf and Kerbala and Basra? Three thousand in July? Or four thousand? And if those projections are accurate, we are talking about 36,000 or 48,000 over the year " which makes that projected post-April 2003 figure of 100,000 dead, which Blair ridiculed, rather conservative, doesn't it? It's not so long ago, I recall, that Bush explained to us that all the Arabs would one day wish to have the freedoms of Iraq. I cannot think of an Arab today who would wish to contemplate such ill fortune, not least because of the increasingly sectarian nature of the authorities, elected though they are. The year did allow Ariel Sharon to achieve his aim of turning his colonial war into part of the 'war on terror'. It also allowed al-Qa'ida's violence to embrace more Arab countries. Jordan was added to Egypt. Woe betide those of us who are now locked into the huge military machine that embraces the Middle East. Why, Iraqis sometimes ask me, are American forces " aerial or land " in Uzbekistan? And Kazakhstan and Afghanistan, in Turkey and Jordan (and Iraq) and in Kuwait and Qatar and Bahrain and Oman and Yemen and Egypt and Algeria (there is a US special forces unit based near Tamanrasset, co-operating with the same Algerian army that was involved in the massacre of civilians the 1990s)? In fact, just look at the map and you can see the Americans in Greenland and Iceland and Britain and Germany and ex-Yugoslavia and Greece " where we join up with Turkey. How did this iron curtain from the ice cap to the borders of Sudan emerge? What is its purpose? These are the key questions that should engage anyone trying to understand the 'war on terror'. 
US-Turkey Relations Bad- Democracy 

U.S. Turkey relations kill Turkish Democracy

The Guardian 10 

[ The Sri Lanka Guardian, “USA Undermines Democracy In Turkey: It’s Turkey Stupid, Not Israel” 6/18/10, http://www.srilankaguardian.org/2010/06/usa-undermines-democracy-in-turkey.html] 
 Clearly, Israel wants the AKP government out of power and a return to the Kemalist/Nationalist military backed government there, just as it wants Iran attacked by the USA. Many Americans in the White House, US Congress and in groups like the Iran Policy Committee seek the same outcomes. That Americans allow such meddling in US domestic and foreign affairs is unprecedented and dangerous.  One Turkish academic said “The Cold War is still alive in the parliaments of the Middle East and the USA. The US president has to take the initiative to break out of this mode of thinking. Israel, primarily, is still functioning as a Cold War state. That type of thinking can’t be implemented today. Israel is out of touch with reality. It is incorrect that our Prime Minister and Foreign Minister make decisions based on religion. These decisions are made on a practical basis.” Israel’s neighboring states accept the fact that Israel is in the neighborhood to stay. No one in Turkey doubts Israeli conventional military prowess. But there is the worry that Israel is becoming unstable and might turn to its nuclear arsenal in haste.  “Israel is living in the Middle East but is intellectually it is living in Washington, DC,” said Ozhan of SETA. “Israel must decide whether it is still a project or wants to be a state.”  According to one Turkish human rights activist, “The troubles between Israel and the Turkish government places us in a complex situation. Our government does not have a problem with Israel’s existence. We could have but did not oppose Israel’s membership in the OECD. Israel and Turkey are now in a vicious circle after their Gaza Cast Lead Operation and the Freedom Flotilla incident. There is a war of nerves now between the two countries. The Israeli lobby is clearly at work now behind the black propaganda against Turkey in the world’s media. It seems lost that Turkey can be a great broker with Israel and Arab world.”  Prime Minister Erdogan is criticized by his supporters for identifying too closely with the Palestinians and Hamas. But, according to his supporters in the press, academia and universities, the Israeli military operation against Gaza and then against the Freedom Flotilla “shook Erdogan to his core.” Erdogan believed that someone had to respond.  According to Orhan Cengiz, President of the Human Rights Agenda Association, “It is not true that Turkey is moving Radical or East. This is a propaganda campaign by anti-Turkish elements in the region.”  In fact, Turkey’s “no vote” against a new round of Iranian sanctions actually provides the Obama Administration with some room to continue back channel diplomacy with Iran and others in the region. Turkey is giving the USA a grand opening to change the balance of power in the region to its advantage without another conflict. Will the USA be smart enough to recognize this?  Turkey Inside  Despite seven years of reforms under AKP, Cengiz said, there are many prejudices that will take decades to eliminate. “Homophobia, Islamophobia, the head scarf issue, Armenian genocide, religious persecution and the ‘Kurdish Question’ remain the major issues. We need to accept that there is discrimination and confront it. But it is hard to do. Many in Turkey are fighting for rights for all.“  The task of eliminating many of those prejudices is made more difficult because the former military backed government promoted the practice according to Cengiz. “The State encouraged discrimination in the past. And of course, now it is engrained in society and we are seeing hate crimes.”  Cengiz, whose life was threatened within Turkey for defending Kurds in court, believes that “Indirect discrimination is so deep that people are not aware of it. If we do not confront discrimination aggressively then we will have very serious problems in the future.”   “The open media is a new phenomenon for Turkish society. The clash of ideas and reporting on discrimination is good for Turkey. Exposing The Deep State made the Turkish people feel free, said Cengiz, “But a new government may come in and roll back changes.”  With elections looming on the horizon, many in Turkey are asking if the internal reforms of the AKP and its foreign policy successes will hold and advance. “Turkey is still in transition,” said one human rights leader. Democracy is not a done deal. Institutions do not have a strong foothold in society yet. We need a new constitution [amendments to] but that is not a reality yet. We need to have a solid, functioning federal, state and local system. Economic stability is critical to a democracy’s success. Our reserves are looking good at $100 billion (US) in reserves. But political stability is not a given.”
US-Turkey Relations Bad- Armenia 

U.S. –Turkey Relations Prevent Armenian Genocide Bill, this angers Armenia

Whittell 10 

[Giles Whittell, Staff Writer for The Times, London. “Turkey recalls Ambassador after US vote on Armenia 'genocide'” 3/5/10, http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/us_and_americas/article7050439.ece] 

   One of the worst massacres of the 20th-century came back to haunt international politics yesterday when a powerful Washington panel voted to call the murder of about 1.5 million Armenians in Turkey “genocide”. After more than three hours of debate, the House Committee on Foreign Affairs narrowly approved a resolution calling on President Obama to “characterise the systematic and deliberate annihilation of 1.5 million Armenians as genocide”. The vote went ahead despite last-minute pleas from the White House and State Department and triggered a furious reaction from Recep Tayyip Erdogan, the Turkish Prime Minister. “We condemn this resolution, which accuses the Turkish nation of a crime it did not committ,” he said. As Armenian observers applauded the vote on Capitol Hill, the Turkish Ambassador to Washington was recalled. The Obama Administration may still be able to prevent a full vote in the House of Representatives but yesterday’s resolution threatened to poison America’s relations with its closest Muslim ally. Washington depends on Turkey for access to northern Iraq and in its regional efforts to isolate Iran. The vote, with 23 congressmen in favour and 22 against, will also jeopardise historic efforts begun last year to create normal diplomatic relations between Turkey and Armenia. “We are seriously concerned that this resolution approved by the committee despite all our warnings will harm Turkey-US ties and efforts to nomalise Turkey-Armenia relations,” Mr Erdogan added. 
U.S.-Armenia Relations key to Democracy 

Arminfo 08 

[Arminfo, Private Armenian News Agency, "Armenian president, US Jewish, Armenian figures discuss ties" 6/13/08, Lexis]

 The president said this today at a meeting with the vice-president of the American Jewish Committee (AJC), Ambassador Peter Rosenblatt, AJC director of strategic studies Barry Jacobs, and the executive director of Armenian Assembly of America, Ross Vartyan, the press service of the Armenian president has said. Sargsyan said that Armenia is interested in developing ties with the USA and considers this as a basis for economic success, development of democracy and stability in the country. While introducing the American Jewish Committee, Ambassador Rosenblatt said that it is one of the numerous committees of the Jewish community, which is dealing with international relations more profoundly. He also said that since the 1990s they have been closely monitoring developments taking place here and are well aware about the existing situation in the region. The interest of the American Jewish Committee in Armenia and related issues is conditioned by close contacts with the Armenian community in the USA. 


AT: US-Turkey relations good

The impact’s empirically denied- there have been huge drops in relations in the past over Iraq and the PKK

Turkish Weekly 7/1 [2010, [JTW Analysis] Turkey’s Everlasting Fight Against PKK and The U.S. Variable European Union With Turkey, http://www.turkishweekly.net/news/103921/-jtw-analysis-turkey%E2%80%99s-everlasting-fight-against-pkk-and-the-u-s-variable.html]

It is then possible to argue that Turkey thus far has had to gauge her relations with the U.S. in the light of PKK threat and likewise, she had to deal with PKK taking into account the U.S. involvement in Iraqi affairs. Just provide some evidences. As the USAK expert explains tensions between Turkey and the U.S. “kind of alleviating when the U.S. forces, through CIA, captured PKK leader in Kenya and turned him to Turkey”. However, “the “March 1st” affair, when Turkey rejected U.S. military to enter Iraq from Turkish territory, that decision caused a great cleavage in Turkish-American relations…for sure after that time the U.S. wanted to somehow punish Turkey”, Yegin states. The so-called “hood event” on July 4, 2003 when a group of Turkish military operating in Northern Iraq was captured by U.S. troops, hooded and interrogated, definitely marked a low point in Turkish-American relations. Besides, the U.S.’ support to the Iranian division of PKK, the PJAK, and U.S.’ willingness to set up a federal Iraq with strong autonomy to the Kurdish Regional Government (KRG) situated in the north, further astonished Turkish government.

Turkey will demand multiple concessions for good relations to have an impact

Turkish Weekly 7/1 [2010, [JTW Analysis] Turkey’s Everlasting Fight Against PKK and The U.S. Variable European Union With Turkey, http://www.turkishweekly.net/news/103921/-jtw-analysis-turkey%E2%80%99s-everlasting-fight-against-pkk-and-the-u-s-variable.html]

Relations between Turkey and the U.S. started to change in 2007, when U.S. policy towards Iraq entered in a new phase. The Bush Administration acknowledged the fact that Iraq’s stability could not be ensured without support from the neighboring countries, and Turkey was undoubtedly the most reliable country. As a consequence “The U.S. wanted to get Turkey’s help and Turkey’s expectation focused on the elimination of PKK. As a consequence, Turkish-American relations got better. However, Obama did not change dramatically towards the PKK and Northern Iraq” Yegin affirms.  Nowadays, relations between Turkey and Northern Iraq are fruitful and friendly. Turkey is in fact Northern Iraq’s main FDI (foreign direct investment) provider, and also according to Professor Ihsan Bal, USAK expert on terrorism, the recent PKK attacks and Turkey’s retaliation onto Northern Iraqi territory is not likely to curb relations (see Latest Terrorist Attacks: What does it Mean for Turkey?, June 23, 2010). Indeed, in another recent piece (see Barzani in Ankara: Normalization of Relations, Distancing from PKK, June 9, 2010) Mehmet Yegin argues that U.S. gradual disengagement away from Iraq is likely to produce a substantial alteration of power distribution within Iraq. The central government is withdrawing power from KRG and it is in Barzani’s interest to keep good, which means economic, relations with Turkey alive. PKK presence in KRG’s territory is highly detrimental for the future of Turkish-Iraqi relations and Barzani’s differentiation between PKK and KRG is certainly a positive sign for either Turkey’s fight against territory and Iraq’s stability.  However, the U.S. variable should not be forgotten. Mehmet Ali Birand on June 28, develops the thesis that the U.S. and Northern Iraq could easily have the better of PKK if only Turkey would demonstrate to swap something for it (see Turkey, U.S. negotiating over PKK in exchange for Iran, Hurriyet). The recognition of the Armenian genocide, smoother attitude towards Israel and harder stance against Iran could be assumed as ‘bargaining chip’ to trade vital intelligence over PKK maneuvers and support to fight it back. In 2007 the U.S. agreed to enhance a trilateral mechanism for information sharing to further strengthen the fight against PKK. It would be important to understand to what extent the recent attacks depended on the U.S.’ unwillingness to cooperate.



US-Israel Relations high 

US-Israel relations are high- minor disagreements don’t outweigh good communication and the structural relationship

Jerusalem Post 6/25 [2010, BBC Monitoring Middle East – Political, Israeli envoy says US attitude change "substantive", security ties important, lexis] 

But Oren the historian is now Oren the diplomat, and his job is not to record history, but rather to navigate Israeli-US relations through what he acknowledges are sea changes taking place in the US and the region, and to keep the ties from deteriorating to historic lows. In a 90-minute conversation he conducted this week with the editorial board of The Jerusalem Post, one of the key messages Oren the diplomat tried to get across was that relations with the US are not as bad as most people like to think. True, there was a huge dustup during Vice President Joe Biden's visit here in March; the US acquiesced in signing off on a UN NPT document that singled out Israel in May; and Washington in June wasn't as robust in its support of Israel at the UN during the Gaza flotilla episode as some would have liked. But, Oren insisted, the sky over the US-Israeli relationship is not falling. In fact, he said, tunning against the grain of conventional wisdom, the Obama administration was "as good if not better" on Israel than "many previous administrations," and Obama's chief of staff Rahm Emanuel, often portrayed in the Israeli media as the "bad guy" on Israel issues in the White House, was actually "a great asset." "There are disagreements, I'm not going to be Pollyannaish," the personable and animated Oren said. "But there are two qualifiers you have to attach. One, we have had disagreements with other administrations in the past, and the litmus test with the relationship is not whether there are disagreements, but how you approach the disagreements."  Oren said that both the NPT and Gaza flotilla issues were "very severe tests to our relationship that we dealt with through intensive communication and coordination. Again, the result was not perfect, probably not for either side, but it could have been very different if we didn't have the intensive communication and interaction. And I am speaking very first hand here." Oren said the US positions on both matters, as reflected in various statements, were considerably different at the end than they were at the beginning.

Claims that relations are low don’t assume the general climate of policy shifts in the Middle East

Jerusalem Post 6/25 [2010, BBC Monitoring Middle East – Political, Israeli envoy says US attitude change "substantive", security ties important, lexis] 

Oren said that when looking at Washington it was important to understand that the Obama administration was different than any Israel has known before, with a president who came into power promising change and determined to bring it about both domestically and in foreign policy. Oren denied that there was any crisis in the relations, and that "what often looks like a crisis is in fact a product of a shift" in both US foreign policy, and in the policies of some other major actors in the region, such as Turkey. "We are a small pixel in the general picture of change," he said. "We tend to see everything through our prism, but we are one dot, although a relatively central dot, as the administration itself will say." Obama, according to Oren, "is committed to ending our conflict, and sees it in the context of Middle East conflicts. He sees a problem for the United States in this part of the world - we are part of that complex relationship - and he wants to put it on a better footing. I don't think he is under the illusion that Islamist extremism is going to go away tomorrow, or that the Middle East is going to become a bastion of stability. But he is committed to working to make it better."  At the same time, he stressed, "Our security relationship with the US is very important for the US, not just for us. We provide security benefits that the US can't get from any other country in the world, whether in intelligence sharing, weapons development or just the mere fact that Israel has a sizable army that is highly trained, highly motivated, highly disciplined and under the authority of a democratically elected government that can field that army in a matter of 12 hours. Think about that. What other country in the Middle East can remotely do that - remotely. There is no substitute for Israel in the American security universe - nothing."

Turkey-Israel relations low 

Turkey-Israel relations low - AKP

Freedman 7/2 [2010, Robert, Professor of political science emeritus at Baltimore Hebrew University and visiting prof of poli sci at Johns Hopkins, Why the Islamic democracy rocked ties with Israel and the West, http://www.jewishtimes.com/index.php/jewishtimes/news/jt/cover_story/turkeys_tarnish/19498]

Ideally, relations between two allied countries are composed of common interests and values. This has been the case in U.S.-Israeli relations since 1967, when strategic cooperation against the Soviet Union and its Arab allies was reinforced by the fact that both the United States and Israel were vibrant democracies.  When only common interests hold two countries together, the relationship is far less solid, as in the case when the United States cooperated with the Soviet Union during World War II against Nazi Germany, only to drift into the Cold War immediately thereafter when Germany had been defeated.  In the case of Israel and Turkey, initially there were both common interests and common values when the relationship between the two countr­ies reached its zenith in the late 1990s, as both countries opposed Syria and were the only genuine democracies in the authoritarian Middle East. In the last decade, however, and especially since the coming to power of the Islamic AKP (Justice and Development) Party in 2002, relations between the two countries have deteriorated as their common interests disappeared, and Turkey was transformed from a secularist democracy to an increasingly intolerant Islamic state.
Turkish-Israeli relations are low – Gaza ship

Jerusalem Post 6/20 [2010, Turkish officials defend sanctions vote, http://www.jpost.com/MiddleEast/Article.aspx?id=178928]

WASHINGTON - Turkish officials here took a defiant tone Friday, warning Israel it could lose its best friend in the region and defending its vote against American- backed Iran sanctions.  “Israel’s current policy is leading the country to global isolation,” Ankara’s ambassador to the United States, Namik Tan, warned at a Middle East Institute conference on Turkey Friday.   “Not only that, Israel is on the verge of losing one of its closest friends [Turkey].”  Tan stressed that Israel could repair the relationship – which he said his country still valued – if it acceded to Turkish demands that Jerusalem apologize for its raid on a Turkish-flagged aid ship attempting to break the Gaza blockade and undergo an international investigation.  Israel has rejected these demands and suggested that Turkey should be itself investigated for allegedly facilitating and aiding the ship. Tan dismissed a Turkish apology as “ridiculous.” He and other officials at the conference, however, seemed to drop previous Turkish demands that Israel lift the Gaza blockade or otherwise modify its policies as a condition for improved relations.  Turkish gov't appealed to flotilla activists not to sail  Ibrahim Kalin, chief adviser to Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan, also stressed that the government had appealed to the civilian-run ship not to sail for Gaza, but that it paid no heed.  “We tried to convince these people not to go. We advised them not to go, given the circumstances and difficulties and dangers,” he told The Jerusalem Post after his speech.  In his address, Kalin called the incident a “deep wound” and “one of the most tragic events in our recent history,” declaring that an Israeli-run investigation was not sufficient, or credible.

Turkey-Israel relations – brink 

Israel and Turkey are on the brink – they will dialogue about the flotilla to improve relations

AFP 7/1 [2010, Agence France Press, US welcomes Turkey-Israel talks to ease rift, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5jVlecxPq1_wz14K98Mwk4cYvsRAA]

WASHINGTON — The United States welcomed Thursday secret talks by Israel and Turkey to repair relations, saying its two allies have played a "valuable" role by working together. State Department spokesman Philip Crowley said the United States has spoken with each country about their relationship, which was badly damaged by a deadly Israeli raid on a Turkish aid flotilla of pro-Palestinian activists. "A relationship between Turkey and Israel is not only in the best interest of the region, it... supports our interests in the region as well," Crowley told reporters. He said Turkey and Israel had often worked together in the past in what he called a "valuable relationship." "We certainly support this kind of dialogue that hopefully can help repair the fractures that have existed in recent weeks and months," the spokesman added. He did not elaborate on US involvement. But a senior Israeli source quoted in the Haaretz daily said the White House had been directly involved in pushing the talks, of which Israel's hawkish Foreign Minister Avigdor Lieberman was not informed. Turkey's Hurriyet daily said "the ground for the secret talks was laid" last week when Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan met with US President Barack Obama in Toronto. Turkey is one of the few Muslim-majority nations to recognize the Jewish state. But Ankara withdrew its ambassador, canceled military exercises and twice denied use of its airspace to Israeli military aircraft following the raid that killed eight Turks and a dual US-Turkish citizen. The secret talks in Brussels came days before Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu visits Washington for a meeting with Obama, with whom he has had rocky ties. Crowley said he anticipated Netanyahu would give Obama "a report on the early stages of the Israeli investigation into the flotilla tragedy" and that the two would discuss "recent progress" on the Gaza Strip. In the wake of international outrage over the flotilla raid, Israel said it would lift its embargo on the crowded Palestinian coastal enclave -- which is ruled by the Islamist movement Hamas -- but maintain a naval embargo to keep out weapons. Crowley acknowledged it would take more time to start direct negotiations between Israel and Palestinian president Mahmud Abbas, who is based in the West Bank. Obama, meeting on Tuesday with Saudi King Abdullah, called for "bold" action in the Middle East to establish a Palestinian homeland alongside a secure Israel. "Having both sides commit to direct negotiations would, in fact, be the kind of bold step that we are looking for," Crowley said. "But we recognize that some spadework has to be done to prepare the ground for each side to be confident that they can take that step."

AT: Turkey-Israel reliations

Turkey-Israeli relations are always low-no impact

Walker 6/29 [2010, Joshua, Fellow at the Transatlantic Academy where the yearlong report on Turkish foreign policy "Getting to Zero: Turkey, its Neighbors, and the West" was recently published, Turkey: still America’s best ally in the Middle East?, http://www.worldbulletin.net/author_article_detail.php?id=2212]
As the two oldest democracies in the region experiencing dynamic demographic and economic growth with vastly differing consequences, Israeli-Turkish relations will continue to ebb and flow. The present crisis is serious, but it is not unprecedented. The norm for Israeli-Turkish relations is tension, contrary to the rosy pictures now being painted retrospectively about historic relations to legitimate sensational claims. The fact is that Turkey's nationalist military government downgraded relations with Israel in the 1980s and it was only as a result of domestic politics and the PKK threat from Syria that brought about the "strategic alignment" in the 1990s that was always predicated on progress toward a permanent peace and two-state solution. In this context, the role of the United States is not to take sides, but help mediate the immediate crises with a perspective on longer-term strategic objectives.


 Kurdish separatism bad – regional stability

Kurdish separatism would be the worst thing ever for Turkey and the region 

Uysal, 7/2 [2010, Ahmet, associate professor at Eskişehir Osmangazi University’s department of international relations, Kurdish separatism is a threat to the future of the Middle East, http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/news-214854-109-centerkurdish-separatism-is-a-threat-to-the-future-of-the-middle-east-bribyi-brahmet-uysalcenter.html]

Not distancing themselves from violence also limits the BDP’s popularity even among Kurds as it won about 15 percent of the Kurdish vote since most Kurds still vote for the AK Party. In other words, the Kurdish region is the main battleground for the separatist PKK and the pro-integration AK Party. While the former wants a further division in the already divided Middle East, the latter seeks integration within the country and with its neighbors, including Syria, Jordan and Lebanon. Iraq and its Kurdish region are considered for such regional integration. The separatist Kurds, not all of them of course, want to dismantle the current Turkish, Iranian, Syrian and Iraqi territories and establish a communist Kurdish state in their place.  The foundation of a Kurdish state is an impossible project, but it is sufficient to create problems in the region. Such a state has no chance of survival, as Kurdish leaders of northern Iraq (e.g., Massoud Barzani and Jalal Talabani) have realized, but they continue to play the PKK card for an increased role in Iraq. In recent months their relations with Turkey have improved significantly, but they have to put more pressure on the PKK that is stationed in northern Iraq. Frequent terrorist attacks help hard-liners and make a peaceful solution impossible in addition to poisoning relations with neighbors.

Turkey terrorism impact

Escalating terrorism in Turkey leads to the AKP losing the election. The resulting coalition government would cause the collapse of the entire Middle East and wars that draw in the globe 

Uysal, 7/2 [2010, Ahmet, associate professor at Eskişehir Osmangazi University’s department of international relations, Kurdish separatism is a threat to the future of the Middle East, http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/news-214854-109-centerkurdish-separatism-is-a-threat-to-the-future-of-the-middle-east-bribyi-brahmet-uysalcenter.html]

Because of the escalation of terrorism in Turkey, Erdoğan’s AK Party may lose its majority in the upcoming elections next year. The sole alternative would be a coalition between the conservative nationalist MHP and the secular nationalist CHP. Their nationalist policies may alienate the moderate Kurds and even escalate ethnic tension, spreading to Iraq and destabilizing the whole region. Because the PKK is positioned in the mountainous north, the rise of terrorist attacks can force Turkey to turn to Iraq.  The escalation of terrorism and ethnic conflict in Turkey would create a big mess in the conflict-torn Middle East. The West must put more pressure on radical Kurdish activists operating in European cities by cutting the financial and human support they provide to the PKK. Similarly, the US must put more pressure on Kurdish leaders Barzani and Talabani not to allow the PKK unhindered operation in northern Iraq.  Like the Egyptian president who convinced al-Assad not to host the PKK leader in 1999, Arab governments can help Turkey overcome this terrorism by standing by the people of Turkey. Otherwise, the peaceful and rational Turkish experience led by the AK Party in the region will leave the ground for a nationalist government that might destabilize Iraq and damage relations with Kurds, Arabs and the West. Conflicts all around the greater Middle East can hurt and damage even the most stable countries in the globalized world.

PKK CP 1NC

Text: 

PKK presence in Iraq hurts U.S-Turkey relations 

Reuters 7/6/10 ( Seyhmus Cakan, “Turkey says PKK attacks may harm ties with Iraq and U.S.”, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE6653EE20100706) 

Turkish Prime Minister Tayyip Erdogan's government, under pressure to contain escalating violence that threatens to hurt its popularity in a general vote set by July 2011, has repeatedly called for greater support from Iraq and the U.S. to combat the PKK, which has bases in northern Iraq. In the latest fighting, PKK rebels attacked an army outpost in southeast Turkey overnight, triggering a clash in which 12 rebels and three soldiers were killed, security sources said. "These terror camps within the borders of Iraq, in northern Iraq, are unacceptable. We have demanded this from Iraq and the United States. The time for words is over. It is time for action now," Interior Minister Besir Atalay told a news conference. Striking a similar note, the head of the Turkish armed forces warned that the PKK presence in Iraq could harm ties with its neighbor and with the United States if action is not taken to curb the militants' activities in northern Iraq. "The time has come and is passing for those responsible -- the people, institutions, states and formations in northern Iraq -- to do what is right," General Ilker Basbug was reported as saying in an interview with Star TV. "The presence of the PKK in northern Iraq will have a negative impact on Turkish-Iraqi relations in the coming period. In a sense, it will negatively affect Turkish-U.S. relations."
This is the key issue and where the US has to start to improve relations 
Gordon et al 08 (Philip H. Gordon, Omer Taspinar, and Soli Ozel, “Winning Turkey: How America, Europe, and Turkey can Revive a Fading Partnership”, October 2008, page 61) 
The place to start is with the Kurdish issue, which threatens Turkey’s stability and confidence in the West more than any other. The United States cannot take back the invasion of Iraq, which most Turks blame for the flare-up in PKK violence but there are a number of steps it could take to minimize the Turkish perception that Americans do not take Turkish interests into account. The most critical measures include greater U.S. support for limited Turkish military action against the PKK; the exercise of American leverage over the Iraqi Kurds; support for the political and cultural rights of Kurds in Turkey; and the promotion of a mutually beneficial “grand bargain” between Turkey and the Kurds of northern Iraq. American reluctance to support Turkish military action  against the PKK in Iraq is understandable; northern Iraq has been one of the few stable parts of the country, and the last thing American military commanders there want to do is open a new front in the Iraq conflict. As one senior U.S. official recently put it, “If you’re a Turkey hand, you say, ‘for crying out loud, why isn’t CENTCOM taking action?’ If you’re looking at it from Iraq, you say, ‘Hey, we’ve got our hands full; lets not stir the nest up.’” The roots of Turkey’s problem with Kurdith terrorism are primarily internal, and attacking Kurdish militants in Iraq could provoke the PKK to launch even more domestic terror attacks. 


PKK CP solves relations 

U.S. active involvement in deterring the PKK can restore U.S.-Turkey relations 

Gordon et al 08 (Philip H. Gordon, Omer Taspinar, and Soli Ozel, “Winning Turkey: How America, Europe, and Turkey can Revive a Fading Partnership”, October 2008, page 61) 
At the same time, America’s failure to act militarily against the PKK and its opposition to Turkey’s doing so has been among the most important causes of Turkey’s growing disenchantment with the West. When the U.S. commander in charge of northern Iraq, General Benjamin R. Mixon, was asked in October 2007 why Turkey considers the PKK such a serious threat, Mixon responded, “I have no idea. You’ll have to ask Turkey.” Such apparent U.S. indifference to murderous cross-border terrorist attacks on Turkey leaves the United States open to charges that it cares only about terrorists who attack Americans, undercuts American leverage against the Iraqi Kurds, and contributes to the feeling in Ankara that Turkey must act unilaterally; which could trigger a disastrous confrontation with Kurdish Peshmerga forces. Worried about the consequences of such a unilateral interven​tion, the United States has since late 2007 been taking a stronger line against the PKK, both by backing limited Turkish military action and by providing more intelligence to the Turks. Such American support is a step in the right direction and has helped strengthen the Turkish public's severely shaken trust in the United States. It could be usefully bolstered by Washington's own efforts to kill or arrest known PKK leaders and pressure on Euro​peans to crack down on PKK financing. Such actions would help demonstrate the United States' seriousness of purpose by match​ing its words about fighting terrorism with deeds, and also help take pressure off the government in Ankara for a more compre​hensive, and likely counterproductive, ground invasion. Wash​ington needs to reassure Turks that it is concerned with the ter​rorists who attack Turkey, not just those who attack the United States.
PKK pressure is hurting U.S.-Turkey ties 

Reuters 08 (10/5/08, “Pressure on Turkey to crush PKK may hurt U.S., EU ties”, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE4941P020081005) 

Turkey faces increasing pressure at home after Friday's deadly ambush to launch a major offensive against Kurdish rebels in northern Iraq that would hurt its ties with Washington and the European Union, analysts say. Tapping into widespread indignation and nationalism sparked by the attack that killed at least 15 Turkish soldiers, newspaper Vatan's front-page headline said, "Enough is enough!," along with photos of the dead soldiers. Turkish television stations on Sunday broadcast live the soldiers' funerals, with tens of thousands of mourners across the country waving Turkish flags. In the worst single attack on the military in a year, rebels of the Kurdistan Workers Party (PKK) on Friday raided a military outpost in a region in southeast Turkey bordering Iraq. Twenty soldiers were wounded and two more are still missing. Prime Minister Tayyip Erdogan and the powerful military have vowed to step up operations to crush the PKK, which was been weakened by Turkish warplane strikes in their bases in northern Iraq. But analysts said the attack puts the government in a difficult position as it faces calls to strike back at the PKK but must be careful not to alienate its allies with any large-scale response. NATO-member Turkey has attacked PKK bases in northern Iraq several times in the past 12 months but has confined itself to shelling and air strikes since a brief land offensive in February, which Ankara cut short under U.S. pressure. Washington and the EU, which Ankara hopes to join, are concerned that prolonged Turkish military operations inside Iraq could further destabilize Iraq and the wider region.

Taking down the PKK is key to US-Turkey relations
Turkish Daily News September 22, 2003 
ANKARA - Asking, "Why should the United States and Turkey work together?" influential American think-tank institution Washington Institute stated in a report, "With support from the EU, the KDP, and the PUK, Turkey and the United States could take successful action against the PKK. If these parties do not pursue a decisive, multifaceted campaign to shut down the PKK, internal mayhem would likely erupt in Turkey, with U.S.-Turkish relations suffering yet another blow. In the post-September 11 world, Washington and its allies cannot afford either consequence." Reminding that on September 2, 2003, the seperatist terror organization Kurdistan Workers Party (PKK), renounced a unilateral ceasefire it had declared in February 2000, Soner Cagaptay, the coordinator of the Turkish Research Program at the Washington Institute stated in his report, "This is a dangerous development for three reasons. First, PKK violence could throw Turkey back into the political maelstrom of the 1990s, and it is in Washington's best interests to help preserve democratic Turkey's stability. Second, if the PKK attacks Turkey from U.S.-controlled northern Iraq, where it has an estimated 4,000-5,000 terrorists, this could put Washington and Ankara at loggerheads. Third, Turkey considers joint action against the PKK a sine qua non for U.S.-Turkish cooperation in Iraq; it is unlikely that Ankara will send troops to Iraq unless the PKK issue is tackled. Given all of these reasons, the threat that the PKK poses to U.S. national interests is now at such a level that the organization is a legitimate target in the war on terror. Therefore, it is time to take action against the PKK."

PKK CP Solves turkish/regional stability 

Checking PKK terrorism is key to Turkish and regional stability

Uysal, 7/2 [2010, Ahmet, associate professor at Eskişehir Osmangazi University’s department of international relations, Kurdish separatism is a threat to the future of the Middle East, http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/news-214854-109-centerkurdish-separatism-is-a-threat-to-the-future-of-the-middle-east-bribyi-brahmet-uysalcenter.html]

Turks and Kurds in Turkey have benefited from the consolidation of democracy in the Middle East. The recent rise of terrorist attacks by the separatist Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK) on Turkish military and civilian targets carries major risks of destabilizing the region. There are several domestic, regional and international reasons for the recurrence and the timing of these events.  Who is the PKK and what does it demand? The PKK is an acronym for the Kurdistan Workers’ Party in Kurdish. It was founded by Ankara-trained Abdullah Öcalan in 1978 and began to use terrorist attacks in 1984 for the first time. It aspires to establish an independent Kurdish state based on communist ideology in the area comprising parts of Iran, Iraq, Syria and Turkey. Financially it relies on illegal drug and human trafficking between Iran and Europe.  The early 1990s were the most troublesome period for PKK terrorism due to its internal struggles and instability in Turkey as well as the negative international situation. This was because the PKK movement found fertile ground in northern Iraq after the First Gulf War because Saddam Hussein’s forces were kept out of the north and the two other major Iraqi groups were fighting each other.  On the one hand, Hafez al-Assad’s Syria was supporting the PKK to pressure Turkey on border and water issues. It almost sparked a war between the two countries. However, subsequent events resulted in the capturing of PKK leader Öcalan by Turkey in 1999. It was a major blow to the PKK, which the US, the EU and Turkey consider a terrorist organization.  Unlike before, the AK Party improved Turkey’s human rights record and democratic standards. This also helped the Kurds with the opening of a Kurdish TV channel and Kurdish departments at universities. However, Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdoğan’s effort was hampered by Turkish and Kurdish nationalists both adopting a hard-line stance. The major nationalist party, the Nationalist Movement Party (MHP), rejected any bargain or dialogue, fearing that these concessions might lead to the dismemberment of the country. Similarly, Kurdish activists rejected the improvement of ethnic rights without involving Öcalan.  As it often happens, radicals of any kind do not like a middle ground. The continuing terrorist attacks create an emotional environment which results in any democratic initiative being framed as leeway for terrorism. Despite the fact that the Constitution bans any ethnic-based or religious-based parties, the ethnic Kurds had space for themselves within the democratic discourse. However, the political wing, the Peace and Democracy Party (BDP), of the Kurdish movement did not distance itself from the PKK and terrorism. Therefore, the BDP accepted nothing less than the unimaginable release of PKK leader Öcalan.


AT: PKK CP

Turkey will demand multiple concessions before it will share info on the PKK 

Turkish Weekly 7/1 [2010, [JTW Analysis] Turkey’s Everlasting Fight Against PKK and The U.S. Variable European Union With Turkey, http://www.turkishweekly.net/news/103921/-jtw-analysis-turkey%E2%80%99s-everlasting-fight-against-pkk-and-the-u-s-variable.html]

Relations between Turkey and the U.S. started to change in 2007, when U.S. policy towards Iraq entered in a new phase. The Bush Administration acknowledged the fact that Iraq’s stability could not be ensured without support from the neighboring countries, and Turkey was undoubtedly the most reliable country. As a consequence “The U.S. wanted to get Turkey’s help and Turkey’s expectation focused on the elimination of PKK. As a consequence, Turkish-American relations got better. However, Obama did not change dramatically towards the PKK and Northern Iraq” Yegin affirms.  Nowadays, relations between Turkey and Northern Iraq are fruitful and friendly. Turkey is in fact Northern Iraq’s main FDI (foreign direct investment) provider, and also according to Professor Ihsan Bal, USAK expert on terrorism, the recent PKK attacks and Turkey’s retaliation onto Northern Iraqi territory is not likely to curb relations (see Latest Terrorist Attacks: What does it Mean for Turkey?, June 23, 2010). Indeed, in another recent piece (see Barzani in Ankara: Normalization of Relations, Distancing from PKK, June 9, 2010) Mehmet Yegin argues that U.S. gradual disengagement away from Iraq is likely to produce a substantial alteration of power distribution within Iraq. The central government is withdrawing power from KRG and it is in Barzani’s interest to keep good, which means economic, relations with Turkey alive. PKK presence in KRG’s territory is highly detrimental for the future of Turkish-Iraqi relations and Barzani’s differentiation between PKK and KRG is certainly a positive sign for either Turkey’s fight against territory and Iraq’s stability.  However, the U.S. variable should not be forgotten. Mehmet Ali Birand on June 28, develops the thesis that the U.S. and Northern Iraq could easily have the better of PKK if only Turkey would demonstrate to swap something for it (see Turkey, U.S. negotiating over PKK in exchange for Iran, Hurriyet). The recognition of the Armenian genocide, smoother attitude towards Israel and harder stance against Iran could be assumed as ‘bargaining chip’ to trade vital intelligence over PKK maneuvers and support to fight it back. In 2007 the U.S. agreed to enhance a trilateral mechanism for information sharing to further strengthen the fight against PKK. It would be important to understand to what extent the recent attacks depended on the U.S.’ unwillingness to cooperate.


 Cyprus CP 1NC 

Text: The United States federal government should shift its diplomatic strategy to support Turkey in its conflict with Greece over Cyprus. 

The CP solves Turkish distrust of the U.S. and spills over to other relations issues

Uslu 03 (Nasuh, “The Cyprus question as an issue of Turkish foreign policy and Turkish-American Relations”, Nova Science Publishers, page 43) 
Thus, Turkish leaders thought that they had made extremely generous concessions on the Cyprus question and therefore expected that after the stationing of the UN force in Cyprus the United States would take a more pro-Turkish stance and pressurize Makarios and the Greek side to make concessions for a settlement of the problem. In Turkish eyes, this expected American attitude never materialized and on the contrary, American officials demanded more concessions from Turkey each time Makarios rejected a new American proposal. It was under these circumstances that Turkish Prime Minister Inonu made some statements severely criticizing the West and hinting change in Turkey’s traditional pro-Western foreign policy. In his interview with Time magazine in mid-April 1964, Inonu stated that while Turkey had done her best to preserve its alliance with the West, her allies had been competing with the enemies of the Western camp in destroying the Western alliance and warned that “if our allied do not change their attitude, the Western alliance will break up and then a new kind of world order will be established under new conditions, and in this world Turkey will find itself a place.” Criticizing lack of American pressure on the Greek side, which violated the Cyprus constitution and international agreements. Inonu said that, “I had trusted in the leadership of America, who had responsibility within the Western alliance, I am suffering now as a result of this attitude.” Turkish President Cemal Gursel expressed his dissatisfaction with the attitude of the Western powers on the Cyprus question in his stateroom on 16 April 1964. He said that if the NATO powers did not support Turkey in her national and just cause, i.e. her Cyprus policy, he would see it as an unfriendly action. The next day Turkish Defense Minister IIhami Sancar criticized the NATO alliance on the ground that it did not take serious and effective actions to protect peace in Cyprus and in the eastern Mediterranean, and it did not offer support for Turkey, which was a requirement for co-operation within NATO. On 21 April 1964, the semi official Turkish radios broadcast a comment which criticized the American inactivity on the Cyprus question, stating that the United States had to warn and pressurize Greece on its actions on Cyprus, otherwise the NATO alliance would lose its meaning, During the parliamentary debate on 5 May 1964, Nihat Erim, an influential MP of the Republican People’s Party which was in power, accused the United States and other NATO members of not condemning the Greek Cypriots and Greece, which violated the international agreements on Cyprus openly. He asked: “If our allies show this hesitation in a small matter how can we trust them in more important matters such as national security and defense.” 
Empirically, taking Turkey’s side in the Cyprus conflict boosts US-Turkey relations 

Uslu 03 (Nasuh, “The Turkish-American relationship between 1947 and 2003: The History of a Distinctive Alliance”, pg 298)
The most important thing which triggered the widespread anti-Americanism in Turkey was the Turkish belief that the United Stated did not work enough to stop atrocities against Turkish Cypriots, which began at the end of December 1963, but continuously prevented the Turkish government from intervening in Cyprus to protect lives and rights of Turkish people on the island. President Johnson’s letter to Turkish P.M. Inonu in June 1964 further fuelled the anti-Americanism among Turkish people and brought radical changes in the thinking of Turkish rulers. Johnson had threatened theat NATO might not come to Turkey’s help if the Soviet Union attacked Turkey because of its intervention in Cyprus and he had reminded the Turks that they could not use U.S.-supplied weapons in their actions in Cyprus. While mainly leftist groups and university students arranged mass demonstrations against the USA and attacked American buildings in major Turkish cities, Turkish authorities showed their disappointment over the U.S. attitude with their statements. In one point Turkish Prime Minister Inonu hinted that Turkey could leave the Western camp. Nevertheless, frictions between the USA and Turkey on the official level did not last long. TO change the unpleasant image of the United States among Turkish people, U.S. leaders reiterated their commitment to Turkish secuirity, offered more financial assistance and voted against the UN decision in December 1965, which supported the Greek cause. Turkish rulers announced that it was not their intention to change their foreign policy line and leave the Western camp. 

Cyprus = key issue

Cyprus solution is key to U.S-Greece-Turkey relations 

Uslu 03 (Nasuh, “The Cyprus question as an issue of Turkish foreign policy and Turkish-American Relations”, Nova Science Publishers, page 43) 

The future of Cyprus has always been determined by the outside powers. After being ruled by the Ottomans and the British for centuries, the powers of the Western camps set out the structure of Republic of Cyprus and became its guarantors. Turkey, Greece, the United States, NATO, and the European Union are the powers, which will have some kind of impact on a future Cyprus solution. The views and interests of these powers on the Cyprus question also inevitably affect the developments in this important matter. On the other hand, the Cyprus issue is an important factor that will be able to shape the mutual relations among the United States, Greece, and Turkey. The interactions between these three powers have importance to the extent that they will take part in the establishment of the new world order. It is, therefore, necessary to analyze the Cyprus question in the context of conflicting and carrying interests of the concerned powers. Especially the vital importance of the Cyprus issue for Turkey and the American involvement in the matter has the potential to affect the future of Cyprus. The Turkish side’s reaction to the Greek and Cypriot-Greek side’s co-operation with the European Union in shaping the future Cyprus state representing the whole island and the American intervention in this development might create repercussions not only for Cyprus, but also for the region and the whole world. In this article, the recent events related to the Cyprus issue will be studied with constant references to views, interests, and interventions of the concerned powers. Especially the Turkish and American actions and approaches will be the main focus of the study. 

Cyprus CP solves – misperception

The US is key to negotiating a solution – the CP reverses the status quo misperception that the U.S. is an agent of Greece
Yilmaz 05 (Muzaffer Ercan, assistant professor of Conflict Resolution and International Relations (IR) at Balikesir University, Bandirma Economics and Public Administration Faculty, Bandirma/Balikesir. He earned his Ph.D in Conflict Analysis and Resolution from George Mason University, Fairfax, Virginia in 2002. He taught Conflict Resolution at George Mason University, “The Cyprus Conflict and the Annan Plan: Why one More Failure?”, http://eab.ege.edu.tr/pdf/5/C5-S1-2-M4.pdf)  

But on the other hand, despite its complexity and difficulty, the Cyprus conflict somehow needs to be resolved. The present situation, the divided status of the island, does not fit the agenda of global politics. It provides a negative example for growing secessionist movements around the world. Nor is the idea of double enosis, the partition of the island between Greece and Turkey, which was actually proposed by the United States as an option in the 1960s, politically acceptable. It creates emotional problems for Greek Cypriots, who still harbor a wish to “own” the whole island, as well as for Turkish Cypriots, who have over thirty years’ experience in running their own lives and businesses as a separate community. A settlement can be reached in one of the two ways: Either the two communities themselves will reach an understanding or the international community will devise and impose a solution. The latter has actually been tried before, in the 1959 and 1960 Zurich-London Agreements, of which Greece, Turkey, and Great Britain were a part. That solution did not last. Although some scholars showed the quality of the agreements as the principal source of their failure (i.e., the agreements were too rigid, too much in favor of the Turkish community – Hampson, 1996: 540), it was indeed not the content of the agreements, but the very imposed nature of them that mainly bought about their downfall. As discussed earlier, both Cypriot Greeks and Cypriot Turks basically viewed the Zurich-London agreements as the denial of their national aspirations, enosis and taksim, respectively. Thus, perhaps the best solution will be the one found directly by the parties themselves. Yet the major difficulty affecting policy making for years has been each side’s conviction that the other side has irredentist ambitions. The mutual fear of becoming victim again, being attacked one more time by the other side, perpetuates a hostile vigilance and an unwillingness to take risk. It is for this reason that intervention by third-party groups is essential if the cycle of mutual hostility is to be interrupted, and subsequently the conflict is to be carried forward. But who should be the right third-party, or parties? It might be thought that the United States (US), much more than any other third-party, can particularly be helpful, since it is the only power that has considerable influence over the four key players: the two Cypriot communities, as well as Athens and Ankara. Indeed, the US did intervene the conflict as a mediator from time to time. For instance, in the aftermath of the Dayton Accords, former assistant secretary of state Richard Holbrooke proclaimed that 1996 would be the year of the Cyprus settlement, working actually vigorously on the issue (See, Peacework 17, 1997). Later, in April 1998, he made another attempt, albeit without a positive result. Since then, the US has provided diplomatic support, either directly or via the UN, for a solution. However, in the eyes of most Cypriot Turks, the US, regardless of which party actually occupies the White House, is an agent of the Greek lobby (and thus the Greek government), which pushes for a Cyprus settlement only for domestic political reasons. Therefore, the US should be careful in pushing for an agreement, although it may help the parties to communicate and improve their relationships (passive mediation role). 

Armenian Genocide CP 1NC – Relations good

Text: The United States federal government should accelerate diplomatic efforts to resolve the bilateral conflict between Turkey and the Republic of Armenia. 

Armenian genocide talks are straining U.S.-Turkey relations – shifting the focus to Turkish-Armenian diplomacy solves relations, Turkish stability, and prevents nationalism – also solves Turkish EU accession

Gordon et al 08 (Philip H. Gordon, Omer Taspinar, and Soli Ozel, “Winning Turkey: How America, Europe, and Turkey can Revive a Fading Partnership”, October 2008, page 76) 
Turkey's growing alienation from the West has also been exacerbated by its strained relationship with the Republic of Armenia, and in particular by initiatives in Europe and the United States to accuse Turkey of genocide for the massacre during World War I of ethnic Armenians then living within the territory of the Ottoman Empire. The success of such measures in the form of legislative action to officially recognize genocide would further alienate and anger Turkey, undermine efforts to promote reconciliation between Turkey and Armenia, and exacerbate Turkish nationalism. An alternative approach to this difficult set of issues would be for the West to press Turkey to repair its relations with the Republic of Armenia and to allow open debate within Turkey. A Turkey that itself moved to shed greater light on these historical events and allowed open discussion about them would be a more welcome member of the West, would stand a better chance of reconciliation with Armenia and the Armenian diaspora, would improve Turkey's chances of getting into the EU, and would undercut the efforts of Armenian extremists to isolate Turkey. As a first step, U.S. and European leaders should accelerate diplomatic efforts to resolve the bilateral conflict between Turkey and the Republic of Armenia, which has for so long blocked peaceful developments in the Caucasus and complicates Turkey's accession to the EU. When the Soviet Union broke up in 1989, the former Soviet Republic of Armenia occupied Nagorno-Karabakh, an ethnic Armenian enclave within Azerbaijan. This led Turkey to break relations with Armenia and declare a blockade of the landlocked republic.

Progress on the issue of Nagorno-Karabakh could provide an opportunity for a major breakthrough across a range of areas. In 2006 France, Russia, and the United States—the co-chairs of the Minsk Group (an organization formed to resolve the Armenia-Azerbaijan conflict—proposed the following guidelines for a settlement:
—Renunciation of the use of force

—Armenian withdrawal from areas of Azerbaijan surrounding Nagorno-Karabakh that they have occupied

—An interim status for Nagorno-Karabakh, with substantial international aid, including peacekeepers

—Mutual commitment to a referendum on Nagorno-Karabakh's final status after the return of displaced Azeris18

The United States should encourage Turkey to pledge now that if Armenia shows a real commitment to a solution to the Nagorno- Karabakh conflict, Turkey would reestablish diplomatic relations with Armenia, end its blockade, and open the land border between the two countries. Such steps not only would be in the interest of both countries but also could create the climate for a long-term solution in Nagorno-Karabakh as well as much better relations and open trade between Turkey, Armenia, and Azerbaijan.


 ARmenian genocide CP – Relations bad 

Text: The United States Congress should pass the Armenian genocide resolution 

Passing the Armenian genocide resolution distances the U.S. from Turkey and spills over to other areas

Washington Post 2010 [3/4, Armenia-Turkey dispute stirs lobbying frenzy, lexis] 

Each year, Armenian Americans remember the massacres of hundreds of thousands of men, women and children in the aftermath of World War I. And each year, Congress becomes embroiled in a bitter debate between Armenia and Turkey over whether to label the episode as genocide.  The dispute has set off a lobbying frenzy this year in the House Foreign Affairs Committee. Chairman Howard L. Berman (D-Calif.) is scheduled to hold a vote Thursday on a nonbinding resolution that calls on President Obama to formally refer to the 1915 massacre as genocide and to use the term during an annual address on the topic next month.  The resolution underscores the depth of emotion on both sides over whether Armenians, many of whom settled in the United States, were the target of a concerted campaign of ethnic cleansing nearly a century ago amid the collapse of the Ottoman Empire. It also poses a thorny political quandary for Obama and two of his top aides, Vice President Biden and Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton, all of whom strongly supported labeling the massacre as genocide when they were in the Senate.  The resolution has prompted an aggressive push by the government of Turkey and its lobbying firm led by former House majority leader Richard A. Gephardt (D-Mo.), who had urged recognition of the Armenian genocide when he was in Congress. Public-relations firm Fleishman-Hillard also has a contract with Turkey worth more than $100,000 a month, records show.  A contingent of members of the Turkish parliament visited Washington this week before the vote to meet with key lawmakers of both parties, warning that approval of the genocide resolution would hurt relations between the two countries, including cooperation with the United States on the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. A similar vote in committee in 2007 led Turkey to recall its U.S. ambassador and prompted a furious effort by the Bush administration to scuttle a full House vote.


armenian Genocide Rez- kills Us-Turkey relations 

Armenian genocide resolution shatters U.S.- Turkey relations and leads to hostility between Turkey and Armenia 

Guardian 10 (“Armenian ‘genocide’ vote unjust, says Turkey”, 3/5/10, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/mar/05/armenian-genocide-vote-unjust-turkey) 

Turkey's prime minister warned of serious damage to US-Turkish relations today after a congressional committee approved a resolution describing the massacre of more than 1 million Armenians by the Ottoman empire during the first world war as genocide. Recep Tayyip Erdogan said his country had been accused of a crime it did not commit, adding that the resolution would hamper efforts by Turkey and Armenia to end a century of hostility. Turkey last night recalled its ambassador after the house foreign affairs committee approved 23-22 the non-binding measure despite objections from the Obama administration, which had warned that such a move would harm relations with Turkey – a Nato ally with about 1,700 troops in Afghanistan – and could imperil fragile reconciliation talks between Turkey and Armenia.


Armenian Genocide rez bad – heg 

Passing the resolution would shatter all U.S. military ties to Turkey, which is key to NATO, defense contracting, aerospace, Iraq, and Afghanistan 
The Atlantic 10 (Max Fisher, “The Case Against U.S. Recognition of Armenian Genocide”, 3/4/10, http://www.theatlanticwire.com/opinions/view/opinion/The-Case-Against-US-Recognition-of-Armenian-Genocide-2736) 

Many Democrats, however, feel that this policy wrongly puts foreign policy over human rights and betrays the sizable Armenian-American population. President Obama himself, while campaigning in early 2008, said he would push for recognition. But now that the House Foreign Affairs Committee is going ahead with a measure to formally recognize the genocide, the White House sent none other than Secretary of State Hillary Clinton to ask them to back down. The principled case for recognizing genocide may seem obvious, but many critics are warning that the downsides of recognition are simply too big to ignore. Here's why Obama and others don't want to go ahead. Turkey Means Business  Reuters reports, "One Turkish government official said Turkey was open to all options -- including the recall of its ambassador to Washington -- if the congressional panel approves the legislation ... Turkey is an important ally whose help the United States needs to solve confrontations from Iran to Afghanistan." Like Bush, Obama Sees Long Game  Fox News' Eve Zibel notes that Bush faced a similar predicament in 2007. "President Bush ran into the same problem the Obama administration is now facing, recognizing the genocide, but asking the House not to pass the resolution so as to maintain good relations between the United States and Turkey. The United States maintains the Incirlik military base in Turkey which is used as a main hub for training missions for the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq." None of Our Business  Turkish Coalition of America President Lincoln McCurdy writes on NJ.com that the Armenian genocide "has no relevance to America's foreign relations and interests." He writes, "Congress is neither the 'conscience' of the world, nor its revisionist historian." Bad for Defense Contractors  The Hill's Kevin Bogardus warns that a lot of U.S. business is tied up in Turkey. "Executives for the nation's top defense contractors say billions of dollars in business with Turkey could disappear if a genocide resolution advances on Capitol Hill." Why We Need Turkey  The Financial Times explains, "The vote comes at a delicate time, with bilateral ties already strained as Washington increases the pressure on Ankara to back sanctions against Iran. Turkey, with Nato's second biggest army and an increasingly influential voice in the Middle East, is a critical ally for the US in the region. It is also an important market for the US aerospace industry, which opposed the resolution ... Turkey's government has warned of serious damage to relations with Washington if the resolution, which is non-binding, passes a full vote on the floor of congress.

 Armenian genocide rez bad – Turkey-Armenia relations 

Recognizing Armenian genocide kills Turkey-Armenian relations 

Washington Post 2010 [3/4, Armenia-Turkey dispute stirs lobbying frenzy, lexis] 

Turkish officials also argue that a genocide resolution could imperil an emerging agreement between Turkey and neighboring Armenia to normalize ties.  "Our message is very straightforward: This resolution that is coming up to the committee will hamper Turkish-American relations and is not helpful for relations between Turkey and Armenia," said Murat Mercan, a member of the ruling Justice and Development Party (AKP) who serves as chairman of the foreign affairs committee in the Turkish parliament.


ARmenian genocide Cp – links to politics 

The CP precipitates political contention along party lines and causes a lobby fight

Washington Post 2010 [3/4, Armenia-Turkey dispute stirs lobbying frenzy, lexis] 

The Turkish government has spent millions on Washington lobbying over the past decade, much of it focused on the Armenian genocide issue. The country's current lobbyist, the Gephardt Group, collects about $70,000 a month for lobbying services from the government in Ankara, according to federal disclosure records.  Another group, the Turkish Coalition of America, has targeted the districts of committee members who are considered potential swing votes, including submitting op-eds to local newspapers from the group's president.  The Armenian government, which previously enlisted BKSH & Associates and Burson-Marsteller, does not currently have a U.S. representative on file, according to Justice Department records of foreign lobbyists. But several well-organized Armenian American groups are active in attempting to influence Congress, including the Armenian National Committee and the Armenian Assembly of America, which together spent about $380,000 on lobbying last year.  Armenian American communities in California, Massachusetts and New York have also provided crucial political support to Democrats in recent years, including House Speaker Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.). Armenian-related political action committees have given members of Congress about $83,000 in campaign contributions since 2007, most of that to Democrats, according to Federal Election Commission records. The Turkish Coalition PAC, meanwhile, has doled out $173,000 in donations during the same period, with a slight preference for Republicans.   The chief executives of defense contractors Boeing, Lockheed Martin, Raytheon, United Technologies and Northrop Grumman have also weighed in, writing in a letter to Berman this week that the resolution risks "alienating a significant NATO ally and trading partner." The Armenian National Committee of America blasted the letter as "morally reprehensible."

****AFGHANISTAN***


Troops k Afghan-paki relations

U.S. presence in Afghanistan is driving Afghanistan and Pakistan into deepening relations

Washington Post 7/1 [2010, Karin Brulliard and Karen DeYoung, The Washington Post, Some Afghan military officers to receive training in Pakistan; A major shift in policy Move shows nations' deepening relationship, lexis] 

Afghan President Hamid Karzai has agreed to send a group of military officers to Pakistan for training, a significant policy shift that Afghan and Pakistani officials said signals deepening relations between the long-wary neighbors.  The move is a victory for Pakistan, which seeks a major role in Afghanistan as officials in both countries become increasingly convinced that the U.S. war effort there is faltering. Afghan officials said Karzai has begun to see Pakistan as a necessary ally in ending the war through negotiation with the Taliban or on the battlefield.  "This is meant to demonstrate confidence to Pakistan, in the hope of encouraging them to begin a serious consultation and conversation with us on the issue of [the] Taliban," Rangin Dadfar Spanta, Karzai's national security adviser, said of the training agreement.  The previously unpublicized training would involve only a small group of officers, variously described as between a handful and a few dozen, but it has enormous symbolic importance as the first tangible outcome of talks between Karzai and Pakistan's military and intelligence chiefs that began in May. It is likely to be controversial among some Afghans who see Pakistan as a Taliban puppet-master rather than as a cooperative neighbor, and in India, which is wary of Pakistan's intentions in Afghanistan.


US withdrawal k Afghan-Paki relations

Perception of U.S. failing to engage the Afghan military via training pushes Afghanistan towards Pakistan 

Karin Brulliard and Karen DeYoung, 10 –  Washington Post Staff Writers (July 1, “Some Afghan military officers to get training in Pakistan”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/30/AR2010063005193_pf.html)

KABUL -- Afghan President Hamid Karzai has agreed to send a group of military officers to Pakistan for training, a significant policy shift that Afghan and Pakistani officials said signals deepening relations between the long-wary neighbors. The move is a victory for Pakistan, which seeks a major role in Afghanistan as officials in both countries become increasingly convinced that the U.S. war effort there is faltering. Afghan officials said Karzai has begun to see Pakistan as a necessary ally in ending the war through negotiation with the Taliban or on the battlefield. "This is meant to demonstrate confidence to Pakistan, in the hope of encouraging them to begin a serious consultation and conversation with us on the issue of [the] Taliban," Rangin Dadfar Spanta, Karzai's national security adviser, said of the training agreement. The previously unpublicized training would involve only a small group of officers, variously described as between a handful and a few dozen, but it has enormous symbolic importance as the first tangible outcome of talks between Karzai and Pakistan's military and intelligence chiefs that began in May. It is likely to be controversial among some Afghans who see Pakistan as a Taliban puppet-master rather than as a cooperative neighbor, and in India, which is wary of Pakistan's intentions in Afghanistan. Some key U.S. officials involved in Afghanistan said they knew nothing of the arrangement. "We are neither aware of nor have we been asked to facilitate training of the Afghan officer corps with the Pakistani military," Lt. Gen. William B. Caldwell IV, head of the NATO training command in Afghanistan, said in an e-mail. But Afghanistan, he said, "is a sovereign nation and can make bilateral agreements with other nations to provide training." The United States has spent $27 billion to train and equip Afghan security forces since 2002, and President Obama's war strategy calls for doubling the strength of both the army and police force there by October 2011 to facilitate the gradual departure of U.S. troops. Gen. David H. Petraeus, confirmed Wednesday as the new U.S. and NATO war commander, said this week that the United States wants to "forge a partnership or further the partnership that has been developing between Afghanistan and Pakistan." In addition to taking military action against Taliban sanctuaries inside its borders, Petraeus said, it is "essential" that Pakistan be involved "in some sort of reconciliation agreement" with the insurgents.  

AND, US army training pay for Afghan military is competitive with Al Qaeda now- withdrawal causes our link 
Elisabeth Bumiller, 9 – national affairs correspondent for the New York Times (December 9, “Afghan Army Offers Raise, and Recruits Flock to Join”, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/10/world/asia/10afghan.html)
KABUL, Afghanistan — The American commander in charge of training the Afghan security forces said Wednesday that there had been a recent wave of recruits for the Afghan Army, most likely because of a pay increase that he said put salaries close to those of Taliban fighters. Recent developments on the war in Afghanistan with background, analysis, timelines and earlier events from NYTimes.com and Google. The commander, Lt. Gen. William B. Caldwell IV, said that an Afghan soldier in a high-combat area like Helmand Province in southern Afghanistan would now make a starting salary of $240 a month, up from $180. General Caldwell said that the Taliban often paid insurgents $250 to $300 a month. The Afghan Army pay increase was announced 10 days ago, General Caldwell said. In the first seven days of December, more than 2,600 Afghans signed up — a striking change, he said, from September, when there were 831 Afghan recruits for the entire month, or November, when there were 4,303 recruits. General Caldwell was at Camp Eggers in Kabul, the headquarters of the American effort to train the Afghans. He was speaking to reporters traveling with Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates, who was on his second day of a trip to Afghanistan focusing in part on Afghan training. General Caldwell acknowledged the serious difficulties ahead in training the Afghan security forces, which the United States hopes to increase in size — from nearly 192,000 to as high as 282,000 — as well as in efficiency before President Obama’s goal of beginning to withdraw American troops in July 2011. The obstacles were outlined in a recent series of internal administration reviews that describe the Afghan Army and police as largely illiterate, often corrupt and poorly led. 


Ext. U.S. training Afghan Military now

The U.S. has stepped up Afghan military training now 
Rod Nordland, 10 – Chief Foreign Correspondent for “Newsweek” magazine (January 15, “U.S. Approves Training to Expand Afghan Army”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/01/15/world/asia/15afghan.html?_r=1&pagewanted=print)

KABUL, Afghanistan — The Pentagon has authorized a substantial increase in the number of Afghan security forces it plans to train by next year, in time for President Obama’s deadline for United States combat forces to begin withdrawing from the country, military officials said Thursday. Meanwhile, a suicide bomber struck a marketplace in southern Afghanistan and killed 20 people, including children, and NATO officials reported that 23 soldiers had died so far this year. The new training goals would increase the size of the Afghan Army from its present 102,400 personnel to 171,600 by October 2011, according to Lt. Gen. William B. Caldwell IV, the American officer who leads NATO’s training mission in Afghanistan. Addressing a group of Afghan National Army cadets on Thursday, General Caldwell said the Pentagon had made the decision to increase its training commitments at a meeting the night before in Washington. “The coalition forces want to grow the Afghan forces,” General Caldwell told the cadets, in response to a question from one about whether the coalition should not give more responsibility to Afghan forces. “We want to do just what you’re saying,” he answered. “We are here as guests of Afghanistan. We want to support your army to take control.” The Afghan National Army is already planning to increase in size to 134,000 by Oct. 31 of this year, General Caldwell said. Presently there are a record 18,000 fresh recruits in training, encouraged by pay increases of up to 30 percent. The recruits undergo an eight-month-long course run by NATO. The Pentagon decided Wednesday to further raise the army’s size to 171,600 by October 2011. Additionally, Afghan police forces, which now number 96,800, would increase to 109,000 this year, and American officials hope to further increase that to 134,000 by the following year, General Caldwell said. Previously the goals had been to increase Afghan forces to 159,000 soldiers and 123,000 police officers by 2011. The American military’s proposed budget for training Afghan forces is now at $11.6 billion for the fiscal year 2011, and the increase in personnel would be paid for out of that, according to Col. Gregory T. Breazile of the United States Marine Corps, a spokesman for the NATO Training Mission in Afghanistan. “We’ve been talking about these numbers for some time, but we didn’t have approval until last night,” Colonel Breazile said, referring to the Pentagon session. President Obama has ordered an additional 30,000 troops to Afghanistan by this summer, which would bring the United States’ troop strength to about 100,000. With other coalition contributions, also expected to increase but at a slower rate, that would bring the total NATO troop strength to at least 145,000 by the end of 2010. By comparison, American troop strength in Iraq has already dropped below 140,000 and is scheduled to fall to 50,000 by August. The United States military has projections of increasing the Afghan Army and police forces to 400,000 by 2013, Colonel Breazile said, but he added that the growth might not be necessary. “It’s all conditions-based,” he said. “If they need it, we can do it.” 


Training key to stability

Afghan Army only needs training to become efficient.
Shanker and Cushman, 9 – Shanker is a correspondent for The New York Times, Cushman an editor in the Washington bureau of The New York Times (Thom, 5, “Reviews Raise Doubt on Training of Afghan Forces”, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/11/06/world/asia/06training.html?pagewanted=2&_r=1)
WASHINGTON — A series of internal government reviews have presented the Obama administration with a dire portrait of Afghanistan’s military and police force, bringing into serious question an ambitious goal at the heart of the evolving American war strategy — to speed up their training and send many more Afghans to the fight. As President Obama considersSkip to next paragraph his top commander’s call to rapidly double Afghanistan’s security forces, the internal reviews, written by officials directly involved in the training program or charged with keeping it on track, describe an overstretched enterprise struggling to nurse along the poorly led, largely illiterate and often corrupt Afghan forces. In September, Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, the top American and allied commander in Afghanistan, recommended increasing the Afghan Army as quickly as possible — to 134,000 in a year from the current force of more than 90,000, instead of taking two years, and perhaps eventually to 240,000. He would also expand the police force to 160,000. The acceleration is vital to General McChrystal’s overall counterinsurgency plan, which also calls for more American troops but seeks more protection against the Taliban for the Afghan population than the Pentagon could ever supply. While General McChrystal knew of the latest assessments when he wrote his plan, their completion just as President Obama considers the general’s proposal has given fresh ammunition to doubters. “Nothing in our experience over the last seven to eight years suggests that progress at such a rapid pace is realistic,” said Representative John F. Tierney, the Massachusetts Democrat who is the chairman of the House Oversight and Government Reform subcommittee on national security. The latest reports offer new details that show just how tough it will be to meet General McChrystal’s training goal. Among the previously undisclosed conclusions: one out of every four or five men in the security forces quit each year, meaning that tens of thousands must be recruited just to maintain the status quo. The number of Afghan battalions able to fight independently actually declined in the past six months. “The most significant challenge to rapidly expanding the Afghan National Security Forces is a lack of competent and professional leadership at all levels, and the inability to generate it rapidly,” concluded one of the reviews, a grim assessment forwarded to Washington in September from the American-led training headquarters. Another September report, the Pentagon inspector general’s annual review of the training program, warned that any acceleration “will face major challenges. ” A third assessment, a quarterly report sent to Congress last week, revealed that despite the formation of new army battalions, fewer of them were capable of operating independently. One reason may be that the Afghan Army’s jerry-built logistics system, a relic of the Soviet era and one of the training program’s orphans, has become a drag on the combat forces. The problems have been a recurring topic during Mr. Obama’s policy review, broken out for separate discussion among the president and his top advisers. Accelerated training has been one of the constants among the various options before them. “We’re aware that it’s an enormous challenge,” one senior administration official said. “We feel, though, this is essential for any strategy going forward.” Among other problems, one of the reports found, the United States military’s training headquarters simply does not have enough people to do all it is already being asked to do, a flaw that “has delayed and will continue to delay” building the Afghan forces and that unless corrected would only prolong the American presence in Afghanistan
Training is key – even the Afghans say that it would help them defeat the Taliban.
Michael Georgy, 10 (June 23, “Afghan police struggle ahead of U.S. pullout”, http://www.alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/127728328899.htm)
GORGAN, Afghanistan, June 23 (Reuters) - Afghan policemen lie on the ground and fire ageing AK-47 assault rifles at cardboard boxes to prepare for the day, next year, when U.S. troops leave and they have to face Taliban militants on their own. "I need another year of training," said Mahmoud Nazilee, at a makeshift firing range a few feet away from the twisted remains of a U.S. army vehicle blown up by an Improvised Explosive Device (IED) planted by suspected Taliban fighters. "We can defeat the Taliban but we need a lot more time." Afghanistan's long term stability hinges on the performance of its army and police. NATO military officials say both have come a long way and are confident they will be able to keep the Taliban from returning to power, even though the insurgency is raging after nine years of conflict. "These guys are really motivated," said U.S. Captain Kevin Krupski. "Afghans are really happy to see them." The plan is for U.S. troops to conduct joint missions with the police and keep guiding them until they can eventually carry out missions on their own. That, Afghan policemen say, requires far more extensive training and on-the-job experience ahead of the pullout, due to start in July 2011. After 45 days of training, 150 policemen graduated from the police academy and are charged with protecting all of the people in Dand district in the southern Kandahar Province, the Taliban's heartland. The stakes are high. Failure to pacify the country after a U.S. withdrawal starts next summer would deal a major blow to President Barack Obama, who has put Afghanistan on the top of his foreign policy agenda. And Afghanistan could slip into chaos once again if its army and police can't handle security. Police face far greater challenges than improving their marksmanship and getting into shape -- they need to shake off the force's reputation of being highly corrupt, abusive and inefficient. A U.N. drug report this week also said the levels of narcotics use among the police force was quite high, with between 12 and 41 percent of recruits testing positive for opium and derivates such as heroin. That was clear at a shura, or gathering of tribal elders and village leaders, this week. "If you misbehave we will not tell you when or where the Taliban are planting IEDs," a village elder told a policeman as U.S. soldiers discussed ways of improving security in the small gathering. Afghan policemen seem far less alert than army troops. On patrols, they hardly engage Afghans, many of whom are still terrified of the Taliban, even though Dand seems more stable then other parts of Kandahar. "Some of the police just don't care," said Sgt. Adam Clark, who was leading the target practice at a tall sandy hill. Asked where the policemen were just before the exercise began, a soldier said, half-kidding: "They are probably smoking hash." In order to make the police more effective, the Americans teach them how to set up checkpoints and search motorists and farmers on donkeys for weapons. It's tricky because Afghan police can't afford to alienate or humiliate the local population. Afghan policemen say they can't be expected to make rapid progress until they get more sophisticated weapons like the Americans. One said he had to stop firing at the range because his Kalashnikov jammed. "The biggest challenge is making sure they can take over security responsibilities from us," said Sgt. Mark Randall. Despite the huge challenges ahead and obstacles, some are optimistic. "As soon as my shooting gets better, I will kill the Taliban," said Faizallah, a young policeman. 

US-Afghan rels high

US-Afghan relations are high 

BBC 6/28 [2010, BBC Monitoring South Asia – Political, Afghan daily urges strong commitment by international community, Anis (afghan newspaper), lexis] 

The strategic relations between the Afghan and US governments and the international community are still strong in the international community's framework of cooperation with the Afghan government and its commitments to Afghanistan.  The Afghan government is not only committed to theses strategic relations, it has also taken practical actions to strengthen this relationship and the Afghan government expects the international community to do the same to keep ties strong and stable.  The international community's presence in Afghanistan, especially the US government's, is in the two countries' long-term joint interests. This presence is to ensure security and stability in the region. If the international community is supporting the war on terror, that means it is defending the joint and unique interest of world.  It must be emphasized that friendship between the Afghan government and the international community meets the strategic interests. This relation is strong, day-to-day, and proves its effectiveness in practice. But most of the world media reflect the facts in different ways, which sometimes makes the friendly relations between Afghan government and the international community worse.  We wish that world media to report Afghanistan's incidents, updates and facts accurately and honestly. And they should give the real picture which can help Afghan and other nations in the world. This is the mutual strategic commitment between Afghan government and international community.

afghan-paki links

Perception of U.S. withdrawal drives Afghanistan toward Pakistan 

BBC 6/28 [2010, BBC Monitoring South Asia – Political, Afghan expert says president seeks better ties with Pakistani intelligence, lexis] 

Afghan political expert Mahmud Saiqal has said relations between Kabul and Islamabad have improved recently because the Afghan government's relations with the West and the US are not very good and it is not in a good position inside Afghanistan.  Speaking on a talk show on independent Tolo TV on 28 June, Saiqal said there were signs that the international community would start a military withdrawal from Afghanistan soon, or at least it would not have a military presence in the country in the near future, meaning the Afghan government and President Karzai would no longer have facilities and possibilities provided by the international community.  Saiqal believed that President Karzai was making policies on the run by turning to Pakistan because Karzai thinks the cards played by the Pakistani intelligence in the region are more likely to win. He said: "It seems that the international forces will start withdrawing from Afghanistan in mid 2011. This means Afghanistan will remain with the region again; therefore, we need to start paving the way for that day by going along with some regional powers, and Pakistani intelligence is a key player in the region."

Karzai will turn to Pakistan due to fear of troop withdrawal 

Weekend Australian 6/26 [2010, Pakistani links alarm - US islamabad ready to forge partnership with taliban, lexis] 

Mr Karzai gave his public support to retaining General McChrystal as the top US commander, despite the former commander's scathing comments about the Obama administration.   The Afghan leader is believed to accept the appointment of General Petraeus, but he is known to be nervous about the political climate in the US and the public pressure for a troop withdrawal that could leave his government at the mercy of the Taliban unless new alliances are made.


Afghan/Pakistan relations impact: Taliban Reconcilation

Low US-Afghan relations over the presence of troops are key to Pakistan stepping in to help Afghanistan reach a settlement with the Taliban 

Menon 6/30 [Rajan, prof of IR at Lehigh University and political science at CUNY, 2010, LA Times, The Taliban effect; Pakistan sees the odds of U.S. success in Afghanistan diminishing and is willing to deal with a re-fortified Taliban, lexis] 

Except that they didn't do so entirely. Pakistan has been the front-line state in America's anti-Taliban counterinsurgency in Afghanistan. It has fought the Afghan Taliban, and even more assiduously its Pakistani wing, the Tehrik-e-Taliban, which, unlike its Afghan counterpart, poses a direct threat to the Pakistani state and to the dominance within it of the military-intelligence complex.  Pakistani presidents, first Musharraf and now Asif Ali Zardari, have proclaimed that Pakistani soldiers have given their lives in the fight against the Taliban and that the work of Pakistani intelligence has been crucial in catching key Al Qaeda and Taliban operatives, most recently the February capture of Mullah Abdul Ghani Baradar, the top deputy of Taliban leader Mullah Mohammed Omar. In exchange for this role, Pakistan has gained billions in U.S. economic and military aid and defused a U.S. policy that, in Islamabad's view, was moving closer to India and sidelining Pakistan.  But that's always been only one part of Pakistan's strategy. Although the Tehrik-e-Taliban is regarded as a foe, the Afghan Taliban is seen somewhat differently. Sure, there are gains to be made with the United States by launching offensives against the latter and delivering up some of its operatives from time to time. But Pakistan also wants to hedge its bets lest the campaign of the United States and its allies fails and the Afghan government of President Hamid Karzai is forced to make peace, and even accept a power-sharing deal with the Taliban. Should this happen, Pakistan is determined to play a pivotal role in shaping a post-American Afghanistan, just as it did in post-Soviet Afghanistan through its sponsorship of the Taliban. Its continuing ties with the Afghan Taliban -- and with two other Afghan Islamist movements with which it has a long history, those led by Sirajuddin Haqqani and Gulbuddin Hekmatyar -- have been retained for the latter scenario.  And the more the evidence mounts of the unpopularity of Karzai's corrupt and ineffectual government; of the disappointing results of Operation Moshtarak, which was launched in February amid great fanfare and was supposed to retake control of Marja from the Taliban; of declining support among Americans for the Afghan campaign; of signs that key NATO allies are eager to exit Afghanistan, while others are wondering about the prospects for success; and of Karzai's reported overtures to the Taliban and his pique with Washington, the more the Pakistani are preparing for a post-American Afghanistan.  Pakistan is determined that there be a friendly, indeed dependent, government in Afghanistan once the Americans and their allies call it quits -- President Obama has pledged to start withdrawing U.S. troops in July 2011. They are well aware of the India-friendly governments that prevailed for decades in Afghanistan until the collapse in 1992 of the Soviet-backed government in Kabul. Pakistan is determined to not be outflanked again. And though the Taliban may not be its first pick to rule Afghanistan, Islamabad knows that it can do business with the movement. Why? Because it has done so before, and because, for all the talk of a partnership, the United States is deeply distrusted within Pakistan generally and its military-industrial complex in particular.  Washington may not like what Pakistan is doing, but given Islamabad's circumstances it should hardly be surprised by it. Pakistan has not one, but two policies on Afghanistan, one crafted for what it sees as the diminishing possibility of an American success, the other for a post-American Afghanistan.

AFghan-Pakistan relations impact: Afghanistan stability

Afghan-Pakistan relations are key to winning in Afghanistan 

Washington Post 7/1 [2010, Karin Brulliard and Karen DeYoung, The Washington Post, Some Afghan military officers to receive training in Pakistan; A major shift in policy Move shows nations' deepening relationship, lexis] 

Gen. David H. Petraeus, confirmed Wednesday as the new U.S. and NATO war commander, said this week that the United States wants to "forge a partnership or further the partnership that has been developing between Afghanistan and Pakistan." In addition to taking military action against Taliban sanctuaries inside its borders, Petraeus said, it is "essential" that Pakistan be involved "in some sort of reconciliation agreement" with the insurgents.


AFghan-Paki relations high

Afghanistan and Pakistan are cooperating over the military 

BBC 7/2 [2010, BBC Monitoring South Asia – Political, Afghan president agrees to send military offices to train in Pakistan, lexis] 

Afghan President Hamed Karzai has agreed to a proposal to send a group of Afghan military officers to Pakistan for training.  This decision of the Afghan president is being viewed as a clear shift in his //policy//. On the other hand, military experts are also viewing the Afghan president's decision as a victory for Pakistan as Pakistan could prove to be an important ally with regard to winning the war on terror, since its start in Afghanistan. According to high-ranking NATO military officials, the decision shows that the United States and NATO allies trust Pakistan. On the other hand, top political leadership in the United States too while appreciating the decision of the Afghan president has said that it will further improve ties between the two countries.

More ev they are deepening relations

The Australian, 7/2 [2010, Pakistan to help train Afghan military, lexis] 

PAKISTAN will begin training Afghan military personnel within months, and has indicated it could hand over several top Afghan Taliban commanders, signalling deepening relations between the traditionally wary neighbours.  A Pakistan military spokesman yesterday confirmed the training had been agreed to by both sides, as the US Senate confirmed General David Petraeus as the new commander of US and NATO troops fighting the Taliban insurgency in Afghanistan.  A top Islamabad security official also said this week that Pakistan may extradite top Taliban commander Mullah Baradar as part of efforts to help Afghan President Hamid Karzai reach a settlement with the Taliban.  Relations between Pakistan and the Western-backed central Afghan government have been tense for years, with Mr Karzai accusing Pakistan security forces of backing the Taliban insurgency as insurance against Indian influence in Afghanistan.  But with US President Barack Obama signalling a military withdrawal in July next year, Pakistan is increasingly viewed by Kabul as key to ending the conflict.  The US is believed to support a negotiated settlement with the Taliban as a means to end its faltering war effort.


AT: Afghan-Pakistan – troop link

Keeping troops in Afghanistan drives Afghan-Pakistani cooperation 

Weekend Australian 6/26 [2010, Pakistani links alarm - US ISLAMABAD READY TO FORGE PARTNERSHIP WITH TALIBAN, lexis] 

US officials are believed to be worried that Pakistan could exploit uncertainty over the Obama administration's strategy in Afghanistan after the sacking of General Stanley McChrystal. Pakistan is reportedly ready to negotiate a partnership deal with the Taliban leadership and an Afghan faction allied to al-Qa'ida.  Any move to exert Pakistani influence inside Afghanistan would depend on the co-operation of President Hamid Karzai, who supported General McChrystal as the top US commander and has had an increasingly stormy relationship with Washington.  Reports of the possible power-sharing arrangement between Pakistan and the Taliban came as President Barack Obama conceded yesterday that US troops might need to remain longer in Afghanistan after progress in the war again slowed during a military operation in the city of Kandahar.  Mr Obama faces increasing pressure from voters to draw down the US troop numbers, and he chose the unusual ploy of announcing the start of a military withdrawal from July next year even as he announced a 30,000 increase in forces in December.  The US President insists he is adhering to his pledge to begin the troop withdrawal, but is expected to come under pressure from his new commander in Afghanistan, General David Petraeus, to recognise that a speedier exit strategy is not feasible.  Mr Obama said yesterday that US troops could remain in Afghanistan longer.


AT: Afghan-Pakistan relations impacts

Too early to tell if talks will happen 

Washington Post 6/28 [2010, Panetta: Afghan reconciliation 'difficult', lexis]

President Obama said Sunday it is "too early to tell" whether reintegration and reconciliation efforts will succeed. "I think that we have to view these efforts with skepticism, but also openness," he said at a news conference at the close of the Group of 20 conference in Canada.  "The Taliban is a blend of hard-core ideologues, tribal leaders, kids that basically sign up because it's the best job available to them. Not all of them are going to be thinking the same way about the Afghan government, about the future of Afghanistan," Obama said in his most extensive remarks to date about the reconciliation process. "And so we're going to have to sort through how these talks take place."

Afghanistan and Pakistan are already hedging their bets against U.S. withdrawal 

Washington Post 7/1 [2010, Karin Brulliard and Karen DeYoung, The Washington Post, Some Afghan military officers to receive training in Pakistan; A major shift in policy Move shows nations' deepening relationship, lexis] 

U.S. officials are generally pleased with the rapprochement between Afghanistan and Pakistan, but the rapid progress of the talks has given some an uneasy feeling that events are moving outside U.S. control. Karzai told the Obama administration about his first meeting with Pakistani intelligence chief Ahmed Shuja Pasha when he visited Washington in May, but "he didn't say what they talked about, what the Pakistanis offered. He just dangled" the information, one U.S. official said.  That session, and at least one follow-up meeting among Karzai, Pasha and the Pakistani army chief of staff, Gen. Ashfaq Kiyani, included discussion of Pakistan-facilitated talks with Taliban leaders, although the two governments differed on whether the subject was raised with a Pakistan offer or an Afghan request. Both governments denied subsequent reports that Karzai had met face to face with Pakistan-based insurgent leader Sirajuddin Haqqani. Hedging their bets  Pakistan and Afghanistan have long held each other at arm's length. The border between them is disputed, and Afghans resent Pakistan's support for the Taliban government during the 1990s and its tolerance of insurgent sanctuaries. But as they have assessed coalition prospects in the war, both governments appear to have turned to each other as a way of hedging their bets against a possible U.S. withdrawal.  While building Afghanistan's weak army is a key component of U.S. strategy, more than 300 Afghan soldiers are currently being trained under bilateral agreements in other countries, including Turkey and India, Pakistan's traditional adversary. Pakistan has been pushing for months for a training deal, and Spanta said that a "limited" number of officers would be part of the new agreement. Details were still under discussion, but a senior Pakistani government official said the program was expected to begin "soon."  Shuja Nawaz, director of the South Asia Center at the Atlantic Council in Washington and an advocate of a Pakistani training program, said the plan could expedite joint operations between the two militaries and reduce suspicions about Pakistan within the Afghan army.  "This is a major move," Nawaz said. "It will have a powerful signaling effect in both countries."


 AFghan-Taliban reconciliation link

Perception that the U.S. is going to stay and win the war is key to reconciliation with the Taliban 

Washington Post 6/28 [2010, Panetta: Afghan reconciliation 'difficult', lexis]

CIA Director Leon Panetta said Sunday that U.S. officials have not seen "any firm intelligence" that insurgent groups in Afghanistan are interested in reconciliation, and he dismissed reports that a top militant leader is open to a Pakistan-brokered agreement.  "We have seen no evidence that they are truly interested in reconciliation where they would surrender their arms, where they would denounce al-Qaeda, where they would really try to become part of that society," Panetta said on ABC's "This Week." "My view is that . . . unless they're convinced the United States is going to win and that they are going to be defeated, I think it is very difficult to proceed with a reconciliation that is going to be meaningful."  Panetta was responding to reports that senior Pakistani military and intelligence officials are seeking to broker a deal that would usher the network led by Sirajuddin Haqqani, a major element in the insurgency in Afghanistan and an ally of al-Qaeda, into a power-sharing arrangement in Kabul. More broadly, Panetta said none of the insurgent groups in Afghanistan has shown a real interest in talks.

US show of strength is key to Taliban-Karzai reconcilation 

LA Times 6/30 [2010, Persuading key Taliban faction is a tough sell; Pakistan wants Afghan leaders to reconcile with group, but its ties to Al Qaeda run deep, lexis]

Despite Karzai's new approach, many Afghans believe that Pakistan is interested only in advancing its own regional agenda.  "Pakistan dictates, and does what it wants," said Khudai Nazar Sarmachar, a lawmaker who sits on the Afghan parliament's foreign affairs panel. "I have no trust that Pakistan will help bring peace to Afghanistan."  Most experts believe that Afghan Taliban insurgent groups won't come to the table unless the U.S. has militarily gained the upper hand. During his interview on "This Week," Panetta said that unless the Taliban is "convinced that the United States is going to win and that they're going to be defeated, I think it's very difficult to proceed with a reconciliation that's going to be meaningful."


AFghan-Taliban reconciliation bad

Reconcilation would bring Al Qaeda into the Afghan government 

LA Times 6/30 [2010, Persuading key Taliban faction is a tough sell; Pakistan wants Afghan leaders to reconcile with group, but its ties to Al Qaeda run deep, lexis]

Experts say both Pakistan and Afghanistan realize that breaking the Haqqani network's ties with Al Qaeda is a prerequisite to any deal. The question is whether it would ever happen.  Amir Rana, one of Pakistan's leading analysts on militant groups, said it's not possible for many militant groups, including the Haqqani network, to completely separate from Al Qaeda.  "What the Haqqani network and the other Taliban groups can offer is a guarantee that they will influence Al Qaeda to not attack U.S. or NATO forces, and a guarantee that their soil would not be used in a terrorist attack against the West," he said. "This is the maximum concession that the Taliban can offer."  Numbering in the thousands of fighters, the Haqqani network has a strong relationship with Pakistan's military and intelligence community that stretches 30 years, back to the time when Pashtun warlord Jalaluddin Haqqani organized mujahedin fighters against Soviet troops in the 1980s. Haqqani has now delegated authority in his network of fighters to his son, Sirajuddin.  The group moves freely between Afghanistan's eastern provinces and its headquarters in North Waziristan, where it has been left untouched by Pakistan's military. Experts believe the Haqqani network continues to provide sanctuary to Al Qaeda leaders and commanders.  U.S. leaders have frequently urged Pakistan to launch an offensive against Haqqani hide-outs, recently backing those entreaties with evidence that the network was behind major attacks in Kabul and at Bagram air base, the U.S. facility north of the capital. The government in Islamabad, meanwhile, has brushed aside those demands, arguing that its forces are overstretched by extensive military operations against Taliban strongholds in surrounding tribal areas.  Analysts and former Pakistani military commanders, however, say the real reason that Islamabad has avoided military action against the Haqqani network is that it sees the group and other Afghan Taliban elements as a useful hedge against India's rapidly growing interests in Afghanistan.  Haqqani leaders have yet to signal whether they are interested in starting talks with Karzai's government.  In a report issued Monday, Jeffrey Dressler of the Institute for the Study of War, a Washington research organization, said the Haqqani group's ties to Al Qaeda were much closer than those of many other Taliban groups, and he expressed doubt that they could be broken.  "Any negotiated settlement with the Haqqanis threatens to undermine the raison d'etre for U.S. involvement in Afghanistan over the past decade," Dressler wrote. But he and other military analysts said the Haqqani network appears to have been hit hard by recent military operations, potentially undercutting the militants' ability to launch attacks in Kabul.

Afghan-Taliban reconcilation k Afghan-Pakistan rels

Pakistan is inching towards Afghanistan in an effort to get ahead of India when the U.S. pulls out but it will depend on whether they can reconcile Karzai and the Taliban 

LA Times 6/30 [2010, Persuading key Taliban faction is a tough sell; Pakistan wants Afghan leaders to reconcile with group, but its ties to Al Qaeda run deep, lexis]

Prospects for an effort by Pakistan to broker a reconciliation between the government of neighboring Afghanistan and a violent wing of the Afghan Taliban depend on overcoming a major obstacle: severing long-standing relations between the militant group and Al Qaeda.  U.S. officials acknowledge that Pakistan has begun trying to seed a rapprochement between Afghan President Hamid Karzai and the Haqqani network, a branch of the Afghan Taliban that uses Pakistan to launch attacks on U.S., NATO and Afghan forces.  Driving Pakistan's effort is a desire to increase its influence with the government in Kabul and diminish any role its archrival to the east, India, may have there once the U.S. begins pulling troops out, a withdrawal scheduled to start next summer.

 
Taliban reconciliation bad- civil war 
A Pakistan-led Afghan-Taliban powersharing agreement will quickly re-ignite Afghan civil war, killing hundreds of thousands

Filkins 6/27 [Dexter, Pulitzer Prize finalist, 2010, New York Times, Overture to Taliban Aggravates Ethnic Tensions in Afghanistan, lexis] 

KABUL, Afghanistan -- The drive by President Hamid Karzai to strike a deal with Taliban leaders and their Pakistani backers is causing deep unease in Afghanistan's minority communities, who fought the Taliban the longest and suffered the most during their rule.  The leaders of the country's Tajik, Uzbek and Hazara communities, which make up close to half of Afghanistan's population, are vowing to resist -- and if necessary, fight -- any deal that involves bringing members of the Taliban insurgency into a power-sharing arrangement with the government.  Alienated by discussions between President Karzai and the Pakistani military and intelligence officials, minority leaders are taking their first steps toward organizing against what they fear is Mr. Karzai's long-held desire to restore the dominance of ethnic Pashtuns, who ruled the country for generations.  The dispute is breaking along lines nearly identical to those that formed during the final years of the Afghan civil war, which began after the withdrawal of the Soviet Union in 1989 and ended only with the American invasion following the Sept. 11 attacks. More than 100,000 Afghans died, mostly civilians; the Taliban, during their five-year reign in the capital, Kabul, carried out several large-scale massacres of Hazara civilians.  ''Karzai is giving Afghanistan back to the Taliban, and he is opening up the old schisms,'' said Rehman Oghly, an Uzbek member of Parliament and once a member of an anti-Taliban militia. ''If he wants to bring in the Taliban, and they begin to use force, then we will go back to civil war and Afghanistan will be split.''  The deepening estrangement of Afghanistan's non-Pashtun communities presents a paradox for the Americans and their NATO partners. American commanders have concluded that only a political settlement can end the war. But in helping Mr. Karzai to make a deal, they risk reigniting Afghanistan's ethnic strife.  Talks between Mr. Karzai and the Pakistani leaders have been unfolding here and in Islamabad for several weeks, with some discussions involving bestowing legitimacy on Taliban insurgents.  The leaders of these minority communities say that President Karzai appears determined to hand Taliban leaders a share of power -- and Pakistan a large degree of influence inside the country. The Americans, desperate to end their involvement here, are helping Mr. Karzai along and shunning the Afghan opposition, they say.  Mr. Oghly said he was disillusioned with the Americans and their NATO allies, who he says appear to be urging Mr. Karzai along. ''We are losing faith in our foreign friends,'' he said.  Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, said he was worried about ''the Tajik-Pashtun divide that has been so strong.'' American and NATO leaders, he said, are trying to stifle any return to ethnic violence.  ''It has the potential to really tear this country apart,'' Admiral Mullen said in an interview. ''That's not what we are going to permit.''  Afghanistan's minorities -- especially the ethnic Tajiks -- have always been the most reliable American allies, and made up the bulk of the anti-Taliban army that the Americans aided following the Sept. 11 attacks in 2001.  The situation is complicated by the politics of the Afghan Army, the centerpiece of American-led efforts to enable the Afghan military to one day take over. The ethnic mix of the Afghan Army is roughly proportional to the population, and the units in the field are mixed themselves. But non-Pashtuns are widely believed to do the bulk of the fighting.  There are growing indications of ethnic fissures inside the army. President Karzai recently decided to remove Bismullah Khan, the chief of staff of the Afghan Army, and make him the interior minister instead. Mr. Khan is an ethnic Tajik, and a former senior leader of the Northern Alliance, the force that fought the Taliban in the years before Sept. 11. Whom Mr. Karzai decides to put in Mr. Khan's place will be closely watched.  One recent source of tension was the resignation of Armullah Saleh, the head of Afghan intelligence service and an ethnic Tajik. Mr. Saleh, widely regarded as one of the most competent aides, resigned after Mr. Karzai said he no longer had faith that he could do the job.  Along with Mr. Khan, the army chief of staff, Mr. Saleh was a former aide to Ahmed Shah Massoud, the legendary commander who fought both the Soviet Union and the Taliban. Since leaving the government, Mr. Saleh has started what appears to be the beginning of a political campaign.  Other prominent Afghans have begun to organize along mostly ethnic lines. Abdullah Abdullah, the former foreign minister and presidential candidate, has been hosting gatherings at his farm outside Kabul. In an interview, he said he was preparing to announce the formation of what would amount to an opposition party. Mr. Abdullah, who is of Pashtun and Tajik heritage, said his movement would include Afghans from all the major communities. But his source of power has historically been Afghanistan's Tajik community.  Mr. Abdullah said he disagreed with the thrust of Mr. Karzai's policy of engagement with the Taliban and Pakistan. It would be impossible to share power with Taliban leaders, Mr. Abdullah said, because of their support for terrorism and the draconian brand of Islam they would try to impose on everyone else.  ''We bring the Taliban into the government -- we give them one or two provinces,'' Mr. Abdullah said. ''If that is what they think, it is not going to happen that way. Anybody thinking in that direction, they are lost. Absolutely lost.''  The trouble, Mr. Abdullah said, is that the Taliban, once given a slice of power, would not be satisfied. ''They will take advantage of this,'' he said of a political settlement, ''and then they will continue.''  The prerequisite for any deal with the Taliban, Afghan and American officials have said repeatedly, is that insurgents renounce their support of terrorists (including Al Qaeda), and that they promise to support the Afghan Constitution.  Beyond that, though, Mr. Karzai's goals vis-a-vis the Taliban are difficult to discern. Recently he has told senior Afghan officials that he no longer believes that the Americans and NATO can prevail in Afghanistan and that they will probably leave soon. That fact may make Mr. Karzai more inclined to make a deal with both Pakistan and the Taliban.  As for the Pakistanis, their motives are even more opaque. For years, Pakistani leaders have denied supporting the Taliban, but evidence suggests that they continue to do so. In recent talks, the Pakistanis have offered Mr. Karzai a sort of strategic partnership -- and one that involves giving at least one the most brutal Taliban groups, the Haqqani network, a measure of legitimacy in Afghanistan.  Two powerful Pakistani officials -- Gen. Ashfaq Parvez Kayani, the army chief of staff; and Lt. Gen. Ahmad Shuja Pasha, the chief of the Inter-Services Intelligence agency, or ISI, -- are set to arrive Monday for talks with Mr. Karzai.  Afghanistan's non-Pashtun leaders are watching these discussions unfold with growing alarm. But so far they have taken few concrete steps to resist them.  But no one here doubts that any of these groups, with their bloody histories of fighting the Taliban, could arm themselves quickly if they wished.  ''Karzai has begun the ethnic war,'' said Mohammed Mohaqeq, a Hazara leader and a former ally of the president. ''The future is very dark.''



india-afghan rels: Troops link 

India will develop relations with Afghanistan over minerals even in the absence of U.S. troops 

Hitchens 6/25 [2010, Christopher, columnist for Vanity Fair and the Roger S. Mertz media fellow at the Hoover Institution, The Australian, INFRASTRUCTURE KEY TO AFGHAN PROSPERITY, lexis] 

It was also encouraging to see, a few days after the new surveys were announced, that the new Afghan Minister for Mines, Wahidullah Shahrani, issued an invitation to his Indian counterpart, BK Handique. India already trains Afghan geologists in Hyderabad and supports and finances a wide range of infrastructure projects in Afghanistan; a closer tie between the two countries' geological surveys could do nothing but good. As I never cease to point out, India was fighting the Taliban and al-Qa'ida before we were, and will continue to fight them, even if we ever make the cowardly decision to withdraw. India is also a huge, prosperous, secular, and multi-ethnic democracy with very sophisticated armed forces; it is the natural ally of the US in the region -- as opposed to the ever-protean Pakistanis -- and also the natural counterweight to the ambitions of China. It additionally has a renowned mining sector. The development of Afghanistan's mineral resources provides an ideal occasion for deepening and extending this alliance.

War on terror – troops link 

We’re winning in Afghanistan now because of troops – prefer our evidence, it predicts future success

IHT 6/30 [The International Herald Tribune, 2010, Afghan buildup is making headway, U.S. says;

Alliance likes what it sees as militants are pursued with kill-or-capture raids, lexis] 

Despite deepening pessimism back home and disarray in the top U.S. military ranks, officials insist that the buildup of soldiers in Afghanistan is beginning to show results: Commando raids over the past four months have taken scores of insurgent leaders out of action in a secretive operation aimed partly at pressuring the Taliban to reconcile with the Afghan government.  About 130 important insurgent figures have been captured or killed in Afghanistan over the past 120 days, about the time that commanders turned their attention from the fight around Marja to a much more complex campaign around Kandahar, according to NATO military statistics. The targets have included Taliban shadow provincial governors and military commanders, as well as district-level financiers, trainers and bomb makers.  At the same time, U.S. military officials say that the greater number of troops, along with more trained Afghan security forces, is allowing NATO forces ''to confront the Taliban in places where they had not been confronted in the past,'' said Col. Josef Blotz, the NATO spokesman here. ''This is tough, but we are in'' the fight, he said. He predicted that given more time, there would be progress.

no withdrawal from afghanistan

Near zero risk or signal of U.S. withdrawal from Afghanistan now 

Kagan 6/29 [2010, Robert, senior fellow @Carnegie endowment, Washington Post, lexis] 

President Obama's biggest move, of course, was naming Gen. David Petraeus commander in Afghanistan. The decision signaled Obama's determination to succeed in Afghanistan, despite the growing chorus of wise men counseling, as our wise men always seem to do, a rapid retreat. Those in the region who have been calculating on an American departure in July 2011, regardless of conditions on the ground, should think again. That date was never realistic, and the odds that Petraeus will counsel a premature withdrawal -- or be ordered to withdraw regardless of his assessment of the situation -- is infinitesimal.

****KUWAIT****


US-Kuwait relations high 

US-Kuwait relations are high over multiple issues

BBC 5/1 [2010, Kuwaiti FM, USA's Clinton hold "productive" talks on Mideast peace, Iran, lexis] 

Washington, April 30 (Kuna) - us secretary of state Hillary Clinton hosted Kuwait's deputy premier and foreign minister shaykh dr Mohammad Sabah al-salem Al-Sabah at the state department on Friday for a "very productive exchange of views that covered a wide range of common concerns".  Clinton commended Kuwait's support for the Arab peace initiative, while shaykh Dr Mohammad said, however, that Kuwait and the us agreed on ways to address the issue of remaining Kuwaitis in the American Guantanamo detention facility in Cuba.  Clinton praised Kuwait's leadership as the rotating presidency of the gulf cooperation council (gcc), and said the us "looks forward to continuing to work with Kuwait on our shared goals of peace, stability and prosperity in the region and beyond," during the joint press conference in the state departments treaty room, following their meeting.  "Kuwait is a trusted and valued partner of the United States," said Clinton, stressing that "the us is deeply committed to a prosperous, secure, democratic future for the people of Kuwait. Kuwait has been a stalwart supporter and friend".  During their closed-door meeting, the two dignitaries discussed recent political developments in Iraq and the ongoing process of forming Iraq's new government, as well as the United Nations resolution on Iran, and securing middle east peace, Clinton told reporters. "The security and stability in Iraq is critical to the security and stability of Kuwait, and indeed the entire region," said Clinton.  On the issue of securing a resolution on Iran's controversial nuclear programme, the two discussed the importance of diplomatic efforts to encourage Tehran to abide by international nuclear obligations outlined by the United Nations security council.
US and Kuwait are cooperating on multiple issues 

BBC 5/1 [2010, Kuwaiti FM, USA's Clinton hold "productive" talks on Mideast peace, Iran, lexis] 

Secretary Clinton will travel on Monday to New York to attend the united nations review of the nuclear non-proliferation treaty. "We will underscore once again the importance of all nations upholding their responsibilities," she said.  "We are, you know, working to isolate Iran through the United Nations. We're in the midst of negotiations over a security council resolution that will impose consequences on Iran for its unwillingness to follow the iaea or the united nations security council requirements about its nuclear programme," Clinton said.  During the meeting, they also emphasized their "shared goal" of achieving a comprehensive peace agreement in the Middle East.  She commended Kuwait's support for the Arab peace initiative, describing it as a "vision for a better future for all the people of the Middle East". She was referring to the initiative that was endorsed by Arab leaders during their summit in Lebanon in 2002. The initiative offers normalization of ties with Israel in return of full withdrawal of occupied Arab territories. "The Middle East will never realize its full potential, Israel will never be truly secure, the Palestinians will never have their legitimate aspiration for a state unless we create the circumstances in which positive negotiations can occur," she cautioned.  In addition to a two-state solution to the Israeli-Arab conflict, the us is seeking a regional peace between Israel and Syria and Lebanon, and normal relations between Arab states, Clinton noted. "We believe through good-faith negotiations, the parties can mutually agree to an outcome which ends the conflict and reconciled the Palestinian goal of an independent and viable state based on the '67 lines with agreed swaps and Israel's goal of a Jewish state," she said.  Shaykh dr Mohammad underlined the commitment by the Arab states to resume the proximity talks "on parameters that was stated by president barack obama during his speech to the United Nations". "What is needed is peace. We need to bring about peace based on a two-state solution for independent and viable Palestinian states, with its capital east Jerusalem, and a state that would live in peace and security with its neighbours," he said.  Shaykh dr Mohammad also raised the issue of Kuwait's desire to acquire nuclear technology from the us for peaceful purposes, saying the two countries will work closely on that issue.  The two also spoke on the issue of the two remaining Kuwaiti citizens still detained in the us military prison in Guantanamo bay, Cuba. "This is an area that presents continuous hardship for both the United States and the Kuwaiti government and Kuwaiti people," shaykh dr Mohammad said. "We have agreed on ways to resolve this issue in the near future".


US-Kuwait relations high 

US-Kuwait relations are extremely high over a number of issues 

BBC 4/30 [2010, BBC Monitoring Middle East – Political, Kuwait's deputy premier meets senior US legislators, lexis] 

WASHINGTON, April 29 (KUNA) - Kuwaits Deputy Premier and Foreign Minister Shaykh Dr Mohammad Sabah Al-Salem Al-Sabah met here Thursday With top US lawmakers to discuss a number of bilateral and regional issues. Shaykh Dr Mohammad met with Chairman of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations Senator John Kerry, Chairman of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs Howard Berman and Ranking Member of the Senate Armed Services Committee John mccain.  Kuwaits Deputy Premier and Foreign Minister told KUNA and Kuwait Television Following his meetings that he discussed mutual issues that Kuwait and the US Share, namely the political and economic developments and reforms which Kuwait Is carrying out, the most recent is the developmental projects and Privatization and the progress in the human rights and women rights in Kuwait. He added that this "major development" in Kuwait was of praise by the Lawmakers he met.  Shaykh Dr Mohammad said the regional security was also discussed, such as the Iraqi and Iranian issues, where "we affirmed and stressed the importance that The Iranian file is resolved through international legitimate channels and that The use of force is rejected, and there should be an international conformity Of any movement towards the Iranian nuclear file and everyone should be subject To the IAEA considerations, especially in light of the NPT review conference, Which is due in New York next week." He indicated that they also discussed the Mideast Peace Process and the actions of the Israeli Prime Minister which "not Only hinder but fully damage" the Peace Process, saying "the Arabs remain Adherent to peace, where the burden now lies on Israel," affirming "our Agreement with the visions of the US Administration in this regard." "We also Discussed Syria, where we see that Syria plays an important role," Shaykh Dr. Mohammad indicated, where he said that Israels allegations against Syria are Used by Israel "to cover up for its crimes against the Palestinian people, Therefore we have to re-affirm that resolving these matters are through the Revival of life to the Mideast peace process." Meanwhile, Senator John Kerry Told the press before his meeting with Shaykh Dr Mohammad that Kuwait has a "very special" relationship with the United States.  "We are so proud of the efforts that we’ve made back in the 1990s to stand up For our shared values that were ultimately the liberation of Kuwait," he Affirmed.  He added that Kuwait has been "as steadfast a friend as we can find anywhere. They are helping us in so many different ways in a difficult region." The Senator stressed that Kuwaitis "take risks to do so, but in the end we can look Forward to one of those unshakeable friendships that really make a statement About both of us." "We also have a significant interest in hoping the tensions With Iran can find a diplomatic solution. I think everybody feels the world Would be better served if that happens," Kerry remarked.  For his part, Senator John mccain said in separate remarks that he is honoured To have the friendship and the relationship that "we have between our Countries." He indicated that "one of the experiences Ill never ever forget is Coming to the country right after the victory in operation Desert Storm (in 1991) and I was deeply moved by the damage that was inflicted on your country By Saddam Husseins army." "I was deeply moved by the courage of your people and I was especially struck by a number of things. I thought that at that time we Would never again see conflict in the region," mccain affirmed.

US-Kuwait relations good: Patriot missile link

Kuwait constitutes a full quarter of the US’s Patriot missile system in the Gulf- its key to deter Iranian aggression 

BBC 2010 [2/5, BBC Monitoring Middle East – Political, Bahraini official defends Patriot missile deployment in Gulf, lexis] 

US officials had affirmed that the United States erected missile defensive systems on land and in the waters of the Gulf region to confront the Iranian threat. Officials have added: These operations consisted of erecting launching pads for defensive Patriot missiles on the land in Kuwait, Qatar, the United Arab Emirates, and Bahrain in addition to the navy ships, which are equipped with missile defensive systems in the area of the Mediterranean Sea.  The Bahraini official added: "I do not think that the deployment of defensive missile systems should be construed as an aggressive stand as some are trying to portray it." He pointed out that the main aim of the deployment of the system is purely defensive. We will not hit them (Iran). It is a protection to our countries; it is a defensive not an offensive system. Are the Gulf countries barred from protecting themselves? "This is the premise from which we proceed."  Iranian officials have repeatedly threatened the Gulf countries that Iran's missiles will reach them if war breaks out between the United States and Tehran.  Meanwhile, the GCC countries have constantly stressed that they oppose any military blow to Iran. The Gulf countries have also affirmed that they will not allow their territories to be used to launch attacks against Tehran. Last August, Mohamed Ali Jafari, the commander of the [Iranian] Revolutionary Guard Corps [IRGC], said that "his forces will boost their presence in the Gulf of Aden for defensive necessities and that his country's missiles are very accurate and can hit their targets anywhere." Iran also threatened to close the Strait of Hormuz if a military confrontation erupts between it and the United States.  But what about Iran's reaction to the defensive weapons system and why is this huge attack on it? Nabil al-Hamar replies: "Tehran is grossly exaggerating its reaction. The odd thing is that they possess - as they have asserted - the most modern offensive weapons, whose range can reach all the Gulf countries. Why are they preventing the Gulf countries from protecting their lands? Nobody said that these defensive weapons are specifically directed against Iran. Why did Iran conclude that it is intended by this step?"  Iran launched a strong attack on the defensive system step. Iranian Foreign Ministry spokesman Ramin Mihman-Parast told official Iranian Television: "We view these measures as a plot and a ploy by foreign countries to plant fears from Iran." The chairman of the Institute for Political Development in Bahrain affirms that the Gulf governments are expected by their people to defend them and their lands. "It is not logical that everyone else procures the most modern weapons and when it is the turn of the Gulf countries to defend their territories, the issue is deemed as aimed against Iran only. They have offensive weapons and we have defensive weapons and we refuse to remain exposed to any one."  Nabil al-Hamar also emphasizes the wishes of the Gulf countries to have robust neighbourly relations with Tehran. He points out that the Gulf countries have not taken any hostile stand against "neighbourly Iran." Nevertheless, Al-Hamar emphasizes at the same time that the quest of the countries in the region to protect their security and people should not be construed as a message addressed to Tehran or anyone else. He says: "Every country in the world has the right to look after its interests and protect its security as long as they have not attacked anyone or taken hostile stands against them. The Gulf countries did not do that at all neither against Iran or anyone else".  According to the commander of the US Central Command - that manages military operations stretching from the Gulf to Central Asia - the expeditious deployment of anti-missile batteries includes the deployment of eight batteries, two batteries in each of Bahrain, Kuwait, Qatar, and the United Arab Emirates. He adds that his country is deploying ballistic Aegis missiles, which are equipped with an anti-missile radar system and has the capability of targeting medium-range missiles mounted on mobile vehicles. This defensive system is being deployed while a state of worry is prevailing in the Gulf region resulting from the long-running dispute between the West and Tehran on Iran's nuclear programme and at a time when the West is urging a fourth round of UN sanctions against Tehran for refusing to stop enriching uranium. But the United States and Israel have not ruled out military action if the diplomatic solution fails to resolve the dispute on Iran's nuclear programme that the West suspects is aimed at making bombs.  A state of extreme worry is prevailing in the Gulf Street concerning a military confrontation between the United States and Iran where the Gulf region would be the arena of such a confrontation. This is especially true in light of repeated Iranian statements that all targets in the region will be legitimate targets for Iranian attacks. The geographic proximity of the Arab Gulf shores to the Iranian shores raises the worry that the Gulf countries will be directly affected by any potential Iranian attack.

The impact is nuclear use and escalation

Sharad Joshi, Student, International Relations, March 2000, Strategic Analysis, http://www.ciaonet.org/olj/sa/sa_00jos01.html

The introduction of nuclear weapons in an already hostile region could increase the possibility of actual use of nuclear weapons in a tense situation. The continuous hostility of varying levels over the past five decades, might lead to the inclusion of nuclear and other WMD in existing “war-fighting” doctrines. 18 If the states in the region see WMD simply as weapons to be used in a conflict, the probability of these weapons being used increases drastically. The Arabs have tried to counter Israel’s nuclear superiority, by developing a sizeable chemical and biological weapons arsenal. The greater the number of powers in a region possessing WMD, the greater the risk of escalation. Wars in history have more often than not been limited; but the main reason for this has been constraints due to resources and technological know-how. Instances are very rare of a war being limited due to considerations of the consequences of existing capabilities. 19 The indiscriminate effect of Weapons of Mass Destruction makes it very difficult to keep a war involving such weapons, limited.
Ext. US-Kuwait relations key to Patriot 

Perception of troop commitment assures Kuwait of strong relations to deter Iranian aggression  

New York Times 2010 [2/16, U.S. Fears That Iran Is Headed Toward a Military Dictatorship, lexis]

Mrs. Clinton also said that the United States would protect its allies in the gulf from Iranian aggression, a pledge that echoed the notion of a ''security umbrella'' that she advanced last summer in Asia. She noted that the United States already supplied defensive weapons to several of these countries, and was prepared to bolster its military assistance if needed.  Mrs. Clinton may have made some headway, given the response of the Saudi foreign minister, Prince Saud al-Faisal. He said Iran risked setting off a nuclear arms race in the region, and expressed worries that the American-led effort to impose new sanctions might not come quickly enough.  ''Sanctions are a long-term solution,'' he said. ''But we see the issue in the shorter term, maybe because we are closer to the threat. So we need an immediate resolution rather than a gradual resolution.''  Prince Saud also appeared to encourage China, the main holdout to sanctions, to back a Security Council resolution. Saudi Arabia's influence with Beijing is significant, given that it is China's largest supplier of oil and could offset any retaliatory cutoff of shipments from Iran should Beijing support sanctions.  American officials have prodded Saudi Arabia to reassure China, and while they would not say whether they had been successful, they said they were encouraged by Mrs. Clinton's meeting with the king.  As Mrs. Clinton made her rounds, Gen. David H. Petraeus, the commander of the Central Command, arrived here for talks about military cooperation with Saudi Arabia. He is to be followed in a few days by the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Adm. Mike Mullen.  ''We will always defend our friends and allies, and we will certainly defend countries who are in the Gulf who face the greatest immediate nearby threat from Iran,'' Mrs. Clinton said in Doha.  Qatar is one of four Persian Gulf states -- along with Kuwait, Bahrain and the United Arab Emirates -- that have recently acquired additional anti-missile defense systems from the United States, military officials said.

Ext. US-Kuwait Patriot impact- troops key  

Keeping troops in Kuwait is key to military relations, which solve Iranian hostile strike on the Gulf States and regional prolif 

LA Times 2010 [1/31, Defenses go up outside Iran; The U.S. is installing antimissile systems in 4 Arab Gulf nations, lexis] 

The Obama administration has increased the U.S. military presence near Iran and is accelerating installation of antimissile systems in nearby countries, officials said Saturday, as the White House builds pressure for stern new sanctions against Tehran.  New air defense systems are being delivered to Persian Gulf countries, and specially-equipped cruisers -- a linchpin of the U.S. missile defense system -- are being deployed in the waters of the Persian Gulf, the officials said.  The moves are intended to reassure Gulf countries that they would be protected against possible offensive action from Tehran, which is under intensified international pressure to refrain from developing nuclear weapons.  U.S. officials stressed the defensive nature of the actions being taken throughout the region.  The partnership between the U.S. and Gulf countries, described by a senior U.S. official on Saturday, is likely to include early-warning radar systems and missile defenses that will be integrated with U.S. systems, including those on the cruisers and elsewhere.  The initiative involves the United Arab Emirates, Qatar, Bahrain and Kuwait, four countries with close military ties to the U.S.  "Iran and President [Mahmoud] Ahmadinejad have scared those on the west side of the Gulf right into our arms," said the senior official.  U.S. officials also hope the moves will alleviate concerns about Iran within Israel, which has said it has the right to launch military strikes to prevent Iranian progress toward development of weapons.  The Obama administration has stepped up pressure on Iran to take part in talks aimed at reconciling its civilian nuclear efforts with international concerns that Tehran's true goal is developing nuclear weapons.  A chief mission of top administration officials in recent weeks has been to build international support for intensified economic sanctions. The willingness of the Persian Gulf states to accept additional aid could help signal to countries opposed to the sanctions, such as China, that Iran poses concerns to areas besides the United States, Europe and Israel.  U.S. officials said the expanding partnership between U.S. and Persian Gulf countries is a direct result of the wariness of Gulf leaders concerning Ahmadinejad's intentions and actions in the region.  President Obama took office last year vowing to negotiate with Iran, but hopes for talks faded last fall after a package of proposed accords withered under Iranian inaction.  In meetings last week in London, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton tried to solidify international support for harsher sanctions, and Obama warned in his State of the Union speech that diplomatic overtures to Iran would be combined with "consequences" if Tehran failed to cooperate.  Obama administration officials also have stressed their aversion to U.S. military action, and have taken strides to assure that their actions convey a protective posture.  In a speech to the Institute of the Study of War in Washington on Jan. 22, Army Gen. David H. Petraeus, the head of U.S. Central Command, offered broad details of the expanded U.S.-Gulf partnerships. He said then that the measures were being driven by a fear of Iranian actions in the region.  In the speech, Petraeus said that two Patriot missile batteries had been deployed in each of four different countries, which he did not name, and that Aegis ballistic missile cruisers were now stationed full time in the Gulf.  Early-warning agreements between various countries in the region, Petraeus said, were enabling the U.S. to create a "common operational picture" for the region to counter the Iranian missile threat.  "Iran is clearly seen as a very serious threat by those on the other side of the Gulf front, and indeed, it has been a catalyst for the implementation of the architecture that we envision and have now been trying to implement," Petraeus said.  Developing an integrated warning system across a broad geographic expanse could help U.S. forces to quickly shoot down an Iranian missile.  U.S. officials hope that the expansion of the early-warning system also has the effect of calming Israeli concerns about Iran; they believe a preemptive strike by Israel could provoke a war.  Officials from both the Bush and Obama administrations have told Israeli officials they do not need to launch a strike against Iran.  The Obama White House believes that time remains to continue a diplomatic approach to halt Iranian weapons systems.  In Iran, however, the latest moves are likely to serve as reminders of the 1988 incident in which a U.S. Aegis cruiser shot down a civilian Iranian airliner, killing nearly 300 people.  The antimissile systems probably will mean some additional U.S. troops in the region. Patriot missiles are usually deployed with at least a small contingent of U.S. military personnel.  The presence of additional forces should not be a major issue within the four countries accepting the stepped-up defenses. Qatar, Bahrain and Kuwait all host major U.S. bases, and the government of the United Arab Emirates has a long-standing relationship with the American military.  U.S. officials also are working with allies in the Gulf to ensure freedom of navigation in the region. Arab countries worry that during a crisis, Iran could try to prevent their ships from traversing the Strait of Hormuz, cutting off their oil export business.  Obama administration officials also hope to head off an expanded nuclear arms race in the region. If Tehran acquires a nuclear weapon, or is seen as making progress toward acquiring one, wealthy Arab Gulf governments could seek their own weapons, a scenario Washington views as potentially volatile.

US-Kuwait relations good – Patriot system: Israel/prolif

US troops and arms commitment to Kuwait demonstrates strong relations that prevent an Israeli first strike on Iran and prolif in the region 

Irish Times 2010 [2/2, Obama's sabre rattling, lexis] 

The old Bush-style diplomacy seemed to reassert itself over the weekend when it emerged the United States is planning a major expansion of military aid to Saudi Arabia and Persian Gulf allies including the deployment of anti-missile defences on ships in the Gulf and on land in Qatar, the UAE, Bahrain, and Kuwait. It also involves speeding up arms sales and rapidly upgrading defences for oil terminals and key infrastructure to thwart attacks by Iran or al Qaeda.  The initiatives, including a US-backed plan to triple the size of a 10,000-man protection force in Saudi Arabia, are part of a broader push that includes unprecedented co-ordination of air defences and expanded joint exercises between the US and Arab militaries. The United Arab Emirates and Saudi Arabia are leading a region-wide military build-up that has resulted in more than $25 billion in US arms purchases in the past two years alone.  The move, taking up where President Bush left off, is a response to Iran s rebuff of President Obamas six months of diplomatic overtures over its nuclear arms programme. Iranian stalling has compounded concerns arising from the recent identification of a secret nuclear plant underground near Qom and suspicions that there are other clandestine facilities.  The US is struggling, and may not succeed because of the Chinese, to get an agreement at the UN Security Council on further sanctions, but there are regional fears among US allies and Israel that these would do little to deter Tehran anyway.  The timing is unfortunate Mr Obamas decision will be a welcome propaganda coup for the Iranian leadership of President Ali Khamenei and prime minister Mahmoud Ahmadinejad which has justified its brutal crackdown as a response to an international conspiracy against Iran. Evidence of the latter is scarcely what the opposition needs ahead of a major rally on February 11th to mark the 31st anniversary of the Islamic revolution.  But the US administration also has to play a delicate balancing game in which restraining Israel and reassuring Arab allies may be as important as the dangers of inflaming the internal Iranian dynamic.  It would also be wrong to characterise the Obama initiative as simply a continuation of Bush s significantly more aggressive strategy. Mr Obamas intention in building up the region s defences is clearly to send a strong signal to Tel Aviv that a direct strike against Iran, either by the US or Israel itself, is both unnecessary and would be deeply politically counterproductive. It would prove so not only in Iran itself and its allies in Lebanon and Iraq, but also in the region more widely, in potentially destroying the goodwill of sympathetic Arab states whose public would be outraged by an attack on Iran.  Part of the rationale is also to strengthen anti-proliferation arguments within Arab states tempted to say that they too need their own nuclear programme to respond to either Iran or Israel.

AT: Kuwait not key 

Kuwait has a key position in the Patriot missile system – maintaining military relations is key  to prevent Iranian and Israeli aggression and prolif in the region 

The Guardian 2010 [2/5, Guardian Weekly: US and the Middle East: Obama's Gulf missile shield sends warning to Tehran, lexis] 

Tension between the US and Iran heightened this week with the disclosure that Barack Obama is deploying a missile shield to protect US allies in the Gulf from attack by Tehran.  The US is sending Patriot defensive missiles to four countries - Qatar, United Arab Emirates, Bahrain and Kuwait - and keeping two ships in the Gulf capable of shooting down Iranian missiles. Washington is also helping Saudi Arabia develop a force to protect its oil installations. US officials said the move was aimed at deterring an attack by Iran and reassuring Gulf states fearful that Tehran might react to sanctions by striking at US allies in the region. Washington is also seeking to discourage Israel from a strike against Iran by demonstrating that the US is prepared to contain any threat.  The deployment comes after Obama's attempts to emphasise diplomacy over confrontation in dealing with Iran - a contrast to the Bush administration's approach - have failed to persuade Tehran to open its nuclear installations to international controls. The White House is now trying to engineer agreement for sanctions focused on Iran's Revolutionary Guard, believed to be in charge of the atomic programme.  Washington has not formally announced deployment of the Patriots and other anti-missile systems, but by leaking it to US newspapers the administration is evidently seeking to alert Tehran to a hardening of its position.  The administration is deploying two Patriot batteries, capable of shooting down incoming missiles, in each of the four Gulf countries. Kuwait already has an older version of the missile, deployed after Iraq's invasion. Saudi Arabia has long had the missiles, as has Israel.  An unnamed senior administration official told the New York Times: "Our first goal is to deter the Iranians. A second is to reassure the Arab states, so they don't feel they have to go nuclear themselves. But there is certainly an element of calming the Israelis as well."  The chief of the US central command, General David Petraeus, said in a speech 10 days ago that countries in the region were concerned about Tehran's military ambitions and the prospect of it becoming a dominant power in the Gulf: "Iran is clearly seen as a very serious threat by those on the other side of the Gulf front."  Petraeus said the US was keeping cruisers equipped with advanced anti-missile systems in the Gulf at all times to act as a buffer between Iran and the Gulf states.

US presence is key- Patriot is part of a broader package of military exercises, assurances, and surveillance—withdrawal would bring down the whole thing for Kuwait, which is a key country

Wall 2005 [Robert, Paris Bureau Chief for AVIATION WEEK, Before joining AVIATION WEEK, he compiled and served as managing editor for the Worldwide Directory of Defense Authorities. Robert holds an M.A. in international relations from the George Washington University, Gulf Links, Aviation Week & Space Technology, 12/5/2005, Vol. 163, Issue 22, ebscohost] 

Several Persian Gulf region militaries are looking to upgrade their multinational sensor-sharing network, aiming to be better prepared to handle ballistic missiles.  In parallel, there's also continuously growing interest in adding new intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance systems, with procurement of new unmanned aircraft and manned airborne systems on the agenda to extend sensor coverage throughout the region.  The six-country Gulf Cooperation Council (comprised of Saudi Arabia, Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar and United Arab Emirates) has already established an extensive sensor network, but it needs to be enhanced to deal with ballistic missiles, says Maj. Gen. Khalid Al Bu-Ainain, commander of the UAE air force and air defense. The upgraded version would also allow for improved teleconferencing between members and the exchange of more intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance data.  The current system gives the UAE military surveillance coverage where its own sensors can't see, including Egypt and Jordan.  Operationally, too, there is a greater emphasis on missile defense. For instance, this year Saudi Arabia was an observer in the U.S. annual Roving Sands air and missile defense exercise. And the U.S. Army has conducted integration exercises with its Kuwaiti counterparts, Army Brig. Gen. Richard L. McCabe, commanding general of the 32d Army Air Missile Defense Command, told a regional air chiefs conference organized by Defense News. U.S. and Kuwaiti air defense tics were strengthened during the Iraq war in 2003 when Kuwaiti forces fired their Patriot batteries to destroy Iraqi ballistic missiles.  The U.S. has already been in talks with both Kuwait and Saudi Arabia about the potential sale of the Patriot Advanced Capacity (PAC-3) system. UAE also has expressed missile defense interest, although in the more capable Terminal High-Altitude Area Defense system program, that would intercept longer-range missiles with higher closing speeds. The UAE talks are still in a very early stage, though, a U.S. official says.  BUT, ALONG WITH establishing a large sensor network, militaries are trying to boost the surveillance input. Among the highest-profile programs is a UAE initiative to purchase airborne early warning and control systems.



AT: relations not key

Relations are key to PATRIOT effectiveness- it requires ongoing ties and technology cooperation 

Military Technology magazine 2009 [Raytheon's Air Defence Modernisation Enhances NATO's Strength, Military Technology, 2009, Vol. 33 Issue 6, p108-110, academic search premiere] 
Technology Transfer The transfer of defence technology of high national value to countries with PATRIOT is a key aspect of the industrial partnering plan. Following the necessary US government approvals, Raytheon and its major US suppliers pian to transfer manufacturing, assembly, test and systems integration technology contained in co-production work packages. This provides a reservoir of manufacturing expertise that is transferred to PATRIOT partner nations' industries under Raytheon's offset co-production programme. These advanced manufacturing processes are then available to PATRIOT partners for research, engineering development and the manufacture of future products. A New Era of Partnering With the deployment of an lAMD network featuring air and missile defence systems, the already strong bonds among PATRIOT partner nations, the US and NATO will be further strengthened. PATRIOT partner nations will also be securing other significant national benefits, such as protecting critical national assets and defence capabilities from growing regional threats. 

AT: Patriot missile system fails

Patriot missile system can take out Iranian missiles 

Magnuson, 2009 [Stew, managing editor of National Defense magazine, Middle East Arms Race, National Defense, May2009, Vol. 93 Issue 666, p32-34, academic search premiere]
The PAC-3 is a hit-to-kill missile. Its warhead must directly slam into a missile while in flight and break it up in the upper atmosphere. This is seen as crucial in taking out missiles that could he armed with chemical or biological weapons before they reach their targeted areas. If the missile were allowed to rain down on civilian areas with the warhead intact, it could still spread its toxins, explained Shirley P. Gray-Lewis, Lockheed Martin'sTHAAD business development director. The Patriot system can destroy aircraft and ballistic missiles at a range of up to 40 kilometers, In addition, Raytheon's Glaeser said the company is in talks to provide the UAE with the surface-launched advanced medium range air-to-air missile, which is designed to be fired from humvee-sized trucks and take out low flying aircraft such as helicopters and unmanned aerial vehicles at ranges of about 18 kilometers. TTie company also signed a deal to sell 224 AIM-120C-7 advanced medium range air-to-air missiles configured to be launched from F-16 jet fighters. These systems together would give the UAE a comprehensive defense against tactical ballistic missiles, cruise missiles, UAVs, rotary-wing and fixed-wing aircraft, Glaeser said. As for when the UAE would take delivery of the THAAD system, Gray-Lewis declined to speculate. The system is still undergoing testing in the United States. While Western nations press the Islamic Republic of Iran to cease what they believe to be a program to build a nuclear weapon, a more overt effort is underway in the secretive nation to develop the rockets designed to deliver them. For decades, Iran has been steadily improving its missile technology allegedly with the help of North Korea, China and Russia. And unlike its nuclear enrichment facilities located in underground facilities, intelligence assets such as spy satellites can easily monitor these efforts. "Iran is currently pursuing fissile material," said former National Intelligence Director Mike McConnell in one of his last public speeches before leaving office. "We suspect, but cannot prove that Iran secretly desires a nuclear weapon — certainly a nuclear device." "That's going to — at least from this observer's point of view ... set off an arms race in the gulf that could be very destabilizing and could have global impact," he added. Mark Fitzpatrick, senior fellow for nonproliferation at the International Institute for Strategic Studies, said at the IDEX conference that "more accurate and longer range ballistic missiles would be the likely delivery method of [Iranian] nuclear weapons." The only matter of debate is how effective and at what ranges its ballistic missiles can fly.
PATRIOT is highly effective but requires capable interoperability– empirically proven by Desert storm and 500 successful firings

Military Technology magazine 2009 [Raytheon's Air Defence Modernisation Enhances NATO's Strength, Military Technology, 2009, Vol. 33 Issue 6, p108-110, academic search premiere] 
Adversaries of the United States and its allies are "pushing the envelope" to develop more deadly tactical ballistic missiles and intercontinental ballistic missiles that could potentially carry weapons of mass destruction. Cruise missiles, Unmanned Aerial Vehicles and a variety of advanced bombers also pose significant risk. The US and its allies around the world must accelerate modernising the hardware and software of their air and missile defence systems to ensure that they continue to defeat emerging threats with predictability. Many countries are also adding to their air defence capabilities with additional interoperable systems for integrated air defence capability, which is critical to protect national assets and civilian population. PATRIOT Modemisation Raytheon's PATRIOT air and missile defence system is one of the most advanced groundbased air defence system fielded in the world today, and offers combat-proven capability against tactical ballistic missiles. PATRIOT successfully protected allied forces during Operation "Desert Shield/Storm" and also engaged nine out of nine tactical ballistic missiles without any loss of life or property during Operation "Iraqi Freedom". Availabie since the early 1980s. PATRIOT is currently used by twelve countries around the world and has performed more than 500 successful missile firings. With the increase in threats in the Middle East, Europe and Asia, there has been a global resurgence of interest for PATRIOT. Many countries are upgrading their existing PATRIOT systems to the latest Configuration-3 baseline, as well as procuhng new ground-up production systems. The new systems offer the same proven performance as the Configuration-3 baseline and are built with state-of-the-art modern technology.

AT: US-Kuwait relations: kuwait not key to patriot 

Kuwait doesn’t think Iran is a threat and wants to build relations with it not build a weapons system 

BBC 2010 [2/16, BBC Monitoring Middle East – Political, Iran poses no threat to Persian Gulf states - Kuwait envoy, Text of report in English by Iranian conservative news agency Mehr, lexis]

Bushehr, Iran, 16 February: Kuwait's Ambassador to Tehran Majdi al-Zufayri, said that Iran does not present any threat to the Persian Gulf states and other countries in the region, emphasizing this matter is proven for Kuwait.  Countries in the region may have differing views in this regard, but all of them have understood that Iran does not present a threat to any country in the region, he said on Tuesday [16 February] at a meeting with provincial officials in Bushehr Province, southern Iran.  The remarks by Kuwait's top diplomat in Iran came as the United States is deploying anti-missile systems in the Arab countries of the southern Persian Gulf under the pretext that it wants to protect them from an alleged Iranian missile threat.  US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton was also visiting Qatar and Saudi Arabia to frighten the Persian Gulf Arab countries of Iran's peaceful nuclear programme.  Iran-Kuwait ties  On the Iran-Kuwait ties, the ambassador said currently the two countries' relations have decreased, but Kuwait is ready to expand ties with Iran especially in commercial and economic areas.  He went on to say that the two countries should first strengthen their political relations to pave the way for boosting economic ties.  Elsewhere in his remarks, the Kuwaiti diplomat congratulated the 31st anniversary of the Islamic Revolution, adding; what really goes on in Iran differs from what is depicted outside of Iran.

Kuwait-Iran relations high 

Kuwait-Iran relations are high –Kuwait is making overtures 

BBC 2010 [2/16, BBC Monitoring Middle East – Political, Iran poses no threat to Persian Gulf states - Kuwait envoy, lexis] 

Bushehr, Iran, 16 February: Kuwait's Ambassador to Tehran Majdi al-Zufayri, said that Iran does not present any threat to the Persian Gulf states and other countries in the region, emphasizing this matter is proven for Kuwait.  Countries in the region may have differing views in this regard, but all of them have understood that Iran does not present a threat to any country in the region, he said on Tuesday [16 February] at a meeting with provincial officials in Bushehr Province, southern Iran.  The remarks by Kuwait's top diplomat in Iran came as the United States is deploying anti-missile systems in the Arab countries of the southern Persian Gulf under the pretext that it wants to protect them from an alleged Iranian missile threat.  US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton was also visiting Qatar and Saudi Arabia to frighten the Persian Gulf Arab countries of Iran's peaceful nuclear programme.  Iran-Kuwait ties  On the Iran-Kuwait ties, the ambassador said currently the two countries' relations have decreased, but Kuwait is ready to expand ties with Iran especially in commercial and economic areas.  He went on to say that the two countries should first strengthen their political relations to pave the way for boosting economic ties.  Elsewhere in his remarks, the Kuwaiti diplomat congratulated the 31st anniversary of the Islamic Revolution, adding; what really goes on in Iran differs from what is depicted outside of Iran.


Kuwait- Syria relations high 

Kuwait-Syria ties are strong

BBC 4/21 [2010, BBC Monitoring Middle East – Political, Palestinian cause given priority by Kuwait – MP, lexis] 

DAMASCUS, April 20 (KUNA) - The Palestinian cause along with restoring the rights of the Palestinian people, Restoration of the Syrian Golan Heights and Lebanese Shebaa Farms are all one Of the priorities of the State of Kuwait, head of the Kuwaiti-Syrian Parliamentary friendship group and Kuwaiti MP Dr Youssef Al-Zalzalah said here Tuesday.  This assertion made by Al-Zalzalah came during a joint meeting held here today Between the Kuwaiti-Syrian parliamentary friendship group at the Kuwaiti National Assembly, and the Syrian-Kuwaiti parliamentary fraternity committee And the Arab and foreign affairs committees at the Syrian People's Assembly (parliament). "We in Kuwait in addition to our ties of love and fraternity with our Arab Brothers, there is a cause which combines all of us and without solving it we Will not have the state of stability we wish and this cause is Palestine,"  Al-Zalzalah added. He also said that "we insist as Kuwaitis on making the Palestinian cause as The pivotal one of all us as Arabs and that must defend Palestine and Golan," Pointing out that the Kuwaiti National Assembly recently devoted a session for Discussing the Palestinian cause. This session ended up with a number of recommendations that stress that all Arab parliaments should stir the Palestinian cause in all Arab, Islamic and International gatherings, Al-Zalzalah added.  He also pointed out that Israeli government felt besieged following the latest Pressures put on it as a result of the stances adopted by the Arab peoples in What prompted the US to assert that its interests require to take a stand Towards the Israeli settlement policy.  Al-Zalzalah also asserted the importance of coordinating stances among the Arab countries in the international gatherings in order to reach a single Arab Stance, saying that this move is stressed by H.H. the Amir Shaykh Sabah Al-Ahmad Al-Jaber Al-Sabah.  He went on to say that H.H. the Amir always asserts that if all world Countries agreed to Israel's conditions, the State of Kuwait will not be among Them and this is a principled stance. The State of Kuwait spares no effort on boosting development in Syria, he Said, pointing out that the Kuwait Fund for Arab Economic Development (KFAED) Signed 28 loan agreements with Syria for bankrolling vital projects, the latest Of which was the drinking water project of Damascus. He also revealed that Kuwaiti Minister of Finance Mustafa Al-Shimali will pay A visit soon to Damascus to sign an agreement for constructing a memorial of Late Amir Shaykh Jaber Al-Ahmad Al-Jaber Al-Sabah and late Syrian president Hafez Al-Assad. Al-Zalzalah also said said that "we regard Syria not only as a brotherly Arab Country, but as a country which supported Kuwait in the time of tribulation When our country and territories were usurped, hailing the stance adopted by Syria since the very beginning of unjust invastion and its later participation In the liberation war.  He also said that this stance will never be forgotten by the people of Kuwait And will remain engraved in their memory.  On his part, Syrian parliament speaker Mahmoud Al-Abrash hailed the pioneering And national role played by the State of Kuwait in serving the issues of the Arab nationa and its support to Syria in order to restore the occupied Golan Heights.  Al-Abrash spoke highly of the deep-seated ties between Syria and the State of Kuwait in various political, economic and social fields and keenness on Developing such strong ties thanks to the instructions of Syrian president Bashar Al-Assad and H.H. the Amir of Kuwait Shaykh Sabah Al-Ahmad Al-Jaber Al-Sabah.

****IRAQ****


US-Iraq relations links: not withdrawing contractors 

Leaving military contractors will hurt relations-Iraq expects the U.S. to fully withdraw

BBC 5/4 [2010, BBC Monitoring Middle East – Political, Analysts view Gulf accusations against Iran, mutual distrust - Al-Jazeera TV, lexis] Adil Abd-al-Mahdi = Iraqi vice president 
The correspondent notes that in addition to the 130,000 US troops in Iraq, there is an equal number of contractors, which the US Administration says will continue to have a strong role after the US withdrawal, and asks whether or not this will harm the sovereignty of Iraq. Abd-al-Mahdi responds: "I have not heard that the contractors will remain, while the regular forces will withdraw. The withdrawal will be complete, and the withdrawal agreement is clear on this matter, in terms of a complete withdrawal, whether they are contractors or regular US forces."  Asked if the contractors with civil duties will withdraw, Abd-al-Mahdi says this requires clarification on whether they are contractors for commercial, engineering, civil, or oil companies, or contractors with the US Army. The correspondent says he is referring to those contracted by the US government, noting that the US government says after the withdrawal, the armed contractors will have civil duties in Iraq, to which Abd-al-Mahdi responds: "The US side does not make a decision on this matter. The Iraqi side will decide. Iraq is a country that will regain its entire sovereignty in terms of these matters, and will decide who is or is not to remain on its territories. No other foreign side will decide on such matters. If a decision is needed, agreements will be required."  The correspondent asks Abd-al-Mahdi if all the armed contractors, which are estimated at 50,000, will leave Iraq after the withdrawal of the US forces. The vice president responds that the number of armed men today is greater than 50,000, and is approximately 150,000, which includes the US army. Abd-al-Mahdi adds: "Moreover, there is no secret agreement that would maintain one part and withdraw another. The concept of the withdrawal encompasses the entire US forces, whether volunteers or contractors."


 AT: Troops key to relations

Even complete troop pullout won’t hurt relations-other military and diplomatic ties will create the perception of a security guarantee  

O’Sullivan, 2010 [Meghan O'Sullivan was special assistant to the president and deputy national security adviser for Iraq and Afghanistan during the Bush administration. She is the Jeane Kirkpatrick professor of the practice of international affairs at Harvard University, Washington Post 3/7, After Iraq's election, the real fight, lexis] 

It is fashionable to argue that the United States has no influence in Iraq anymore. But the reality is more subtle. Certainly, U.S. financial leverage dissipated years ago, when Iraq's oil revenues skyrocketed; similarly, U.S. military leverage was always hard to use, because threats of withdrawal were credible only in extreme circumstances.  Yet, although Washington is less central than in the past, it remains influential. The United States is the only party respected, if grudgingly, by nearly all sides. No other entity has the same power to convene in Iraq -- not Iran, not the United Nations. This power can be critical in a crisis or a deadlock.  Also, the next Iraqi government will want a good relationship with Washington. Even if not a single American combat soldier remains in Iraq in 2012, the Iraqi security forces will look to the United States for equipment and training. Similarly, the Strategic Framework Agreement between the two nations portends a robust relationship yielding benefits in education, investment, technology and science. Few prime ministers will easily dismiss all that.


US-Iraq relations high 

US-Iraq relations haven’t changed under Obama – they perceive the U.S. as committed

BBC 5/4 [2010, BBC Monitoring Middle East – Political, Analysts view Gulf accusations against Iran, mutual distrust - Al-Jazeera TV, lexis] Adil Abd-al-Mahdi = Iraqi vice president 
Asked if US President Barack Obama 's level of commitment to the Iraqi file is similar to that of President Bush, Abd-al-Mahdi responds: "Matters have developed. The two approaches are different. Otherwise, we would not have a Republican administration and a Democratic administration. The approaches are fundamentally different. In terms of the level of commitment or the level of honesty and follow-up on matters, I think that the new administration is fully committed to what was agreed upon, whether it took place under the previous administration, or now in light of the new agreement; however using a new system and methods that are appropriate for the nature of this new administration."  Asked if the new administration's focus on the Afghanistan file disrupts its concern for the Iraqi file, the vice president says: "The nature of the relations could not remain as they were. In my opinion, even if the previous administration had remained, we would have witnessed a change in the relations, because an agreement for the withdrawal of the [US] forces was signed under the Bush Administration, not the Obama Administration." Abd-al-Mahdi says the developments in Iraq are unlike the developments in Afghanistan, where there is a decline in the field, whereas in Iraq, "there is progress on the security, political, and economic levels, which requires a development in the nature of the relations."

AT: US-Iraqi relations 

US doesn’t care about relations with Iraq 

Washington Post 2010 [2/22, Baghdad's crucible, Washington's disinterest, lexis] 

How odd, then, that Iraq -- where the United States has invested $700 billion and the lives of more than 4,300 soldiers over the past seven years -- is no longer a top priority for the White House, the State Department or nearly anyone in Congress.  Two Americans who understand how big the stakes are -- U.S. Ambassador Christopher Hill and top commander Gen. Raymond Odierno-- were in Washington last week to explain. Iraq's March 7 election and what follows it, Hill said, will "determine the future of Iraq . . . and also the future of the U.S. relationship with Iraq."  Said Odierno: "We have an opportunity in Iraq today that we might never get again in our lifetimes . . . to develop a democratic Iraq that has a long-term partnership with the United States."  Compare that with Obama's account of Iraq in his State of the Union address: "We are responsibly leaving Iraq to its people. . . . We will have all of our combat troops out of Iraq by the end of this August." That pledge means that even while Iraq passes through this crucial turning point, U.S. forces will be reduced from 98,000 now to 50,000 on Sept. 1.  Obama went on to say that the United States would support the elections and would "continue to partner with the Iraqi people." But it's hard to escape the impression that a president who built his campaign on opposition to the war still undervalues Iraq's enormous strategic importance and the dangers embedded in its political transition.

AT: US-Iraq relations zero sum with Iraq-Iran 

Relations aren’t zero sum- Iraq can remain neutral 
BBC 5/4 [2010, BBC Monitoring Middle East – Political, Analysts view Gulf accusations against Iran, mutual distrust - Al-Jazeera TV, lexis] Adil Abd-al-Mahdi = Iraqi vice president 
Asked about the nature of the relations between the Iraqis, people and government, and Iran following the withdrawal, Abd-al-Mahdi says: "We have always had good relations with the two sides." He adds: "In terms of the hostility between Iran and the United States, we in Iraq have attempted to prevent Iraq from becoming a conflict arena between these forces, or any other forces. Y you will remember that we have attempted to assist in holding bilateral talks between the United States and the Islamic Republic of Iran, and three rounds were held within this framework."  He notes that following the US withdrawal, there is another signed agreement; namely, the Strategic Framework Agreement between Iraq and the United States, which will "organize relations between Iraq and the United States, within political, economic, and cultural frameworks, and other normal relations between two sovereign countries."  The correspondent says observers believe this agreement is aimed for the United States to maintain its role in Iraq to prevent Iraq from being associated with Tehran, to which the vice president responds: "Iraq will not be affiliated with any side; neither to the United States nor any other side. Iraq is very proud of its sovereignty and independence. However, contrary to previous governments that have led the country to the brink of ruin and crises, it wants to start friendships with all neighbouring countries, without exception, in addition to the international community."
Relations aren’t zero sum- Iraq can maintain relations with both for stability and not geostrategic purposes 

Almusawi 2010 [Karim, Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq representative in the United States, Washington Post 3/5, Iraqi council isn't on Iran's payroll, lexis] 

I would like to refute the allegations that the Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq (ISCI) is receiving some $9 million a month from the Iranians. This is simply not true.  The relationship between ISCI and Iran is based on mutual respect and the desire to construct a lasting relationship that will profit the Iraqi people. Proper and friendly relations with the Iranian regime are for the purposes of securing Iraq's interests and for the protection of our citizens and borders.  ISCI wants to establish a positive relationship with all of Iraq's neighbors. We are also very much for the augmentation of the relationship between Iraq and the United States on the scaffolding of the Strategic Framework Agreement. Because of our strong relationships with Iran and the United States, ISCI in 2006 called for a dialogue between the two to promote peace and understanding. To say that ISCI is on the Iranian payroll is grossly inaccurate. ISCI represents the interests of the Iraqi people.

AT: US-Iraq relations key to oil 

US oil investments are in Iraq are weak- other countries are winning us out and political relations aren’t key
BBC 5/4 [2010, BBC Monitoring Middle East – Political, Analysts view Gulf accusations against Iran, mutual distrust - Al-Jazeera TV, lexis] Adil Abd-al-Mahdi = Iraqi vice president 
Concerning US investments in Iraqi oil projects, and whether or not this constitutes a guarantee for the continuation of the US role in Iraq, the vice president says: "There has been much talk that the Iraqi oil would be taken and controlled by the US companies." He says that there have been two tenders for the Iraqi oil fields, and the US side was found to be the weakest in these contracts, adding that the Chinese, Russian, British, Korean, Turkish, and other companies won, while only one US company, Exxon, won fields that are not considered to be the greatest or most important. He says: "This is important proof that Iraq manages its policies in a sovereign and independent manner, and grants contracts to whoever gives the best options and conditions."  Asked if this is due to an Iraqi decision to diminish the US role, or because the Americans are apprehensive of the future of Iraq, Abd-al-Mahdi says the US prices were higher, while the others were more "aggressive" in their prices.  Asked if this indicates that Bush's oil policy in Iraq has failed, Abd-al-Mahdi says the policies of oil companies are independent of the US government. He adds: "It is obvious that the companies will take into consideration the strategies of the US government, just as the US government will take the policies of the US companies into consideration." 

US-Iraqi relations bad – diplomatic power Turn

A. US military in Iraq is resisting handing over the reigns to diplomats—it’s a battle over control 

Washington Post 5/25 [2010, U.S. officials grapple with shift from military-run effort in Iraq, lexis] 

Many U.S. commanders are reluctant to hand over the reins to civilians during a political transition that they see as a make-or-break period in Iraq. They view their civilian counterparts as excessively risk-averse and overly reluctant to intervene in Iraqi affairs.  "Iraq is on a very positive gliding path," said a U.S. senior military official, who spoke on the condition of anonymity to express concern about the State Department's readiness to become the lead player. "But this is not a slam-dunk. You can't walk away from here and think that everything is going to turn out all right."  U.S. diplomats say the oft-heard concerns of their military counterparts are unfounded. They argue that they are better suited to build on the security gains that the military helped achieve.  Munter said U.S. officials would still try to influence the Iraqi government but would no longer aspire to control it. Diplomats, he said, are at ease in messy, ambiguous situations, whereas commanders are more prone to try to assert control of imperfect situations.
B. US military withdrawal from Iraq is key to diplomatic relations 

Washington Post 5/25 [2010, U.S. officials grapple with shift from military-run effort in Iraq, lexis] 

U.S. diplomats in Baghdad have for years felt overshadowed by their military counterparts -- commanders who have controlled a vast budget and overseen an enormous footprint.  "Here we are, in the largest embassy in the history of the world, and every morning when I deal with the military, I'm aware of how small we are," Cameron Munter, the embassy's No. 2 diplomat, said in a recent interview.  Now, however, the balance of power is starting to shift.  With the end of the United States' seven-year-long military mission in Iraq drawing closer, American diplomats are redefining U.S. influence in a country where commanders have for years used firepower, billions of dollars and a hands-on approach to redraw the spheres of power. As the military's footprint shrinks, the embassy is exercising a new assertiveness in one of America's most complicated and high-stakes bilateral relationships.


Diplomacy Turn

C. Military departure means the diplomats win out-destroys Iraqi stability by handing military and police presence over to diplomats who lack the training and resources

Washington Post 5/25 [2010, U.S. officials grapple with shift from military-run effort in Iraq, lexis] 

Last year, a team of diplomats and commanders drew up a list of more than 1,200 initiatives and projects that the military will have to transition to the embassy or the Iraqi government, or terminate.  Those tasks range from broad missions, such as fostering reconciliation and bolstering Iraq's rule of law, to small projects, such as conducting training workshops. Munter estimated that 80 percent of projects would be handed over to the Iraqis.  Obstacles to the transition have already arisen. The political impasse that followed Iraq's March 7 parliamentary elections has complicated planning because U.S. officials must wait until a new government is formed before approaching Iraqi ministries about assuming control of most programs.  Moreover, there are concerns about the fate of some key projects. The Iraqis, for example, have yet to reopen Ibn Sina Hospital, the state-of-the-art hospital the U.S. military turned over to them in the fall of 2009 with equipment worth millions of dollars. Other facilities the military has handed to the Iraqis, including military bases, have been looted hours after its departure.  Certain projects are seen as likely to be particularly difficult to hand over to the embassy and other civilian agencies: the collection of intelligence, initiatives to counter what the military calls "malign Iranian influence," and the integration of tens of thousands of former insurgents the military turned into Sunni paramilitary groups. The integration of the former insurgents -- members of the Sons of Iraq -- has proceeded far slower than U.S. officials had hoped.  "There's no right and wrong on how to do this stuff," a senior American military official said. "It's a difference of training and resources. What we're going to have to do is recognize that State can't do it the way we've been doing it."  Because they see Kurdish-Arab tension in northern Iraq as a dangerous flash point, U.S. officials are drawing up plans for three diplomatic postings along a 300-mile stretch of disputed territories where forces loyal to the Kurdish regional government and the conventional Iraqi army have come close to shootouts.  The military will keep a relatively large force along the frontier, even after it draws down to 50,000 troops at the end of the summer. Resolution of the disputed territories and related discords is seen as unlikely by the end of 2011, when U.S. forces are scheduled to pull out entirely.  The three "enduring presence posts" would be tasked with easing tension along what U.S. officials see as a potentially explosive fault line, Munter said. State's provincial teams will draw down over the next year and a half, along with the military.  Police training is the other major initiative that the State Department plans to take control of once the military draws down completely.

Education CP 1nc

Text: The United States Department of State should support the Iraq Education Initiative as per Nouri Al-Maliki’s proposal by providing visas to qualifying Iraqi students, including those with Fulbright fellowships. We’ll clarify.

CP solves relations and post withdrawal stability for no money down   

Rubin 08 
[Trudy Rubin, Philadelphia Inquirer Columnist, “Worldview: Everyone should agree on this Iraq program” 6/1/08, Lexis]

No matter the divide between presidential candidates on Iraq, here's an idea they all can endorse. It's a wise, very relevant Iraqi proposal that cuts across U.S. debates about stay or leave and beams in on Iraq's future. Moreover, it's doable. It needs U.S. support, but it won't cost Americans a cent. The Iraqi government has proposed using oil revenue to send 10,000 high school graduates a year to study abroad for the next five years. The students would go to the United States, Canada, Britain and Australia, with the bulk of them headed here. Then they would be required to return home. This plan is a winner - for both Iraqis and us. Iraq has been bleeding human capital for three decades, in the 1980s from Saddam's Iran-Iraq war, in the 1990s from sanctions, and since 2003 from postwar chaos. Without skilled manpower, Iraq cannot pull itself back together, even if the civil war ends, al-Qaeda in Iraq disappears, and U.S. troops leave. Oil money can keep the country afloat, but it won't develop into a modern nation without a solid educational base. Yet the present situation for Iraqi education is desperate. "Iraq used to be the best in the Middle East" in education, recalls Zuhair Humadi, a senior Iraqi official who is working on the education plan; he holds a doctorate from Southern Illinois University. "But in the past 30 years the whole system has been going down." Iraq once had excellent university programs in science and produced many women engineers, but its universities are now going through multiple traumas. In the last five years, university buildings and libraries have been degraded by looting, and hundreds of faculty members have been murdered. Students have been blown up by car bombs and kidnapped by militias. Under these circumstances, the Iraqi middle class has been fleeing, including academics and promising students. Humadi said some reports indicated the number of faculty with doctorates at Iraqi universities had declined to 35 percent. The Iraqi Education Initiative, announced in parliament May 11 by Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki, is a long-range program aimed at reversing the hemorrhaging. Maliki will ask the Iraqi parliament to budget $1 billion a year for the foreign scholarships along with a plan to upgrade schools and curriculum inside his country. It may be his most important proposal yet. "The idea is a simple one," Humadi said. "We need to put more emphasis on education, not only in sending students abroad but also at home. An investment in human resources is the best investment any government can make." The program would pay all expenses for the students, not just for bachelor's or doctoral degrees but also for two-year technical degrees leading to such jobs as lab assistant or administrator. For high school graduates who have fallen behind because of the violence, the program would provide extra tutoring. "Iraq definitely needs this type of education to rebuild capacity," Humadi said. Of course, the implementation of the program would be as important as the concept. In recent years, Iraqi ministries have become spoils in the battle between sectarian factions and militias. Things got so bad that 150 staff and visitors were kidnapped in 2006 from a Ministry of Higher Education building. Humadi said, however, that the scholarship program could surmount sectarian tensions. Candidates for study abroad would be picked from each province according to their grade levels, not by sect. "We can devise methods," he said, "that will not discriminate against anyone." But the program cannot succeed without critical input from the United States. "The most important thing we require from the U.S. government is to help with the visas," Humadi said. "Iraqi students are still having a very difficult time getting visas, including those with Fulbright grants." You have probably read about the U.S. visa delays that still block the entry of thousands of Iraqis under death threat for working with U.S. military and civilian officials. The same infuriating delays also block Iraqi students. According to a recent article in the Chronicle of Higher Education, of 400 Iraqi graduate students who have already been awarded scholarships to study in the United States, only 25 have received visas. To make matters worse, Iraqis cannot get their visas processed in Baghdad but have to make dangerous trips to neighboring countries such as Jordan or Syria. In a perfect Catch-22, it has become difficult or impossible for young Iraqis to enter those countries, which are overwhelmed by the influx of Iraq refugees. This is nuts. We've invested billions to "stabilize Iraq," yet we won't facilitate the training of the generation whose education will determine Iraq's future. Those students are crucial to America's future, too. Middle Eastern youths who study here provide a bridge between their countries and ours; they are more likely to understand U.S. thinking and advocate for warmer relations. President Bush's longtime adviser Karen Hughes rightly called foreign students "the single most important public diplomacy tool of the last 50 years." In the post-9/11 panic, the number of U.S. visas for foreign students was sharply reduced, especially for Arabs. That trend has reversed. Saudi Arabia sent 10,000 scholarship students to U.S.colleges and universities in 2006-07. Our embassy in Riyadh now fast-tracks their visa process. Is it possible we would do less for Iraqis? Conceivable that our Baghdad embassy won't fast-track visas so Iraq can train its coming generation? Even in these crazy times, I can't believe it. Maliki's Iraq Education Initiative must get Washington's full support. 
Education cp 1nc

And, the Iraqi Fulbright program is one of the biggest in the middle east—its key to reconstructing Iraqi infrastructure 

DOS no date given 

[U.S. Department of State, http://fulbright.state.gov/fulbright/regionscountries/whereare/middle-east-and-north-africa/iraq]
The U.S. Department of State reestablished the Fulbright Program in October 2003.  The first group of Iraqi Fulbrighters, 23 students and two scholars, arrived in the U.S. on February 1, 2004.  Now one of the largest student programs in the Middle East and North Africa geographic region, the current 35 participants are enrolled in master's degree programs in fields of study that will help rebuild Iraq and contribute to its reconstruction including public administration, law, journalism, civil engineering, public health, and communications. 
  

Education programs solve US-Iraq relations

Education program key to solve for Relations 

Rubin 09 

[Trudy Rubin, Philadelphia Inquirer Columnist, “Worldview: Maliki highlights hope for future of Iraqi education” 7/26/09, Lexis]

But the focus on whether some U.S. trainers and enablers may stay on misses a key aspect of the visit. Ask me the most important accomplishment of Maliki's trip, and I'd pick an event that passed almost unnoticed: the Iraq Education Initiative, announced by Maliki on Saturday. The program will send up to 10,000 students per year over the next five years to the United States and other English-speaking countries, on full Iraqi scholarships. What that initiative signals is that Iraqi-U.S. relationships are shifting, as they must, to another dimension. Now that Iraqi violence is way down, what matters is the kind of country that will emerge out of decades of pain and turmoil - and what long-term relationship develops between our two countries. These are the results that will determine whether Iraqi and American sacrifices have been worthwhile. While Americans are aware of the December accord that governs our troop exit, you may not know we signed a Strategic Framework Agreement simultaneously that was meant to deepen U.S.-Iraqi economic, political, cultural, and educational ties. The Iraq Education Initiative gives the first insight into how the U.S.-Iraqi relationship can broaden under the SFA. "A healthy relationship between Iraq and the United States should not be based on American soldiers working as policemen on Iraqi streets," said Maliki political adviser Sadiq al-Rikabi in an interview. "We're working hard to build a normal state and normalize our relationship with the United States." The SFA, he says, is essential to that goal. Yes, skepticism is justified. Iraq is still going through spasms of violence, has a dysfunctional political system, and experiences continuing sectarian tensions. However, despite efforts by radical remnants to reignite civil war, most Iraqi political groups appear committed to resolving their differences in the political arena. Attention is focused on 2010 elections. And, yes, Maliki, who is playing to nationalist sentiment at home, has often infuriated U.S. military and civilian officials. Example: when he trumpeted the June 30 withdrawal of U.S. troops from Iraqi cities as a "victory" for Iraq over American "occupiers." The U.S. envoy to Iraq, Chris Hill, told USAToday last week that Maliki's comments were sometimes "hard to take." Yet, on this visit, the prime minister struck a different tone, in remarks at the U.S. Institute for Peace, that will surely receive wide circulation in Iraq. "We want and seek a strong and solid relationship which is open with the Americans," he said, "and there are no internal politics of Iraq that prohibit us from having such a . . . relationship with a great country like the United States." Which brings me back to the education initiative. I spoke with Zuhair Humadi, the executive director of the Higher Committee for Educational Development in Iraq, which will administer the program. He explained that it will serve two purposes: "Our objective is to reform the Iraqi educational system, and sending young people abroad will enhance their capabilities within Iraq." The program will also give young Iraqis, who have long been isolated, "an opportunity to see what is going on in the world," adds Humadi, a well-known expert on international education. "It exposes them to democratic institutions and values." The initiative will begin in 2009-10 with a pilot program of 500 students chosen by scholastic achievement all over Iraq. Female students will be welcome. (Iraq has a tradition of women's education.) If, as Humadi insists, politics and sect can be kept out of the selection, that alone would represent a milestone in Iraqi progress. A new consortium of American universities will streamline admissions for qualified Iraqis; a new English Language Institute in Baghdad will bolster the language skills of successful candidates. They will be expected to return to Iraq once they finish their studies. 

AT: Links to politics 

1NC Rubin says it doesn’t require a single cent from the U.S.

And, the State Department does it, which means no political capital is used 

___

CP is popular

Washington Post 03

[“Visa Hassles” 12/17/03, lexis]

What is needed, then, is a deeper, national change in attitudes to foreign visitors: The State and Homeland Security departments, Congress and the White House need to make clear their support for the Fulbright programs, academic exchanges and business meetings that have such a huge impact on foreigners' views of America. When new Fulbright programs for Iraq and Afghanistan were announced, for example, there was enormous enthusiasm and many applicants.

****IRAN****


hardline on Iran good

If Iran establishes itself as a regional hegemon, it will push the U.S. out of Gulf state bases- hardline US action is key to stop it 
Mazel, 2010 [Zvi, former Israeli Ambassador to Egypt and Swedon, Fellow of the Jerusalem Center for Public Affairs, 3/21, Jerusalem Post As summer nears, the Gulf is heating up, lexis] 

Relations between Iran and the Gulf states are more strained than ever. Iran is issuing threats and working nonstop to undermine their stability. It repeatedly declares that these countries are part of its historic territory and it will take them over at the appropriate time.  In the meantime, Iran is exploiting their territory and services to circumvent the sanctions that were imposed on it over the last two years. Straw companies were established in Dubai, and apparently in Bahrain and Kuwait, to purchase sophisticated products on Iran's behalf that were needed to advance its nuclear program. The banks in these countries also provide a smoke screen for illicit transactions and money laundering by Revolutionary Guard leaders.  The Gulf states are aware of what is going on, but they are conducting an appeasement policy toward Teheran - even if they themselves have no confidence in it. All this is occurring while with increasing dread they helplessly follow the nuclear crisis, epitomized by Iranian determination and aggression in the face of American weakness.  The tension level in the region has increased in recent days as once again a measure of Iranian subversion in the Gulf states came to light. In Kuwait a spy network acting on behalf of the Iranian Revolutionary Guard was uncovered; it intended to establish the infrastructure in anticipation of a takeover of the country: to incite the Shi'ites against the regime, establish sleeper cells to act when the time came and provide support for illicit economic activity.  This time parliament members insisted that Kuwait not back down from confronting Iran, and the attorney-general has already submitted an indictment to the courts. Kuwait is considered a stable and moderate country, with close ties to the US. It provides strategic depth and a lifeline for the American army in Iraq. American soldiers on their way to and from Iraq pass through Kuwait, and the US Army's weapons and munitions are funneled via Kuwait.  The confrontation between Iran and the United Arab Emirates escalated as UAE Foreign Minister Sheikh Abdullah bin Zayed al-Nahyan compared the continuous occupation by Iran of three islands belonging to his country to "the Israeli occupation of the Palestinian lands." Iran conquered these islands (Abu Musa and Greater and Lesser Tunb) in 1971, the year that the Emirates gained independence from British rule. In recent years Iran has settled the islands and established military camps there. The rulers of the Emirates, on the other hand, continue to reiterate their demand that Iran restore the islands or agree to international arbitration. Iran refuses. The issue is also on the Arab League agenda, and at every senior- level conclave the demand to restore the islands to their legal owners is emphasized.  THE IRANIAN response to Kuwait and the UAE was as brutal as ever. Iran totally denied that spies acting on its behalf were operating in Kuwait and warned the regional media "not to take lightly their responsibility to publish credible information and particularly [avoid] baseless information." This affair recalls the exposure of a Hizbullah cell in Egypt whose members were placed on trial and sentenced to long prison terms. In this case, Hizbullah conceded its guilt, but explained that the intention was to assist Hamas in Gaza against Israel. Nevertheless, everyone knows that Hizbullah was operating in the service of Iran to strike at Egyptian stability.  In a response to the declaration by the UAE foreign minister, the charge d'affaires of its embassy in Iran was summoned to the Foreign Ministry where he was read a protest, whose main points were that "the Iranian people considered itself aggrieved by the foreign minister's declaration and that the response to these declarations would be severe." An Iranian spokesman even said that the Emirates states belonged to Iran and when the time came, they would come under Iran's control.  With these incidents in the background, the official Iranian news agency published a notice warning the Gulf states against pursuing confrontation in the following picturesque language: 'There is no lion in the region save for the one that crouches on the shore opposite the Emirate states. He guards his den which is the Persian Gulf. Those who believe that another lion exists in the vicinity (meaning the US) - well, his claws and fangs have already been broken in Iraq, Afghanistan, Lebanon and Palestine. No good can be expected of him or his hunting sorties. Today he is counting the days until he finds a way out that will allow him to escape by the skin of his teeth. Iran, the Emirates, and the other countries in the region will remain, by dint of geography, neighbors forever.'  This is an interesting and realistic expression of the condition in the region as long as the West does not alter its weak policy.  Iranian confrontation with Bahrain made recent headlines when the director of the Bahraini anti-drug trafficking apparatus, Mubarak bin Abdallah al-Marri, said at a regional conclave in Riyadh that Iran operated directly to smuggle drugs into Bahrain and Saudi Arabia and that both countries had thwarted many smuggling attempts by sea in Iranian vessels coming from Iranian territory.  A year ago, one of Ayatollah Ali Khamenei's advisers announced that Bahrain was the 14th district of Iran, an announcement that triggered severe responses in the Arab world. Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak immediately flew to Bahrain to express his support. Intermittent reports are published about Iranian subversion in Bahrain with the assistance of Shi'ite citizens who constitute about 60 percent of the population.  It is to be recalled that the Bahraini authorities produced intelligence for the Clinton administration in the mid-1990s that Iran was behind a subversion campaign to overthrow the Bahraini government. In 1995, Teheran acquired a new incentive: The US upgraded its naval presence in Bahrain to become the headquarters of the newly-created US Fifth Fleet. Successful Iranian subversion in Bahrain would also have a major strategic consequence by forcing the withdrawal of the US Navy from its main base in the Persian Gulf, just as Iran seeks to establish itself as the hegemonial power of the entire region.  It is 

Continues…


Hardline on Iran good

Continued…

precisely Qatar, which hosts large American military bases, that maintains the most cordial relations with Iran. This policy apparently derives from the desire of Qatar's ruler, Sheikh Hamad bin Khalifa, who is engaged in a protracted dispute with Saudi Arabia, to flaunt his independence as compared with the other Gulf states which efface themselves before Saudi Arabia. Qatar is also influenced by the Muslim Brotherhood, which maintains a large and influential presence there. Despite the fact that the Brotherhood members are Sunni, they have elected at this juncture to support Iran in its conflict with the US.  Two years ago, the Qatari ruler invited Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad to a summit meeting of the Gulf Cooperation Council without informing his colleagues, who expressed their displeasure. He also sent his chief of staff to Teheran to examine options for military cooperation. During Israel's Gaza operation, he even convened an Arab summit, together with Syria, that called for severing relations with Israel, thus arousing Mubarak's ire.  The Qatari shift occurred right after the Bush administration released its 2007 National Intelligence Estimate on Iran that suggested the Iranians had suspended key aspects of their nuclear weapons program in 2003. From the perspective of the Persian Gulf states, this was the first indication that they might not be able to rely on US determination to block Iran's quest for regional hegemony, and the Qataris sought a rapprochement with Iran instead.  Oman, situated astride the exit from the Persian Gulf, attempts to maintain balanced relations with both Saudi Arabia and Iran, and recently refused to join a convention for a monetary union of Gulf states.  Saudi Arabia, the largest Sunni state and the caretaker of Islam's holy places, is worried. Despite the fact that it has expended prodigious sums on the purchase of American weapons and equipment, its small army is incapable of deterring or even contending with Iran. It is doing its utmost to assist Sunni forces struggling against the spread of the Shi'ite wave under the baton of Iran, as we have witnessed in Iraq, Lebanon and most recently in Yemen with the Houthi revolt that is supported by Iran. Eastern Saudi Arabia, where the country's largest oil reserves are located, contains a sizable Shi'ite minority. Incitement by Iran could trigger a civil war and inflict mortal damage on Saudi oil resources and exports, the cornerstone of the Saudi economy and the royal family's power.  At this stage, although Saudi Arabia is in the same camp with Egypt versus Iran, Riyadh prefers to maintain relative calm in its communications, to avoid provocation and aggravated tension, in the belief that its friend the US will protect it. Yet Saudi-owned media outlets openly admit the magnitude of the Iranian threat. For example, Abd al-Rahman al-Rashed, director-general of the Al-Arabiya network, wrote in the Saudi London daily Asharq al-Awsat that nuclear weapons in Iran's hands would help it dominate the Middle East through subversion: "We fear the logic of the current regime in Teheran, which spent the country's funds on Hizbullah, Hamas, the extremist movements in Bahrain, Iraq and Yemen, and the Muslim Brotherhood, and supported every extremist in the region. The Ahmadinejad regime aspires to expansion, hegemony and a clear takeover on the ground, and to do this he needs a nuclear umbrella."  Given the failed attempts by the West to impose sanctions on Iran, and the voices emerging from Washington that diplomacy is the way to solve the crisis and that the military option is off the table, Ahmadinejad has nothing to fear, at least at the current stage. He feels he can advance his subversive plan and strike at the countries of the region. The provocative naval maneuvers that Iran continues to conduct are intended to deter the US and Israel, but they also convey a clear message to Saudi Arabia and the Gulf states: "We are here alongside you and we have massive power. Do not dare 

to provoke us."  Meanwhile, the US offers no response.


YES iran strikes

US strike on Iran coming

Kotzev, 7/3 [Victor, political analyst with expertise in the Middle East, 2010, Asia Times Weather clears for a US strike on Iran, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/LG03Ak01.html]

War drums are beating in the Middle East. In a short time, the United States has increased the number of its carrier strike groups opposite Iran to three, and reports are raining down of a tightening ring of American and Israeli concentrations all around the Islamic Republic. On the diplomatic front, the Israelis are unusually concerned about their international image (for example, making concessions in Gaza) while their top officials - including Defense Minister Ehud Barak and Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu himself - are shuttling between Jerusalem and Washington.  Everybody in the region is restless. Turkey is making spectacular diplomatic pirouettes. Egypt is quietly seething, and Saudi Arabia less quietly so. Jordan's king had ruefully predicted war if no peace was achieved by the summer [1], and summer has now come. Syria and Lebanon are positioning themselves to weather the coming storm [2]. Yemen is in disarray. Russia, China, India, and a host of other powers are vying to make the best of the fracas. The Iranian regime itself appears to be digging in for a fight.  By most accounts, a cataclysm is approaching. The situation, according to analyst Tony Badran, is "arguably similar to the one immediately preceding the 1967 Arab-Israeli war". Some very detailed analyses of the technical details of an Israeli strike on Iran are also available, such as David Moon's Asia Times Online story "The anatomy of an attack on Iran" [3]. An Israeli expedition into Iran may well take this course; however, at this point it seems very likely that if a strike occurs, it will involve Israel and the US acting in tandem.  The US appears to have stepped up covert operations and preparations for action against Iran. Persistent reports reveal that American forces have been concentrating around the Persian Gulf and the Caucasus, most remarkably in Yemen and Azerbaijan, and that US and Israeli air forces have recently been practicing joint bombing drills. It may be, therefore, that the US is simply on a geostrategic collision course with Iran, and doesn't feel confident enough that Israel will be able to do the job.  According to a Stratfor monograph from February 27 titled "The Geopolitics of Iran", for example, the Islamic Republic cannot put up with a US presence on its borders, and has consequently tried hard to "manipulate ethnic and religious tensions in Iraq and Afghanistan to undermine the American positions there and divert American attention to defensive rather than offensive goals". Writes Stratfor:      The greatest threat to Iran in recent centuries has been a foreign power dominating Iraq - Ottoman or British - and extending its power eastward not through main force but through subversion and political manipulation. The view of the contemporary Iranian government toward the United States is that, during the 1950s, it assumed Britain's role of using its position in Iraq to manipulate Iranian politics and elevate the shah to power.  This in itself - not to mention the interests of other vital American allies such as Saudi Arabia and Egypt - might be reason enough for an American military intervention.

AT: Iran strikes bad

Iran strikes won’t escalate – they will lead to peaceful revolution and stability in the region including Arab-Israeli peace negotiations

Kotzev, 7/3 [Victor, political analyst with expertise in the Middle East, 2010, Asia Times Weather clears for a US strike on Iran, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/LG03Ak01.html]

However, all this is only a part of the picture. An attack on Iran will likely spark a conflict that is brutal and intense, but relatively short-lived and militarily inconclusive. The US interest is to end up with as little spilt blood as possible. As a rule, no Middle East war in the last 60 years has lasted for much longer than a month (the shortest and most spectacular one ended in just six days), and this is no coincidence. Nobody in the region, Iran and Israel included, can sustain an all-out campaign for very long, and in fact, nobody is likely to even attempt an all-out campaign. Such an option would be too devastating given the destructiveness of modern military technology and carry too great a risk of outside intervention. Russia has also repeatedly warned that it would not tolerate a major war close to its borders.  Stratfor's broader geostrategic prognosis also points to a deadlock of sorts:      As always, the Persians face a major power prowling at the edges of their mountains. The mountains will protect them from main force but not from the threat of destabilization. Therefore, the Persians bind their nation together through a combination of political accommodation and repression. The major power will eventually leave. Persia will remain so long as its mountains stand.  The main impact of a military campaign, therefore, would not be military. The true battle will be one of persuasion, and the target will be the Iranian people as well as the Muslim and broader international community. Luckily for the US, Israel, and their Middle Eastern allies, it appears that there is a growing international consensus against Iran, and that at the very least most states would once again refrain from too much criticism of the dominant superpower. If that happens, the Iranian regime could be quickly humiliated and weakened, its nuclear program set back by many years, and its international isolation deepened. In this case, seething internal tensions would eventually lead to regime change in the Islamic Republic.  Moreover, such a development would shake up the status quo in the Middle East, giving US President Barack Obama much needed leverage to push through an Arab-Israeli peace agreement. Having fulfilled his most important pre-election promise, in turn, would make Netanyahu more prone to compromise. Hamas would be left adrift, more or less, and initiatives like Palestinian Authority President Mahmoud Abbas' recent peace public relations campaign might be able to take hold and to galvanize some support in otherwise disillusioned Israeli and Palestinian publics. [4]
War won’t spread- Syria knows it getting involved would take it out 

Kotzev, 7/3 [Victor, political analyst with expertise in the Middle East, 2010, Asia Times Weather clears for a US strike on Iran, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/LG03Ak01.html]

Pessimistic scenarios also exist, but apocalyptic predictions of a major war involving Syria and Lebanon are unlikely to materialize. In that respect, right-wing Israeli blog Samson Blinded makes a couple of unusually sharp observations: "[Syrian President Bashar al-]Assad remembers that the ayatollahs did not help him when the IAF [Israeli Air Force] flattened his nuclear reactor, and wouldn't be eager to help them. He understands that launching Scuds at Israel would cost him Damascus, and perhaps something more important - his throne. As the Arab saying goes, 'Syria is ready to fight Israel to the last Egyptian soldier'."


****SOFT POWER****


US soft power high – asia 

The U.S. is making diplomatic overtures to Asia to improve relations
Kurlantzick, 7/12 [Joshua, fellow for southeast Asia at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2010, Newsweek How Obama Lost His Asian Friends, lexis]

While European leaders squabbled over the right kind of deficit reduction and whose country boasts the finest football side, Barack Obama used the recent G20 summit of leading economic powers in Toronto to make a different case: that the United States is dedicated to building a closer relationship with Asia. Though the Gulf of Mexico oil spill and the firing of Gen. Stanley McChrystal had distracted him before the summit, the president spent much of his time at the meeting with Asian leaders, including private sit-downs with the leaders of Japan, Indonesia, China, India, and South Korea. During the summit Obama also invited Chinese President Hu Jintao to Washington for a state visit, the kind of formal occasion Chinese leaders crave. "You'll note that five out of the six bilaterals mentioned are with Asia-Pacific countries," one senior administration official told reporters in a briefing about the G20 meeting. "That is, I think, an eloquent demonstration of the importance that the president attaches to Asia, the importance of Asia to our political security and economic interests."

Soft power with Asia is high-multiple wins 
Kurlantzick, 7/12 [Joshua, fellow for southeast Asia at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2010, Newsweek How Obama Lost His Asian Friends, lexis]

Of course, the White House has invested time and blood in Pakistan and Afghanistan, and notched a few other recent triumphs in Asia, such as rebuilding a rocky relationship with Malaysia. Obama has appointed a highly skilled team of Asia advisers, and one of them, Assistant Secretary of State Kurt Campbell, has nimbly negotiated the political chaos in Thailand, maintaining close ties with the government of Abhisit Vejjajiva while not alienating the leaders of the red-shirt protests in Bangkok. This policy makes sense, since the red shirts' preferred political party might eventually be running the Thai government.


US soft power solves China rise 

Failure to shore up soft power with Asia drives countries towards China and increases its soft power
Kurlantzick, 7/12 [Joshua, fellow for southeast Asia at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2010, Newsweek How Obama Lost His Asian Friends, lexis]

But there is still much room for growth in America's relationship with Asia. As the global economic crisis has strengthened China's hand, Beijing has begun to challenge America's military projection, claim larger swaths of ocean, and increase its soft power through growing disbursements of aid money. By alienating potential friends--the resentment felt in the DPJ, for example, may well endure--Washington only nudges these countries closer to Beijing. As DPJ lawmaker Kuniko Tanoika said during a visit to Washington in May, "the very stubborn attitude of no compromise of the U.S. government ... is clearly pushing Japan away, toward China." What's more, while America stands aloof, Asia is building its own networks and institutions, which one day might exclude the United States. Besides the intra-Asian trade deals, Asian states are creating new security institutions with ASEAN as the core. In a new book titled Asia Alone, Singaporean analyst Simon Tay argues that ASEAN is increasingly becoming a regional power in its own right, forcing larger players like the U.S. and China to act more multilaterally.
Chinese Soft Power fuels environmental collapse by placing a focus on development before the environment. This environmental harm spreads to Africa and other countries China gives aid to.

Joshua Kurlantzick, 2007. [Joshua, visiting scholar in the Carnegie Endowment’s China Program. Also a special correspondent for The New Republic and a senior correspondent for The American Prospect.Charm Offensive: How China's Soft Power Is Transforming the World Pg 163-165]

China’s growing soft power also could lead it to export its environmental problems. Within China, environmental protection is almost nonexistent, and despite a government campaign for more sustainable development, most officials, focused on keeping up growth rates, care little about the ecological consequences of construction and industrialization. As the China environmental export Elizabeth Economy has revealed, Beijing has demonstrated little commitment to river and watershed preservation within China, destroying the Yangtze River and other major waterways. Two-third of Chinese cities fail World Health Organization standards for air quality, by far the worst rate of any large country. Several cities rank among the highest rates of airborne carbon monoxide in the world.  This environmental recklessness spreads across borders as China’s global influence grows. Ten years ago, China’s environmental mismanagement was a problem for a citizen of polluted Lanzhou city or someone living along the Yangtze; today it is a threat to citizens in Burma or someone living along the Amazon. Besides the logging of its neighbors, China may fund a massive Burmese dam that could proceed without adequate environmental studies, and China’s Export-Import Bank reportedly declines to sign environmental guidelines commonly adopted by credit providers from Western countries. In northern Laos, according to a consultant with the Asian Development Bank, a major aid donor, Chinese firms tasked to build part of the country’s newest highway simply refused to produce an environmental impact assessment. “The Chinese just went ahead and did their part of the road, without an assessment,” said the consultant who worked on the highway, “The would just never talk to me” 

Environmental destruction leads to a global rash of interstate and civil wars

Thomas Homer-Dixon, assistant professor of political science and director of the Peace and Conflict Studies Programme at the University of Toronto, associate fellow of the Canadian Institute for Advanced Research, 1998, World Security: Challenges for a New Century, Third Edition, edited by Michael Klare and Yogesh Chandrani, p. 342-3

Experts have proposed numerous possible links between environmental change and conflict. Some have suggested that environmental change may shift the balance of power between states either regionally or globally, causing instabilities that could lead to war.4 Another possibility is that global environmental damage might increase the gap between rich and poor societies, with the poor then violently confronting the rich for a fairer share of the world’s wealth.5 Severe conflict may also arise from frustration with countries that do not go along with agreements to protect the global environment, or that “free-ride” by letting other countries absorb the costs of environmental protection. Warmer temperatures could lead to contention over more easily harvested resources in the Antarctic. Bulging populations and land stress may produce waves of environmental refugees, spilling across borders and disrupting relations among ethnic groups. Countries might fight among themselves because of dwindling supplies of water and the effects of upstream pollution.6 A sharp decline in food crop production and grazing land could lead to conflict between nomadic tribes and sedentary farmers. Environmental change could in time cause a slow deepening of poverty in poor countries, which might open bitter divisions between classes and ethnic groups, corrode democratic institutions, and spawn revolutions and insurgencies.7 In general, many experts have the sense that environmental problems will “ratchet up” the level of stress within states and the international community, increasing the likelihood of many different kinds of conflict—from war and rebellion to trade disputes—and undermining possibilities for cooperation.



US soft power fails - Asia 

Obama’s attempts to improve relations with Asian countries empirically fail 
Kurlantzick, 7/12 [Joshua, fellow for southeast Asia at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2010, Newsweek How Obama Lost His Asian Friends, lexis]

But he has made similar moves before, only to abandon them. In the early days of his administration, he declared himself the first "Pacific president" and said he wanted to distinguish himself from George W. Bush by sending the message to the world's fastest-growing and most populous region that America is once again engaged in Asia. At a regional Asian gathering in July 2009, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said the "United States is back" in Asia. The White House built on that promise by quickly notching a series of Asian triumphs. It acceded to the Treaty of Amity and Cooperation, a cornerstone of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations and a document the Bush administration had refused to sign. Last November, Obama sat down with all 10 ASEAN leaders, the first time an American president had taken that step. The White House launched plans for a "comprehensive partnership" with Indonesia, a country where Obama, unlike Bush, enjoyed enormous popularity, in part because he spent four years of his childhood in Jakarta. Result: early in his term he boasted high approval ratings nearly everywhere in Asia, from Indonesia to India and even China, where two thirds of respondents in one BBC poll believed America's relations with the world would improve under Obama.  But then these efforts began to go downhill. Distracted by the Middle East, the war in Afghanistan, and an increasingly toxic political environment at home, Obama made little progress with Asia. He appeared distrustful of the new Japanese government and unsure of how to build on the relationship with India. In early June he canceled a planned trip to Indonesia--for the third time--angering many of his Indonesian supporters and reminding Asians of the Bush administration, which also did not seem to understand the value of putting in face time to improve diplomacy in the region. The Obama White House also invested precious little capital pushing trade initiatives in Asia. And even with the region's giants--India, Japan, and China--the administration often appears to be ignoring their central concerns or simply alienating their leaders.

Soft power low – china

US is losing soft power over its China policy

Kurlantzick, 7/12 [Joshua, fellow for southeast Asia at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2010, Newsweek How Obama Lost His Asian Friends, lexis]

Although the White House has hardly ignored China, and Obama has sought out Hu for lengthy private conversations, the White House's conciliatory policy toward Beijing has alienated America's Asian friends, like India and Singapore. The Obama administration at first refused to meet the Dalai Lama when he visited Washington; during a visit to China last year Obama pointedly avoided mentioning thorny human-rights issues, and he has subsequently declined to take a publicly aggressive stance on China's alleged currency manipulation. His reluctance to play tough with China prompted Asian elder statesman Lee Kuan Yew, during a visit to Washington last autumn, to urge the president on, saying, "If you [the U.S.] do not hold your ground in the Pacific, you cannot be a world leader."


soft power low - indonesia

US soft power low –Obama chooses domestic issues to trump relations with Indonesia 
Kurlantzick, 7/12 [Joshua, fellow for southeast Asia at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2010, Newsweek How Obama Lost His Asian Friends, lexis]

The Obama administration had hoped to make its greatest inroads in Asia with Indonesia, raising the bilateral relationship to the level of ties with India or Singapore, close economic and security partners of America. The proposed comprehensive partnership includes cooperation on everything from climate change to trade. Even the Pentagon, which cut ties to the Indonesian military after massacres in East Timor two decades ago, was pushing for renewed links including increased U.S. assistance for Kopassus, the Indonesian special forces. But then, citing pressing business at home--first the health-care-reform bill, then the Gulf of Mexico oil spill—Obama started canceling his visits. In doing so, notes Walter Lohman of the Heritage Foundation think-tank, he revealed that he had not planned well for the possibility that domestic challenges like health-care reform might overlap with his foreign trips. Now Obama can no longer count on good will in Jakarta, where many leaders were reportedly furious. Already, Indonesians had removed a statue of him that had been built in a public park in Jakarta. Since the president was supposed to travel to Australia as well on these jettisoned visits, he also wound up snubbing one of America's oldest allies in the Pacific.


soft power low – india 

Soft power low with India

Kurlantzick, 7/12 [Joshua, fellow for southeast Asia at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2010, Newsweek How Obama Lost His Asian Friends, lexis]

India, which during the Bush administration overcame decades of anti-Americanism to build a close friendship with Washington, has also fared poorly with Obama. Although Obama hosted Prime Minister Manmohan Singh for a state dinner, the president infuriated New Delhi by issuing a statement last November calling on China and the U.S. to work together to promote peace in South Asia, signaling to India that Washington was inviting China to meddle in India-Pakistan affairs. Evan Feigenbaum of the Council on Foreign Relations argues that New Delhi and Washington have also developed sharp disagreements over America's Pakistan and Afghanistan policy, which has only further alienated New Delhi. And the new U.S.-India strategic dialogue, launched in June, appears to be little more than a talk shop, even though New Delhi wanted the White House to use this forum to publicly back India's bid for a permanent seat on the U.N. Security Council. At the time of the dialogue, the American assistant secretary of state for South and Central Asian affairs, Robert Blake, even admitted to reporters, "We're really not focused that much on deliverables" at the dialogue.


****US-CHINA RELATIONS****

US-China relations low – Military exercises

US military exercises in the Yellow Sea will tank relations
South China Morning Post 6/29 [2010,  Beijing's subtle message to US over Korea drill, lexis] 
Beijing yesterday sent a subtle but carefully constructed message to Washington, which is soon to engage in a joint military exercise with South Korea in sensitive waters off the Korean Peninsula, by making public a naval drill planned in the nearby East China Sea.  The low-key announcement, made yesterday in a local newspaper, would nonetheless further dent the battered military ties between the two superpowers, analysts said.  Beijing meant to underscore its resentment over the likely presence of a US aircraft carrier in the Yellow Sea next month, but not doing so through the highest-level government mouthpieces such as Xinhua suggested efforts to avoid making the issue an even bigger controversy.  Even so, the already-strained military relations between the two countries are expected to take another plunge given media reports that Washington is considering sending an aircraft carrier to the joint military drill with Seoul in the Yellow Sea off the South Korean coast, according to military analysts. 


US-China relations – link NU – US-SK military drills

US-South Korea military drills are pissing off China 

South China Morning Post 7/4 [2010, China 'very opposed to' US-Korea Yellow Sea drill, lexis] 

Beijing strongly opposes a joint military drill between the US and South Korea in the Yellow Sea later this month, a senior PLA official says.  General Ma Xiaotian, deputy chief of general staff in the People's Liberation Army, said: "Since it is in the Yellow Sea, it is very close to China's waters. We are very opposed to such a drill."  Ma made the remark during an interview with Phoenix Television on July 1. Official news portals, including that of the Communist Party's mouthpiece People's Daily, gave prominent coverage to it yesterday.  His comment represents the strongest opposition voiced by Beijing so far. Previously, Beijing had said it is "extremely concerned" about the drill.  The PLA is staging live-fire naval exercises in the East China Sea, close to the Yellow Sea, in an apparent protest against the possible presence of a US aircraft carrier on its doorstep. The PLA drill will end tomorrow.

US-China relations low – North Korea 

US and China are clashing over China’s refusal to pressure North Korea 

New York Times 6/30 [2010, China Returns U.S. Criticism Over Sinking of Korean Ship, lexis] 

BEIJING -- Three days after President Obama emerged from a tense meeting with President Hu Jintao of China, and accused Beijing of ''willful blindness'' toward North Korea's military provocations, the Chinese government on Tuesday continued the argument about how to handle its testy neighbor.  In a regularly scheduled news conference, a spokesman for the Chinese Foreign Ministry dismissed American calls for a tough line against North Korea, most recently for the sinking of a South Korean naval ship.  The spokesman, Qin Gang, suggested that Mr. Obama had overreached when he accused Beijing of ''turning a blind eye'' to what an international investigation concluded was a North Korean torpedo attack in March on the ship.  The sinking of the Cheonan, which killed 46 South Korean sailors, has intensified already strained relations between the North and the South and thrown into stark relief China's long-standing role as a patron of Kim Jong-il, the North Korean leader.  Mr. Qin contended that China had even more reason than the United States to view the sinking with gravity. ''China is a neighbor of the Korean Peninsula, and on this issue our feelings differ from a country that lies 8,000 kilometers distant,'' he said. ''We feel even more direct and serious concerns.''  United States officials indicated that Mr. Obama was likely to continue trying to step up pressure on China and North Korea, including authorizing new military exercises with South Korea that would take place not far from Chinese waters.  Mr. Obama's strategy appears intended to demonstrate to China that it would pay a price for failing to rein in the North Koreans, who depend on China for food and fuel. On Saturday, Mr. Obama announced that the United States would extend by three years, until 2015, an agreement under which American commanders would take control of South Korean forces in the event of a military clash with the North.  When United States officials first briefed reporters on the meeting between Mr. Obama and Mr. Hu on Saturday during the Group of 20 summit meeting in Toronto, they described a largely friendly session that covered economic and security issues. But in recent days, American officials have acknowledged that the conversation took a decidedly tougher turn when it came to North Korea, and that Mr. Obama emerged from the meeting frustrated at Mr. Hu's unwillingness to acknowledge the North's actions, much less put additional pressure on the country.

China and the US are at odds over North Korea in a UN investigation 

New York Times 6/30 [2010, China Returns U.S. Criticism Over Sinking of Korean Ship, lexis] 

The dispute is playing out now in the United Nations. A watered-down ''president's statement'' is under debate in the Security Council that would acknowledge the findings of a South Korean-led investigation, which included experts from four other countries, that concluded that a North Korean submarine sank the ship.  China has led the opposition to the statement and to the idea that the North would have to pay any price for the act of aggression, which some American officials say was essentially an act of war.  An American official familiar with the conversation between Mr. Obama and Mr. Hu said that the discussion of the sinking was ''the toughest part of a generally positive'' talk.  Mr. Hu spoke only in generalities to Mr. Obama about the need for ''peace and stability'' on the Korean Peninsula, the official said. Those are traditional code words for doing nothing that could result in the collapse of the North Korean government, which could result in a flood of refugees into China and might eliminate China's buffer with American forces in the South.  Mr. Obama responded that the North Koreans should not be ''indulged'' for acts of aggression, the official said, and he said that if China were truly interested in preventing the outbreak of hostilities in its region, it would take a much tougher line. It was at a news conference a short time later that Mr. Obama said ''willful blindness'' would not solve the problem.


 AT: China dialogue solves rels now

U.S. actions  not talk are the key internal link to relations –upcoming military exercises prove

South China Morning Post 7/2 [2010, PLA opens door for visit by US defence chief; 
Robert Gates can come to Beijing at appropriate time, general says, lexis]
Professor Gao Haikuan, a security specialist with the mainland-based Chinese Association for International Friendly Contacts, said Ma was sending out a positive signal without giving a definite answer.  "His remarks make things look flexible now," Gao said. " ... But it all depends on how the Pentagon handles bilateral relations from now on. If they do something to make China unhappy, China may change its mind again."  A case in point is a joint military drill between the US and South Korea later this month, which could further complicate bilateral military ties as the Pentagon is considering sending an aircraft carrier to participate in an exercise in the Yellow Sea.  The drill is intended as a warning to Pyongyang, which Seoul has accused of sinking its corvette, the Cheonan, in March, killing 46 sailors. The hermit state denies it torpedoed the vessel.  Beijing has warned that it is "extremely concerned" about the war games. In an apparent move to protest against the possible presence of a US aircraft carrier on its doorstep, the PLA is staging live-fire naval exercises in the East China Sea, close to the Yellow Sea. They began on Wednesday and will end on Monday. 

AT: Military – non-military spillover

Military and non-military ties don’t spill over 

South China Morning Post 7/2 [2010, PLA opens door for visit by US defence chief; 
Robert Gates can come to Beijing at appropriate time, general says, lexis]
Military ties between the two powers have not developed as well as relationships in other areas. At the G20 summit in Canada last week, President Hu Jintao accepted US President Barack Obama's invitation of a state visit.  In a bilateral meeting on the sidelines of the summit, Obama told Hu that Washington was looking forward to an invitation for a visit to Beijing by Gates in the coming months.  Hu's acceptance of the state visit invitation came just a week after Beijing's decision to allow the yuan to float freely against the dollar. Obama sidestepped the currency issue during his meeting with Hu.

AT: China rejected Gates visit

China will allow Gates visit signaling upturn in relations

South China Morning Post 7/2 [2010, PLA opens door for visit by US defence chief; 
Robert Gates can come to Beijing at appropriate time, general says, lexis]

A senior military official said yesterday that China would welcome a visit from US Defence Secretary Robert Gates  at an "appropriate" time, which may be an indication that Beijing is ready to resume bilateral military exchanges.  "Our stance remains that when both sides consider it's appropriate, [China welcomes] his visit," said General Ma Xiaotian, deputy chief of the People's Liberation Army general staff, in Beijing.  Ma's remarks came one month after Beijing turned down a US proposal that Gates visit China, a move that Washington considered a snub to its fence-mending efforts.  The PLA at that time reportedly told the Pentagon that it was not a convenient time for Gates to visit, without elaborating. 


AT: China key to pressure North korea 

US arms sales to Taiwan prevent China from pressuring North Korea

South China Morning Post 7/2 [2010, PLA opens door for visit by US defence chief; 
Robert Gates can come to Beijing at appropriate time, general says, lexis]
Beijing has halted high-level military exchanges since January to protest against Washington's decision to proceed with US$6.4 billion worth of arms sales to Taiwan, which China considers a renegade province. The 1979 Taiwan Relations Act commits the US to the defence of Taiwan and authorises arms sales to aid its defence. After his visit request was turned down, Gates warned at a security conference in Singapore that the lack of contact between China and the US would damage security in Asia.  With nuclear-related problems in North Korea and Iran showing signs of escalation, Washington has been pressing Beijing for its assistance to resolve the issues.  Beijing voted for a watered-down version of a United Nations Security Council resolution against Tehran but has remained committed to its North Korean ally.  Ma has said that arms sales to Taiwan are one of the three major obstacles in bilateral military ties. 


AT: China-Taiwan FTA solves stability

China-Taiwan FTA won’t create stability- alienates Taiwanese opposition and South Korea

Straits Times 7/1 [2010, Not all cheers within Taiwan for trade pact, lexis]

THE landmark trade pact between China and Taiwan signed two days ago has been hailed as one that will usher in a new era of cross-strait ties. It grabbed headlines worldwide, reflecting the significance of the deal. The agreement will certainly give a fillip to the Taiwan economy. But not all in Taiwan are enamoured of the deal. On Tuesday, envoys from both sides signed the Economic Cooperation Framework Agreement (Ecfa), a broad agreement to liberalise trade and investments between the two. As the Chairman of the Taiwan-based Straits Exchange Foundation Chiang Pin-kung said yesterday: the two sides had completed 'the most important ever project in cross-strait economic and trade exchanges'. Tariffs will be removed on 539 Taiwanese commodity items, and barriers will be removed on Taiwanese investment in 11 sectors in China, including banking, accounting and hospitals. The pact will also see tariffs being slashed on 267 Chinese commodity items and will allow Chinese investments in nine service sectors in Taiwan. While both sides will benefit, many analysts saw the deal as one that mattered more to Taiwan. DBS Group Research economist Ma Tieying, for instance, noted that Taiwanese manufacturers will be in a better position to compete in the Chinese market, with the island's services sectors also given a chance to develop in China. This should help Taiwan move further up the value chain. Chinese consumers will also benefit, not least from cheaper fruit, vegetables and fish from Taiwan. As South Korea's Chosun Ilbo newspaper noted, the pact is expected to create a greater China market, covering mainland China, Taiwan, Hong Kong and Macau, with 1.36 billion consumers and a combined gross domestic product of US $5.39 trillion (S $7.5 trillion). In strengthening cross-strait relations and putting ties on the path towards normalisation, the pact also contributes to peace and stability in the region. But despite the positive atmospherics at the signing ceremony in Chongqing, the pact is not welcome news for everyone, not least Asian competitors like South Korea which fear the threat to their own exports from enhanced Taiwanese exports to China. Within Taiwan itself, the deal is highly controversial, sparking demonstrations involving tens of thousands over the weekend. The run-up to the negotiation sparked debate even more intense than is normal in politically polarised Taiwan. Taiwan's pro-independence opposition questioned a trade deal that would tie Taiwan even closer to China. Their fear is that Taiwan may be tying itself too tightly to a possessive partner who may not let it woo others via trade pacts. Despite the promise of warming ties, sceptics remind Taiwanese that China still sees Taiwan as a renegade province that may be reclaimed by force if necessary. After all, China has stuck to its guns about not removing the more than 1,300 missiles aimed at Taiwan.


***ALLIED PROLIF***




Allied prolif/ Heg u: US resolve/ cred high 

Obama’s resolve on multiple foreign policy issues is strengthening US credibility and building alliances- those who stand in our way are only making themselves look like jimmies 

Kagan 6/29 [Robert, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2010, Washington Post, For Obama, 5 victories in foreign policy, lexis] 

All administrations have ups and downs in foreign policy. It's like hitting a baseball: When you fail 70 percent of the time, you make the all-star team. So when the Obama administration has a month like this past one, it deserves recognition.  President Obama's biggest move, of course, was naming Gen. David Petraeus commander in Afghanistan. The decision signaled Obama's determination to succeed in Afghanistan, despite the growing chorus of wise men counseling, as our wise men always seem to do, a rapid retreat. Those in the region who have been calculating on an American departure in July 2011, regardless of conditions on the ground, should think again. That date was never realistic, and the odds that Petraeus will counsel a premature withdrawal -- or be ordered to withdraw regardless of his assessment of the situation -- is infinitesimal.  The second success was the U.N. Security Council resolution on Iran. Yes, it was too mild, badly watered down by China and Russia. Yes, the administration oversold how much Russia acceded to American desires. But the administration did get a resolution, only a little later than planned, and passage kicked off additional sanctions by Europeans and others. Will this by itself stop Iran from getting a bomb? No. But it does increase the pressure on the Tehran regime, which may indirectly help those Iranians who dare to struggle for a new kind of government.  Nor did Turkey and Brazil's votes against the resolution, following their pro-Iranian diplomacy, do more than discredit their leaders in decent world opinion -- imagine voting no even as China and Russia vote yes. The idea that their actions heralded their emergence as world powers is off the mark. If anything, they diminished and slowed what had been their rise to global respectability. Brazil's Luiz InÃ¡cio Lula da Silva looked silly and out of his depth. Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan solidified Turkey's image as the lone NATO member that chooses Iran and Syria over its allies. Good work.  But the administration handled that well, too. A Jimmy Carter might have felt compelled to applaud Turkey and Brazil. An administration determined to avoid confrontation with Iran might even have swung behind their diplomatic efforts. Led by Hillary Clinton, this administration gave them the back of its hand and made clear that they were not ready to play in the big leagues. Going a step further, it has declared that Turkey's behavior is damaging its relationship with the United States and its NATO allies. Assistant Secretary of State Philip Gordon warned last week that Turkish actions have placed its "orientation" in doubt and were making it "harder for the United States to support some of the things that Turkey would like to see us support." That was exactly the right message.  The administration's policy toward Japan hasn't been pretty, but it has worked. Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's resignation this month had to do with his mishandling of the dispute over the American base in Okinawa and his broader attempt to reorient Japanese foreign policy toward a middle course between the United States and China. The Obama administration was firm but engaged, and the result has been Japanese reaffirmation of its commitment to the U.S. alliance. This has more to do with Japan's fear of China than anything else, but the administration deserves credit for helping steer it in the right direction.  Separately, President Obama signaled a new determination to achieve a free-trade agreement with South Korea. After many hollow claims by administration officials that the United States "is back" in Asia, this would be the first actual evidence. If Congress can be persuaded to pass the agreement -- and Obama's own party has been the chief obstacle -- it will help correct this administration's excessive and largely unsuccessful efforts to make China the cornerstone of U.S. policy in Asia.  Finally, on an issue where the administration has been weakest, there was a sign of a shift. Amid the happy talk and hamburgers last week, the administration made clear that there is one area of continuing disagreement between the United States and Russia: Georgia. In its public "Reset Fact Sheet," the White House declared that the "Obama Administration continues to have serious disagreements with the Russian government over Georgia. We continue to call for Russia to end its occupation of the Georgian territories of Abkhazia and South Ossetia." The word "occupation" is a clear sign that the administration has not swept this issue under the rug. Maybe Obama understands that the "reset" will never be a success so long as Russian troops continue to occupy their neighbors' territories.

Allied prolif – troops k opcon cred

Troops are key to OPCON credibility 

Yonhap 7/5 [2010, BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific – Political, South Korean army chief vows to boost readiness against North, lexis] 

North Korea, which denies it is responsible for the attack, has warned that any attempts to punish the nation for the attack will trigger war.  Despite the North's harsh rhetoric, the South's military officials have said there were no signs of unusual military activities by the North.  In a signal to deter North Korea from further violence, South Korea and the US agreed last month to delay Seoul's planned retaking of wartime operational control (OPCON) of its troops from Washington from 2012 to 2015.  The US, which stations some 28,500 troops here, currently assumes the OPCON of all military forces in South Korea if war were to break out on the peninsula.  Han said he would work to take back the OPCON in 2015, while closely forging military cooperation with the US  "Strong military alliance with the US is a cornerstone to keep peace on the Korean Peninsula," Han said.


AT: Allied prolif – south korea

South Korea is already preparing for confrontation with North Korea 

Yonhap 7/5 [2010, BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific – Political, South Korean army chief vows to boost readiness against North, lexis] 

SEOUL, July 5 (Yonhap) - South Korea's new military chief pledged Monday [5 July] to increase readiness to make a stern retaliation to any possible provocations by North Korea amid high tensions.  "I will make the military maintain a full-fledged defence posture to immediately repel any provocations by the enemy," Gen. Han Min-koo, the new chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, said in his inauguration ceremony.  Han cautioned of heightened tensions on the Korean Peninsula as North Korea threatens the South with military action following its deadly torpedo attack on the Ch'o'nan [Cheonan] warship in March that killed 46 sailors.  "Taking lessons from the Ch'o'nan [Cheonan] incident, our military will be reborn as a strong military to restore pride and honour," Han said.  The 57-year-old Han, formerly Army chief of staff, was named to serve in the top military post on June 14, replacing Gen. Lee Sang-eui, who retired to take responsibility for the sinking of the Ch'o'nan [Cheonan].
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