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***Iran Relations Bad DA***
1NC

US-Iran relations low – both want influence in the Middle East

Milani 10 (Mohsen, Professor of Politics and Chair of the Department of Government and International Affairs at the University of South Florida, “Tehran’s Take: Understanding Iran’s US Policy,” http://www.ihavenet.com/Tehran-Take-Understanding-Iranian-US-Policy.html)

The complicated nature of the U.S.-Iranian relationship is most evident in Afghanistan and Iraq, where the convergences and divergences of the two sides' interests are the clearest. Both Tehran and Washington want to keep Afghanistan stable, prevent the Taliban's resurgence, and defeat al Qaeda (which consider Shiism to be a heresy). Both want to control and possibly eliminate drug trafficking, the economic backbone of the region's terrorists and warlords. And both want to rebuild Afghanistan. Iran's heavy involvement in the reconstruction of Afghanistan has allowed it to create a sphere of economic influence in the region around Heart, which has helped stabilize the area by preventing al Qaeda and the Taliban from infiltrating it. /  This quest for influence in Afghanistan pits Iran against the United States. For example, Tehran opposes the establishment of permanent U.S. bases in Afghanistan, and is pressuring Kabul to distance itself from Washington to ensure that will not be able to use Afghanistan as a launching point for an attack on Iran. / In Iraq, too, the U.S. and Iran have some common goals but many more diverging ones. Iran's top strategic priority is to establish a friendly, preferably Shiite government that is sufficiently powerful to impose order but not powerful enough to pose a serious security threat to Iran, as Saddam did. Like Washington, Tehran opposes Iraq's Balkanization, partly out of fear that such fragmentation could incite secessionist movements within Iran's own ethnically rich population. And like Washington, Tehran seeks to eliminate al Qaeda in Iraq. 

Withdrawal increases relations – Ahmadinejad wants it

Al Jazeera 04/18/10 (“Iran Demands US Troop Withdrawal,” http://english.aljazeera.net/news/middleeast/2010/04/201041854124873989.html)

The Iranian president has called on the US to withdraw its troops from the Gulf region and Afghanistan. / "The region has no need for alien troops and they should return home and let the regional states take care of their own affairs," Mahmoud Ahmadinejad said in a speech marking the country's annual Army Day on Sunday. / "They must leave the region and this is not a request but an order, and the will of the regional nations," he said. / He said the deployment of US and Nato troops in Iraq and Afghanistan under the pretext of fighting terrorism had not only failed, but also increased insecurity in both countries. / Israel will 'collapse' / The president also said that Israel, the "main instigator of conflict" in the Middle East, was on its way to collapse and that regional powers wanted it uprooted. / "This is the will of the regional nations that after 60 odd years, the root of this corrupt microbe and the main reason for insecurity in the region be pulled out," Ahmadinejad said. / He said that except the "Zionist regime (Israel)," Iran considered all other countries as "friend and brother" with whom the Islamic state wanted peaceful co-existence. / On the day that Iran was exhibiting its latest military hardware, Ahmadinejad vowed that the country would use all its military potential in case of any armed aggression. / Ahmadinejad's comments came a day after he called for the formation of a new international body to oversee nuclear disarmament during a two-day summit on civilian nuclear energy in Tehran. 


1NC

Low relations tank oil prices – inverse is also true – empirics prove

Esfahni 8 (Hadi Salehi, Department of Economics at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, “The Economic Consequences of US-Iran Relations,” Center for Global Studies, September, page 1)

The price of a barrel of crude oil dropped from about $140 in mid-July to about $120 by the end of July, 2008. This sharp decline coincided with two pieces of news that signaled a potential easing of tensions between the United States and Iran. The first was the U.S. decision to send Undersecretary of State William Burns to attend the talks between European and Iranian nuclear negotiators in Switzerland. The other was confirmation that the U.S. Department of State was considering establishing a limited American diplomatic presence in Iran in the form of an “interest section,” almost 30 years after relations between the two countries were severed because of occupation of the American Embassy in Tehran. While the price decline may have had other causes as well, its timing indicates a likely connection between the two pieces of news. / This was not the only time that news about Iran-US relations coincided with tangible changes in oil prices. News of the US backed negotiation of European countries with Iran over its nuclear program in September 2006 and a number of other occasions have been followed shortly thereafter by declines in oil prices. On the other hand, escalation of tensions often has contributed to increased oil prices. For example, earlier in July when Iran tested missile capable of reaching Israel and other corners of the Middle East, the price of oil jumped to a new high of over $147 per barrel. 

Low oil prices in Iran and Russia collapse the economies – cause adventurism and nuclear war

Peters 8 (Ralph, Post Opinion columnist and Fox News’ first Strategic Analyst and writer for the Armed Forces Journal and Military Review Journal, “Bankrupt Rogues: Beware Falling Rogues,” New York Post, http://www.nypost.com/p/news/opinion/opedcolumnists/item_Sq6rxuaQjf2dV655mfdh9M;jsessionid=78A7AE895D086ED27A264D488BCC3619)

Of all the pleasures to be found in the pain of others, though, none seems more justified than smugness over the panic in Moscow, Caracas and Tehran as oil prices plummet. / We may need to be careful what we wish for. / Successful states may generate trouble, but failures produce catastrophes: Nazi Germany erupted from the bankrupt Weimar Republic; Soviet Communism's economic disasters swelled the Gulag; a feckless state with unpaid armies enabled Mao's rise. / Economic competition killed a million Tutsis in Rwanda. The deadliest conflict of our time, the multi-sided civil war in Congo, exploded into the power vacuum left by a bankrupt government. A resource-starved Japan attacked Pearl Harbor. / The crucial point: The more a state has to lose, the less likely it is to risk losing it. "Dizzy with success," Russia's Vladimir Putin may have dismembered Georgia, but Russian tanks stopped short of Tbilisi as he calculated exactly how much he could get away with. / But now, while our retirement plans have suffered a setback, Russia's stock market has crashed to a fifth of its value last May. Foreign investment has begun to shun Russia as though the ship of state has plague aboard. / The murk of Russia's economy is ultimately impenetrable, but analysts take Moscow's word that it entered this crisis with over $500 billion in foreign-exchange reserves. At least $200 billion of that is now gone, while Russian markets still hemorrhage. And the price of oil - Russia's lifeblood - has fallen by nearly two-thirds. / If oil climbs to $70 a barrel, the Russian economy may eke by. But the Kremlin can kiss off its military-modernization plans. Urgent infrastructure upgrades won't happen, either. And the population trapped outside the few garish city centers will continue to live lives that are nasty, brutish and short - on a good day.  / Should oil prices and shares keep tumbling, Russia will slip into polni bardak mode - politely translated as "resembling a dockside brothel on the skids." And that assumes that other aspects of the economy hold up - a fragile hope, given Russia's overleveraged concentration of wealth, fudged numbers and state lawlessness. / Should we rejoice if the ruble continues to drop? Perhaps. But what incentive would Czar Vladimir have to halt his tanks short of Kiev, if his economy were a basket case shunned by the rest of the world? / Leaders with failures in their laps like the distraction wars provide. (If religion is the opium of the people, nationalism is their methamphetamine.) The least we might expect would be an increased willingness on Moscow's part to sell advanced weapons to fellow rogue regimes. / Of course, those rogues would need money to pay for the weapons (or for nuclear secrets sold by grasping officials). A positive side of the global downturn is that mischief-makers such as Iran and Venezuela are going to have a great deal less money with which to annoy civilization. / Some analyses calculate that, for Caracas and Tehran to sustain their already-on-life-support economies, the price of oil needs to stay above $90 a barrel. But average prices will probably remain below that for at least two years. / Iran and Venezuela may respond very differently to impoverishment, however. Tehran could turn to regional military aggression in an attempt to keep the population behind the regime - and may the Lord help Israel, if a dead-broke Iran gets nukes. / On the other hand, even devout Muslim businessmen don't like to go bankrupt. Iran's power-broker mullahs have relied on the support of the (much bribed) bazaaris, the nation's merchants. While we obsess about feeble student protests, the bazaaris form the constituency the mullahs dare not alienate. Regime change may come from within. / By contrast, Venezuela's power is a charade. The regime of Hugo Chavez can't survive without a constant transfusion of petrodollars. Chavez buys votes - and you can't buy votes with empty pockets. / Chavez is far more bluster than bravery. Facing empty coffers, his rhetoric will intensify - but he's not going to invade anyone (he'd lose). And the left-wing regimes that rely on him will have to find a new sugar daddy.  / A bankrupt Chavez won't survive long - he's no Fidel Castro. The question is whether he'd respect a popular vote that went against him or go out in a splash of blood. / Bottom line on bankrupt enemies: Russia's dangerous; Iran's dangerous, but vulnerable; Venezuela's just vulnerable. There may be serious trouble ahead. 


1NC

Russia econ collapse drives civil war—escalates and goes nuclear.
David 99 (Steven, Professor of Political Science at Johns Hopkins, Foreign Affairs, Jan/Feb, Lexis) 

If internal war does strike Russia, economic deterioration will be a prime cause. From 1989 to the present, the GDP has fallen by 50 percent. In a society where, ten years ago, unemployment scarcely existed, it reached 9.5 percent in 1997 with many economists declaring the true figure to be much higher. Twenty-two percent of Russians live below the official poverty line (earning less than $ 70 a month). Modern Russia can neither collect taxes (it gathers only half the revenue it is due) nor significantly cut spending. Reformers tout privatization as the country's cure-all, but in a land without well-defined property rights or contract law and where subsidies remain a way of life, the prospects for transition to an American-style capitalist economy look remote at best. As the massive devaluation of the ruble and the current political crisis show, Russia's condition is even worse than most analysts feared. If conditions get worse, even the stoic Russian people will soon run out of patience. A future conflict would quickly draw in Russia's military. In the Soviet days civilian rule kept the powerful armed forces in check. But with the Communist Party out of office, what little civilian control remains relies on an exceedingly fragile foundation -- personal friendships between government leaders and military commanders. Meanwhile, the morale of Russian soldiers has fallen to a dangerous low. Drastic cuts in spending mean inadequate pay, housing, and medical care. A new emphasis on domestic missions has created an ideological split between the old and new guard in the military leadership, increasing the risk that disgruntled generals may enter the political fray and feeding the resentment of soldiers who dislike being used as a national police force. Newly enhanced ties between military units and local authorities pose another danger. Soldiers grow ever more dependent on local governments for housing, food, and wages. Draftees serve closer to home, and new laws have increased local control over the armed forces. Were a conflict to emerge between a regional power and Moscow, it is not at all clear which side the military would support. Divining the military's allegiance is crucial, however, since the structure of the Russian Federation makes it virtually certain that regional conflicts will continue to erupt. Russia's 89 republics, krais, and oblasts grow ever more independent in a system that does little to keep them together. As the central government finds itself unable to force its will beyond Moscow (if even that far), power devolves to the periphery. With the economy collapsing, republics feel less and less incentive to pay taxes to Moscow when they receive so little in return. Three-quarters of them already have their own constitutions, nearly all of which make some claim to sovereignty. Strong ethnic bonds promoted by shortsighted Soviet policies may motivate non-Russians to secede from the Federation. Chechnya's successful revolt against Russian control inspired similar movements for autonomy and independence throughout the country. If these rebellions spread and Moscow responds with force, civil war is likely. Should Russia succumb to internal war, the consequences for the United States and Europe will be severe. A major power like Russia -- even though in decline -- does not suffer civil war quietly or alone. An embattled Russian Federation might provoke opportunistic attacks from enemies such as China. Massive flows of refugees would pour into central and western Europe. Armed struggles in Russia could easily spill into its neighbors. Damage from the fighting, particularly attacks on nuclear plants, would poison the environment of much of Europe and Asia. Within Russia, the consequences would be even worse. Just as the sheer brutality of the last Russian civil war laid the basis for the privations of Soviet communism, a second civil war might produce another horrific regime. Most alarming is the real possibility that the violent disintegration of Russia could lead to loss of control over its nuclear arsenal. No nuclear state has ever fallen victim to civil war, but even without a clear precedent the grim consequences can be foreseen. Russia retains some 20,000 nuclear weapons and the raw material for tens of thousands more, in scores of sites scattered throughout the country. So far, the government has managed to prevent the loss of any weapons or much material. If war erupts, however, Moscow's already weak grip on nuclear sites will slacken, making weapons and supplies available to a wide range of anti-American groups and states. Such dispersal of nuclear weapons represents the greatest physical threat America now faces. And it is hard to think of anything that would increase this threat more than the chaos that would follow a Russian civil war.

2NC Uniqueness – Prolif

US-Iran relations low – NPT

Takeyh and Gwertzman 5/4/10 (Raj, Senior Fellow for Middle Eastern Studies at CFR, and Bernard, Consulting Editor at CFR, “Iran-US Faceoff at Iran,” Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22047/iranus_faceoff_at_un.html)

The five-yearly Nonproliferation Treaty Review Conference opened at the United Nations on Monday with a harsh but predictable exchange between Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad and U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton. Ahmadinejad's speech was "a standard kind of assertion" of Iran's rights and peaceful intentions, blasting at the United States, says CFR Iran expert Ray Takeyh, who notes that Iran wants to convince other NPT signatories the treaty is biased toward the nuclear powers. In declaring the size of its nuclear arsenal, the United States is trying to persuade the conference that it's turning away from nuclear weapons and is interested instead in helping other countries develop nuclear energy. / The only head of state so far to attend the NPT Review Conference is President Ahmadinejad, who spoke first. What did you make of his speech?  / It was a standard speech that he has given before. It had a number of parts: First, there was the assertion of Iran's peaceful intention for its nuclear program. Second, he played on the themes of haves and have-nots, asserting that those countries with nuclear weapons are trying to prevent those without from using nuclear fuel for economic growth and so forth. And third is kind of a harsh accusation directed toward the United States as a country which presumes to lecture other people but nevertheless has actually used nuclear weapons in the past [in 1945 against Hiroshima and Nagasaki]. So it's a standard kind of assertion of Iranian rights, declaration of Iran's peaceful intentions, and accusations, particularly at the United States, of aggressive and hostile behavior. 


2NC Uniqueness – Sanctions

US-Iran relations low – sanctions

Xinhua 05/21/10 (Yang Haiyun, Staff Writer, "Trust gap" lies deep in U.S.-Iran nuclear standoff,” http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-05/21/c_13308579.htm)

BEIJING, May 21 (Xinhua) --- Recent moves over Iran's nuclear development program have exposed what analysts say is a "trust gap" between the islamic republic and the West and a tough road ahead to resolve the stand-off. / Iran appeared to go some way to meeting Western demands on the issue when it signed an agreement to ship to Turkey low-enriched uranium in return for nuclear fuel rods on Monday. But the United States handed the UN Security Council a draft resolution on expanding UN sanctions against Iran the following day. / Under the nuclear fuel swap deal, Iran will deposit 1,200 kg of its 3.5 percent low-enriched uranium in Turkey. In return, Tehran will get fuel rods containing 20 percent high-enriched uranium for a medical research reactor. / The agreement was widely praised as positive. But the White House has insisted it will not change steps to seek sanctions against Iran. / The draft resolution put forward Tuesday targets Iran's banking and other industries. "I think that the swap itself should bring the issue of sanctions to an end because this is basically what the Americans were asking for," said Seyed Mohammad Marandi, professor of the Institute of North American and European Studies at the University of Tehran. / The deal was a major goodwill gesture and it was an Iranian initiative to decrease tensions, but the Americans were intentionally trying to create further tensions for many reasons, Marandi told Xinhua.


2NC Uniqueness – Scientist

Zero US-Iran relations – scientist

CNN 07/22/10 (“Iran Says Nuclear Scientist Learned Valuable Info About CIA,” http://www.cnn.com/2010/WORLD/meast/07/21/iran.scientist/)

TEHRAN, July 14 (Xinhua) -- The Iranian Foreign Ministry said it is determined to continue its investigations into the U.S. move to kidnap an Iranian scholar, the local satellite press TV reported on Wednesday. / Iranian Foreign Ministry spokesman Ramin Mehmanparast said that the ministry will move ahead with its investigations into Shahram Amiri's abduction by the U.S. intelligence service Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) agents in Saudi Arabia and into Washington's responsibility for the kidnapping through various legal and diplomatic means. / Iranian nuclear scientist Shahram Amiri, who Tehran claimed was kidnapped by the United States intelligence agents during pilgrimage to Mecca in Saudi Arabia in June 2009, "left the U.S. soil for Iran hours ago (on Wednesday) with the help of the Iranian government and the effective cooperation of the Pakistani embassy in the United States," Mehmanparast was quoted as saying. / Amiri emerged on Tuesday in the Pakistani embassy in Washington where he was taking refuge and demanded to immediately return to Iran, Press TV reported. / The Pakistani embassy represents the Iranian interest section, as Iran and the United States currently have no diplomatic relations. / In his exclusive interview with Press TV on Tuesday, Amiri said he was snatched by a group of unknown people and made unconscious before he found himself on an American plane heading for the United States. / According to two videos and one audio message featuring the nuclear scientist obtained by Iran's intelligence sources, Iran believed that Amiri was abducted by the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA).


Afghanistan Links

Committing to withdrawal restarts diplomatic cooperation with Iran 

Mesevage 9 Gabriel Francis Geisler Mesevage, “A Limited Commitment in Afghanistan,” 2009 
Special Representative Holbrooke should stress in talks to Afghan and Pakistani leadership that the US is committed to supporting both governments, and that the US military presence is temporary. Iran has a vested interest in an Afghan Government that can limit the flow of opium into Iran. Russia also has an interest in the success of the US against al Qaeda, as Russia struggles with international Islamist terrorists in Chechnya. Further, Russian cooperation is required in order to effectively supply American forces through the Central Asian states. However, both Iran and Russia are concerned about a permanent US presence in the region. Clearly communicating America’s commitment to a withdrawal would enable cooperation with Russia and enhance our diplomatic position in relation to Iran. The American presence in Afghanistan is viewed by Iran as a direct threat, and strengthens Iranian resolve to pursue a nuclear program. Direct talks with Iran communicating America’s promise not to establish permanent military bases in Afghanistan would enable progress on non-proliferation.

Not starting with the nuclear issue is advantageous- focus on Afghanistan is key

Tarzi 9 (Amin, Director of Middle East Studies at the Marine Corps University, Engaging Regional Players in Afghanistan,” CSIS, November 2009, http://csis.org/files/publication/091124_afghan_players.pdf)

The potential for improving U.S.-Iranian relations by focusing on Afghanistan is high, even if the nuclear issue is not part of the discussion. In contrast, if U.S. policy becomes more hostile and confrontational, Iran may well use Afghanistan to target U.S. and NATO forces in response. Iran also remembers how it was received the last time it supported U.S. efforts in Afghanistan, by being deemed part of the "axis of evil" by the Bush administration. This time, Iran is looking to be fully integrated into the wider regional strategy for stabilization, without which it is unlikely to cooperate


Iraq Links

Iran wants a US withdrawal from Iraq – effective power projection

Friedman 3/1/10 (George, political scientist and founder and CEO of the private intelligence corporation Stratfor, “Thinking About the Unthinkable: A U.S.-Iranian Deal,” Stratfor Global Intelligence, http://www.stratfor.com/weekly/20100301_thinking_about_unthinkable_usiranian_deal)

As long as the problem of Iran is defined in terms of its nuclear program, the United States is in an impossible place. Therefore, the Iranian problem must be redefined. One attempt at redefinition involves hope for an uprising against the current regime. We will not repeat our views on this in depth, but in short, we do not regard these demonstrations to be a serious threat to the regime. Tehran has handily crushed them, and even if they did succeed, we do not believe they would produce a regime any more accommodating toward the United States. The idea of waiting for a revolution is more useful as a justification for inaction — and accepting a nuclear Iran — than it is as a strategic alternative./ At this moment, Iran is the most powerful regional military force in the Persian Gulf. Unless the United States permanently stations substantial military forces in the region, there is no military force able to block Iran. Turkey is more powerful than Iran, but it is far from the Persian Gulf and focused on other matters at the moment, and it doesn’t want to take on Iran militarily — at least not for a very long time. At the very least, this means the United States cannot withdraw from Iraq. Baghdad is too weak to block Iran from the Arabian Peninsula, and the Iraqi government has elements friendly toward Iran./ Historically, regional stability depended on the Iraqi-Iranian balance of power. When it tottered in 1990, the result was the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait. The United States did not push into Iraq in 1991 because it did not want to upset the regional balance of power by creating a vacuum in Iraq. Rather, U.S. strategy was to re-establish the Iranian-Iraqi balance of power to the greatest extent possible, as the alternative was basing large numbers of U.S. troops in the region. / The decision to invade Iraq in 2003 assumed that once the Baathist regime was destroyed the United States would rapidly create a strong Iraqi government that would balance Iran. The core mistake in this thinking lay in failing to recognize that the new Iraqi government would be filled with Shiites, many of whom regarded Iran as a friendly power. Rather than balancing Iran, Iraq could well become an Iranian satellite. The Iranians strongly encouraged the American invasion precisely because they wanted to create a situation where Iraq moved toward Iran’s orbit. When this in fact began happening, the Americans had no choice but an extended occupation of Iraq, a trap both the Bush and Obama administrations have sought to escape./ It is difficult to define Iran’s influence in Iraq at this point. But at a minimum, while Iran may not be able to impose a pro-Iranian state on Iraq, it has sufficient influence to block the creation of any strong Iraqi government either through direct influence in the government or by creating destabilizing violence in Iraq. In other words, Iran can prevent Iraq from emerging as a counterweight to Iran, and Iran has every reason to do this. Indeed, it is doing just this./ The Fundamental U.S.-Iranian Issue/ Iraq, not nuclear weapons, is the fundamental issue between Iran and the United States. Iran wants to see a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq so Iran can assume its place as the dominant military power in the Persian Gulf. The United States wants to withdraw from Iraq because it faces challenges in Afghanistan — where it will also need Iranian cooperation — and elsewhere. Committing forces to Iraq for an extended period of time while fighting in Afghanistan leaves the United States exposed globally. Events involving China or Russia — such as the 2008 war in Georgia — would see the United States without a counter. The alternative would be a withdrawal from Afghanistan or a massive increase in U.S. armed forces. The former is not going to happen any time soon, and the latter is an economic impossibility. / Therefore, the United States must find a way to counterbalance Iran without an open-ended deployment in Iraq and without expecting the re-emergence of Iraqi power, because Iran is not going to allow the latter to happen. The nuclear issue is simply an element of this broader geopolitical problem, as it adds another element to the Iranian tool kit. It is not a stand-alone issue. / The United States has an interesting strategy in redefining problems that involves creating extraordinarily alliances with mortal ideological and geopolitical enemies to achieve strategic U.S. goals. First consider Franklin Roosevelt’s alliance with Stalinist Russia to block Nazi Germany. He pursued this alliance despite massive political outrage not only from isolationists but also from institutions like the Roman Catholic Church that regarded the Soviets as the epitome of evil./ Now consider Richard Nixon’s decision to align with China at a time when the Chinese were supplying weapons to North Vietnam that were killing American troops. Moreover, Mao — who had said he did not fear nuclear war as China could absorb a few hundred million deaths — was considered, with reason, quite mad. Nevertheless, Nixon, as anti-Communist and anti-Chinese a figure as existed in American politics, understood that an alliance (and despite the lack of a formal treaty, alliance it was) with China was essential to counterbalance the Soviet Union at a time when American power was still being sapped in Vietnam./ Roosevelt and Nixon both faced impossible strategic situations unless they were prepared to redefine the strategic equation dramatically and accept the need for alliance with countries that had previously been regarded as strategic and moral threats. American history is filled with opportunistic alliances designed to solve impossible strategic dilemmas. The Stalin and Mao cases represent stunning alliances with prior enemies designed to block a third power seen as more dangerous./ It is said that Ahmadinejad is crazy. It was also said that Mao and Stalin were crazy, in both cases with much justification. Ahmadinejad has said many strange things and issued numerous threats. But when Roosevelt ignored what Stalin said and Nixon ignored what Mao said, they each discovered that Stalin’s and Mao’s actions were far more rational and predictable than their rhetoric. Similarly, what the Iranians say and what they do are quite different./ U.S. vs. Iranian Interests/ Consider the American interest. First, it must maintain the flow of oil through the Strait of Hormuz. The United States cannot tolerate interruptions, and that limits the risks it can take. Second, it must try to keep any one power from controlling all of the oil in the Persian Gulf, as that would give such a country too much long-term power within the global system. Third, while the United States is involved in a war with elements of the Sunni Muslim world, it must reduce the forces devoted to that war. Fourth, it must deal with the Iranian problem directly. Europe will go as far as sanctions but no further, while the Russians and Chinese won’t even go that far yet. Fifth, it must prevent an Israeli strike on Iran for the same reasons it must avoid a strike itself, as the day after any Israeli strike will be left to the United States to manage./ Now consider the Iranian interest. First, it must guarantee regime survival. It sees the United States as dangerous and unpredictable. In less than 10 years, it has found itself with American troops on both its eastern and western borders. Second, it must guarantee that Iraq will never again be a threat to Iran. Third, it must increase its authority within the Muslim world against Sunni Muslims, whom it regards as rivals and sometimes as threats./ Now consider the overlaps. The United States is in a war against some (not all) Sunnis. These are Iran’s enemies, too. Iran does not want U.S. troops along its eastern and western borders. In point of fact, the United States does not want this either. The United States does not want any interruption of oil flow through Hormuz. Iran much prefers profiting from those flows to interrupting them. Finally, the Iranians understand that it is the United States alone that is Iran’s existential threat. If Iran can solve the American problem its regime survival is assured. The United States understands, or should, that resurrecting the Iraqi counterweight to Iran is not an option: It is either U.S. forces in Iraq or accepting Iran’s unconstrained role.


Iraq Links

Iran wants the US out – IRGC targets US soldiers

Fox News 07/13/10 (“Iranian threat to US troops in Iraq increasing, says top US commander,” from AP News, http://blog.taragana.com/politics/2010/07/13/iranian-threat-to-us-troops-in-iraq-increasing-says-top-us-commander-48331/)

The U.S. military is beefing up security around its bases in Iraq in anticipation of Iranian-backed militants looking to score propaganda points by attacking American soldiers leaving the country, the U.S. commander said Tuesday. / Gen. Ray Odierno said the Iranian threat to U.S. forces has increased as Tehran looks to boost its political and economic influence in Iraq in the face of a decreasing U.S. military presence. / “There’s a very consistent threat from Iranian surrogates operating in Iraq,” and security has been stepped up at some U.S. bases, Odierno told reporters in Baghdad. He added that joint operations with Iraqi forces against suspected Iranian-sponsored insurgents have also been increased, while the scheduled withdrawal proceeds apace. / Though no attacks have yet occurred, said Odierno, there was credible intelligence some Iranian-backed groups were planning strikes on U.S. forces. / Odierno said militants were hoping to make propaganda out of attacks on withdrawing U.S. troops to make it seem as though they were being driven out. / “For years, these groups have been talking about attacking U.S. forces to force them to leave,” Odierno said. / The U.S. has been wary of Iran’s growing influence in Iraq and the two countries remain at odds over Tehran’s nuclear program. / Since the U.S.-led invasion in 2003 toppled Saddam Hussein’s regime, the Islamic republic has capitalized on centuries-old religious and cultural ties to secure greater leverage in Iraq, becoming its biggest trading partner and an important consultant to the Shiite-led governments. / The U.S. has long argued that Iran is sponsoring Shiite insurgents attacking American troops operating in the country, a charge Iran denies. / While connections between certain groups of Shiite militants in Iraq and the government in Tehran were “always very convoluted,” Odierno said that at least some have ties to the powerful Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps, a heavily armed paramilitary force tasked with protecting the clerical regime. / “Whether they are connected to the Iranian government, we can argue about that,” Odierno said. “But they are clearly connected to the IRGC.” / Violence has fallen significantly in the past few years in Iraq, but insurgents continue to target Iraqi security forces and members of the Sunni community who joined forces with Americans to fight extremists. / On Tuesday, gunmen stormed the house of a local commander of a government-backed anti-al-Qaida militia in Youssifiyah, killing him, his wife and two of his children and his brother, said police and hospital officials in the town 12 miles (20 kilometers) south of Baghdad. / In eastern Baghdad, a policeman and a civilian died when roadside bomb detonated near a police patrol. Six people were injured in the attack, police and hospital officials said. / All officials spoke on condition of anonymity because they were not authorized to speak to the media. / Odierno admitted that militant attacks were still lethal, but maintained that their capabilities had declined dramatically in recent years and Iraqi security forces were now more able to deal with them. / The ability of Iraqi forces to keep the country stable as the U.S. military pulls out is essential to keeping the withdrawal on schedule. / “Our assessment is that Iraqi security forces are capable of maintaining a level of stability necessary for the country to move forward politically and economically,” Odierno said. “And based on that assessment we are going to continue to go down to 50,000 troops by Sept. 1.” / There are currently 77,500 American soldiers in Iraq. All U.S. forces are to leave the country by the end of 2011.


AT Sanctions Outweigh Cooperation

Dialogue would ensue in spite of sanctions

Sadjadpour 8 (Karim, associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,” Iran: Is Productive Engagement Possible?”10/08, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/us_iran_policy.pdf)

Dialogue with Tehran would be neither a concession nor an acceptance of troubling Iranian behavior. Nor would it preclude simultaneous U.S. efforts to counter destructive Iranian influence and policies. Finally, engagement does not mean that Washington must choose to deal with the regime at the expense of the Iranian people. The United States can more effectively expedite democracy and human rights with policies that facilitate, rather than impede, Iran’s modernization and reintegration in the global economy. Moreover, there are no short-term alternatives: The Islamic Republic is not on the verge of collapse, and an abrupt political upheaval could well produce an even worse result. The only groups in Iran that are both organized and armed are the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC) and the Bassij militia. Although mutual mistrust and animosity have reached alarming proportions, paradoxically there are have never been more voices calling for U.S.–Iranian dialogue in both capitals. In Tehran, the long-standing taboo about talking to America has seemingly been broken. Only five years ago Iranians could be imprisoned for advocating dialogue with the United States; today the country’s Supreme Leader, Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, has publicly authorized it. In Washington there is a growing bipartisan recognition that precisely because of Iran’s troubling nuclear ambitions and its outsized presence in the Middle East, shunning Tehran is no longer prudent. 

At best, sanctions only complement diplomacy

Kupchan 6/2 (Charles A., Senior Fellow for Europe Studies, “Why Talk to Iran?” Project Syndicate, CFR.org, 6/2/10, http://www.cfr.org/publication/22329/why_talk_to_iran.html)

First, tighter sanctions make sense only as a diplomatic tool, not as a blunt instrument of coercion. The new sanctions simply are not severe enough to intimidate Iran into submission, and more restrictive ones would not pass muster within the Security Council. Accordingly, if tougher sanctions prove to be useful, they will do so by confronting Iran with a united diplomatic front, thereby encouraging its government to make a deal in order to end the country's isolation. New sanctions are warranted, but as a complement, not an alternative, to diplomacy.

Internal Link Extension

Cooperation decreases oil prices

Sadjadpour 8 (Karim, associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,” Iran: Is Productive Engagement Possible?”10/08, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/us_iran_policy.pdf)

Energy With the world’s second-largest oil and natural gas reserves, Iran’s importance to the global energy market is self-evident. Yet a variety of factors—mismanagement, sanctions, and political tension—have made Iran a perennial energy underperformer. Its oil output—around 4.2 million barrels per day—is far below the 6 million barrels it produced before the revolution, and though it has 15 percent of the world’s natural gas reserves, it accounts only 2 percent of world output. A U.S.–Iranian energy relationship would be mutually advantageous. Energy cooperation between the two countries would decrease the political risk premium currently built into the price of oil. Increased Iranian supply to the market would also likely reduce the price; and the development of Iranian national gas reserves and pipelines would weaken the tremendous leverage Russia currently holds over Europe. From Tehran’s perspective, there are economic imperatives to commence an energy relationship with the United States. Given the combination of heavily subsidized gasoline, rising domestic consumption, and stagnating or decreasing production due to infrastructure deterioration, Iran’s oil exports are projected to drop. If this trend continues— increased consumption and decreased output—Iran could conceivably become a net oil importer. Such a situation will eventually force painful decisions. The regime will have to cut gasoline subsidies—a difficult task, given its populist economic agenda—or will need to change its policies and start attracting rather than repelling outside investment. Most likely it will need to do both. In this context, the foreign direct investment and technical expertise of U.S. energy companies—which are currently prohibited from doing business with Iran—would prove invaluable. 
Confrontation with Iran key to high oil prices

Conde 9 (Seku, PhD and Professor at the Minzu University of China, “Oil prices keep on soaring——Confrontation between Iran and America play an important role,” Journal of International Relations, http://www.focusire.com/archives/235.html)

In modern society, there is no doubt that oil play an important role. Almost every aspect of industry needs petrolic products. This world would pause even without oil only just for one day. Therefore, oil price is the focus of the world economy. But recently, the oil prices keep on soaring and reach to one and another peak. According to the newest market price, crude oil prices reach more than $130. “World crude prices are expected to reach $150 per barrel by the end of summer”, Iran's representative to the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) was quoted as saying on Sunday.[1] So this trend will continue at least for a period of time. / Oil’s meteoric rise to more than $130 a barrel looks like more than just another economic bubble — growing demand and tighter supplies are likely to keep prices high. Some analysts say even $200 a barrel would not be out of the question. The latest price surge — pushing crude to record heights in recent weeks, and to nearly double its level a year ago — has some key components of a classic bubble, when market prices climb far above their intrinsic value. The burst comes when investors realize the assets are overvalued. / Growing worldwide thirst for crude, in large part from the rapidly developing economies of our country, means frustrated consumers probably won’t get any relief. / There are many reasons why the prices so high such as the fall of US dollar, financial background, and the unstable situation in some of rich in oil regions. In this paper, we focus on the reason listed in the last — the relationship between America and Iran, one is the most advanced country and another is the world's fourth-largest oil producer. We hold that the confrontation between Iran and American play an important role in keeping oil surge. We divide the content in several parts to analyze this problem.




2NC Impact Magnifier

A US Russia nuclear war will lead to extinction

Caldicott 2002  (Helen, Founder of Physicians for Social Responsibility, The New Nuclear Danger, p. 7-12)

If launched from Russia, nuclear weapons would explode over American cities thirty minutes after takeoff. (China's twenty missiles are liquidfueled, not solid-fueled. They take many hours to fuel and could not be used in a surprise attack, but they would produce similar damage if launched. Other nuclear-armed nations, such as India and Pakistan, do not have the missile technology to attack the U.S.) It is assumed that most cities with a population over 100,000 people are targeted by Russia. During these thirty minutes, the U.S. early-warning infrared satellite detectors signal the attack to the strategic air command in Colorado. They in turn notify the president, who has approximately three minutes to decide whether or not to launch a counterattack. In the counterforce scenario the US. government currently embraces, he does [the U.S.] launch[es], the missiles pass mid-space, and the whole operation is over within one hour. Landing at 20 times the speed of sound, nuclear weapons explode over cities, with heat equal to that inside the center of the sun. There is practically no warning, except the emergency broadcast system on radio or TV, which gives the public only minutes to reach the nearest fallout shelter, assuming there is one. There is no time to collect children or immediate family members. The bomb, or bombs-because most major cities will be hit with more than one explosion-will gouge out craters 200 feet deep and 1000 feet in diameter if they explode at ground level. Most, however, are programmed to produce an air burst, which increases the diameter of destruction, but creates a shallower crater. Half a mile from the epicenter all buildings will be destroyed, and at 1.7 miles only reinforced concrete buildings will remain. At 2.7 miles bare skeletons of buildings still stand, single-family residences have disappeared, 50 percent are dead and 40 percent severely injured.' Bricks and mortar are converted to missiles traveling at hundreds of miles an hour. Bodies have been sucked out of buildings and converted to missiles themselves, flying through the air at loo miles per hour. Severe overpressures (pressure many times greater than normal atmospheric have popcorned windows, producing millions of shards of flying glass, causing decapitations and shocking lacerations. Overpressures have also entered the nose, mouth, and ears, inducing rupture of lungs and rupture of the tympanic membranes or eardrums. Most people will suffer severe burns. In Hiroshima, which was devastated by a very small bomb-13 kilotons compared to the current iooo kilotons-a child actually disappeared, vaporized, leaving his shadow on the concrete pavement behind him. A mother was running, holding her baby, and both she and the baby were converted to a charcoal statue. The heat will be so intense that dry objects-furniture, clothes, and dry wood-will spontaneously ignite. Humans will become walking, flaming torches. Forty or fifty miles from the explosion people will instantly be blinded from retinal burns if they glance at the flash. Huge firestorms will engulf thousands of square miles, fanned by winds from the explosion that transiently exceed 1000 miles per hour. People in fallout shelters will be asphyxiated as fire sucks oxygen from the shelters. (This happened in Hamburg after the Allied bombing in WWII when temperatures within the shelters, caused by conventional bombs, reached 1472 degrees Fahrenheit.)" Most of the city and its people will be converted to radioactive dust shot up in the mushroom cloud. The area of lethal fallout from this cloud will depend upon the prevailing wind and weather conditions; it could cover thousands of square miles. Doses of 5000 rads (a rad is a measure of radiation dose) or more experienced by people close to the explosion-if they are still aliv-will produce acute encephalopathic syndrome. The cells of the brain will become so damaged that they would swell. Because the brain is enclosed in a fixed bony space, there is no room for swelling, so the pressure inside the skull rises, inducing symptoms of excitability, acute nausea, vomiting, diarrhea, severe headache, and seizures, followed by coma and death within twenty-four hours. A lower dose of 1000 rads causes death from gastrointestinal symptoms. The lining cells of the gut die, as do the cells in the bone marrow that fight infection and that cause blood clotting. Mouth ulcers, loss of appetite, severe colicky abdominal pain, nausea, vomiting, and bloody diarrhea occur within seven to fourteen days. Death follows severe fluid loss, infection, hemorrhage, and starvation. At 450 rads, 50 percent of the population dies. Hair drops out, vomiting and bloody diarrhea occurs, accompanied by bleeding under the skin and from the gums. Death occurs from internal hemorrhage, generalized septicemia, and infection. Severe trauma and injuries exacerbate the fallout symptoms, so patients die more readily from lower doses of radiation. Infants, children, and old people are more sensitive to radiation than healthy adults. Within bombed areas, fatalities will occur from a combination of trauma, burns, radiation sickness, and starvation. There will be virtually no medical care, even for the relief of pain, because most physicians work within The United States owns 103 nuclear power plants, plus many other dangerous radioactive facilities related to past activities of the cold war. A 1000- kiloton bomb (1 megaton) landing on a standard iooo megawatt reactor and its cooling pools, which contain intensely radioactive spent nuclear fuel, would permanently contaminate an .' area the size of western Germany3 The International Atomic Energy Agency now considers these facilities to be attractive terrorist targets, ' post-September 11,2001. Millions of decaying bodies-human and animal alike-will rot, infected with viruses and bacteria that will mutate in the radioactive-environment to become more lethal. Trillions of insects, naturally ' resistant to radiation-flies, fleas, cockroaches, and lice--will transmit disease from the dead to the living, to people whoseimmune mechanisms have been severely compromised by the high levels of background radiation. Rodents will multiply by the millions among the corpses and shattered sewerage systems. Epidemics of diseases now controlled by immunization and good hygiene will reappear: such as measles, polio, typhoid, cholera, whooping cough, diphtheria, smallpox, plague,tuberculosis, meningitis, malaria, and hepatitis. Anyone who makes it to a fallout shelter and is not asphyxiated in it, will need to stay there for at least six months until the radiation decayssufficiently so outside survival is possible. It has been postulated that perhaps older people should be sent outside to scavenge for food because they will not live long enough to developmalignancies from the fallout (cancer and leukemia have long incubation periods ranging from five to sixty But any food that manages to grow will be toxic because plantsconcentrate radioactive elements.*/ Finally, we must examine the systemic global effects of a nuclear . , war. Firestorms will consume oil wells, chemical facilities, cities, and forests, coveringthe earth with a blanket of thick, black, radioactive , I I ' smoke, reducing sunlight to 17 percent of normal. One year or more ' ) , will be required for light and temperature to return to normalper-"r haps supranormal values, as sunlight would return to more than its , , usual intensity, enhanced in the ultraviolet spectrum by depletion of the stratospheric ozone layer. Subfreezingtemperatures could destroy the biological support system for civilization, resulting in massive starvation, thirst, and hypothermia.5 To quote a 1985 SCOPE documentpublished by the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy, "the total loss of human agricultural and societal support systems would result in the loss of almost all humans on Earth, essentially equally among combatant and noncombatant countries alike . . . this vulnerability is an aspect not currentlya part of the understanding of nuclear war; not only are the major combatant countries in danger, but virtually the entire human population is being held hostage to the large-scale use of nuclear weapons. . . .",! i The proposedSTART I11 treaty between Russia and America, even if it were implemented, would still allow 3000 to 5000 hydrogen bombs to be maintained on alert."he threshold for nuclear winter? One thousand loo-kiloton bombsblowing up loo cities7-a I c distinct possibility given current capabilities and targeting plans. On January 25,1995, military technicians at radar stations in northern Russia detected signals from an American missile that hadjust been launched off the coast of Norway carrying a US. scientific probe. Although the Russians had been previously notified of this launch, the alert had been forgotten or ignored. Aware that US. submarines could launcha missile containing eight deadly hydrogen bombs fifteen minutes from Moscow, Russian officials assumed that America had initiated a nuclear war. For the first time in history, the Russian computer containing nuclearlaunch codes was opened. President Boris Yeltsin, sitting at that computer being advised on how to launch a nuclear war by his military officers, had only a threeminute interval to make a decision. At the last moment, the US.missile veered off course. He realized that Russia was not under attack.' If Russia had launched its missiles, the US. early-warning satellites would immediately have detected them, and radioed back to Cheyenne Mountain. This would have led to the notification of the president, who also would have had three minutes to make his launch decision, and America's missiles would then have been fired from their silos. We were thus within minutes of global annihilation that day. ,' Today, Russia's early-warning and nuclear command systems are deteriorating. Russia's early-warning system fails to operate up to seven hours a day because only one-third of its radars are functional, and two of the nine global geographical areas covered by its missilewarning satellites are not under surveillance for missile detection.9 TO make matters worse, the equipment controlling nuclear weapons malfunctions frequently, and critical electronic devices and computers sometimes switch to combat mode for no apparent reason. According to the CIA, seven times during the fall of 1996 operations at some Russian nuclear weapons facilities were severely disrupted when robbers tried to "mine" critical communications cables for their copper!'" This vulnerable Russian system could easily be stressed by an internal or international political crisis, when the danger of accidental or indeed intentional nuclear war would become very real. And the U.S. itself is not invulnerable to error. In August 1999, for example, when the National Imagery and Mapping Agency was installing a new computer system to deal with potential Y2K problems, this operation triggered a computer malfunction which rendered the agency "blind" for days; it took more than eight months for the defect to be fully repaired. As the New York Times reported, part of America's nuclear early-warning system was rendered incompetent for almost a year." (At that time I was sitting at a meeting in the west wing of the White House discussing potentially dangerous Y2K nuclear weapons glitches. Several Pentagon officials blithely reassured me that everything would function normally during the roll-over. But in fact, their intelligence system had already been disabled.) Such a situation has the potential for catastrophe. If America cannot observe what the Russians are doing with their nuclear weapons-or vice versa-especially during a serious international crisis they are likely to err on the side of "caution," which could mean that something as benign as the launch of a weather satellite could actually trigger annihilation of the planet.This situation became even more significant after the September 11 attack.


Impact – Iranian Economy

Economic collapse causes Iranian adventurism

Asia Times 7 (Spengler, “Why Iran will fight, not compromise,” 5/30, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/IE30Ak03.html)

Iran's prospective demographic implosion, I have argued for two years, pushes Tehran toward imperial expansion. [1] It is difficult to see a way out for Persia's pocket empire; the country exports nothing but oil, carpets and dried fruit (excluding the growing human traffic in Persian women), and manufactures nothing the world will buy. Its most pressing problem, unemployment among the 60% of its population now under the age of 30, will turn into a much worse problem as this generation ages. In two decades Iran will have half as many soldiers and twice as many pensioners. / If a future catastrophe is inevitable, its impact has a way of leaping back into the present. Monetary disorder of the magnitude we now observe suggests an internal collapse of confidence. / What strategic consequences ensue from Iran's economic misery? Broadly speaking, the choices are two. In the most benign scenario, Iran's clerical establishment will emulate the Soviet Union of 1987, when then-prime minister Mikhail Gorbachev acknowledged that communism had led Russia to the brink of ruin in the face of vibrant economic growth among the United States and its allies. Russia no longer had the resources to sustain an arms race with the US, and broke down under the pressure of America's military buildup. / The second choice is an imperial adventure. In fact, Iran is engaged in such an adventure, funding and arming Shi'ite allies from Basra to Beirut, and creating clients selectively among such Sunnis as Hamas in Palestine. / I continue to predict that Iran will gamble on adventure rather than go the way of Gorbachev. A fundamental difference in sociology distinguishes Iran from the Soviet Union at the cusp of the Cold War. Josef Stalin's terror saw to it that the only communist true believers left alive were lecturing at Western universities. All the communists in Russia were dead or in the gulags. By the 1980s, only the most cowardly, self-seeking, unprincipled careerists had survived to hold positions of seniority in the communist establishment. Only in the security services were a few hard and dedicated men still active, including Vladimir Putin. These were men who saw no reason to fight for communism 70 years after the Russian Revolution. / Iran, however, is not 70 years away from its revolution, but fewer than 30 years away. Ahmadinejad typifies the generation of Revolutionary Guards who followed the ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini in 1979, and now hold senior positions in the state and military.

Extinction

Bosco 6 (David, contributing writer at Foreign Policy Magazine and assistant professor at American University’s School of International Service, “Armageddon,” LA Times Archive, http://pqasb.pqarchiver.com/latimes/access/1081680701.html?dids=1081680701:1081680701&FMT=ABS&FMTS=ABS:FT&type=current&date=Jul+23%2C+2006&author=David+Bosco&pub=Los+Angeles+Times&edition=&startpage=M.1&desc=ARMAGEDDON)

ARMAGEDDON; Could this be the start of WWIII?; As the Middle East erupts, there are plenty of scenarios for global conflagration. This hot summer, as the world watches the violence in the Middle East, the awareness of peace's fragility is particularly acute. The bloodshed in Lebanon appears to be part of a broader upsurge in unrest. Iraq is suffering through one of its bloodiest months since the U.S.-led invasion in 2003. Taliban militants are burning schools and attacking villages in southern Afghanistan as the United States and NATO struggle to defend that country's fragile government. Nuclear-armed India is still cleaning up the wreckage from a large terrorist attack in which it suspects militants from rival Pakistan. The world is awash in weapons, North Korea and Iran are developing nuclear capabilities, and long-range missile technology is spreading like a virus. / * Targeting Iran: As Israeli troops seek out and destroy Hezbollah forces in southern Lebanon, intelligence officials spot a shipment of longer-range Iranian missiles heading for Lebanon. The Israeli government decides to strike the convoy and Iranian nuclear facilities simultaneously. After Iran has recovered from the shock, Revolutionary Guards surging across the border into Iraq, bent on striking Israel's American allies. Governments in Syria, Jordan, Egypt and Saudi Arabia face violent street protests demanding retribution against Israel -- and they eventually yield, triggering a major regional war.


Impact – Iranian Economy – Extension

Low oil prices destroy Iran’s economy – Soviet Union proves

Friedman 7 (Thomas, NY Times Columnist specializing in Foreign Affairs, “Iran’s Greatest Weakness May Be It’s Oil,” San Diego Union Tribune, 02/03, http://www.signonsandiego.com/uniontrib/20070203/news_lz1e3friedman.html)

MOSCOW – There may be only one thing dumber than getting addicted to consuming oil as a country – and that is getting addicted to selling it. Because getting addicted to selling oil can make your country really stupid, and if the price of oil suddenly drops, it can make your people really revolutionary. That's the real story of the rise and fall of the Soviet Union – it overdosed on oil – and it could end up being the real story of Iran, if we're smart. / It is hard to come to Moscow and not notice what the last five years of high oil prices have done for middle-class consumption here. Five years ago, it took me 35 minutes to drive from the Kremlin to Moscow's airport. On Monday, it took me two and a half hours. There was one long traffic jam from central Moscow to the airport, because a city built for 30,000 cars, which 10 years ago had 300,000 cars, today has 3 million cars and a ring of new suburbs. / How Russia deals with its oil and gas windfall is going to be a huge issue. But today I'd like to focus on how the Soviet Union was killed, in part, by its addiction to oil, and on how we might get leverage with Iran, based on its own addiction. / Economists have long studied this phenomenon, but I got focused on it here in Moscow after chatting with Vladimir Mau, the president of Russia's Academy of National Economy. I mentioned to him that surely the Soviet Union died because oil fell to $10 a barrel shortly after Mikhail Gorbachev took office, not because of anything Ronald Reagan did. Actually, Mau said, it was “high oil prices” that killed the Soviet Union. The sharp rise in oil prices in the 1970s deluded the Kremlin into overextending subsidies at home and invading Afghanistan abroad – and then the collapse in prices in the '80s helped bring down the overextended empire. / Here's the story: The inefficient Soviet economy survived in its early decades, Mau explained, thanks to cheap agriculture, from peasants forced into collective farms, and cheap prison labor, used to erect state industries. Beginning in the 1960s, however, even these cheap inputs weren't enough, and the Kremlin had to start importing, rather than exporting, grain. Things could have come unstuck then. But the 1973 Arab oil embargo and the sharp upsurge in oil prices – Russia was the world's second-largest producer after Saudi Arabia – gave the Soviet Union a 15-year lease on life from a third source of cheap resources: “oil and gas,” Mau said. / The oil windfall gave the Brezhnev government “money to buy the support of different interest groups, like the agrarians, import some goods and buy off the military-industrial complex,” he said. “The share of oil in total exports went from 10-to-15 percent to 40 percent.” This made the Soviet Union only more sclerotic. “The more oil you have, the less policy you need,” he noted. / In the 1970s, Russia exported oil and gas and “used this money to import food, consumer goods and machines for extracting oil and gas,” Mau said. By the early 1980s, though, oil prices had started to sink – thanks in part to conservation efforts by the United States. “One alternative for the Soviets was to decrease consumption, but the Kremlin couldn't do that – it had been buying off all these constituencies,” Mau explained. So “it started borrowing from abroad, using the money mostly for consumption and subsidies, to maintain popularity and stability.” Oil prices and production kept falling as Gorbachev tried reforming communism, but by then it was too late. / The parallel with Iran, Mau said, is that the shah used Iran's oil windfall after 1973 to push major modernization onto a still traditional Iranian society. The social backlash produced the ayatollahs of 1979. The ayatollahs used Iran's oil windfall to lock themselves into power. / In 2005, Bloomberg.com reported, Iran's government earned $44.6 billion from oil and spent $25 billion on subsidies – for housing, jobs, food and 34-cents-a-gallon gasoline – to buy off interest groups. Iran's current populist president has further increased the goods and services being subsidized. / So if oil prices fall sharply again, Iran's regime would have to take away many benefits from many Iranians, as the Soviets had to do. For a regime already unpopular with many of its people, that could cause all kinds of problems and give rise to an Ayatollah Gorbachev. We know how that ends. “Just look at the history of the Soviet Union,” Mau said. 


Impact – Warming

Rising oil prices boost renewable energy

MSNBC 4 (“Rising Oil Prices Boost Renewable Energy,” 10/21, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/6271966/)

SAN FRANCISCO — With oil reaching record high prices and natural gas doubling in the last two years, renewable energy is looking a lot better — not just on environmental merits, but on price. / Wind, solar, geothermal and other green power sources have long been championed by people worried about smog and global warming, but until recently they were too costly to compete. / But the soaring cost of fossil fuels is changing the economics of the energy market. / "Rising fossil fuel prices are making renewable energy more competitive in the power market," said Steve Taub, an alternative energy analyst at Cambridge Energy Research Associates. / Renewable energy can't offer much relief to drivers and companies seeing their profits evaporate because of skyrocketing oil prices, because viable green alternatives to gasoline are hard to find. Biofuels such as ethanol and biodiesel aren't widely available, and hydrogen-powered cars aren't expected to hit the market for years. / Price curves / But in the electricity market, green power, especially wind, is already competing with traditional sources. At today's average wholesale prices, wind costs 4.2 cents per kilowatt hour, compared with 4 cents for coal, 6.8 cents for natural gas, 9.1 cents for oil and 10 cents for nuclear power, according to Kyle Datta, managing director at the Rocky Mountain Institute, a research group focused on eco-friendly business. / Experts estimate that at today's consumption rates, known global supplies of oil and natural gas would be depleted within decades. But prices are expected to rise significantly long before supplies run out, making those fuels too expensive to use at current levels. / "They're never going to run out, but the ability to match supply to demand may already have run out, especially for oil," said Stephen Leeb, president of Leeb Capital Management and co-author of "The Oil Factor," which predicts that oil could hit $100 a barrel by 2010. / In the short term, fossil fuel prices are being driven up by war, political instability, natural disasters and other variables. The long-term outlook is clearer — global supplies are dwindling as demand soars, particularly in China and India, where automobiles are multiplying and economies are growing a breakneck speed. / "We should treat the prices as a warning that we need to act to promote energy efficiency and renewable energy," said Ralph Cavanagh, an energy expert at the Natural Resources Defense Council. "They represent a terrible threat to the vitality of the United States."

Renewable energy solves warming

Zervos 7 (Arthouros, member of the European Renewable Energy Council, “Increasing Renewable Energy in U.S. Can Solve Global Warming,” 01/24, http://www.renewableenergyworld.com/rea/news/article/2007/01/increasing-renewable-energy-in-u-s-can-solve-global-warming-47208)

Landmark analysis released by Greenpeace USA, European Renewable Energy Council (EREC) and other climate and energy advocates shows that the United States can indeed address global warming without relying on nuclear power or so-called "clean coal" -- as some in the ongoing energy debate claim. The new report, "Energy Revolution: A Blueprint for Solving Global Warming" details a worldwide energy scenario where nearly 80% of U.S. electricity can be produced by renewable energy sources; where carbon dioxide emissions can be reduced 50% globally and 72% in the U.S. without resorting to an increase in dangerous nuclear power or new coal technologies; and where America's oil use can be cut by more than 50% by 2050 by using much more efficient cars and trucks (potentially plug-in hybrids), increased use of biofuels and a greater reliance on electricity for transportation. The 92-page report, commissioned by the German Aerospace Center, used input on all technologies of the renewable energy industry, including wind turbines, solar photovoltaic panels, biomass power plants, solar thermal collectors, and biofuels, all of which "are rapidly becoming mainstream." / Introduction from the Report / The good news first. Renewable energy, combined with energy efficiency, can meet half of the world's energy needs by 2050. This new report, "Energy Revolution: A Blueprint for Solving Global Warming," shows that it is not only economically feasible, but also economically desirable, to cut U.S. CO2 emissions by almost 75% within the next 43 years. These reductions can be achieved without nuclear power, and while virtually ending U.S. dependence on coal. Contrary to popular opinion, a massive uptake of renewable energy and efficiency improvements alone can solve our global warming problem. All that is missing is the right policy support from the President and Congress. / The bad news is that time is running out. The overwhelming consensus of scientific opinion is that the global climate is changing and that this change is caused in large part by human activities; if left unchecked, it will have disastrous consequences for Earth's ecosystems and societies. Furthermore, there is solid scientific evidence that we must act now. This is reflected in the conclusions of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), a collaborative effort involving more than 1,000 scientists. Its next report, due for release early this year, is expected to make the case for urgent action even stronger. 


Impact – Warming

Extinction

Powell 2K (Corey S. Powell, Adjunct professor of Science Journalism at NYU's Science and Environmental Reporting Program; spent eight years on the Board of Editors at Scientific American; worked at Physics Today and at NASA's Goddard Space Flight Center where he assisted in the testing of gamma-ray telescopes, October 2000, Discover, Vol. 21, No. 10, 20 Ways the World Could End Swept away)
The Earth is getting warmer, and scientists mostly agree that humans bear some blame. It's easy to see how global warming could flood cities and ruin harvests. More recently, researchers like Paul Epstein of Harvard Medical School have raised the alarm that a balmier planet could also assist the spread of infectious disease by providing a more suitable climate for parasites and spreading the range of tropical pathogens (see #8). That could include crop diseases which, combined with substantial climate shifts, might cause famine. Effects could be even more dramatic. At present, atmospheric gases trap enough heat close to the surface to keep things comfortable. Increase the global temperature a bit, however, and there could be a bad feedback effect, with water evaporating faster, freeing water vapor (a potent greenhouse gas), which traps more heat, which drives carbon dioxide from the rocks, which drives temperatures still higher. Earth could end up much like Venus, where the high on a typical day is 900 degrees Fahrenheit. It would probably take a lot of warming to initiate such a runaway greenhouse effect, but scientists have no clue where exactly the tipping point lies.

Aff – Oil Turn

Failure to cooperate decimates Iran’s oil industry and economy- now’s key

Haddick 8 (Robert, staff writer, “Closing Iran’s Oil Spigot,” The American, 10/8/08, http://www.american.com/archive/2008/september-october-magazine/closing-iran2019s-oil-spigot)

Iran’s looming financial crisis In 2006, Iran was the fifth largest oil exporter in the world. How is it possible that by the middle of the next decade its exports could fall to zero? In a paper published in January 2007, Roger Stern, a researcher at Johns Hopkins University, predicted that Iranian oil exports would drop to zero by 2014–2015. Stern estimated that Iran’s future investment in oil production capacity would be insufficient to offset the natural production decline of its existing oil fields. Meanwhile, domestic Iranian demand for oil products would continue its rapid growth. Stern predicted that as early as 2014, rising Iranian oil product consumption would surpass falling Iranian crude oil output, leaving no net oil output for the global export market. Iran’s oil income would have thus dried up. Iran’s looming oil export crisis is partially self-inflicted. Iran depends heavily on foreign expertise to boost production from existing fields and to develop new ones. However, the Iranian government prohibits foreign ownership in its oil sector. Sharing oil revenues with foreign oil development partners has been highly unpopular inside Iran and has made negotiations with potential development partners troublesome. Meanwhile, Iranian consumption of crude oil products has expanded at about a 4.9 percent compound annual rate this decade. Government subsidies have held the retail price of gasoline far below the market price, leading to a 10 percent per annum growth rate in Iranian gasoline consumption over the past six years. The rapid growth rate in gasoline consumption, combined with problems and mismanagement in Iran’s oil refining sector, has resulted in Iran importing roughly half of its daily gasoline requirement. The government recently responded to this drain on foreign exchange by imposing a rationing system on consumers. Although highly unpopular with the public, these measures may check for a time the growth of Iran’s oil product consumption. It has been over two years since Stern finished his paper and submitted it for peer review. Is his forecast holding up? Iran’s net oil exports slipped from an average of 2,469 thousand barrels per day in 2006 to 2,294 thousand barrels per day in 2007, a 7.1 percent decline. Iranian crude oil production averaged 4,028 thousand barrels per day in 2006, but decreased to 3,870 thousand barrels per day in May 2008, a 3.9 percent drop. We don’t yet have data on Iranian oil consumption during 2008. But if the Iranian government wishes to maintain net oil exports, it will have to further tighten its gasoline rationing system, with all of the political risk that entails. Oil prospecting in Tehran In his paper, Stern discussed four scenarios for future Iranian oil exports. The key variable in these scenarios was what investment would occur in the Iranian oil sector in order to maintain or expand output. In what he regarded as the most likely scenario, Stern predicted that Iranian oil exports would drop to zero by 2014–2015, about nine years after he finished his study. Stern assumed that oil field projects scheduled to begin by 2008 would occur, but that no new significant project would start after that. Iranian production would hold up until 2010 or so, but net exports would then begin a steep decline. This should be a chilling prospect for the Iranian regime, and should provide an incentive for Iran’s leaders to become more open-minded about taking on foreign partners in the oil exploration business. And in spite of the difficulties and risks of operating in Iran, the sky-high price of crude oil should provide an incentive for foreign partners to show up in Tehran, since there would be plenty of profit to go around. With global oil prices where they are, the sanctions imposed on Iran thus far by the U.N. Security Council, Europe, and the United States will not likely be sufficient to dissuade future investment in Iran’s oil sector.


Aff – Prolif Turn

Cooperation key to solving Iran prolif

Sadjadpour 8 (Karim, associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,” Iran: Is Productive Engagement Possible?”10/08, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/us_iran_policy.pdf)

Nuclear Proliferation Outside of a small coterie of nuclear decision makers in Tehran, the precise impetus for Iran’s nuclear ambitions remains unclear. Is the country’s clerical leadership set on acquiring a nuclear weapons capability to dominate the Middle East and threaten Israel? Or is Iran a misunderstood, vulnerable nation driven by a need to protect itself from unstable neighbors and a hostile U.S. government? Or is Iran simply moving forward with its nuclear program to gain leverage with the United States? Although threat perception, geopolitics, and national pride are important facets of Iran’s nuclear ambitions, the nuclear issue is more a symptom of the deep mistrust between Washington and Tehran rather than the underlying cause of tension. The United States has no confidence that Iran’s intentions are peaceful and believes that in light of Tehran’s lack of nuclear transparency, hostility toward Israel, and support for extremist groups, it should not be permitted to enrich uranium (the process required for both a civilian nuclear energy program and a weapons program). Iran is equally convinced that Washington is using the nuclear issue as a pretext to stifle its technological advancement, economic development, and political autonomy. The nuclear issue will never be fully resolved without a broader diplomatic accommodation between the two sides, whereby the United States reaches a modus vivendi with Iran, and Tehran ceases its opposition to Israel. And if there is one goal both countries share, it is to avoid a nuclear arms race in the Middle East. 

Iranian prolif causes terror, nuc war, prolif, and kills power projection

Lindsay and Takeyh 10 (James M. Senior Vice President, Director of Studies, and Maurice R. Greenberg Chair at the Council on Foreign Relations, and Ray, Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, “After Iran Gets the Bomb,” Foreign Affairs, March/April 2010, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/66032/james-m-lindsay-and-ray-takeyh/after-iran-gets-the-bomb?page=show)

The dangers of Iran's entry into the nuclear club are well known: emboldened by this development, Tehran might multiply its attempts at subverting its neighbors and encouraging terrorism against the United States and Israel; the risk of both conventional and nuclear war in the Middle East would escalate; more states in the region might also want to become nuclear powers; the geopolitical balance in the Middle East would be reordered; and broader efforts to stop the spread of nuclear weapons would be undermined. The advent of a nuclear Iran -- even one that is satisfied with having only the materials and infrastructure necessary to assemble a bomb on short notice rather than a nuclear arsenal -- would be seen as a major diplomatic defeat for the United States. Friends and foes would openly question the U.S. government's power and resolve to shape events in the Middle East. Friends would respond by distancing themselves from Washington; foes would challenge U.S. policies more aggressively.


Aff – Peace Process Turn 
Cooperation spills over to the Arab-Israeli peace process

Sadjadpour 8 (Karim, associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,” Iran: Is Productive Engagement Possible?”10/08, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/us_iran_policy.pdf)

Arab–Israeli Conflict The greatest impediment to an improvement in U.S.–Iranian relations is Tehran’s position toward Israel. Though Iranian leaders have sometimes spoken favorablyEF about the prospect of normalized relations with the United States, since the revolution Tehran’s public rejection of the Jewish state has always been vociferous and unequivocal. Iran’s policy is to support armed resistance as a prelude to a “popular referendum.” Reasoning that “the Zionists have not pulled out of even a single square meter of occupied territories as a result of negotiation,” Tehran openly supports militant groups such as Hamas and Islamic Jihad. But rather than seek Israel’s physical destruction, Iran’s proposed solution is a scenario whereby all inhabitants of Israel and the occupied territories— Jewish, Muslim, and Christian— be given a vote to determine the country’s future. Given that Palestinians—including those in refugee camps—now constitute a demographic majority, Iran believes that a popular referendum would lead to the Jewish state’s political dissolution. Even in the event of a new U.S. approach toward Tehran, getting Iran to recognize Israel is unrealistic. Nonetheless, given that Tehran’s leaders have long made it clear that they will accept any territorial solution agreed upon by the Palestinians themselves, Iran does not need to have relations with Israel or play a cooperative role in the peace process—it only needs to refrain from playing a disruptive one. If deftly managed, parallel Palestinian– Israeli and U.S.–Iranian dialogue could create new opportunities for success on each of the respective tracks and be mutually reinforcing. Just as progress toward Israeli– Palestinian peace would be more likely with Iran’s acquiescence, prospects for U.S.– Iranian diplomatic accommodation would be enhanced if advancements were made toward a two-state solution and an end of occupation. 
Escalating nuclear, chemical, and biological conflicts throughout the Middle East

Slater 99 (Jerome Slater, Prof of Political Science at Suny Buffalo, Tikkun Magazine, 3/1/99)

There has been a kind of conspiracy of silence over the potential consequences of a breakdown of the peace process, perhaps because in the worst case they are nothing short of apocalyptic. But the risks are real. Israel has hundreds of nuclear weapons, Syria has nerve gas mounted on ballistic missiles aimed at Israeli cities, and it is only a matter of time before other Arab states or - far worse - fanatical terrorist groups obtain weapons of mass destruction, whether nuclear, chemical, or biological. Here is the nightmare scenario: The intransigence of the Netanyahu government and its clear intention to continue to dominate the West Bank and deny the Palestinians true national citizenship and sovereignty lead to a resumption of sustained terrorism, this time with the tacit acquiescence or open support of Arafat and the Palestinian Authority and with the general support of the Palestinian population. Israel reacts with economic and military retaliation that creates widespread desperation among the Palestinians, and this results in the eclipse of Arafat by Hamas and other Palestinian extremists. The intifada resumes, this time not with stones but with guns and bombs. Israel responds with unprecedented repression, and the cycle of communal violence and counterviolence continues to escalate until Israel decides to reoccupy the West Bank and perhaps Gaza in order to crush the Palestinian movement - maybe even expelling large numbers of Palestinians into neighboring Arab states. An inflamed Arab world greatly increases its support of the new intifada or, worse, moderate governments that try to stand clear are overthrown and replaced by extremists in Syria, Egypt, and Jordan. In these circumstances, even if a general war in the Middle East could somehow be averted, there is likely to be escalating international terrorism against Israel and its supporters - sooner or later including nuclear or other forms of mass terrorism.

Aff – Terrorism Turn

Cooperation spills over to terrorism

Gagnon-Lefebvre 9 (Vincent, freelance journalist, “Engaging Iran on Afghan War as First Step to Nuclear Negotiations,” Suite 101, 2/9/09, http://iran.suite101.com/article.cfm/obama_and_iranian_cooperation_in_afghanistan#ixzz0tiVlIQVM
Step Two: Nuclear Cooperation Instead of Confrontation So if Obama is to shed his predecessor's ideological lenses regarding Iran and acknowledge new geopolitical realities in the region, he could built on the momentum of US-Iran cooperation in Afghanistan to pass to the second step in this new dialog. This other issue that could bring common understanding between the two countries is – perhaps surprisingly – nuclear proliferation and particularly the threat of non-state nuclear terrorism. The fact is that Iran, because of its porous borders, is far more at risk of falling victim to nuclear terrorism than the United States or even Israel. The proliferation of vehemently anti-Shiite extremist groups in the Persian Gulf region, Afghanistan and Pakistan is a real concern for Tehran. If Obama understands that there is no Muslim country other than Iran more eager and predisposed to fight al-Qaeda – against which nuclear deterrence is useless – confrontation over nuclear negotiation could transform into cooperation. With a rational instead of ideological read of the conclusions of the 2007 US National Intelligence Estimate on Iran, which stated that Iran put an end to its weapons program in 2003, Obama could find a serious partner who is just as concerned as Washington by Pakistan's possible breakdown or by nuclear theft from insufficiently secure facilities around the world. Whether the West like it or not, Iran's complete mastery of nuclear energy, under its rights as a signatory of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, will soon be reality. No carrot nor stick will change that fact. But a vision of US-Iran relations based on mutual interests and factual intelligence – and not on ideologically colored rhetoric – could prove far more successful in addressing issues of stability and security. This is only if Obama is really serious about grasping opportunities of meaningful change with the new regional power that is Iran.  
Nuclear terrorist attack causes extinction

Morgan 9 (Dennis Ray Morgan, Hankuk University of Foreign Studies, Yongin Campus - South Korea Futures, Volume 41, Issue 10, December 2009, Pages 683-693, World on fire: two scenarios of the destruction of human civilization and possible extinction of the human race)

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

***Japan Relations Good DA***
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US Japanese relations are strong- Okinawa and DPJ disputes are only minor issues

US Department of Defense 10 “U.S.-Japan Relations Remain Strong, Official Says” http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=58392

U.S. military relations with Japan remain strong despite disagreements over basing and other aspects of the bilateral security agreement, the Pentagon’s head of East Asian relations said here yesterday. The strength of U.S.-Japan security relations can be seen in the totality of its 50-year relationship and progress moving forward, Michael Schiffer, deputy assistant defense secretary for East Asia, told the House Foreign Affairs Committee. Japan’s desire to relocate U.S. Marines on Okinawa, the government’s recent halt of refueling operations in the Indian Ocean and other disagreements do not match deeper challenges the alliance faced in years past and have not prevented the two countries from moving forward, Schiffer said in prepared testimony to the committee. Public support for the alliance is high in both countries, and bilateral relations are strong on nuclear nonproliferation and missile defense, reconstruction in Afghanistan and stability in Pakistan, counter-piracy efforts and preserving open sea lines of communication, Schiffer said. The Japanese government “has made clear its commitment to the U.S.-Japan alliance, as well as to principles of transparency and accountability in a vibrant democracy,” he said. “By working patiently and persistently through areas of disagreement, we will ensure the continued expansion and strengthening of our relationship, even as core commitments remain unshaken.” Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama, who was elected in September, has said he will resolve by May the years-long debate about relocating Marine Corps Air Station Futenma, Schiffer said. He reiterated the U.S. position that the base should stay on Okinawa. “The only readily deployable U.S. ground forces between Hawaii and India are the U.S. Marines located on Okinawa,” Schiffer said. The 3rd Marine Expeditionary Unit has a broader role than responding to military contingencies in the area, he said, noting that they led the U.S. effort to respond to natural disasters in Indonesia, Bangladesh and Burma. At the same time, existing U.S.-Japanese agreements call for more joint training between the two militaries on Okinawa and Guam, and for co-location of air and missile defense commands at Yokota Air Base and the Ground Self-Defense Force’s Central Readiness Force with a transformed U.S. Army command and control structure, Schiffer said. “Forces who have established ingrained patterns of cooperation, deep friendships, and a better understanding of each other’s plans and decision-making processes will be better equipped to respond with speed and efficiency in a crisis situation,” he said. Schiffer noted other progress, most importantly strengthened ties in the trilateral relationship among the United States, Japan and South Korea. He also cited Japan’s contribution of four Aegis destroyers for ballistic-missile defense for the region, its collaboration with the United States on the land-based missile-defense system planned for Europe, and its assistance with humanitarian relief to Haiti and other areas. Moving forward, Schiffer said, the United States hopes Japan will provide more funding for its defense, relax restrictions on its military operations, and continue its support in broader Asia and in Afghanistan and Pakistan. “Much more will be required of Japan and our alliance in the coming months and years,” he said. “I am confident that Japan will continue to step up and find ways to do more. It will do so not because the United States asks it to, but rather because Japan has interests at stake, responsibilities to bear, and the capacity to make a difference.”

Japan relies on the US Nuclear Umbrella- Withdrawal would shatter relations and show lack of commitment

Japan Today 7/16 “Japan, US agree on periodic talks over US nuclear umbrella” http://www.japantoday.com/category/politics/view/us-to-discuss-nuclear-umbrella-with-japan
Japan and the United States agreed Saturday to set up an official framework to engage in periodic talks on the so-called U.S. nuclear umbrella, a senior Japanese official said. The agreement came after a Security Subcommittee Meeting attended by director-general-level officials from the Japanese foreign and defense ministries and their U.S. counterparts, including visiting Kurt Campbell, assistant secretary of state for East Asia and Pacific affairs. The move comes at a time when Japan is facing regional security threats from North Korea, particularly after its nuclear test in May, and some have called for Tokyo to consider possessing nuclear weapons on its own as a deterrent. The move appears to be aimed at removing Japan’s security concerns by deepening discussions between the two countries on the effectiveness and reliability of the U.S. nuclear umbrella, under which Japan, a country that does not possess nuclear weapons, is afforded protection. Campbell called on Tokyo to rely on the deterrence Washington provides for Japan through its nuclear and conventional arms rather than arming itself with nuclear weapons.
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US Japan relations are key to Asian Stability – Provides power projection of US forces

US Department of State 3/31 “Background Note: Japan” http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/4142.htm#relations

The U.S.-Japan alliance is the cornerstone of U.S. security interests in Asia and is fundamental to regional stability and prosperity. Despite the changes in the post-Cold War strategic landscape, the U.S.-Japan alliance continues to be based on shared vital interests and values. These include stability in the Asia-Pacific region, the preservation and promotion of political and economic freedoms, support for human rights and democratic institutions, and securing of prosperity for the people of both countries and the international community as a whole. Japan provides bases and financial and material support to U.S. forward-deployed forces, which are essential for maintaining stability in the region. Under the U.S.-Japan Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security, Japan hosts a carrier battle group, the III Marine Expeditionary Force, the 5th Air Force, and elements of the Army's I Corps. The United States currently maintains approximately 50,000 troops in Japan, about half of whom are stationed in Okinawa. Over the past decade the alliance has been strengthened through revised Defense Guidelines, which expand Japan's noncombatant role in a regional contingency, the renewal of our agreement on Host Nation Support of U.S. forces stationed in Japan, and an ongoing process called the Defense Policy Review Initiative (DPRI). The DPRI redefines roles, missions, and capabilities of alliance forces and outlines key realignment and transformation initiatives, including reducing the number of troops stationed in Okinawa, enhancing interoperability and communication between our respective commands, and broadening our cooperation in the area of ballistic missile defense. In February 2009 Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and then-Foreign Minister Hirofumi Nakasone signed the Guam International Agreement (GIA) in Tokyo. The GIA commits both nations to completing the transfer of approximately 8,000 U.S. Marines from bases in Okinawa to new facilities in Guam built with the assistance of Japan. Following the 2009 election, the DPJ-led government pledged to review the existing agreement. The United States continues to work constructively with the Government of Japan to find a solution to the Okinawa basing issue.

That’s key to preventing prolif and nuclear war  

Sheridan ‘9 Greg Sheridan 9-5-09, Foreign editor – The Australian, Hatoyama poised for global struggle, The Australian, 9-5-09, http://www.theaustralian.news.com.au/story/0,25197,26027029-7583,00.html 

Kurt Campbell, now the US Assistant Secretary of State for East Asia and the Pacific, co-authored a study on the US's Asia policy last year. He wrote: "Asia is not a theatre at peace. It is a cauldron of religious and ethnic tension; a source of terror and extremism; an accelerating driver of the insatiable global appetite for energy; the place where the most people will suffer the adverse effects of global climate change; the primary source of nuclear proliferation and the most likely theatre on earth for a major conventional confrontation and even a nuclear conflict."This is not just rhetoric. For the first time, there are more warships in the US Pacific fleet than in its Atlantic fleet. And a rarely acknowledged truth is that Japan is Washington's most important ally anywhere on the globe. Who else would be a candidate? Britain sends more troops to Iraq and Afghanistan, but they are not decisive and the US has a full suite of European allies. Australia is important, but we are a nation of only 22 million people. Japan and the US military bases it hosts are central to the US position in Asia. Japan, a nation of 125 million people, is still the world's second-largest economy, far bigger than any of the Europeans. The Obama administration seems to get this. 


Uniqueness – Security Dialogue

US Japan relations are high- Japan sees the value in Security Dialogue

The Japan Times 10 “Japan Pledges to deepen security alliance with the US” http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/nn20100407a3.html

Japan will seek to further deepen the security alliance with the United States this year, the 50th anniversary of the bilateral security pact, and actively promote a worldwide movement for the abolition of nuclear weapons, the Foreign Ministry said Tuesday in its annual report on diplomacy. The Diplomatic Blue Book 2010 says it is "an important task" to strengthen the Japan-U.S. security arrangement when there remain "uncertain elements surrounding Japan," adding the alliance has "effectively served as a basic framework to secure the stability and development of the Asia-Pacific region in the postwar period." While the two countries are striving to resolve the matter of where to relocate a U.S. Marine base in Okinawa, Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada and Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton agreed in January in Hawaii on the need to work out other important bilateral issues, launching a dialogue to further deepen the alliance, the paper says. Where to move U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma has been widely viewed as a bone of contention between the two countries. The report says this year will be significant in the push for nuclear disarmament because of major forums, including the April 12-13 Nuclear Security Summit in Washington and the conference in May to review the operation of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty in New York. Noting the U.N. General Assembly adopted in December a Japan-initiated resolution on abolishing nuclear arms that was cosponsored by the United States for the first time in nine years, the paper says Japan will "play a meaningful role" in nuclear disarmament and nonproliferation through talks with concerned nations.

Uniqueness – AT Okinawa

Okinawa doesn’t matter - US and understand the importance for relations for stabilization of the region

Nagl 6/17 John Nagl, President of the Center for a New American Security “150 YEARS OF AMITY & 50 YEARS OF ALLIANCE: ADOPTING AN ENHANCED AGENDA FOR THE U.S.-JAPAN PARTNERSHIP” http://www.cnas.org/files/multimedia/documents/Introduction%20Transcript.pdf
In response to these issues, many people contend that the U.S.-Japan relationship is on the brink of a crisis. One possible reason behind this, the existence of strategy gaps between the two countries. For example, with respect to the restructuring of the U.S. forces in Okinawa, there are discrepancies between the military and the diplomatic strategies of the two countries and these differences have been the focus of much attention. At times like these, we should confirm the goals that the U.S. and Japan share. The impression I gained from the Okinawa program is that the peoples of both countries have a poor understanding of the accords that were earlier recognized by both nations. Since the two countries signed the Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security back in 1960, much has changed in the world. Two key changes that come to mind: Japan’s emergence as an economic superpower and the end of the Cold War. In recent years, a new threat and destabilizing factors have emerged yet some people have doubt about the very fundamentals of the U.S.-Japan relationship. For example, some question why the United States and Japan formed the alliance in the first place or they wonder why it is necessary to prop the relationship further. But given the changes in the global situation, the U.S. and Japan needed to consider their mutual relationship, not merely as an extension of their earlier strategies. They must readjust the direction of their partnership and create their – (inaudible) – building a new vision for the future.

Okinawa has put relations on the brink, but Japan still wants presence

Marine Times 6/22 “Okinawa Basing Stresses U.S. Japan relations” http://www.marinecorpstimes.com/news/2010/06/ap_us_japan_062210/

"Even though there are some small problems here and there, in the bigger sense the relationship remains strong," said Jun Iio, a professor at the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies in Tokyo. "Very few people think that it is actually necessary to make major changes in the alliance." But while the alliance is one of the strongest Washington has anywhere in the world, it has come under intense pressure lately over a plan to make sweeping reforms that would pull back roughly 8,600 Marines from Okinawa to the U.S. Pacific territory of Guam. The move was conceived in response to opposition on Okinawa to the large U.S. military presence there — more than half of the U.S. troops in Japan are on Okinawa, which was one of the bloodiest battlefields of World War II. Though welcomed by many at first, the relocation plan has led to renewed Okinawan protests over the U.S. insistence it cannot be carried out unless a new base is built on Okinawa to replace one that has been set for closing for more than a decade. A widening rift between Washington and Tokyo over the future of the Futenma Marine Corps Air Station was a major factor in the resignation of Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama earlier this month. It could well plague Kan as well. Kan has vowed to build a replacement facility on Okinawa, as the U.S. demanded, but details are undecided. Implementing the agreement would need the support of the local governor, who has expressed opposition to it. Kan was scheduled to visit Okinawa on Wednesday for ceremonies marking the end of the 1945 battle there that hastened Japan's surrender. Recent tension on the Korean peninsula and China's growing military assertiveness have undoubtedly driven home the importance of the U.S. security pact with Japanese leaders. Before he stepped down, Hatoyama suggested that the March sinking of a South Korean warship, allegedly by a North Korean torpedo, contributed to his decision keep Futenma on Okinawa — reversing a campaign pledge to move it off the island. Tokyo was alarmed in April when a Chinese helicopter came within 300 feet (90 meters) of a Japanese military monitoring vessel in the vicinity of a Chinese naval exercise. That same month, Chinese ships were also spotted in international waters off Okinawa. Still, the Okinawa problem underscores an increasingly skeptical stance among some Japanese leaders toward the role of the security alliance. Though the pact was strongly supported by the staunchly pro-U.S. conservative party that ruled Japan for most of the past 60 years, the newly empowered Democratic Party of Japan, which swept to office last year, have taken a more nuanced approach, saying that while close security ties with Washington remain crucial Japan needs to improve its relations with its Asian neighbors, particularly China.


Uniqueness – AT Futenma

Obama has committed to solving the Futenma issue

Global Post 09 “Obama in Japan: Reassuring an old friend” http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/japan/091114/obama-japan-reassuring-old-friend?page=0,1

Hatoyama, who, like his American counterpart was elected on a promise of radical change, is committed to reviewing the plan as part of his blueprint for a new foreign policy less beholden to the wishes of the U.S. A potentially embarrassing confrontation over Futenma was avoided after Obama agreed to set up a high-level working group to discuss the base’s future. Hatoyama, meanwhile, softened the blow of his decision to withdraw Japanese naval ships from a refuelling mission in the Indian Ocean with a pledge of $5 billion dollars in aid for Afghanistan. 

Japan is strongly committed to reaffirming relations with the US – We assume Futenma and Political Change

VOAnews 10 “US-Japan seek to strengthen alliance”  http://www1.voanews.com/english/news/asia/US-Japan-Relations-81213082.html

Japanese media say the United States and Japan plan to issue a joint statement affirming the alliance between the two countries, despite differences over the basing of U.S. troops. They say the statement will coincide with the 50th anniversary (19 January) of the signing of a 1960 alliance treaty that obligates the United States to the military defense of Japan. The statement would come as both countries seek to broaden the alliance. It also follows talks 12 January in Hawaii between U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and Japanese Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada regarding bilateral relations. "The alliance between the United States and Japan is a cornerstone of America's engagement in the region," said Secretary Clinton after the meeting. “We are beginning to see the two governments come together to…try to frame an alliance statement that will look forward, and will give some texture to idea that the U.S. and Japan have reinvigorated their partnership,” says Sheila Smith, Senior Fellow for Japan at the Council on Foreign Relations. A recent area of tension between the two nations involves the presence of U.S. military bases in Japan. "This has been a very fundamental issue for the new Japanese government and the Obama administration,” Smith said. Mr. Hatoyama has called for the removal of the U.S. Futenma Airbase from Okinawa. But the United States insists on maintaining a 2006 agreement that moves the base to a coastal plain on the island. Smith pointed out that although the base issue is important, it is not the only area of interest between the two countries. “We work with Japan in a range of issues including North Korea and other issues in the region,” she said. Relations between the United States and Japan soured when Mr. Hatoyama and his Democratic Party came to power in September of 2009, calling for greater independence from the United States. Smith said Mr. Hatoyama initially sought to reduce U.S military presence in Japan, but has since backed away from that position. He has yet to present a proposal on the matter. “I think he is testing his own…personal convictions against the realities of governance,” Smith said. Smith said she thinks the new Japanese leadership is learning quickly how to deal with disagreements with the United States, such as the one over Futema. Despite recent tensions, both sides appear determined to strengthen their alliance.


Uniqueness – AT Public Influence

The Japanese public cares more about the economy than US Military Presence

Smith 10 Sheila A., Senior Fellow for Japan Studies Foreign Relations “US Japan relations: Enduring ties, recent developments” 

It is neither foreign policy nor even the relationship with the United States that concerns most Japanese voters. The Democratic Party of Japan campaigned primarily on a domestic policy agenda, including the need for wholesale reform of Japan’s public finances and its social insurance infrastructure. Like the United States, Japan’s political leaders are grappling with the 3 consequences of the global economic downturn and the shocks of the financial crisis of 2009. Political change in Tokyo also affects economic policymaking, however, and the new government will be judged harshly if it cannot attend to the need to boost economic growth and relieve unemployment. The first real policy challenge that confronted the new DPJ government was Japan’s budget. A supplementary budget prepared by the previous cabinet was revamped, and added to that was the formulation “from the bottom up” of Japan’s fiscal year 2010 budget (April 2010-March 2011). Cooperation by the Ministry of Finance helped the new ruling party reorder the national budgetary priorities. In addition, the introduction of public hearings on government spending forced bureaucrats to justify and to refine their line-item spending requests. These public hearings were televised throughout Japan, and the sight of nervous bureaucrats responding to pointed questions by a committee of DPJ policy-savvy politicians struck a responsive chord among the Japanese public. Theatrics notwithstanding, Japan’s FY2010 budget came in at a whopping 92.299 trillion yen ($1.015 trillion), the highest ever as the DPJ sought to stimulate economic growth. This week major economic indicators offer encouraging signs about the recovery of the Japanese economy, yet concerns remain about deflation


Link – Troops Deter Korea

Japan has shown outspoken support for US government- Japan wants US to deter Korea in return- withdrawal would shatter relations

Cronin 05 Richard P. Cronin is a Specialist in Asian Affairs with the Congressional Research Service of the Library of Congress, a non-partisan research and information arm of the U.S. Congress “The North Korea Nuclear Threat and the US-Japan Security Alliance: Perceived interests, approaches, and prospects” http://www.stimson.org/southeastasia/pdf/Cronin_The_North_Korean_Nuclear_Threat_and%20the_US_Japan_Security_Alliance.pdf
The problem of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) has emerged as the driving force of Japan’s growing security consciousness and activism and as a principal issue in U.S.-Japan alliance relations. North Korea’s increasingly threatening nuclear and ballistic missile programs have been central to a major post-Cold War shift in Japan’s security outlook toward both increasing direct military cooperation with the U.S. and greater defense self-sufficiency. For example, in the wake of the September 11 attacks on New York and Washington, D.C., the Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi provided unprecedented noncombat logistical support to U.S. military operations in the Indian Ocean. Japan has also played a leading role in organizing and providing international assistance for the reconstruction of Afghanistan. Additionally, on the highly contentious issue of Iraq, the Koizumi government broke with traditional Japanese reticence and gave strong and outspoken diplomatic support to the Bush administration before the American and British-led attack. In early 2004 Japan sent noncombat troops to Iraq to conduct humanitarian relief and to assist reconstruction, despite the absence of a clear United Nations mandate. Despite highly restrictive operational restrictions and rules of engagement, this cooperation is widely viewed as stretching the limits of Article 9 of Japan’s U.S. imposed “peace constitution.”1

Japan expects support from the US on North Korea – Withdrawal would show lack of commitment and destroy relations

Cronin 05 Richard P. Cronin is a Specialist in Asian Affairs with the Congressional Research Service of the Library of Congress, a non-partisan research and information arm of the U.S. Congress “The North Korea Nuclear Threat and the US-Japan Security Alliance: Perceived interests, approaches, and prospects” http://www.stimson.org/southeastasia/pdf/Cronin_The_North_Korean_Nuclear_Threat_and%20the_US_Japan_Security_Alliance.pdf
Some American and Japanese analysts also see Japan’s increased support of U.S. global and regional policies as carrying the implied expectation of reciprocity in the form of greater U.S. recognition of Japan’s national interests and priorities regarding the Korean Peninsula. A few observers even see Japan as seeking to emulate, to some degree, the U.S.-UK relationship, in order to gain more credibility with American leaders and greater influence over U.S. policy. The more general view is that Japanese policy is aimed primarily at making sure that Japanese perspectives are not ignored by U.S. policymakers. One American analyst, who views enhanced bilateral security cooperation as a positive development for both countries, has noted nonetheless that “Tokyo’s belief that it has to back the U.S. in Iraq to make sure its gets a hearing when it comes to North Korea reveals a disturbing lack of confidence in the alliance.”13 Some other commentators—especially in the Japanese media—charge that the United States government seeks to take advantage of Japan’s growing security anxieties in order to gain more support for U.S. policy, thus increasing Japan’s subservience rather than increasing its influence. In the words of one American analyst, “These [Japanese] critics complain that Japan still can’t say ‘no’ to the U.S.,” and that “Washington is using the war against terrorism, and a pliant prime minister, to recalibrate the security equilibrium in Japan.” From this perspective, Japan is not becoming “a UK in Asia” and a “normal” nation, but rather is responding to the U.S. Asian security agenda.14


Link – Troops Deter Korea

Japan has been supporting the US in contentious issues for the sole purpose of its response to North Korea – Withdrawal would create immediate backlash and destroy relations

Cronin 05 Richard P. Cronin is a Specialist in Asian Affairs with the Congressional Research Service of the Library of Congress, a non-partisan research and information arm of the U.S. Congress “The North Korea Nuclear Threat and the US-Japan Security Alliance: Perceived interests, approaches, and prospects” http://www.stimson.org/southeastasia/pdf/Cronin_The_North_Korean_Nuclear_Threat_and%20the_US_Japan_Security_Alliance.pdf
Japan’s vocal diplomatic support of U.S. policy toward Iraq before, during, and after the U.S.-British-led invasion represented a quantum leap in its international political role and alliance cooperation. During a highly contentious open debate in the UN Security Council in February 2003 that involved more than 50 countries, Japan and Australia stood alone in unequivocally supporting the call by the U.S. and Britain for the adoption of a Security Council Resolution authorizing the use of force against Iraq. Both the Japanese and Australians adopted this stance despite domestic opposition to the war in each country. The Koizumi government continued to provide strong public support for U.S. policy after the initiation of combat in Iraq. On December 9, 2003, despite the devastating bombing a few weeks earlier of the Italian police headquarters in Nasiriyah, Iraq, the Koizumi cabinet adopted a “Basic Plan” for the deployment of up to 1,000 Japanese Self-Defense Forces (SDF) personnel to Iraq. In late 2003 and early 2004 Japan deployed the first of these troops to Iraq under rules of engagement significantly relaxed from those governing previous Japanese international peacekeeping operations, despite widespread public skepticism and opposition. Following the cabinet’s action on the Basic Plan, Koizumi declared at a televised press conference that the time had passed when Japan could just “write checks.” Instead, he told the Japanese people, “We are not in a situation in which we can just pay money and avoid making a human contribution because it’s dangerous.” He continued, “What’s being tested is our ideals as a nation.”10 While asserting Japan’s larger national interests and international responsibilities, Prime Minister Koizumi has made clear that the North Korean threat and the long-term viability of the U.S.-Japan alliance have been at the forefront of his thinking. On April 2, 2003, a few days after the initiation of combat in Iraq, Koizumi deemed both Saddam Hussein and Kim Jong-il “despots,” while also indicating that the North Korean threat required a different response than the use of military force. On this and subsequent occasions the prime minister explained that because Japan could not insure its own security, the U.S.-Japan alliance remained crucial.

Link – Withdrawal Hurts Relations

Withdrawal would shatter relations – we assume domestic politics

Cronin 05 Richard P. Cronin is a Specialist in Asian Affairs with the Congressional Research Service of the Library of Congress, a non-partisan research and information arm of the U.S. Congress “The North Korea Nuclear Threat and the US-Japan Security Alliance: Perceived interests, approaches, and prospects” http://www.stimson.org/southeastasia/pdf/Cronin_The_North_Korean_Nuclear_Threat_and%20the_US_Japan_Security_Alliance.pdf
The U.S. Defense Department’s plan for the “transformation and realignment” of U.S. forces worldwide has created some nervousness in both Japan and South Korea despite the potential domestic political benefits of reducing the burden of U.S. bases on local communities. The main concern of Japan, which is shared by some in the South Korean government, relates to rumors of American force reductions that could signal a shift of focus away from the longstanding U.S. role of deterring conflict and reinforcing security in Northeast Asia. U.S. officials and senior military officers insist that any force reductions will be more than compensated for by increasing the mobility and lethality of remaining forces. Some Japanese officials and commentators, however, are not completely persuaded by these reassurances. Analysts have noted that unlike in Europe, where the Pentagon is drawing down and realigning forces that are no longer relevant in a post-Cold War environment, potential flash points such as the Korean Peninsula and the Taiwan Straits continue to represent active threats to peace. These observers note that given the lack of any collective security framework in Asia, the U.S. bilateral alliance system remains the lynchpin of regional stability and security.

Withdrawal from East Asia strains US Japan relations
Avery et al 09 Emma Chanlett-Avery, Coordinator Specialist in Asian Affairs “Japan-US relations: issues for congress”   http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL33436.pdf
A similar source of strategic anxiety in Tokyo concerns the U.S extended deterrence, or “nuclear umbrella,” for Japan. The Bush Administration’s shift in negotiations with Pyongyang triggered fears in Tokyo that Washington might eventually accept a nuclear armed North Korea and thus somehow diminish the U.S. security guarantee for Japan. These anxieties have persisted despite repeated statements by both the Bush and Obama Administrations to reassure Tokyo of the continued U.S. commitment to defend Japan. However, Japan’s sense of vulnerability is augmented by the fact that its own ability to deter threats is limited by its largely defensive oriented military posture. Given Japan’s reliance on U.S. extended deterrence, Tokyo is wary of any change in U.S. policy—however subtle—that might alter the nuclear status quo in East Asia. Depending on the outcome of the Obama Administration’s Nuclear Posture Review (NPR), scheduled to be undertaken this year, the issue of extended deterrence could once again trigger considerable anxiety in Tokyo concerning the scope and credibility of the U.S. strategic commitment to Japan.


Link – BMD

US-Japan BMD cooperation is critical to relations and alliance 

Rubinstein ‘7 (Gregg A. Rubinstein, 9/5, Official of the U.S. Departments of State and Defense, Consultant on U.S.-Japan Defense Programs, “US-Japan Missile Defense Cooperation: Current Status, Future Prospects” http://www.japanconsidered.com/OccasionalPapers/Rubinstein%20USJA%20BMD%20article%20090507.pdf) 

Development of missile defense cooperation has been critical to a process of “alliance transformation” that ranges from an updated concept of roles missions and capabilities for defense cooperation, to a realignment of the US force structure in Japan.8 BMD matters have had significant impact on key areas of alliance activity: • Policy: Moving from agreement on the need for missile defense to implementing BMD cooperation has brought policy planners on both sides into closer consultation on regional security strategy, arms control/non-proliferation policy, and an expanding scope of bilateral cooperation. The US government has been obliged to rethink its positions on alliance participation in US missile defense programs, as well as the release of sensitive defense technologies to key allies. Similarly, development of BMD activities will compel the Japanese government to reconsider long-standing positions on such policy-sensitive matters as Japan’s self-imposed ban on collective defense operations, and its inflexible approach to arms export controls (see below). • Operations: Cooperation between Japan and the US on BMD operations in Northeast Asia will require a level of coordination between US and Japanese defense forces that gives unprecedented meaning to the term ‘interoperability.’ Issues of concern here include timely sharing of critical intelligence data, development of an effective command, control, and communications (C3) infrastructure, and revision of outdated polices that obstruct joint response to imminent missile threats. • Acquisitions: The SCD project initiated last year is also unprecedented in being the first effort to jointly develop a defense system for use by both countries – and probably third country allies as well. While this effort may not seem remarkable to those familiar with multinational defense projects in NATO or the EU, implementing SCD has required substantial adjustments in interaction among program management bureaucracies and defense industries on both sides. Here too BMD cooperation has brought both sides beyond the limits of long-established practices and attitudes. Missile defense cooperation points to a critical influence on US-Japan alliance evolution often overlooked in discussion of political leaders or key administration officials – the growth of institutional interaction between the US and Japanese defense establishments.
Plan wrecks the alliance 

Swaine et. al. 7 (Michael D. Swaine, 12/7, Ph.D., Harvard University, Senior Associate and Co-Director of the China Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Rachel M. Swanger and Takashi Kawakami @ Rand, “Japan and Ballistic Missile Defense,” p.RAND) 

At the same time, the development and deployment of a BMD system in Japan poses certain significant potential military, political, and economic problems or dangers. If mishandled, it could severely weaken the U.S.-Japan alliance by undermining Japanese confidence in the United States’ political credibility or in the reliability of the U.S. military deterrent, and by creating division and dissent between the two countries over such issues as cost-, technology-, and intelligence- sharing; the interoperability of U.S. and Japanese forces and command and control facilities; and the conditions under which a Japan-based BMD system might be activated. 

It’s singularly key 

Brown ‘9 (Peter J., 11/5, Asia Times, Staff, “US frets over Tokyo drift,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/KK05Dh01.html) 

What happens at sea in particular - both in the Pacific and to a lesser extent in the Indian Ocean - is of the utmost importance to the Japan-US alliance. The US is not about to alter its military cooperation and technology-sharing arrangement with Japan based on a few of Hatoyama's more seemingly altruistic pronouncements about the need for a shift in direction in Japan's foreign policy. "Short of a major rupture in the alliance, such a linkage does not exist yet for the sea-based Ballistic Missile Defense [BMD] system," said associate professor Toshi Yoshihara of the US Naval War College's Strategy and Policy Department. "Both need each other for the sea-based component of missile defense as it is currently configured to work. The US needs the forward bases in Japan for its Aegis destroyers and the radar sites based on Japan to detect, track, and intercept missiles launched from the region. Japan needs the anti-missile umbrella and the technologies for an independent capability furnished by the US." 
 


Link – BMD

It’s key to military and political coordination 

Swaine et. al. 7 (Michael D. Swaine, 12/7, Ph.D., Harvard University, Senior Associate and Co-Director of the China Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Rachel M. Swanger and Takashi Kawakami @ Rand, “Japan and Ballistic Missile Defense,” p.RAND) 

Second, a BMD system might strengthen the credibility of the U.S. defense commitment to Japan2 and improve political cooperation and military coordination between Tokyo and Washington. An effective BMD system capable of offering significant protection to both U.S. forces in Japan and Japanese citizens would arguably reduce the chance that limited conventional or even WMD ballistic missile threats might erode the willingness of the United States to defend or support Japan in a crisis or might more generally impair U.S. force effectiveness in East Asia.3 Conversely, such a system might also strengthen the willingness of Japan to support the United States in a potential military crisis. On a narrower level, an effective BMD system would also likely encourage improvements in bilateral defense doctrine, the integration of battle management/command, control, and communications (BM/C3) systems between the two armed forces, and the general interoperability of U.S. and Japanese military units. If effectively managed, it could also enhance the overall level of political trust and cooperation existing between the United States and Japan.  


BMD is key to US-Japanese alliance – connects defense industries and political interests 

Tetsuya 2  (Umemoto, Professor at Shizuoka-Kenritsu University, March 27-28, “Japan-U.S. Cooperation in Ballistic Missile Defense”, http://cns.miis.edu/archive/cns/programs/dc/track2/2nd/tet.pdf) 

On the other hand, Japan's BMD effort, if accompanied by proper alliance management measures, could significantly enhance the reliability of the U.S. nuclear guarantee and defense commitment. They could tighten the political bond between Tokyo and Washington by broadening the scope of agreement in security interests. The very pursuit of an anti-missile shield by Tokyo might impress the Americans as an indication of the resolve of the Japanese to defend themselves and, as a matter of course, U.S. troops stationed in Japan as well. Japanese defenses, when introduced, would have the capacity to extend protection to U.S. forces in some regional contingencies and thereby facilitate their operation. Moreover, greater integration of the equipment and operation of the Self-Defense Forces (SDFs) of Japan with those of U.S. forces that is likely to result from bilateral cooperation in BMD would represent a more solid alliance tie. Joint development and production of anti-missile systems could also draw the Japanese and U.S. defense industries closer. In the process, the Japanese would have a chance to contribute to U.S. homeland defense, because many of the technologies for defense against theater ballistic missiles could be applied to protection against long-range missiles. Japan's role in the defense of the continental United States would become more evident, should Tokyo allow its defensive capabilities to be incorporated in a more comprehensive U.S. BMD architecture.

Link – South Korea

Japan wants presence in Korea – foreign capital, substituting economic fields, and nuclear arms race – Withdrawal would kill relations

Murata 98 Koji Murata is assistant professor of American Studies, School of Integrated Arts and Sciences, Hiroshima University, Hiroshima, Japan. “America’s Alliances with Japan and Korea in a Changing Northeast Asia” http://iis-db.stanford.edu/pubs/10112/Murata.PM.pdf
Japan’s Defense Agency (JDA) began to realize that “it is not wise for Japan to be strongly opposed to the U.S. withdrawal policy because it may cause criticism of Japan as a security free rider in the United States.”46 The JDA was concerned about the following points: first, the withdrawal policy might facilitate a South Korean drive for “nuclear weapons, even without shoes”; second, because of the withdrawal policy, foreign capital, which was essential to the South Korean economy, might be decreased; third, given the deadlock between the LDP and opposition parties in the National Diet, Japan had great difficulty substituting for the United States in helping South Korea even in economic fields.47 Since Washington was not well aware of these points, according to the JDA, Japan’s strong opposition to the withdrawal policy would induce Washington to pressure Tokyo to take more responsibility for Korea’s security.
Japan wants presence in Korea – Withdrawal would break close ties and show lack of commitment
REITI 04 Research Institue of Economy, Trade & Industry “Japan’s security needs troops in S. Korea” http://www.rieti.go.jp/en/papers/contribution/dujarric/02.html

Though it is possible that these moves will be reversed, as things change right now the United States is poised to permanently downgrade its presence on the Korean Peninsula. If these changes do take place, they will have a dramatic impact on Japan. The Seoul-Washington military relationship is a critical element of the ties that bind South Korea to the United States. A decline in the U.S. presence on the peninsula will weaken the alliance between Seoul and Washington. The militaries of the two countries will stop enjoying the close relationship that a large U.S. presence creates and South Koreans will doubt the credibility of the American commitment. The U.S. ability to influence South Korea will decline while the South Korean capacity to make itself heard in Washington will also diminish. American deterrence will also decline. A North Korean attack is unlikely but one must be ready for low-probability events. North Korea will interpret the U.S. move as a sign that the United States does not care about North Korea. Moreover, as events in Iraq have demonstrated, heavy ground forces are still very relevant to fighting a war. A USFK shorn of most of its army forces will be less potent. It is, of course, possible that North Korea will collapse. If North Korea does disappear, it will create a major vacuum in Northeast Asia which South Korea alone will not be able to fill. Seoul will need massive foreign financial assistance to deal with unification. It will also require political support. In this context, a large U.S. military presence in the country will be the best symbol of this support and of the commitment of the United States and its allies to the stability of the peninsula. All of these developments will have negative consequences for Japan. Although Tokyo contributes to South Korean stability through non-military means by maintaining the Self-Defense Forces and hosting U.S. troops in Japan, it relies to a considerable extent on the United States to maintain military stability in South Korea. Japan's interests go beyond just preventing North Korea from attacking. They include keeping South Korea within the U.S.-Japan orbit-as a partner, not satellite-and insuring that when unification takes place, the entire peninsula remains aligned with Japan and the United States. How can Japan deal with this possible threat to Japanese interests? American policy-makers should realize how important the U.S. ground presence in South Korea is to Japan. The current administration has not been responsive to the needs of its allies, but this may change as the failure of the invasion of Iraq becomes more obvious. 


AT Alt Causes

Deterring Korea is most important in US Japan relations

Cronin 05 Richard P. Cronin is a Specialist in Asian Affairs with the Congressional Research Service of the Library of Congress, a non-partisan research and information arm of the U.S. Congress “The North Korea Nuclear Threat and the US-Japan Security Alliance: Perceived interests, approaches, and prospects” http://www.stimson.org/southeastasia/pdf/Cronin_The_North_Korean_Nuclear_Threat_and%20the_US_Japan_Security_Alliance.pdf
The Koizumi government and its supporters in the national Diet (parliament) have numerous reasons to maintain a strong U.S.-Japan alliance, but the threat posed by North Korea is arguably the most important consideration. This point was made clear in the report of the special advisory Council on Security and Defense Capabilities, which was delivered to the prime minister in early October 2004. Noting that both Russia and China possess nuclear weapons, and that North Korea had not abandoned its nuclear ambitions, the report warned: “The problem of WMD [weapons of mass destruction] development, including North Korean nuclear weapons, and the development and deployment of ballistic missiles could represent a direct threat to Japan, and instability on the Korean Peninsula may yet become a major destabilizing factor affecting the international relations of East Asia.”4 The report underscored the critical role played by the U.S.-Japan alliance, especially American “extended deterrence,” shorthand for the American nuclear umbrella.5

Policy on North Korea is pivotal to the alliance

Cronin 05 Richard P. Cronin is a Specialist in Asian Affairs with the Congressional Research Service of the Library of Congress, a non-partisan research and information arm of the U.S. Congress “The North Korea Nuclear Threat and the US-Japan Security Alliance: Perceived interests, approaches, and prospects” http://www.stimson.org/southeastasia/pdf/Cronin_The_North_Korean_Nuclear_Threat_and%20the_US_Japan_Security_Alliance.pdf
These trends and indicators suggest that alliance relations could go in two very different directions, depending on how well the United States manages its current opportunity to forge a closer and more effective alliance. In the near term, the problem of North Korea’s nuclear weapons and other WMD is likely to be the crucible in which the vitality of the alliance is determined. In the longer term, greater Japanese security activism appears to be taking on a life of its own. That is, the expanded role and operational freedom that has been given to the Japanese military in response to Japan’s concerns about keeping the United States attentive to its interests regarding North Korea has acquired momentum that is not necessarily connected with any specific threat or conflict scenario. The Japanese challenge, at the moment, is to acquire the political will and cross-ministry cooperation to forge a new national strategy that reflects not only the need to maintain a strong alliance with the United States, but that also one that is comprehensive with respect to the totality of Japan economic, diplomatic, and military interests.


Impact – Laundry List

A strong US Japan alliance is critical to solve multiple scenarios for global nuclear conflict 

NDU 2k (National Defense University, The study group consisted of Richard L. Armitage, Armitage and Associates; Dan E. Bob, Office of Senator William V. Roth, Jr.; Kurt M. Campbell, Center for Strategic and International Studies; Michael J. Green, Council on Foreign Relations; Kent M. Harrington, Harrington Group LLC; Frank Jannuzi, Minority Staff, Senate Foreign Relations Committee; James A. Kelly, Pacific Forum, Center for Strategic and International Studies; Edward J. Lincoln, Brookings Institution; Robert A. Manning, Council on Foreign Relations; Kevin G. Nealer, Scowcroft Group; Joseph S. Nye, Jr., JFK School of Government, Harvard University; Torkel L. Patterson, GeoInSight; James J. Przystup, Institute for National Strategic Studies, National Defense University; Robin H. Sakoda, Sakoda Associates; Barbara P. Wanner, French and Company; and Paul D. Wolfowitz, Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies, The Johns Hopkins University http://www.ndu.edu/inss/press/Spelreprts/SR_JAPAN.HTM) 

Major war in Europe is inconceivable for at least a generation, but the prospects for conflict in Asia are far from remote. The region features some of the world’s largest and most modern armies, nuclear-armed major powers, and several nuclear-capable states. Hostilities that could directly involve the United States in a major conflict could occur at a moment’s notice on the Korean peninsula and in the Taiwan Strait. The Indian subcontinent is a major flashpoint. In each area, war has the potential of nuclear escalation. In addition, lingering turmoil in Indonesia, the world’s fourth-largest nation, threatens stability in Southeast Asia. The United States is tied to the region by a series of bilateral security alliances that remain the region’s de facto security architecture. / In this promising but also potentially dangerous setting, the U.S.-Japan bilateral relationship is more important than ever. With the world’s second-largest economy and a well-equipped and competent military, and as our democratic ally, Japan remains the keystone of the U.S. involvement in Asia. The U.S.-Japan alliance is central to America’s global security strategy.

Impact – East Asia Stability

US Japan relations key to Asian Stability

Berger 05 BERGER, PH.D., ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR, DEPARTMENT OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, BOSTON UNIVERSITY “Focus on a Changing Japan” http://commdocs.house.gov/committees/intlrel/hfa20785.000/hfa20785_0f.htm

There exists today a general consensus among security and foreign policy experts that the US-Japanese security relationship is the best it has ever been. Over the space of the past few years, Japan has increased substantially its role in international security while bolstering the US-Japanese alliance. The Japanese Self Defense Forces are performing a broader range of missions across a wider geographic area than ever, including offering logistical support for coalition naval forces in the Indian Ocean and assisting with the reconstruction of Iraq. Japanese diplomats and political leaders are coordinating their efforts with the United States highly sensitive security issues such as North Korea and the Taiwan Straits. And Japan is moving to further integrate itself with the United States in a number of different strategic areas, most notably with its decision to support the development and deployment of a Ballistic Missile Defense system in Asia. As a result of these efforts, the primary danger that faced the U.S.-Japanese alliance only a decade ago—the danger that Japan would fail to respond to a regional crisis and thus undermine its relationship with the United States—has dissipated. At the same time, by strengthening its security relationship with the United States and participating in international peace keeping and reconstruction missions, Japan is making a substantial contribution to East Asian stability. There can be little doubt that it is in the interest of both nations that this trend be continued and reinforced.

US Japan Alliance is critical to East Asia Stability

Auslin 10 Michael Auslin is a resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute for public policy research “The US Japan Alliance” http://www.aei.org/outlook/100929

The alliance has served as the cornerstone of Japanese defense and East Asian stability for fifty years. It has done so because of the willingness of both Japan and the United States to bear heavy burdens. Without Japanese support and bases, there would be no credible U.S. military presence in Asia. Without the alliance, there is no assurance that the peace among the major powers in the past fifty years would have continued, nor that they would have been able to develop their economies to the degree they have. For this reason, the alliance should continue and maintain its core focus on defending Japan and maintaining stability in East Asia. That said, the alliance has always required delicate political management by Tokyo and Washington. The two countries have often disagreed on issues of host nation support, SOFA, base location, and joint training. That is natural, and the efforts of thousands of bureaucrats over the past five decades have maintained a positive working relationship. Perhaps the most worrisome trend today is the slow erosion of trust between alliance managers on both sides of the Pacific and a growing sense of frustration with each other. Today, as East Asia changes dramatically--with the rise of China, the continuation of economic integration, and the potential spread of weapons of mass destruction--the Obama and Hatoyama administrations must decide if they view the alliance as a key element in their security strategies or as an outdated relic of a bygone era.

US Japan relations are critical to the Stability of the region

Ivey 09 Matthew Ivey is a Lieutenant in the United States Navy “Using Mediation to Resolve Disputes Between U.S. Military Bases and Foreign Hosts: A Case Study in Japan http://www.hnlr.org/?p=117
The U.S. military presence in Japan has provided great stability in a region of uncertainty. In recent years, the importance of the U.S. military in Asia has been underscored by continuing volatility in North Korea, the growth of terrorist organizations and pirates, and expanded human trafficking. A continued relationship between the Japanese and the U.S. military is vital to regional stability, the protection of maritime commerce routes, and the countering of proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, terrorism, piracy, and human trafficking.


Impact – East Asia Stability

US-Japan alliance is key to Asian stability 

Senator McCain 8, Korea Herald, 10-30-08, (With the presidential elections in the United States to be held Nov. 4, the candidates' views of Asia are of great interest. To provide some insight into the policies of Senators John McCain and Barack Obama, the most recent issue of Comparative Connections (http:// www.csis.org/pacfor/ccejournal.html) surveys both campaigns' statements regarding their Asia policies. Excerpts are provided below. For the full text, visit the Pacific Forum website.) 

The U.S.-Japan alliance has been the indispensable anchor of peace, prosperity, and freedom in the Asia-Pacific for more than 60 years, and its importance will only grow. Deepening cooperation, consultation and coordination between Washington and Tokyo is the key to meeting the collective challenges that both our nations face. The United States and Japan must also work closely together with regard to China - not to contain or isolate Beijing, but to ensure its peaceful integration as a responsible stakeholder. 
US-Japan alliance is key to regional deterrence 

Eldridge ‘5 (Robert, 9/24, Ph.D. Director, U.S.-Japan Alliance Affairs Division, Center for International Security Studies and Policy (CISSP), School of International Public Policy, Osaka University (OSIPP), “Toward a Viable, Comprehensive, Long-term Approach to the Okinawa Basing Issue and the True Strengthening of the Alliance,” http://www2.osipp.osaka-u.ac.jp/~eldridge) 

Second, the role of the U.S. military in the region and in the alliance is more important than ever. The U.S. presence is not a “product of the Cold War,” that with the end of the Cold War, the presence was no longer needed. It is more universal than that—addressing the dangers of instability than any specific country threat. It had its roots before the Cold War and continues today due precisely to the lack of a functioning multilateral security structure and commitment by the region to shared values of democracy, peace, and human rights. The same is true for the U.S.-Japan Alliance. While it was born of the Cold War, the values that have brought the two countries together in the postwar have served as the glue to bind us. As a result, the U.S. military, especially the Marines, are busier than ever, contributing not only to deterrence in the region and around the world, and responding when necessary to the challenges of aggression and natural or man-made disasters, but also actively involved in forging cooperation with the militaries of other countries in a program known as Theater Security Cooperation, which helps countries in the region build habits of cooperation, transparency in defense policies and militaries, increased capabilities, and mutual trust and respect. This cooperative relationship helps to breakdown mutual suspicion and creates a more stable region 
 

Bolstering US-Japan alliance key to Asian stability  

Nye and Armitage 7 (Nye, Joseph Ph.D Harvard and Armitage, Richard, Former Deputy Secretary of State. “The US-Japan Alliance: Getting Asia Right Through 2020.” CSIS 2-17-07. Pg  16 http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/070216_asia2020.pdf) 









 

With the goal of “getting Asia right,” there is the question of where the U.S.- Japan alliance fits within this strategy. Some argue that if we rely too much on the U.S.-Japan alliance, we and Japan will be isolated in Asia. They point to the immediate tensions between Japan and China and between Japan and Korea over historical issues and advocate a shift in our long-term strategy to China. We believe this construct would needlessly weaken our greatest strategic asset in the region—the close U.S.-Japan alliance. The alliance can and should remain at the core of the United States’ Asia strategy. The key to the success of this strategy is for the alliance itself to continue to evolve from an exclusive alliance based on a common threat toward a more open, inclusive alliance based on common interests and values. One thing is certain about 2020: the United States and Japan will still be the world’s two largest economies with democratic systems and shared values. That is why the U.S.-Japan alliance will continue to shape Asia’s future as it has its past—and be a critical factor in the global equation. Consider Japan’s role today. Japan upholds international institutions as the second-largest donor to the United Nations, the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund (IMF), and the Asian Development Bank. Polls in 2006 of countries around the world demonstrate that, with the exception of China and Korea, Japan is the world’s most respected contributor of public goods. Japan upholds the balance of power in Asia through its own measured self-defense capabilities and support for U.S. presence. Japan provides relief in cases like the 2004 tsunami, with over $500 million in grants and the dispatch of its Self- Defense Forces. Japan has become a positive model for economic development, democratic principles, and global cooperation. The ability of the Japanese economy to sustain such high levels of financial support for the international system will likely decrease in relative terms by 2020, but after 50 years of passivity, Japan’s new leaders are arguing for a more proactive security and diplomatic role that will keep Japan’s weight in the international system high. The United States needs a Japan that is confident and engaged in that way. Turning away from the U.S.-Japan alliance or lowering our expectations of Japan would likely have a negative impact on regional stability and its role in the region. Instead of a Japan that underpins the international system in 2020, it may become comfortable as a “middle power” at best, and recalcitrant, prickly, and nationalistic at worst. Not to encourage Japan to play a more active role in support of international stability and security is to deny the international community Japan’s full potential. 


Impact – Japan Nuclearization

Removal of troops leads to Japanese Nuclearization

Cronin 05 Richard P. Cronin is a Specialist in Asian Affairs with the Congressional Research Service of the Library of Congress, a non-partisan research and information arm of the U.S. Congress “The North Korea Nuclear Threat and the US-Japan Security Alliance: Perceived interests, approaches, and prospects” http://www.stimson.org/southeastasia/pdf/Cronin_The_North_Korean_Nuclear_Threat_and%20the_US_Japan_Security_Alliance.pdf
Also, while the United States may still have the ability to insist on its own priorities, Japan is not likely to respond to the extent that it did with respect to financing the October 1994 Agreed Framework without close and ongoing consultation. Should the American attempt to overcome Japanese resistance because of Japan’s fundamental dependence on the United States succeed, the consequences could be very negative for the alliance in the longer term. Among other considerations, U.S. pressure to accept and support an agreement with North Korea that did not satisfy Japan’s requirements could significantly hasten Japan’s acquisition of an independent military capability, and, in the extreme, lead Japan to pursue nuclear weapons. This would be especially likely if a bilateral or multilateral agreement with North Korea led to the removal of U.S. forces from South Korea-admittedly an extremely unlikely proposition as of late 2004.

Adjustments in the South Korea hurts US Japan relations and allows for Japanese Nuclearization

Schoff 09 Associate Director of Asia Pacific Studies for the Institute for foreign policy analysis “Realigning Priorities: The US Japan Alliance and future of extended deterrence” http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/RealignPriorities.pdf

Depending on de​velopments in the Middle East, for example, U.S. military forces could be redeployed for more extended periods of time, amounting to what Japan might perceive as Ameri​can distraction or retrenchment from Asia. Furthermore, a fatal accident or heinous crime in Japan in the future directly involving U.S. Forces Japan (USFJ) could seriously undermine the political sustainability of a continued U.S. military presence in Japan, leaving Japan with important deterrence holes to fill. This could occur as well if future adjustments to the U.S.-South Korea (Republic of Korea, or ROK) alliance, involving a substantial withdrawal of forward-deployed U.S. troops from Korea, were to trigger broader pressure for similar American force reductions in Japan. Presumably this would lead to a serious consider​ation by Tokyo of more potent independent Japanese de​fense capabilities to compensate for such reductions. Given that Japan’s national security strategy depends so heavily on the U.S. nuclear umbrella and its long-range strike capability, Japan will always be hyper-sensitive to the long-term implications of near-term trends regarding America’s security commitments (especially if they suggest a possible diminution in those commitments), and such concerns, however they arise, could prompt broader con​sideration of the nuclear option in Japan. The degree of sensitivity to alliance durability is directly proportional to the extent of perceived threats or vulnerability in Japan. The greater the threat, the greater is the need to balance that threat, either externally through Japan’s alliance with the United States, or internally by means of Japanese de​fense investments. For Japan to take matters into its own hands, however, it will need to overcome significant con​stitutional, political, and financial restrictions, which is why Tokyo’s first option has always been to make more modest investments in the alliance.


Impact – Warming

US Japan cooperation solves Warming

Green 08 Michael J. Green is a senior adviser and holds the Japan Chair at CSIS. He is also an associate professor of international relations at Georgetown University “US Japan Alliance: A New Framework for Enhanced Global Security” http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/081021_wakabayashi_usjapan_web.pdf

In 2001, the Bush Administration strongly opposed the Kyoto Protocal and widhrew from the framework because major countries like China and India were not obligated to pursue the goal of emissions reductions. The United States recently agreed to pursue emissions reduction with a modest long-term target and supported the position of Japan at the Toyako Summit that an effective international framework for post-Kyoto negotiations must include China and India. The United States has long supported energy conservation and technological innovation. Under the new framework, the United states and Japan could realize post-Kyoto objectives by: Initiating a bilateral ministerial  environment forum for cabinet-level leaders to discuss key issues including climate change; Leading international discussions to form an effective global post-2012 climate regime involving all key nations; Developing environment related technologies including carbon capture and storage; carbon emissions reductions; and clean and renewable energy such as solar, clean coal technology, and nuclear energy; and providing assistance to developing countries in energy-saving technology. Energy supply spikes and shortages are not one-time phenomena- they are long-term issues that must be addressed if the world is to develop what some call an energy-efficient society and if renewable energy resources are to be developed. 

Extinction.

Powell 2K (Corey S. Powell, Adjunct professor of Science Journalism at NYU's Science and Environmental Reporting Program; spent eight years on the Board of Editors at Scientific American; worked at Physics Today and at NASA's Goddard Space Flight Center where he assisted in the testing of gamma-ray telescopes, October 2000, Discover, Vol. 21, No. 10, 20 Ways the World Could End Swept away)
The Earth is getting warmer, and scientists mostly agree that humans bear some blame. It's easy to see how global warming could flood cities and ruin harvests. More recently, researchers like Paul Epstein of Harvard Medical School have raised the alarm that a balmier planet could also assist the spread of infectious disease by providing a more suitable climate for parasites and spreading the range of tropical pathogens (see #8). That could include crop diseases which, combined with substantial climate shifts, might cause famine. Effects could be even more dramatic. At present, atmospheric gases trap enough heat close to the surface to keep things comfortable. Increase the global temperature a bit, however, and there could be a bad feedback effect, with water evaporating faster, freeing water vapor (a potent greenhouse gas), which traps more heat, which drives carbon dioxide from the rocks, which drives temperatures still higher. Earth could end up much like Venus, where the high on a typical day is 900 degrees Fahrenheit. It would probably take a lot of warming to initiate such a runaway greenhouse effect, but scientists have no clue where exactly the tipping point lies.

Impact – Prolif

US Japan cooperation is critical to future proliferation efforts

Green 08 Michael J. Green is a senior adviser and holds the Japan Chair at CSIS. He is also an associate professor of international relations at Georgetown University “US Japan Alliance: A New Framework for Enhanced Global Security” http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/081021_wakabayashi_usjapan_web.pdf

The world is currently encountering serious challenges in the areas of nuclear disbarment and nonproliferation centered on states such as North Korea and Iran. The United States and Japan have played active roles in the Six-Party Talks on the denuclearization of the Korean peninsula. Iran must comply with the UN Security Council resolutions to suspend enrichment-related and reprocessing activities. All countries should comply with the rules and the guidelines of International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and other international agreements, regardless of their NPT membership status. Complicating this challenge is the fact that more than 40 countries are interested in having their own nuclear power plants under the so-called nuclear renaissance. The risk of nuclear proliferation will be greater because of the transfer of nuclear technology and nuclear-related materials and because of the production of nuclear fuel and reprocessing of used fuel. Therefore, this nuclear renaissance must be managed under a responsible and efficient international framework. Japan has been making proactive efforts in maintaining and strengthening the nonproliferation regime. The nuclear disbarment resolution that Japan submitted along with other nations has been passed with the overwhelming support of member states. At the same time, Japan is one of the few countries that have been active in manufacturing nuclear fuel and reprocessing used fule for peaceful purposes. Under the new framework, the United States and Japan should work on: Enhancing cooperation to strengthen the nonproliferation regime, looking toward the 2010 NPT review conference in New York; Strengthening the IAEA initiative and Global Nuclear Energy Partnership (GNEP) for nuclear nonproliferation; and Enhancing cooperation in developing nuclear and reprocessing technology for safe and reliable nuclear cycling

Horizontal prolif causes extinction 

Utgoff ‘2

(Victor, Deputy Director of the Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analysis, Summer, “Proliferation, Missile Defense and American Ambitions”)

In sum, wildfire 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 1800’s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear ‘six-shooters’ on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place then 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. 


Impact – Taiwan Conflict

US-Japan alliance solves Korean and Taiwanese conflict 




      
Mahnken ‘9 (Thomas, Visiting Scholar, Center for Strategic Studies – School of Advanced International Studies, Johns Hopkins University, 4/14, “THE AMERICAN ENTERPRISE INSTITUTE FOR PUBLIC POLICY RESEARCH HOLDS A PANEL DISCUSSION ON ARE ALLIANCES ENOUGH: THE ROLE OF THE U.S.-JAPANESE ALLIANCE IN MARITIME ASIA AT THE AEI DISCUSSION ON PROTECTING THE SEAS: MARITIME SECURITY IN THE ASIA PACIFIC, AMERICA'S INTERESTS, AND ASIA'S FUTURE”) 




         
I wanted to talk, in the brief time that I have, just to give a perspective on the -- the U.S.-Japan alliance and where -- where it is and where it can go. I think we can all agree that the -- the U.S.- Japan alliance is and should be central to stability in maritime Asia. At the same time, the alliance clearly has experienced challenges. I think they are challenges that we -- that we frequently hear about. On the Japanese side, there's often been a perception that the United States isn't paying enough attention to maritime Asia, that we don't care about the Pacific to the extent that we do -- we do other parts of the world or to the extent that we did in the past. I can't tell you how many times in -- in recent years I've heard friends from Asia talk about the U.S. leaving the Pacific. Now, that's an absurd statement, although -- and it's a statement that -- that this map doesn't help us with. But -- but I didn't grow up in Texas; I grew up in California. And I grew up looking out at the Pacific every day of my childhood. So the idea that somehow the United States can leave the Pacific, I say not unless, you know, we can kind of pick up the United States and move it somewhere else, and that would be undesirable for a whole host of reasons. We are, as Secretary Gates said last year, we are a resident power in the Pacific. We're not going anywhere. And yet there is this perception on -- on -- on the Japanese side that we -- we don't care as much about the region as perhaps we should. On the American side, there's often frustration that Japan has not shouldered its share of the burden. In this respect, recent experience in just the last couple years is seen by many as sort of a letdown and a contrast to Japan's vigorous role in -- in the -- the years before that under the leadership of Prime Minister Koizumi. But again, I think with -- with a longer-term perspective, we need to see just -- just how unique the -- the situation was in 2002, 2003, 2004, with the MSDF in -- in the Arabian Gulf, Ground Self- Defense Forces in -- in Iraq. That in itself was a real shift from -- from Japan's past. And I think to the extent that there's been disappointment on the U.S. side, it's been disappointment that that shift hasn't continued. Well, in order to look at this, I think we need to step back and ask a very fundamental question. What makes a strong alliance? If we look historically at strong alliances, I think we see a number of -- a number of common features: common aims, common strategy and, to the extent that we're talking about a military alliance, a security alliance, common threat perceptions or perceptions of a common adversary. Now, the context that we're examining today, that of maritime Asia, is the one in which the U.S.-Japan alliance is on firmest ground because, after all, the alliance came about within this context or within the context of -- of maritime Asia, albeit in a very different historical setting. That having been said, the alliance faces challenges in each of these areas, in the context of maritime Asia. And I'll -- I'll address those -- each one of those three factors briefly -- first, common threat perceptions or -- or a common focus. The U.S.-Japan alliance was formed in the context of the Cold War against the Soviet Union, a single adversary that we could agree on and talk openly about. Now the U.S.-Japan alliance faces a series of challenges: North Korea, China, as well as transnational threats. But dealing with them is a -- is a challenge. First, there's the difficulty of talking about them openly, as we've already seen in the context of this conference. Second, there's the issue of emphasis. Do -- does the U.S. side, the Japanese side -- do we put emphasis in the same place? North Korea's the easiest to talk about, but -- but doing so vigorously and openly can -- can be -- can be difficult, particularly because of the triangular relationship between the United States, Japan and South Korea. And particularly given North Korean efforts to -- to -- to try to drive wedges among these allies, between the United States and Japan, between the United States and -- and the Republic of Korea and between Japan and the Republic of Korea. So it's very difficult. Although North Korea clearly does pose a threat, it often is difficult to have very frank discussions about it. China is even more difficult to talk about, again as -- as we've already seen in this conference. And I agree with Admiral McDevitt that China's defense modernization does pose a strategic challenge to the United States and to the U.S.-Japan relationship. The problem is it's very difficult to -- to have discussions about -- about the -- the magnitude and the nature of that challenge. Then there are extremist groups, such as al-Qaida and its associated movements. Those are a -- a great concern for the United States, less so, with good reason, for -- for Japan. And so there, there's a tendency -- there's sort of an imbalance in -- in the way that we think about these challenges. So talking about a common -- a common focus, a common threat perception is -- is a challenge. When it comes to aims, again, there are -- there are differences or there can be differences. There are those in Japan who are concerned -- I would say unnecessarily so -- but -- but -- but who are concerned about the -- the health of the U.S.-Japan alliance. And they're concerned that the United States is going to sell out Japan for -- for relations with -- with North Korea or China. There's also concern, as I mentioned earlier, that the U.S. downplays or ignores East Asia because of a focus on Southwest and Central Asia. So there are challenges there. Actually, I think it's the area of sort of common strategy or common strategic framework where the alliance is on strongest ground because the framework of the alliance, although -- although developed for a different historical era, that -- that framework is strong enough and -- and flexible enough to provide the means, if there is political will -- and that's an important caveat -- to work to solve these common challenges. There's plenty of room within the U.S.-Japan alliance framework to deal with a crisis on the -- on the Korean Peninsula. There's plenty of room within our alliance framework to deal with a conflict across the Taiwan Strait. What is needed is an open and frank dialogue between the United States and Japan on these contingencies and the requirements that flow from them. And if we look closer -- and I'd take -- I'd take our earlier panel on tactics and technology a step further. If you start to look at the areas that would be most important in any of these contingencies, I think there's actually a very good match between those areas and areas where, historically, the -- Japan's Self-Defense Forces have excelled, whether it's the issue of air superiority, anti- submarine warfare, maritime patrol. These are all important mission areas in -- in the context of potential contingencies in -- in -- in the region, and they're all areas where the JSDF does quite well. What we need, I would argue, is a focused effort to strengthen the alliance. If we can do that, we'll be much better off. And let me conclude just with a couple -- with three -- three opportunities that I think we could together seize if we do work to strengthen the alliance. 
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. 

Impact – Econ

Relations are key to Asian stability and advancing trade – key to global economic growth  

McCormick ‘8 (David H., 3/27, Undersecretary of Treasury for International Affairs, UNDERSECRETARY MCCORMICK DELIVERS REMARKS TO THE JAPAN SOCIETY, NEW YORK CITY, AS RELEASED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY) 
MCCORMICK: I'd like to thank the Japan Society for inviting me to speak here today. The Japan Society recently celebrated its 100th anniversary, and over the past century the Society's efforts have contributed greatly to making the U.S.-Japan relationship one of the strongest -- and most important -- bilateral relationships we have. As this group knows well, the U.S.-Japan alliance is the bedrock of economic stability and prosperity in Asia. The economic success of the Asia Pacific region owes much to the open trading regime promoted by the United States and Japan. There is no doubt that this relationship has had its moments of tension over the past 60 years, but through the strength of our mutual interests and our shared values, it has grown, flourished and matured. While this economic relationship is exceptionally strong and successful, it also is clear that it has not achieved its full potential in many ways. Given the size of our two economies, for example, we have failed to achieve the full benefits of economic integration through bilateral trade and investment. Likewise, despite our many mutual interests around the world, we have not fully leveraged the strength of our alliance to confront common challenges and opportunities on crucial issues such as global trade, energy and the environment, or investment liberalization. With this context, my argument today is a simple one: in this time of dramatic global economic change -- a period marked by factors including the rapid growth of emerging economies, the rise of protectionism, and global financial market turmoil and uncertainty -- U.S.-Japan cooperation on the international stage is more important than ever. Japan and the United States must work together on a focused agenda for addressing these common challenges and opportunities. Today, I'd like to suggest some critical components of the common U.S.-Japan agenda. 
 

Nuclear war 

Nyquist ‘5 (J.R. Nyquist, 2-4-2005, renowned expert in geopolitics and international relations, “THE POLITICAL CONSEQUENCES OF A FINANCIAL CRASH,” Financial Sense, p http://www.financialsense.com/stormwatch/geo/pastanalysis/2005/0204.html) 

Should the United States experience a severe economic contraction during the second term of President Bush, the American people will likely support politicians who advocate further restrictions and controls on our market economy – guaranteeing its strangulation and the steady pauperization of the country. In Congress today, Sen. Edward Kennedy supports nearly all the economic dogmas listed above. It is easy to see, therefore, that the coming economic contraction, due in part to a policy of massive credit expansion, will have serious political consequences for the Republican Party (to the benefit of the Democrats). Furthermore, an economic contraction will encourage the formation of anti-capitalist majorities and a turning away from the free market system. / The danger here is not merely economic. The political left openly favors the collapse of America’s strategic position abroad. The withdrawal of the United States from the Middle East, the Far East and Europe would catastrophically impact an international system that presently allows 6 billion people to live on the earth’s surface in relative peace. Should anti-capitalist dogmas overwhelm the global market and trading system that evolved under American leadership, the planet’s economy would contract and untold millions would die of starvation. Nationalistic totalitarianism, fueled by a politics of blame, would once again bring war to Asia and Europe. But this time the war would be waged with mass destruction weapons and the United States would be blamed because it is the center of global capitalism. Furthermore, if the anti-capitalist party gains power in Washington, we can expect to see policies of appeasement and unilateral disarmament enacted. / American appeasement and disarmament, in this context, would be an admission of guilt before the court of world opinion. Russia and China, above all, would exploit this admission to justify aggressive wars, invasions and mass destruction attacks. A future financial crash, therefore, must be prevented at all costs. But we cannot do this. As one observer recently lamented, “We drank the poison and now we must die.” 


Impact – China

Strong US-Japan alliance checks China rise – contains their impact 

Sheridan ‘9 (Greg Sheridan 9-5-09, Foreign editor – The Australian, Hatoyama poised for global struggle, The Australian, 9-5-09, http://www.theaustralian.news.com.au/story/0,25197,26027029-7583,00.html) 

Fears of North Korea have driven much Japanese security policy, and will continue to do so. Tensions for now are reduced across the Taiwan straits. Beijing has made a decision to get along with the Taiwanese government of President Ma Ying-jeou, but at the same time it continues to massively build up its missile capacity against Taipei. The Pentagon's report on Chinese military power this year shows a fundamental change in the balance of power in the Taiwan straits. Taiwan used to be able to dominate this airspace. According to the Pentagon, this is no longer true. The Pentagon outlines China's continuing massive military build-up, vastly outstripping its economic growth. Much of the Chinese military spending is hidden, but the Pentagon estimates it could reach up to $US160billion ($190bn) a year. This may seem small compared with the US's military budget in excess of $US500bn, but the US has vast global security responsibilities in Iraq, Afghanistan and all over the world, which China does not. And as the Pentagon report shows, much of China's furious military effort, apart from its gigantic expansion plans for its nuclear weapons arsenal, is directed squarely against the US, and designed to make it extremely costly for the US navy to continue to operate in the waters near China's east coast. Here again, Japan is central. Although Japan's modest military build-up has been incremental, it is very hi -tech and is aimed precisely at building a new level of inter-operability with US forces in the context of a revived and newly reciprocal US alliance. This is a minor revolution in Asia-Pacific security, and is one way the US alliance system has maintained the regional balance of military power.

AT UN Would Intervene

UN Would not Intervene in conflict

Cronin 05 Richard P. Cronin is a Specialist in Asian Affairs with the Congressional Research Service of the Library of Congress, a non-partisan research and information arm of the U.S. Congress “The North Korea Nuclear Threat and the US-Japan Security Alliance: Perceived interests, approaches, and prospects” http://www.stimson.org/southeastasia/pdf/Cronin_The_North_Korean_Nuclear_Threat_and%20the_US_Japan_Security_Alliance.pdf
In January 2004, shortly after the initial deployment of Japanese troops to Iraq, despite widespread public concerns about their safety, Koizumi told skeptical members of a lower house committee of the Diet that “Japan cannot ensure its peace and safety by itself, and that’s why it has an alliance with the U.S.” Koizumi was responding to charges that the government was abandoning Japan’s “UN-centered foreign policy.”11 Should Japan actually face a crisis, he said, “the UN will not deploy forces to fight with Japan and prevent an invasion.”12


AFF – AT East Asia Conflict

China is more important to East Asian Stability

Auslin 10 Michael Auslin is a resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute for public policy research “The US Japan Alliance” http://www.aei.org/outlook/100929

No matter how vigilant and capable the two countries remain, however, peace in the Asia-Pacific region cannot be upheld solely by the United States and Japan. A successful system of regional security cooperation requires the efforts of many states. Indeed, one way to maintain the alliance's importance in coming years is to create some regional trilateral or quadrilateral mechanisms with the U.S.-Japan alliance at the core. Two natural groupings would be Japan-U.S.-South Korea and Japan-U.S.-Australia. These countries already have limited ongoing trilateral discussions and policies, but expanding basic security cooperation, joint exercises, information sharing, and disaster relief, for example, can help build a community of shared interests among liberal allies in the Asia-Pacific region. Taking such an approach will also help the alliance work together to engage China. Japan and the United States have common economic and political interests with China, and coordinating outreach to China can help set clear benchmarks for progress on many issues, including climate change, confidence building, and trade promotion. It does not make sense for Tokyo and Washington always to deal with Beijing independently given these common interests, although each country will follow its own policies and national goals when talking with China. Given the concerns both the United States and Japan have about China's military buildup or the effects of Chinese industry on pollution, joint efforts to begin dialogues with China or presenting a shared position may be extremely useful.


AFF – AT Taiwan Conflict

US Japan relations don’t solve Taiwan Conflict

Ryoko 05 The author has been recently awarded the Doctor of Philosophy in International Relations from the University of Oxford. She is a research fellow of the Nanzan University Institute of Social Ethics and is a part-time lecturer in Nanzan University and Nanzan Junior College. “Ikenberry, American Empire and the U.S.-Japan Relationship” http://www.nanzan-u.ac.jp/AMERICA/kanko/documents/05NAKANO.pdf

Facing the rapid increase of Chinese military capabilities, widespread concerns are focused on the Taiwan Strait. In 1996 the United States sent its troops to Taiwan when China threatened the democracy of Taiwan by commencing a large-scale military exercise in the Taiwan Strait. Since then, the Taiwan issue has become a source of tension and U.S. conservatives have described the perceived threat of China. In this context, whether or not the United States will intervene in a conflict if ever China attacks Taiwan is the most contentious issue. According to Auer and Kotani, “The US-Japan alliance is a double-edged sword. A strong alliance discourages Beijing, while encouraging Taipei. A weak alliance discourages Taipei but encourages Beijing. Therefore, the alliance should not allow either side to take advantage of it, and both governments should strongly demand the maintenance of the status quo in the Taiwan Strait and oppose any unilateral change by Taipei and Beijing.”16 Their analysis suggests that if the balance of the region is broken by any misjudgment or miscalculation of the United States, Japan would be further committed to an unwanted conflict between China and the United States. Therefore, one has a good reason to doubt whether the U.S.-Japan relationship is the best way to contribute to the security and stability of this region.


AFF – Withdrawal Solves relations

US Withdrawal would solve relation issues – Guam solves your impact

Merand 09 Richard Mereand is a National Security Analyst with AUSA’s Institute of Land Warfare “The evolution of the US Japan Alliance http://www.ausa.org/publications/ilw/ilw_pubs/nationalsecuritywatch/Documents/NSW09-4.pdf 

It would be a logical next step for Japan to take on a larger, more responsible role in the region’s security. It will take a significant amount of work to ease lingering concerns, among both the Japanese and their World War II-era victims. But the United States should encourage this trend. Further reducing the American footprint in Japan will ease the relationship, making it easier to maintain close, cooperative ties. And the evolution of the U.S.-Japan alliance may provide lessons for the future of the U.S.-Korean relationship, which is also changing. American forces will still maintain a strong presence in the region from bases on Guam. The Japanese should accept the cost of relocations as the price for 65 years of American defense of their country. But keeping the relationship frozen, on terms set decades ago, is not realistic. The new government in Tokyo and the changing debate on defense policy clearly indicate that the relationship is evolving.

AFF – Military Presence =/= relations

Military Presence doesn’t determine the value of alliances

Glosserman 07 executive director for the Pacific Forum CSIS in Honolulu and a contributing editor to The Japan Times “US-Japan-ROK relations for the 21st century” http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/issuesinsights_v07n05.pdf

If we measure the value of an alliance by the sheer size of the U.S. military presence, then most NATO allies, and Australia in the Asia-Pacific will be at the bottom 52 of the list. But the value of NATO and Australia is high on the list of U.S. allies, not because of how large the U.S. military presence is, but because of how much those countries as an ally can contribute toward common goals. If you are a well-off country, that contribution would be measured not just in base support (or host nation support), but also participation in joint operations and missions. If plans are implemented as agreed upon, the U.S. forces and bases in Northeast Asia, will be reconfigured, by the end of the next decade. USFK presence will be reduced, but concentrated with more flexibility centered on modernized Osan-Pyeongtaek facilities. USFJ presence will be enhanced all around, with Navy and Air components, and a reconfigured Ground force headquarters presence in Zama, Marine Corps repositioned in Okinawa-Guam. Japan will be the major Main Operation Base (MOB) for the U.S. in the Asia-Pacific, but does this make the U.S.-Korea alliance of less value compared to the U.S.-Japan alliance? Yes, if the value of alliances is measured by the size of U.S. military presence. But if the value of an alliance is measured by how much allies share common goals and roles and missions, along with the assets they possess, the answer may be different. What matters is how much Japan and Korea, as allies, can share and contribute to common goals and missions, and how the reconfigured assets can be used for new alliance capabilities. It is not “numbers” but “capabilities,” as the former Secretary of Defense said, that determines the value of “mature” alliances.
