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Asia- 1NC
US’s military presence in Asia is maintaining peace and stability now
Banusiewicz 10 (John, June 7, American Forces Press Service , “Gates Describes U.S. Approach to Deterrence in Asia” http://www.defpro.com/news/details/15768/, Initials). 

A U.S. defense posture in Asia that is more geographically distributed, operationally resilient and politically sustainable is necessary in deterring conflict in today’s world, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates said here today. Gates addressed the first plenary session of the ninth annual “Shangri-La Dialogue,” an Asia security summit organized by the International Institute for Strategic Studies. Conventional military bases, Gates said, are not the sole yardstick for measuring the U.S. presence in the region and its associated impact and influence. “Rather,” he said, “we must think about U.S. ‘presence’ in the broader sense of what we achieve in the region: the connections made, the results accomplished.” This, he explained, includes the work of medical teams and engineers, as well as partner militaries that are more professional and capable of contributing to international efforts to deal with the most vexing challenges the United States and its Asian partners face. “These kinds of activities reflect a priority of the overall United States security strategy: to prevent and deter conflict by better [employing] and integrating all elements of our national power and international cooperation,” the secretary said. “As we have learned, military capabilities are critically important, but by themselves, [they] do not deter conflict. Sustained diplomatic, economic and cultural ties also play vital roles in maintaining stability and improving relationships. “The history of the past 60 years in this part of the world,” he continued, “has proven that historic tensions can be overcome, instability can be avoided, and strategic rivalries are not inevitable.” The U.S. approach to its policy in Asia and its overall defense posture has been shaped by a series of strategy reviews over the past year, Gates said. “These reviews were shaped by a bracing dose of realism, and in a very sober and clear-eyed way assessed risks, set priorities, made tradeoffs, and identified requirements based on plausible real-world threats, scenarios and potential adversaries.” An effective and affordable U.S. defense posture, the secretary explained, requires a broad and versatile portfolio of military capabilities across the widest possible spectrum of conflict. With regard to Asia, he said, the United States is increasing its deterrent capabilities in the region. “First, we are taking serious steps to enhance our missile defenses with the intent to develop capabilities in Asia that are flexible and deployable – tailored to the unique needs of our allies and partners and able to counter the clear and growing ballistic missile threats in the region,” he said. The United States is renewing its commitment to a strong and effective deterrence that guarantees the safety of the American people and the defense of its allies and partners, Gates said. President Barack Obama is committed to reducing the role of nuclear weapons in the quest for a world without them, he noted. “But as long as these weapons exist,” he added, “we will maintain a safe, secure and effective nuclear arsenal.” The forward presence of substantial U.S. forces is another example of the strong U.S. commitment and deterrent power in the region, as has been the case for six decades, Gates said, though a global posture review scheduled to be completed by the year’s end already has made one general trend clear. “The U.S. defense posture in Asia is shifting to one that is more geographically distributed, operationally resilient and politically sustainable,” he said. “The buildup on Guam is part of this shift, as well as the agreement reached on basing with Japan – an agreement that fittingly comes during the 50th anniversary of our mutual security alliance and transcends any individual policymaker.” Plans call for more than 8,000 U.S. Marines to move to Guam from the Japanese island of Okinawa by 2014, and for a U.S. Marine air base on Okinawa to relocate on the island. Gates noted that the economic growth and political development the Asia-Pacific region has enjoyed over the last several decades was not a foregone conclusion. “Rather,” he said, “it was enabled by clear choices about the enduring principles that we all believe are essential to peace, prosperity and stability.” Those principles, he said, include: -- Free and open commerce; -- A just international order that emphasizes rights and responsibilities of nations and fidelity to the rule of law; -- Open access by all to the global commons of sea, air, space, and now, cyberspace; and -- The principle of resolving conflict without the use of force. “Simply put,” he said, “pursuing our common interests has increased our common security. Today, the Asia-Pacific region is contending with new and evolving challenges, from rising powers and failing states to the proliferation of nuclear and ballistic missiles, extremist violence and new technologies that have the ability to disrupt the foundations of trade and commerce on which Asia’s economic stability depends.” Confronting those threats, he told the delegates, is not the responsibility of a single nation acting alone. “Rather,” he said, “our collective response will test our commitments to the principles I just mentioned – principles that are key to the region’s continued prosperity. In this, all of us have responsibilities we must fulfill, since all will bear the costs of instability as well as the rewards of international cooperation.”

Asia- 1NC

China plans to attack Taiwan in two years- only credible US military presence in East Asia can deter China 

Larson 4 – Derek Eaton, Paul Elrick, Theodore Karasik, Robert Klein, Sherrill Lingel, Brian Nichiporuk, Robert Uy, John Zavadil(Eric, “Assuring Access in Key Strategic Regions”, MG)

By 2012, we posited that the PRC would become more aggressive because its military capabilities have improved. At this time, the Chinese attempt a conquering strategy designed to seize part of Taiwan with ground forces, aiming to push Taipei directly into a fast-track framework for unification talks. In the 2012 time frame, China employs a more direct and aggressive CONOP and actively seeks to hit the island’s infrastructure with intense air and missile attacks across Taiwan, followed by an assault. The People’s Liberation Army (PLA) is directed to seize a lodgment in southwestern Taiwan and use it to force the Taiwanese Army to mass in the open and thus become vulnerable to PRC air and missile attacks. After the Taiwanese Army is significantly damaged in this way, the PRC plans to offer a cease-fire on harsh diplomatic terms. A critical part of China’s strategy in any Taiwan scenario would be to deter the United States from getting involved to support Taiwan militarily. The PRC knows that any U.S. military intervention would greatly reduce its chances of success. The PRC has four main options for deterring U.S. entry, and these can be pursued simultaneously. First, the PRC could emphasize the potential costs to the United States for intervening in support of Taiwan. This could best be done by noting that China possesses strategic nuclear weapons that could devastate at least a few American cities in the event of a major escalation between Washington and Beijing. Second, the PRC could try to decouple America from its regional allies to complicate the basing problem for the U.S. military. Japan, Australia, and the Philippines would be the major targets of Chinese diplomacy in this respect. 
Conflict over Taiwan will trigger a US-China nuclear war

Johnson 01 – President of Japan Policy Research Institute [Chalmers, The Nation, May 14, LN]
China is another matter. No sane figure in the Pentagon wants a war with China, and all serious US militarists know that China's minuscule nuclear capacity is not offensive but a deterrent against the overwhelming US power arrayed against it (twenty archaic Chinese warheads versus more than 7,000 US warheads). Taiwan, whose status constitutes the still incomplete last act of the Chinese civil war, remains the most dangerous place on earth. Much as the 1914 assassination of the Austrian crown prince in Sarajevo led to a war that no one wanted, a misstep in Taiwan by any side could bring the United States and China into a conflict that neither wants. Such a war would bankrupt the United States, deeply divide Japan and probably end in a Chinese victory, given that China is the world's most populous country and would be defending itself against a foreign aggressor. More seriously, it could easily escalate into a nuclear holocaust. However, given the nationalistic challenge to China's sovereignty of any Taiwanese attempt to declare its independence formally, forward-deployed US forces on China's borders have virtually no deterrent effect.
Middle East- 1NC
Middle East is stabilizing now

ABC News 10 (June 20, “Rahm Emanuel: 'Moment of Opportunity' to make Mid East Peace”, http://blogs.abcnews.com/politicalpunch/2010/06/rahm-emanuel-moment-of-opportunity-to-make-mideast-peace.html, MG) 

In an EXCLUSIVE interview with Jake Tapper on 'This Week', White House Chief of Staff Rahm Emanuel said this is the “moment of opportunity” to make peace in the Middle East. He also announced that Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu will be visiting the White House on July 6th and said Netanyahu is the kind of leader who is willing to take big risks to make peace. “The President has offered the date of July 6 where the Prime Minister, Netanyahu, will be coming back to the White House for a rescheduled [visit],” Emanuel said. “That will be the fifth visit by the prime minister to the White House…to work on a series of issues that are from the peace process to the security of the State of Israel, to also dealing with other issues in and around the region.” Asked by Tapper whether Netanyahu was “the kind of leader who is willing to take big risks to make peace,” Emanuel was straightforward. “Yes,” he said. “But it’s not important what Rahm believes. I mean he has been clear about what he intends to do, what he needs to do. And the President has been clear what we need to do to seize this moment of opportunity here in the region to finally make peace,” Emanuel said. “Peace where Israel feels secure and peace that is in balance with the Palestinians aspirations for sovereignty. That is possible,” he said. “It is now the time, given where we are, to basically find that proper balance.”

Maintaining troops in Middle East is key to preventing conflict, deterring rogue states and assuring allies 

Johnson and Krulak 9 – Chief of Naval Operations, and Commandant of the Marine Corps

 (Jay and Charles, 17 August, Forward presence essential to American interests, http://www.navy.mil/navydata/navy_legacy_hr.asp?id=274, MG)

We would argue just the opposite. Forward deployed U.S. forces, primarily naval expeditionary forces — the Navy-Marine Corps team — are vital to regional stability and to keeping these crises from escalating into full-scale wars. To those who argue that the United States can't afford to have this degree of vigilance anymore, we say: The United States can't afford not to. These brushfires, whether the result of long-standing ethnic tensions or resurgent nationalism in the wake of the Cold War will only continue. The Cold War was an anomaly. Never again will we live in a bipolar world whose nuclear shadow suppressed nationalism and ethnic tensions. We have, in some respects, reverted back to the world our ancestors knew: A world in disorder. Somalia, Bosnia, Liberia, Haiti, Rwanda, Iraq and the Taiwan Straits are merely examples of the types of continuing crises we now face. Some might call this period an age of chaos. The United States and the world cannot afford to allow any crisis to escalate into threats to the United States', and the world's, vital interests. And while the skies are not dark with smoke from these brushfires, today's world demands a new approach. The concepts of choice must be selective and committed engagement, unencumbered global operations and prompt crisis resolution. There is no better way to maintain and enforce these concepts than with the forward presence of the U.S. Navy-Marine Corps team. There are four basic tenets to international security in today's world; prevention, deterrence, crisis resolution and war termination. The underlying assumption of these tenets is that the U.S. and its allies should not be forced into winning a war in an overwhelming (and expensive) fashion. Instead, it is much better — and cheaper — to resolve a crisis before it burns out of control. Prevent: The key to prevention is continuous presence in a region. This lets our friends know we have an interest and lets potential foes know that we're there to check any move. Both effects occur without any direct action taken. Although hard to measure, the psychological impact of naval expeditionary forces is undeniable. This regional presence underwrites political and economic stability. This is forward presence. Deter: Presence does not prevent every crisis. Some rogues are going to be tempted to strike no matter what the odds, and will require active measures to be deterred. When crises reach this threshold, there is no substitute for sustained actual presence. Naval expeditionary forces can quickly take on the role of the very visible fist. Friends and potential enemies recognize naval expeditionary forces as capable of defending or destroying. This visible fist, free from diplomatic and territorial constraints, forms the bedrock of regional deterrence. For example, the mere presence of naval expeditionary forces deterred Chinese attempts to derail the democratic process in Taiwan and countered Iraqi saber-rattling toward Jordan. It's hard to quantify the cost savings of deterring a crisis before it requires our intervention. But the savings are real — in dollars, and often in blood and human misery. This is forward presence. Resolve: If a crisis can be neither prevented nor deterred, then prompt and decisive crisis resolution is imperative before the crisis threatens vital interests. U.S. Naval expeditionary forces are a transoceanic key that finds and opens — forcibly if necessary — any gateway into a fiery world. This ability is equally expandable and retractable according to the situation. Perhaps most importantly, naval expeditionary forces don't need permission from foreign governments to be on scene and take unilateral action in a crisis. This both unencumbers the force and takes the pressure off allies to host any outside forces. Over the past two years, for example, U.S. naval expeditionary forces simultaneously and unilaterally deployed to Liberia and to the Central African Republic (1,500 miles inland) to protect U.S. and international citizens. They also launched measured retaliatory Tomahawk strikes to constrain unacceptable Iraqi behavior, and conducted naval air and Tomahawk strikes which brought the warring parties in Bosnia to the negotiating table. This is forward presence. 

Middle East- 1NC
Middle East conflict causes nuclear war

Corsi 7 – PhD PolSci, Harvard, well-known author on US foreign policy (Jerome, http://worldnetdaily.com/news/printer-friendly.asp?ARTICLE_ID=53669, AG)

Should Iran launch a cruise missile at a U.S. Navy ship in the Gulf, we will have war right now. Should an Iranian missile sink a U.S. carrier, the U.S. population would experience another 9/11 moment. At that point, a massive U.S.-led military strike on Iran would become inevitable. Would President Bush provoke Iran to make just such a move? A pre-emptive strike on Iran would never be approved by a Democratic Congress, but U.S. massive retaliation for a serious act of war by Iran would be a totally different matter. Truthfully, we are already at war with Iran. My concern stems from the realization that the internal politics in Iran may be such that Ahmadinejad cannot allow a massive U.S. military build-up in the region without making some kind of a response. With Iraq's borders as open as is our southern border with Mexico, Iran has now sent into Iraq a sufficient number of terrorists and arms to create a real civil war. Muqtada al-Sadr's Mahdi militia, which featured so prominent in the Shi'ite rejoicing that reduced Saddam's hanging to a partisan event, is an Iran-funded creation. Ahmadinejad cannot afford to see a strengthened U.S. military destroy Muqtada al-Sadr's Mahdi army. If a broader war breaks out in Iraq, Olmert will certainly face pressure to send the Israel military into the Gaza after Hamas and into Lebanon after Hezbollah. If that happens, it will only be a matter of time before Israel and the U.S. have no choice but to invade Syria. The Iraq war could quickly spin into a regional war, with Israel waiting on the sidelines ready to launch an air and missile strike on Iran that could include tactical nuclear weapons. With Russia ready to deliver the $1 billion TOR M-1 surface-to-air missile defense system to Iran, military leaders are unwilling to wait too long to attack Iran. Now that Russia and China have invited Iran to join their Shanghai Cooperation Pact, will Russia and China sit by idly should the U.S. look like we are winning a wider regional war in the Middle East? If we get more deeply involved in Iraq, China may have their moment to go after Taiwan once and for all. A broader regional war could easily lead into a third world war, much as World Wars I and II began. 

***UNIQUENESS
Asia- Deterrence High
In the present system, the U.S. is committed to credible deterrence.

Steinbruner 2000 - Director of the Center for International & Security Studies, U. of Maryland(2000,  Principles of Global Security, John p. 197, YU)

This is especially true for the United States, which has emerged from the cold war period in the best position to establish the terms of grand strategy. As discussed in preceding chapters, the United States has adjusted its political rhetoric and its military forces in response to the end of the cold war, but not its fundamental security posture. It remains committed to the basic deterrent operations and contingency reactions that were established over the course of half a century and to the alliance arrangements in which they were embedded. 

Deterrence is high now

Medeiros and Yuan 01- senior research associates on the East Asia Non-Proliferation Programme at the Monterey Institute Center for Non-proliferation Studies(6/2/2001, Evan S. and Jing-dong, Jane’s Intelligence Review, “A US Military Presence in Asia: Offshore Balancer or Local Sheriff?” http://cns.miis.edu/pubs/eanp/sheriff.pdf)

 

 

Preserving and enhancing US alliances and military bases became the core element of the USA’s strategy for East Asia. The USA has also sought to expand defence co-operation with nations like the Philippines, Thailand, Singapore and Malaysia. Finally, the USA is committed to open dialogue with the People’s Republic of China (PRC) and actively supports multilateral security institutions such as the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) regional forum (ARF). Despite the dissolution of the Soviet threat and the US debates on troops reduction, concerted opposition within the USA to a continued military presence in Asia remains weak. Supporters of a US military presence maintain that a continued US role is needed for regional stability. A premature US withdrawal could leave the PRC, Taiwan, Japan and the two Koreas embroiled in a competition for regional influence, perhaps provoking an arms race and conflict. Future challenges to the USA’s military presence in Asia will not emanate from within the USA, but from changing circumstances in Asia. The evolving regional security dynamics within and among the PRC, Taiwan, Japan and the two Koreas will likely set the stage for a new round of debates among these regional powers about the continued presence of the US military in Asia. The US military presence The USA currently maintains about 100,000 troops in East Asia. Japan hosts some 47,000 US troops. Among them are: the 5th US Air Force (USAF) with its 18th Wing, 35th Fighter Wing and 374th Airlift Wing; the US Navy (USN) 7th Fleet, including the USS Kitty Hawk Carrier Battle Group and the USS Belleau Wood Amphibious Ready Group; III Marine Expeditionary Force; 9th Theatre Area Army Command (TAACOM); and 1st USA Special Forces Battalion. About 37,000 US personnel are stationed in the Republic of Korea (ROK), consisting of the 7th USAF with its 8th and 51st Fighter Wings; and the 8th Army, including the 2nd Infantry Division. Some 21,000 USN troops are deployed on USN ships in the East Asia and Pacific region. The USA’s military presence in the region involves three levels of engagement: the first is the key US alliances with Japan, the ROK and Australia; the second includes alliance partnerships with Thailand and the Philippines; and the third covers a wide range of co-operative activities such as port visits, access to repair facilities, joint training and education, and military exercises with countries such as Malaysia and Singapore. The US-Japanese alliance remains the linchpin of US security strategy in Asia. Following fractious debates in the early 1990s about burden sharing, alliance relations were bolstered with the April 1996 Japan-US Joint Declaration on Security and the release in September 1997 of new guidelines for USJapan defence co-operation. The guidelines define an augmented role for the Japanese Self Defence Forces (JDSF) in ‘situations in areas surrounding Japan’, including: increased host nation support (HNS); rear-area logistic assistance to US military operations in terms of supply, transportation and maintenance; and greater interoperability and co-operation between the two forces. The alliance was also expanded to include non-combatant co-operation ranging from humanitarian search and rescue to emergency evacuation and relief activities. Most recently in April 1999 Japan and the USA agreed on a plan for joint technical development of theatre missile defence (TMD) technologies to protect Japan and US troops from the threat of ballistic missiles. The 37,000 US troops in the ROK serve as a symbol of the USA’s commitment to maintaining peace on the Korean peninsula and to deterring conflict in East Asia. This commitment is based on three pillars: the 1953 Mutual Defence Treaty; the Combined Forces Command; and the annual Security Consultative process. Over the years, the USROK military alliance has sought to address the nuclear and missile threats of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK), enforce the 1953 Armistice until a peace treaty is signed and, if needed, to deal with a contingency on the peninsula. The end of the Cold War has not changed the basic US assessment of the Korean security situation and vigilance remains high. In July 1996 the USA and Australia reaffirmed their security alliance with the Joint Security Declaration (known as the ‘Sydney Statement’). The alliance now focuses on combined exercises and joint training, including the March 1997 ‘Tandem Thrust’ exercise involving some 17,000 US and 5,000 Australian troops. The USA’s long-standing alliance with Thailand is a central element of its strategy of engagement with Southeast Asia. Thailand serves as a key point for refuelling and transit to enhance US operations in the region. The alliance facilitates co-operation on pressing transnational security issues such as counterdrug and anti-piracy operations. The ‘Cobra Gold’ annual military exercise, the single largest event in Southeast Asia, provides the opportunity for joint training among various US allies in the region. The US military also benefits from a series of access agreements with friends and partners in the region. These cover port calls, use of repair facilities, training and logistics support. Singapore has announced that its new Change Naval Station will be available to the USN. The Philippines and the USA have negotiated a Visiting Forces Agreement that will allow temporary stays for US military personnel. In addition, the 1998 EASR advocates diplomacy, trade and people-to-people contact in Asia. US engagement and military-to-military relations with the PRC remain a key element of the USA’s East Asia strategy. In this context, the USA’s military presence in the region serves as an important conduit through which the military personnel of the two countries interact to enhance mutual understanding and build trust and confidence. Current programmes include the highlevel visits of defence chiefs and military leaders, annual defence consultative talks, port calls, exchanges of military delegations to training facilities and educational institutions in both countries and the observance of military exercises. A major goal of the USA is to dispel Chinese concern over the US military presence by presenting itself as a major stabilising force in the region. An equally important task is to avoid inadvertent conflict due to miscalculation, especially over Taiwan. 
[CONTINUED]
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[CONTINUED]

Towards this end, a series of security dialogues have been held between Chinese and US military leaders. In addition, a bilateral Military Maritime Consultative Agreement was signed in January 1998. Most recently, in November 2000, Henry Shelton, the US Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, attended a Chinese military exercise in the Nanjing military region as an observer. This was the first time that the USA had been given access to such an event in China. By working with the Chinese military in this way, the USA hopes to develop a better understanding of the People’s Liberation Army (PLA), and its military doctrines and security perspectives. The PLA is playing an increasingly active role in Chinese foreign policymaking, which further underscores the USA’s interest in establishing better working relations with the Chinese military. Rationale for a US presence The USA’s military presence in East Asia is a clear legacy of the Cold War. It began with the US Occupational Forces in Japan in the late 1940s, which was consolidated into the US-Japan Security Treaty in 1951. Following the outbreak of the Korean War in June 1950, the USA and the ROK forged the 1953 Mutual Defence Treaty. The key objective of these alliances was to defend Japan and the ROK from possible attacks from the Soviet Union or Soviet client states like the DPRK. The alliances served, along with the 1951 AustraliaNew Zealand-USA (ANZUS) tripartite security treaty and the 1954 South East Asia Treaty Organisation (SEATO), as the central check against the spread of Soviet/Chinese communism and as a deterrent against any aggression towards US friends and allies. Although the Asian strategic landscape has changed dramatically in the last 10 years, some of the core reasons for a US military presence have remained constant. For the USA, its fundamental interests centre on preventing the rise of any single hegemonic power in the Asia Pacific; deterring aggression and maintaining stability; securing uninterrupted sea lines of communications (SLOC) and continued access to the region’s expanding markets; promoting the nonproliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD); retaining US influence through dialogue; and supporting democracy. The USA strongly endorses and encourages the development of multilateral institutions for peace and security in the region. The USA actively participates in the ARF and has encouraged key initiatives such as the call for Asian nations to issues their own defence white papers. The USA continues to regard its military presence as a critical source of stability until a functional co-operative security arrangement can be established. Given the less developed security institutions in the region combined with the multiple and overlapping territorial disputes and potential flash points in Asia, the USA will likely remain highly engaged in Asian security dynamics to shape the evolution of the regional security environment. The rationale for a continued US military presence in the region also derives much of its impetus from material and normative as well as security related considerations. Asia has become an increasingly important region for the USA in terms of: trade (US$500 billion annually affecting three million US jobs); the region’s budding yet fragile process of democratisation; US interest in maintaining SLOCs through which vital supplies of energy transit; and the many unresolved territorial issues. US disengagement would threaten US access to Asian markets, limit the USA’s ability to influence economic and political trends in the region, and engender heated competition for influence among regional powers. For these reasons, US policymakers and defence planners see US national security interests as intimately tied to the security and stability of Asia. US defence officials often remind the public that in the last 50 years the USA has fought two ‘hot wars’ in Asia (Korea and Vietnam) and that five of the USA’s seven security treaties are with Asian nations. The US domestic debate Support in the USA for continued military presence in Asia has not always been as solid as it appears today. In the early 1990s, just after the Soviet Union crumbled, an increasing number of voices in government and academic circles began calling for a reassessment of the US troop presence in Asia. The Pentagon’s 1990 and 1992 EASRs anticipated reductions in forward deployed forces in Asia. At issue was the direction of post-Cold War US security strategy: should the USA pursue a policy of preponderance or assume the role of an offshore balancer? In the East Asian context, the debates have centred on the implications and costs of a US disengagement for regional stability, in particular that of appropriate burden-sharing and of maintaining US military alliances in the face of declining threats. Many in Congress questioned whether the cost of the USJapanese alliances balanced against the benefits. Policymakers and academics suggested that the USA was providing for Japanese security while Tokyo was accruing disproportionately large economic benefits from the US security umbrella. The debates in the USA over access to Japanese markets and unfair Japanese trade practices, combined with Japan’s lacklustre performance during the 1990–91 Gulf War added to a long list of concerns that prompted questions over the value of the alliance. By the mid-1990s the situation began to change. A new consensus emerged in support of continued US military presence in the region. Several factors explain this shift: _ Japan agreed to accommodate many of the USA’s concerns about burden-sharing; _ the Japanese economy began to experience serious problems that deflected concerns in the USA that it was protecting its greatest economic competitor; _ the USA began to experience sustained economic growth; and _ many in the USA began to see Asia as a dangerous part of the world in light of the DPRK’s nuclear and missile programmes, and the rise of the ‘China Threat’ debate in the USA. The 1995 EASR (also known as the ‘Nye Initiative’) largely settled the debate about the US military presence in Asia and the alliance with Japan. The report reaffirmed that the USA would indefinitely maintain a level of 100,000 troops in Asia. In a much quoted axiom Joseph Nye, US assistant secretary of defence for international security affairs argued that: “[Security] is like oxygen: you tend not to notice it until you begin to lose it, but once that occurs there is nothing else that you will think about.” Nye emphasised the crucial role that US forces play in Asia in terms of ensuring regional stability and economic prosperity. He suggested that continued US leadership was needed to shape the alliances to match the evolving security environment in the region. He stressed that the USA also needed to play a role in building regional security institutions as a supplement to and not as a substitute for US alliances. The alternative would be detrimental to US interests. These developments set in place a process that has led to the gradual improvement and expansion of the US-Japanese alliances. In April 1996 President Clinton and Prime Minister Ryutaro Hashimoto signed the Security Declaration, and in September 1997 the revised US-Japanese defence guidelines were issued. When the 1998 EASR was released, the US alliance system seemed to have been revived, strengthened and expanded. Japan is assuming a greater and more equal place in the alliance; its HNS role now covers 70% of the non-personnel cost of US troops posted in Japan. Tokyo’s decision to participate in the research and development (R&D) of TMD systems is a further indication of the increasing co-ordination of the two allies on regional security topics. The coming challenges Domestic US support for these alliances should not be taken for granted, however. Opposition exists, although mainly in academic circles. Critics of the revival of US security alliances in the region advocate a phased withdrawal of US troops, given the changing security environment in Asia and the growing capabilities of the USA’s allies. These critics argue that the US military should function as an ‘offshore balancer’ rather than as a ‘local sheriff’. This former role would greatly reduce the cost of stationing troops abroad and avoid unnecessary entanglement. A US withdrawal would force its allies to assume greater defence responsibilities. Critics argue that HNS — Japan footing $5 billion and the ROK about $200–300 million — represents only a small fraction of the total cost: $13 billion for maintaining troops in the ROK and perhaps $35 billion in Japan. The future challenges to a US military presence in Asia will likely result from the changing regional dynamics in East Asia. These challenges could manifest themselves in many different forms: Korean unification; China’s growing status and power; or a conflict over Taiwan. Such changes could lead to a questioning within several countries about the continued utility of a US troop presence. China and the US China generally opposes the current US military presence in Asia and has characterised the US system of bilateral military alliances as ‘out-dated Cold War thinking’. During the Cold War China tacitly accepted a US troop presence in Asia as a force for stability and as a substitute for a remilitarised Japan. 
[CONTINUED]
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[CONTINUED]

Yet in recent years, Chinese views of the US military presence in the region have shifted. Beijing increasingly sees US military alliances in Asia as fostering an adversarial security environment akin to the ‘NATO versus the Warsaw Pact’ competition in Europe. In particular, Beijing views the recent expansion of the US-Japanese defence guidelines and the growing US defence relationships with Southeast Asian countries as threatening. In private conversations with government officials and military officers in China, we found that Beijing opposes the US alliance system because it sees its purpose to be containing China. Indeed, US forces in East Asia are increasingly seen as a major obstacle to China’s objectives in the region, which range from assertiveness in the South China Sea to its long-held goal of national unification. The strengthened US-Japanese security alliance lies at the heart of Chinese concerns in two critical aspects. First, as the alliance expands Japan will assume an increasingly prominent role. This prospect raises historical concerns about Japanese remilitarisation. Tokyo already has the world’s second largest defence budget (after the USA) and maintains one of the best-equipped militaries in the region. In addition, Japan’s industrial and technological wherewithal can provide it with ready resources should it decide to become a great military power at short notice. The Chinese often point to Japan’s large stockpiles of plutonium and Japan’s sophisticated space-launch capabilities as evidence of potential nuclear and missile capabilities. Second, China is concerned with the alliance’s potential intervention in the Taiwan Strait. When the US-Japanese guidelines were reviewed in 1997, the scope of the guidelines was revised to include the vague phrase ‘surrounding areas’. While US and Japanese officials maintain that this terminology is situational and not geographic, the Chinese interpreted these terms as including coverage of Taiwan. Ambiguity regarding the defence perimeters of the alliance only raises Beijing’s anxiety and creates the perception in China that the US-Japanese alliance is directed at the Chinese. In rejecting the US system of alliances in East Asia, Beijing has put forward an alternative ‘new security concept’ that calls for regional relations based not on bilateral alliances but on principals of mutual trust, mutual benefit, equality and co-operation. Chinese officials argue that the principals underlying the UN Charter and China’s ‘Five Principals of Peaceful Co-existence’ should serve as the conceptual foundation for Asian security. This new security concept: _ rejects the US military alliance systems; _ suggests that regional security requires co-operation and not competition between the major powers; _ insists that economic security is a central component of regional security; and _ insists that dialogue, consultation and peaceful resolution of disputes are the means of ensuring co-operative security. This new security concept and China’s appeal to principles of co-operative security stand in contrast to the USA’s system of bilateral military relations and alliances. The USA sees its continued military presence and active engagement through bilateral defence alliances as crucial to regional stability. The USA relies on its ability to react quickly and to intervene in multiple regional contingencies. It sees this as an important post-Cold War strategic requirement. The Chinese, on the other hand, want to regain regional prominence and freedom in dealing with what they regard either as domestic or purely bilateral issues. Also, China’s recent change of attitude towards multilateral security structures and its emphasis on security co-operation partnerships runs counter to the USA’s reliance on bilateral security alliances and forward military deployments. These contrasting visions of the role of alliances and the requirements for regional stability pose a challenge to the USA’s military presence in Asia. There is, however, a schizophrenic element to China’s opposition to the US military presence in the region. On the one hand, China rhetorically opposes the expansion of US military alliances with the ROK and Japan, but on the other hand privately recognises the stabilising influence of the US alliances with those countries. In Japan a US military presence prevents the rise of Japanese militarism, an acute Chinese concern. In South Korea, the USROK military alliance serves to deter the outbreak of conflict and contributes to a peaceful security environment needed for Chinese economic development.

 

Japan and South Korea and deterring a North Korean attack.
Klingner 2010 - Bruce Klingner is Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation (Bruce, May 28, 2010 , “With Re-Acceptance of Marines on Okinawa, Time to Look Ahead”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/05/With-Re-Acceptance-of-Marines-on-Okinawa-Time-to-Look-Ahead, MG)

 
The DPJ policy reversal is the result of senior Japanese officials having a belated epiphany on geostrategic realities. They now realize that the Marines on Okinawa are an indispensable and irreplaceable element of any U.S. response to an Asian crisis. Foreign Minister Okada affirmed that “the presence of U.S. Marines on Okinawa is necessary for Japan’s national security [since they] are a powerful deterrent against possible enemy attacks and should be stationed in Japan.” Prime Minister Hatoyama now admits that after coming to power he came to better understand the importance of the U.S.–Japan alliance in light of the northeast Asian security environment. He commented, “As I learned more about the situation, I’ve come to realize that [the Marines] are all linked up as a package to maintain deterrence.” Japanese officials also remarked that rising tensions on the Korean Peninsula—triggered by North Korea’s sinking of a South Korean naval ship[1]—made clear to Japan that it lives in a dangerous neighborhood and should not undermine U.S. deterrence and defense capabilities. 
[CONTINUED]
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Looking Beyond Futenma If successfully implemented, Hatoyama’s Futenma decision will reduce U.S. concerns and suspicions over the DPJ. U.S. officials had commented that they saw the Futenma dispute as the initial indicator of potentially worse difficulties to come in the alliance. These concerns in turn triggered broader U.S. unease over the DPJ’s long-term security plans and Japan’s reliability as an ally. As one U.S. official commented, the DPJ is raising issues that question virtually every aspect of the fundamentals of the alliance. Both sides should seek to minimize the fallout from the Futenma dispute by minimizing differences on forthcoming contentious bilateral security issues, such as the pending renegotiation of the Status of Forces Agreement and Japan’s burden sharing commitment. Washington and Tokyo should also look for opportunities to highlight shared objectives and common policies. The Hatoyama administration’s announcement that it would strongly support the U.S. and South Korean resolute response to North Korea’s naval attack was a step in the right direction. Additionally, the Obama Administration should call upon Tokyo to: Conduct a joint security review. Disputes over security issues will continue to plague the bilateral relationship as long as Washington and Tokyo have such diverse security visions. As a first step, the two sides should engage in a comprehensive joint threat assessment to exchange intelligence and military data on Asian security challenges. Initiate a bilateral strategic dialogue to develop a comprehensive security strategy. The U.S. and Japan should identify shared national interests and objectives and define a prioritized application of military, diplomatic, and economic instruments of national power to address security threats as well as a division of duties. The U.S. should reject DPJ advocacy for Japan to adopt a low-risk foreign policy that minimizes its security responsibilities. Tough Road Ahead Mending the U.S.–Japan alliance will not be easy. The DPJ’s coalition partners, as well as factions within the DPJ itself, will feel betrayed by Hatoyama’s Futenma decision. The DPJ has not yet articulated its security and foreign policies, nor has it defined its vision for Japan’s global security role. Despite clamoring for an “equal alliance” with the U.S., the DPJ has failed to define its terms or display a willingness to assume greater responsibilities commensurate with such a role. The U.S.–Japan alliance remains critical to maintaining peace and stability in Asia as well as guaranteeing shared values of freedom and democracy. It is essential that the two administrations step up public diplomacy efforts to better explain the benefits of the alliance as well as the necessity of forward-deployed U.S. military forces.

Asia- Korea Deterred Now
Obama is working with South Korea to deter a North Korean attack. 

AP 6/2 (6/2/10, "US and South Korea to 'deter' N.Korean aggression: Obama", http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5g3mzXMrmOApVFnLZ-U9b8nfTAWQg)
WASHINGTON — US President Barack Obama said Wednesday he will work with South Korea to "deter aggression" and hold North Korea accountable after it allegedly torpedoed a South Korean warship last month.

"In the days ahead, our governments will continue to consult closely, and I look forward to meeting with (South Korean) President Lee (Myung-Bak) this month in Toronto. Together, we will ensure our readiness and deter aggression," Obama said.
"We will work with allies and partners to hold North Korea accountable, including at the United Nations Security Council, making it clear that security and respect for North Korea will never come through aggression, but only by upholding its obligations."

The military base at Okinawa is being used to deter Chinese or North Korean aggression; the base is key to keeping peace and stability in the region. 

Shuster 10 (Mike, June 21, NPR, “Japan's PM Faces Test Over U.S. Base On Okinawa”, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=127932447, MG)

The U.S. has maintained bases on Okinawa since the World War II battle there in the spring of 1945. It was the bloodiest land battle of the war in the Pacific. The U.S. kept military control of Okinawa until 1972, 20 years after the rest of Japan regained its sovereignty. That history has a lot to do with the sensitivity of all sides in the current controversy. The Futenma affair has sparked a debate in Japan about the ongoing presence of U.S. forces. In a recent interview with the BBC, the current Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada, speaking through an interpreter, pointed out that Japan's constitution limits how its self-defense forces can be used, and how the continued presence of U.S. forces acts as a deterrent to potential conflicts with North Korea or China. "For Japan's own security and to maintain peace and stability in Asia as well, we do need U.S. forces in Japan, and that position is not going to change, even with the change in government," Okada said. But this is not a position that all Japanese support. In order to handle the matter successfully, Kan, the new prime minister, will have to explain that need better to the Japanese people, say some analysts. Narushige Michishita, a specialist in strategic and defense studies at the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies, says Kan needs to address the issue of defending Japan. Michishita is sympathetic to the U.S. position, but he believes it will be difficult for Kan to convince the Japanese, especially the people of Okinawa, of the dangers Japan may face that require a large U.S. military presence. "In a way he has been a little bit exaggerating the need for U.S. troops in Okinawa for the defense of Japan at the current moment," Michishita says.

Asia- China Brink
U.S. needs to take a stand against China’s naval aggression 
MAGINNIS, ’10  Retired U.S. Army lieutenant colonel (5/20/10, Robert, Human Events, China’s High Sea Aggression, http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=37081, EK)

China’s aggressive actions on the high seas, its rapidly expanding navy and its new global strategy suggest Beijing’s motivations are as much about geopolitical power as economics.  That’s why the U.S. either accommodates its soon-to-be naval “peer competitor” or face the risk of military conflicts with the emerging superpower. The U.S. Navy has been a victim of Chinese “confrontation.”  In 2001, Chinese fighters intercepted and crashed into a U.S. Navy P-3 Orion aircraft and then forced it to land at a Chinese military airfield.  In late 2007, a Chinese Song class submarine surfaced dangerously close to the U.S.S. Kitty Hawk, an aircraft carrier, during a Pacific exercise.  Last year, Chinese vessels aggressively maneuvered within 25 feet of the USNS Impreccable, an unarmed ocean surveillance ship, in the South China Sea. These aggressive actions suggest China’s navy is taking on a new and dangerous character. Beijing’s motive for a large navy is more complex than trade.  There is a rising tide of Chinese nationalism aimed at Japan and the U.S., China’s long-time naval rivals.  A larger navy feeds Chinese national pride at its rivals’ expense and gives Beijing the tools to eventually reunify the “renegade province” of Taiwan by force if necessary. And it helps to control contested island groups off China’s coasts, which form a new outer-defense security belt.   This multi-faceted motivation prompts China’s strategic military transformation.  The Pentagon’s 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review outlines that transformation: “China’s military has begun to develop new roles, missions, and capabilities in support of its growing regional and global interests.” In March, Adm. Robert Willard, the leader of the U.S. Pacific Command, testified Chinese naval developments were “pretty dramatic.”  “Of particular concern is that elements of China’s military modernization appear designed to challenge our freedom of action in the region,” the admiral said. We can also train and equip regional allies like Japan.  But most Asian allies can ill afford to deploy ocean-going ships to defend their vital interests from China’s superpower fleet.  Finally, the U.S. ought to engage with China to remove its veil of secrecy about military programs and geopolitical intentions.  Security cooperation programs – joint exercises, exchanges – can reduce some tension and maneuver-space agreements can help avoid needless confrontations. China is a rapidly growing naval power that will soon become America’s “peer competitor.”  Washington should engage Beijing at every opportunity to promote transparency and cooperation while maintaining a credible deterrent in Asia.   Otherwise our economic and security interests will inevitably collide and we could easily land in a new cold war or worse.
 

Asia- Korea Brink
The attack on South Korea has heightened tensions between the two nations. South Korea has promised a military response to any further attacks, which are very likely. 
American Foreign Press 2010 (6-18-2010, “S.Korea must respond sternly to N.Korea attacks: army chief”, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5i6ElgGCPp8uI_13cmkwbQ19iIGFw, MG)

SEOUL — South Korea's military faces a "desperately dangerous situation" after the sinking of a warship and must respond sternly to any future North Korean provocations, the new army chief said Friday. "With a resolute determination, the military must put together all of its capabilities and resources to sternly deal with any provocations by North Korea," General Hwang Eui-Don said in his inauguration speech. Hwang took over in a reshuffle of military top brass amid criticism that the armed forces reacted sloppily to the sinking of the corvette near the disputed sea border on March 26. A total of 46 sailors were killed. State inspectors recommended that 13 generals, 10 lower-level officers and two civilian defence ministry officials be punished. The country's top military officer Lee Sang-Eui offered his resignation. South Korea announced non-military reprisals against its impoverished communist neighbour after a multinational investigation concluded last month that a submarine from the North had torpedoed the Cheonoan. The sinking has dramatically escalated tensions on the peninsula ahead of the 60th anniversary of the start of the Korean war on June 25, 1950 and has stalled efforts at resuming North Korea nuclear disarmament negotiations. The North, which angrily denies any involvement, has threatened military action if the UN Security Council accepts Seoul's request to censure Pyongyang. Pyongyang's official Korean Central News Agency (KCNA) on Friday again accused Seoul of fabricating the evidence in the sinking. "This has pushed the inter-Korean relations to a total collapse and created such (a) tense situation on the Korean peninsula that a war may break out right now," KCNA said. Hwang said he would work to build a strong army that is "trusted and loved by the people," according to a transcript of his inauguration speech released by the defence ministry. The new army chief told reporters Thursday that chances of another military provocation are quite high. "North Korea is not showing any direct moves for provocations, but when we look at its past pattern of behaviour, there are fair chances of provocations and that's why we raised" alertness, he said.
 

North Korea is a time bomb about to explode, and the looming regime change threatens its delicate balance. If it is going to attack its neighbors, it will be soon. 

Kilingner 10 -Bruce Klingner is Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation. (Bruce, April 7, 2010, “Leadership Change in North Korea--What it Means for the U.S.”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/04/Leadership-Change-in-North-Korea-What-it-Means-for-the-US) 

 

International attention has been focused on North Korea's nuclear weapons program, which endangers U.S. national interests, the safety of critical U.S. allies Japan and South Korea, and peace and stability in Asia. Washington must continue to use a combination of diplomatic pressure and highly conditional negotiations to induce Pyongyang to abide by its denuclearization pledges, as well as to prevent nuclear proliferation. Yet there is another North Korean threat for which Washington must prepare: instability in the country's leadership. The planned succession from the ailing Kim Jong-il to his third son faces many challenges and may not be successful. Because the young son lacks the gravitas of his father, there is the potential for a power struggle among challengers within the senior party and military leadership. The issue of succession is especially worrisome in view of recent indications that deteriorating economic conditions, exacerbated by the tightening noose of international sanctions, and rising civil unrest in response to draconian attacks against free-market activity could create a tinderbox of instability. If the situation became so dire as to bring about the collapse of the regime, it could lead to North Korea's loss of control over its nuclear weapons, greater risk of rogue elements selling weapons of mass destruction to other rogue governments and terrorist groups, fighting among competing factions, economic turmoil, and humanitarian disaster. Under such circumstances, China or South Korea might feel compelled to send troops into North Korea to stabilize the country, raising the potential for miscalculation and armed confrontation. Moreover, even a smooth leadership transition would put diplomatic efforts to induce North Korea to abandon its nuclear weapons on hold. It is unlikely that Pyongyang would trade away its nuclear weapons when it feels weakened by leadership transition. The North Korean regime has shown remarkable resilience over the past 15 years, belying repeated predictions of its imminent demise. However, there is now a growing sense that a combination of stresses is pushing Pyongyang closer to the tipping point. Like storm clouds on the horizon, the implications of leadership transition are significant and unpredictable. 
[CONTINUED]
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Kim's sudden death or incapacitation could trigger events culminating in a cataclysmic security challenge for the United States, South Korea, and Japan. The potential for turmoil in a nation with nuclear weapons must therefore be a top priority for the U.S. and its allies. The Obama Administration should develop military, political, and economic contingency plans for a wide range of scenarios. The U.S. should integrate its plans with those of South Korea and Japan and initiate discussions with China and Russia. Discussions among scholars from these countries ("track two" dialogues) could be used to augment government efforts. Kim Jong-il's Ill Health In August 2008, Kim Jong-il suffered one or two strokes, leading to his absence from public view for months. Later in 2008, the North Korean government released photos of Kim that purportedly showed him to be in good health, but these pictures were subsequently exposed as doctored. Kim eventually recovered but appears frail and emaciated. Initial judgments about Kim's health have been reassessed as a result of Kim's August 2009 meetings with former President Bill Clinton and Hyundai Chairwoman Hyun Jung-eun, during which the North Korean leader was described as robust and in full control of his faculties, but there are continuing concerns about Kim's health, and a sudden collapse is possible at any time. Life expectancy for stroke victims is low, particularly for someone like Kim, who has resumed smoking and drinking. Kim Jong-il continues to suffer from chronic health problems, including diabetes, kidney and heart problems, and high blood pressure. He reportedly receives regular dialysis, particularly before meetings with foreign leaders, so that he can appear to be in good health.[1] In December 2009, there were reports that Kim remained weak and could work only every other day.[2] Contrary to rumors, he likely does not have pancreatic cancer.

 
North Korea is agitated by the sinking of the South Korean warship, which can lead to nuclear war

BusinessDay ’10, (6/17/10, Businessday, North Korea urges UN to be impartial, threatens nuclear war, 

 http://www.businessday.co.za/articles/Content.aspx?id=111997, YU)

NORTH Korea urged the United Nations (UN) Security Council to handle impartially the deadly sinking of a South Korean warship blamed on the secretive state, warning yesterday that ongoing tension over the incident could trigger nuclear war on the peninsula. 

The threat came hours after the country’s UN ambassador said at a rare news conference in New York that its military would respond if the world body questioned or condemned North Korea over the sinking. Sin Son Ho repeated his regime’s position that it had nothing to do with the sinking that killed 46 South Korean sailors. 

“The UN Security Council must fulfil its responsibilities by bringing to light the truth of the incident impartially and objectively,” the North’s Rodong Sinmun newspaper said in a commentary yesterday. 

The paper said tension was running so high on the peninsula, any accidental incident could trigger an all-out conflict, even a nuclear war. “Indeed, a very dangerous situation, in which a minor accidental incident could trigger an all-out war and develop into a nuclear war, is fostered on the Korean peninsula now,” said the commentary, carried by the Korean Central News Agency. 

North Korea, which is believed to have enough weapons-grade plutonium for at least six nuclear weapons, has made similar threats in the past to wield its atomic arsenal in times of tension with the outside world. 
 

Asia- North Korea Deterred Now

US is Committed to Deterring North Korea

Payne 10 President and co-founder of the National Institute for Public Policy (3/10, Dr. Keith, U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/US%20Extend-Deter-for%20print.pdf)
More recently, top U.S. officials have been quick to emphasize the U.S. commitment to South Korea in the wake of each nuclear test by North Korea. Hours after the October 2006 test, President George W. Bush publicly “affirmed to our allies in the region, including South Korea and Japan, that the United States will meet the full range of our deterrent and security commitments.” Ten days later, the SCM communiqué for that year promised, as noted, continuation of the extended deterrence afforded by the U.S. nuclear umbrella.

US Currently Deters North Korea 

Payne 10 President and co-founder of the National Institute for Public Policy (3/10, Dr. Keith, U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/US%20Extend-Deter-for%20print.pdf)
South Koreans believe frequent statements of the U.S. nuclear guarantee constitute a key part of the deterrent to North Korean aggression. In their eyes, the statements stand as a “warning to North Korea,” help pressure Pyongyang to “give up its nuclear development and not to dream such a futile dream,” and “make North Korea realize that its possession of nuclear weapons will not provide any leverage in dealing with South Korea, and also that it could lead to its collapse if it ever tries to use them against the U.S. or its allies.” In general, what deters an adversary does not necessarily assure an ally, but in the case of South Korea, Seoul finds the U.S. nuclear guarantee assuring precisely because it is seen as deterring the North

US Deterrence of North Korea has Raised South Korean Confidence
Payne 10 President and co-founder of the National Institute for Public Policy (3/10, Dr. Keith, U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/US%20Extend-Deter-for%20print.pdf)
Some might dismiss reiterations of the nuclear guarantee to the ROK as little more than diplomatic boilerplate. Such a view misreads reality. Allies, not others, decide what assures, that is, what promises, policies, plans, capabilities, or actions give confidence in U.S. commitments. And the evidence is unambiguous that the South Koreans want clear, authoritative, and repeated statements of the U.S. nuclear guarantee. After the first North Korean nuclear test, for example, it was Seoul that pressed for the insertion of “extended deterrence” in the 2006 SCM communiqué as a way of emphasizing the protection of the nuclear umbrella. Following the second test by Pyongyang, Seoul likewise insisted that President Obama endorse the nuclear guarantee with the U.S.- ROK Joint Vision. “Strong reaffirmation of the U.S. extended deterrence commitment,” two South Korean defense analysts observe, “has raised South Korea’s confidence in its security and strengthened the U.S. position when dealing with North Korea.”
US Troops in South Korea Relocating to Better Deter North Korea
Payne 10 President and co-founder of the National Institute for Public Policy (3/10, Dr. Keith, U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/US%20Extend-Deter-for%20print.pdf)
The disposition of U.S. troops in South Korea has been as important as their number. Since the end of the Korean War, U.S. ground forces have been deployed astride the invasion corridors between the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ) and Seoul. Stationed in this manner, they have functioned as a trip wire that, by making U.S. involvement in a war “automatic,” presumably has helped deter the North from launching an attack and certainly has helped allay fear in the South of abandonment by the United States. This situation is changing, however. In a process initiated by the Global Posture Review, the United States is repositioning its forces away from the DMZ to locations farther south on the peninsula. The objectives of the relocation are several: to move U.S. forces beyond the range of North Korean artillery; strengthen their ability to counterattack an invasion; increase their availability for contingencies outside Korea (by consolidating forces around two basing “hubs” with ready access to air- and sealift); achieve a better balance between U.S. and South Korean military responsibilities (by improving ROK capabilities and making U.S. capabilities more “air and naval-centric”); and lessen tensions with the South Korean population (by reducing the number of bases and returning land for civilian use). This changed disposition of U.S. forces has raised two concerns in South Korea. First, without the trip wire of American troops near the DMZ, the deterrent to North Korean attack might be weaker. Second, the availability of U.S. forces on the peninsula for other contingencies could result in “the denuding and decoupling of the U.S. security presence.”
Asia- Taiwan Relations stable

 

China and Taiwan relations make progress with trade pact
Wu ’10, Associated Press (June 14, 2010, Debby Wu Associated Press, PhillyBurbs.com, Taiwan and China make progress in trade pact talks, http://www.phillyburbs.com/news/news_details/article/266/2010/june/14/taiwan-and-china-make-progress-in-trade-pact-talks.html

 

Taiwan and China have agreed on the structure and content for a landmark trade deal that could bring about the closest relations between the longtime rivals since their split amid civil war in 1949. The Economic Cooperation Framework Agreement _ ECFA _ is the centerpiece of Taiwanese President Ma Ying-jeou's ambitious mainland engagement program, which has already reduced tensions across the 100-mile- (160-kilometer-) wide Taiwan Strait to their lowest level since the sides split amid civil war in 1949. In his two years in office, Ma has turned the corner on his predecessor's pro-independence policies, amid a welter of commercial accords, including the resumption of regular air and maritime service and the liberalization of cross-strait investment protocols. Taiwanese and Chinese negotiators meeting for a third round of ECFA negotiations in Beijing made "substantial progress," Taiwan's semiofficial Straits Exchange Foundation said in a statement late Sunday, without indicating whether a June signing target would still be met. The statement said an agreement had been reached on tariff reductions for an unspecified number of goods, and the two sides decided to step up financial cooperation and move to provide intellectual property protection for both countries. The SEF is responsible for conducting negotiations with China Advertisement Taiwan's United Daily News and China Times newspapers reported Monday that Taiwan will allow some 200 Chinese items to enjoy tariff reduction benefits on the island, while China will return the favor for about 500 Taiwanese products. Tariff reduction is seen as a big incentive to support ECFA for many in Taiwan _ notably the petrochemical and machinery industries _ though others, including farmers in the southern part of the island and producers of light industrial goods fear it could ruin them by permitting a flood of cheap Chinese imports. For its part, the Ma administration argues that ECFA is necessary to help Taiwan maintain its economic competitiveness in the face of a new Chinese trade agreement with countries in Southeast Asia, and it could open the way to free trade agreements between Taiwan and other countries. Countering this argument, the opposition charges the pact will hurt the island's economy by making it overly dependent on China, and ultimately pave the way for political unification, its greatest fear. It also points out China's Foreign Ministry recently indicated Beijing may oppose third country FTAs with Taiwan. Opposition leaders are planning to hold a mass rally in Taipei in late June to protest the agreement.

Taiwan and China stabilizing now – opportunity for future
Thomas White Global Investing, ’09 (July 3, 2009, Thomas White International, 

Taiwan: A Thaw in Taiwan-China Relations, http://www.thomaswhite.com/explore-the-world/Postcard/2009/taiwan-china-relations.aspx, MC)

 

After six decades of hostility, mistrust, and animosity, Taiwan and China, once bitter foes and arch enemies, are reaching out to each other. The global economic recession has created unusual friendships, changed old ones, and created a dynamically different world. In an announcement that could have far reaching implications on Asian trade and investment, Taiwan’s Ministry of Economic Affairs has decided that it would open up Taiwan’s borders to allow for Chinese investments. The Cabinet approval for the move marks a personal triumph for Taiwan’s President Ma Ying-jeou who has been aggressively campaigning for closer ties with China. The two sides had separated during China’s civil war in 1949, although China claims that Taiwan remains a part of its territory. At best, relations between these two nations have been fractious and uneasy. As the world grapples with the unrest of the financial meltdown and worsening relations between South Korea and the nuclear-armed North, signs of a growing friendship between China and Taiwan will only mean good news. Under the new rules, Chinese investment will be allowed in a total of 100 categories in Taiwan’s service, industry, and infrastructure sectors, including textiles, cell phones, cars, auto parts, and building of airport facilities, resorts, and commercial ports. Service sector categories include retail, restaurants, farming and medical products. The move will help correct a considerable imbalance in cross-strait relations. Taiwanese companies have invested in the Chinese economy since 1991, helping push the country on a trajectory to becoming the world’s fastest growing major economy. Now, it is hoping that China can return the favor. Taiwan desperately needs the boost – its economy contracted by a record 10.24% in the first quarter, and the jobless rate rose to a high of 5.84% in May. Yet, Taiwan is still playing it safe. In an effort to avoid criticism that the government is jeopardizing Taiwan’s sovereignty, no Chinese investment is allowed in Taiwan’s core markets. Consequently, its semiconductor, solar panel making, communications, and flat panel technology industries are not open to China. No Chinese company with a ‘military interest’ will be entertained either, the Ministry warned. Not all agree that these safeguards are adequate. The opposition Democratic Progressive Party (DPP) sharply criticized the change as a “threat to national security”. The DPP claimed that Chinese investment might hurt domestic companies and intensify competition. But in a battered economy, investors and manufacturers alike are welcoming all the crumbs they get. Since a travel ban to Taiwan was lifted a year ago, almost 350,000 Chinese tourists have made a trip to the island, providing a much needed impetus to the tourism sector. Ultimately, both China and Taiwan stand to benefit, but they are not alone in reaping the rewards. In this closely integrated world, a strong and stable China and Taiwan may help the global economy emerge from the abyss of the recession. It appears that crisis may indeed lead to opportunity.
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Under President Ma, Taiwan and China grown closer economically and socially. 

McCabe 10 –Asia Correspondent for Canwest News (Aileen, June 24, “China, Taiwan set to take one step closer to historic rapprochement” http://www.montrealgazette.com/life/China+Taiwan+take+step+closer+historic+rapprochement/3195674/story.html, MG)

 


SHANGHAI — China and Taiwan are set to sign a trade agreement next Tuesday that is deemed the most significant step toward rapprochement between the longtime foes in more than 60 years. Officials in Taipei said the Economic Co-operation Framework Agreement (ECFA) will be signed in Chongqing, the seat of Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek's capital from 1937 to 1945. Four years later, his nationalist Kuomintang fighters were defeated by the Communist forces under Mao Zedong and Chiang and his supporters fled to Taiwan. Under the ECFA, Taiwan expects tariffs to be reduced on about 500 of the exports it sends to China, and the Chinese will see reductions for about 260 of the products it sells to Taiwan. Cross-straits trade is currently worth about $100 billion and largely favours Taiwan. The tariff-reducing agreement has powerful opponents in Taiwan, however. A sizable portion of the population fears nationalist President Ma Ying-jeou might be jeopardizing the democratic island's independence by getting too cozy with Beijing. Opposition Democratic Progressive Party (DPP) chairwoman Tsai Ing-wen is calling for an island-wide referendum on the deal and is scheduled to lead a mass protest march against it on Saturday. Since taking office in 2008, Ma has focused on improving relations with China following eight years of bad blood under his predecessor, the vocally pro-independence DPP leader, Chen Shui-bian. In just over two years, Ma has managed to open shipping links between Taiwan and the Mainland, begin mail delivery, allow direct flights across the Taiwan Straits and initiate what is becoming a thriving tourist trade between the two old enemies. Last year, 5.4 million people went back-and-forth between China and Taiwan and that number is set to increase considerably as more flights are added to the routes and prices fall. So far, there have been no top-level politicians among the first-time visitors, however. Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao has expressed keen interest to go when the time is ripe. Asked last year if he had plans to visit, Wen said he would "swim there if (he) could not walk." For both China and Taiwan, the blossoming relationship is built upon what is called the "1992 Consensus." It's a somewhat shaky compromise that allows both parties to maintain their support for a "One China Policy," without defining what it means. And so far, it means something different on either side of the Straits. Beijing contends that Taiwan is a province of China, just like Sichuan or Guangdong. Theoretically, Taipei maintains the myth that it is the legitimate ruler of all of China.

Asia- China Taiwan Brink
Currently, China and Taiwan are expanding trade with one another, but both maintain that they own the other country, making the improved relations tentative and unstable. 

McCabe 10 – Canwest News Asia Correspondent 

(Aileen, June 24, “China, Taiwan set to take one step closer to historic rapprochement”, http://www.montrealgazette.com/life/China+Taiwan+take+step+closer+historic+rapprochement/3195674/story.html, MG)

China and Taiwan are set to sign a trade agreement next Tuesday that is deemed the most significant step toward rapprochement between the longtime foes in more than 60 years. Officials in Taipei said the Economic Co-operation Framework Agreement (ECFA) will be signed in Chongqing, the seat of Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek's capital from 1937 to 1945. Four years later, his nationalist Kuomintang fighters were defeated by the Communist forces under Mao Zedong and Chiang and his supporters fled to Taiwan. Under the ECFA, Taiwan expects tariffs to be reduced on about 500 of the exports it sends to China, and the Chinese will see reductions for about 260 of the products it sells to Taiwan. Cross-straits trade is currently worth about $100 billion and largely favours Taiwan. The tariff-reducing agreement has powerful opponents in Taiwan, however. A sizable portion of the population fears nationalist President Ma Ying-jeou might be jeopardizing the democratic island's independence by getting too cozy with Beijing. Opposition Democratic Progressive Party (DPP) chairwoman Tsai Ing-wen is calling for an island-wide referendum on the deal and is scheduled to lead a mass protest march against it on Saturday. Since taking office in 2008, Ma has focused on improving relations with China following eight years of bad blood under his predecessor, the vocally pro-independence DPP leader, Chen Shui-bian. In just over two years, Ma has managed to open shipping links between Taiwan and the Mainland, begin mail delivery, allow direct flights across the Taiwan Straits and initiate what is becoming a thriving tourist trade between the two old enemies. Last year, 5.4 million people went back-and-forth between China and Taiwan and that number is set to increase considerably as more flights are added to the routes and prices fall. So far, there have been no top-level politicians among the first-time visitors, however. Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao has expressed keen interest to go when the time is ripe. Asked last year if he had plans to visit, Wen said he would "swim there if (he) could not walk." For both China and Taiwan, the blossoming relationship is built upon what is called the "1992 Consensus." It's a somewhat shaky compromise that allows both parties to maintain their support for a "One China Policy," without defining what it means. And so far, it means something different on either side of the Straits. Beijing contends that Taiwan is a province of China, just like Sichuan or Guangdong. Theoretically, Taipei maintains the myth that it is the legitimate ruler of all of China. 
Asia- A2 Korea withdrawal now
United States troop withdrawal from South Korea slowed due to security gaps 
FAIOLA, ’04 Washington Post (6/4/04, Anthony, Lexis, U.S. to Slow Pullout of Troops From S. Korea, http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9613392685&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9613392692&cisb=22_T9613392691&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=8075&docNo=4, EK)

The United States has agreed to withdraw 12,500 troops from South Korea over several years rather than pulling them all out by the end of next year, as was initially planned, the Pentagon and South Korean officials said Wednesday.The pullout -- unveiled earlier this year as part of the Pentagon's plan to make U.S. troops stationed abroad more mobile for deployment to global hot spots -- marks one of the most significant reductions in U.S. troops on the Korean Peninsula in decades. However, South Korean officials, whose military was scheduled to pick up the slack, complained that the massive withdrawal was being planned too quickly and that they needed more time to take over the missions now run by U.S. forces. They also said a rapid withdrawal could generate a "security gap" with North Korea. "The United States and South Korea fully considered the combined requirement to maintain a robust deterrent and defense capability while increasing combat capacity," the Pentagon said in the statement. "Additionally, consultations considered the Korean public's perceptions regarding a potential security gap."

 

Middle East- Iran Brink
Iran on brink of going nuclear

The Washington Post 8 (The Irish Times,“US policy of deterrence will protect Israel from Iran”< http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/>)

It is time to admit the truth: the Bush administration's attempt to halt Iran's nuclear programme has failed. Utterly. The latest round of UN Security Council sanctions, which took a year to achieve, is comically weak. It represents the end of the sanctions road.The president is going to hand over to his successor an Iran on the verge of going nuclear. This will deeply destabilise the Middle East, threaten the moderate Arabs with Iranian hegemony and leave Israel on hair-trigger alert.This failure can, however, be mitigated. Since there will apparently be no disarming of Iran by pre-emption or by sanctions, we shall have to rely on deterrence to prevent the mullahs, some of whom are apocalyptic and messianic, from using nuclear weapons.
Middle East- Stable Now
The US and Israel are working together to improve the situation in Gaza; Obama is committed to stabilizing the Middle East, and is on the road to success. We must act now to secure peace in the region.

Gully 6/25 – Correspondent for the AFP(Andrew, 6/25/10, "US signals better relations with Israel", http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5iE9y1ers8-Q-DG-0vjXhZopykFIA)
WASHINGTON — The United States signaled Sunday strained relations with Israel were on the mend, announcing White House talks with Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu early next month and backing him to the hilt over his plans to ease a four-year blockade of the Gaza Strip. The July 6 meeting between Netanyahu and US President Barack Obama, announced by the White House, will also provide the leaders with an opportunity to inject some fresh momentum into the moribund Middle East peace process. Damaged by a row over Jewish settlements in east Jerusalem and the West Bank, the state of the all-important US-Israel relationship was placed under the microscope by the deadly raid on May 31 on a Gaza-bound aid flotilla. Israel on Thursday bowed to international pressure and agreed to loosen restrictions on what goods are allowed in and out of the Palestinian enclave, fleshing out those proposals on Sunday. The United States was fulsome in its praise for the plans, saying they "should improve life for the people of Gaza" and pledging US assistance to make sure they are implemented as quickly as possible. "We urge all those wishing to deliver goods to do so through established channels so that their cargo can be inspected and transferred via land crossings into Gaza," White House spokesman Robert Gibbs said. "There is more to be done, and the president looks forward to discussing this new policy, and additional steps, with Prime Minister Netanyahu during his visit to Washington on July 6," Gibbs said in a statement. Announcing the meeting, White House Chief of Staff Rahm Emanuel spoke optimistically of the need to seize a "moment of opportunity" for Middle East peace during the Israeli prime minister's fifth visit to the White House. Asked if Netanyahu was the kind of leader willing to take big risks to make peace, Emanuel said: "Yes... I mean, he has been clear about what he intends to do, what he needs to do. And the president has been clear of what we need to do to seize this moment of opportunity here in the region to finally make peace." Obama's administration has sought to prop up the fragile peace process by frantically shuttling its Mideast peace envoy George Mitchell to mediate a series of indirect talks between the two sides. The Palestinians refuse to resume direct negotiations with Israel until it completely halts settlement construction in the occupied West Bank and annexed east Jerusalem, where they hope to establish the capital of a future state. Palestinian leader Mahmud Abbas suspended the previous round of direct negotiations when Israel launched a war on the Gaza Strip in December 2008 in response to Hamas rocket fire. During a visit to Washington earlier this month, Abbas warned that the lack of progress in the Middle East peace process was eroding faith in a two-state solution. The challenges are certainly as large as ever with the Arab world still livid about the Israeli raid on the aid flotilla, which killed nine Turkish activists. Obama told Abbas he remained deeply committed to investing personal political capital in the Middle East and said he still believed there could be "significant progress" in the peace process this year. The US president suggested it may be possible to take the "tragedy" over the Gaza aid convoy and turn it "into an opportunity to create a situation where lives in Gaza are actually, directly improved." During the Abbas visit, Obama also announced 400 million dollars in new aid for the Palestinians. Israeli Defense Minister Ehud Barak traveled to the United States on Sunday for talks with US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and UN chief Ban Ki-moon.

Middle East- Afghanistan No Withdrawal Now
US troops are going to stay in Afghanistan for many years to come 

PRESSTV 6/24/10 (Presstv-Iranian international news network. “Long US stay in Afghanistan foreseen”<http://www.presstv.ir/detail.aspx?id=131799&sectionid=3510203>)
Major US policy analysts say the appointment of David Petraeus as new commander of American forces in Afghanistan signals a long US military presence in the country. Former member of George Bush's national security team and US State Department's Policy Chief Richard N. Haass states that since a dramatic increase in an Afghan government force in a near future appears unlikely, "a large number of US forces will remain fighting in Afghanistan for many years to come." In a statement published by influential US think tank Council on Foreign Relations, Haass writes that the Obama administration's desire to withdraw US forces from Afghanistan within the next 12 months can either come significantly boosting "the effectiveness" of Afghan government forces, "both in absolute terms and relative to the Taliban" -- or "that a large number of U.S. forces will remain fighting in Afghanistan for many years to come." "Everything about Afghanistan points to the latter as being more likely," Haass emphasizes, adding that since the Afghan government is "riddled with corruption" and the Taliban benefit from "sanctuary in Pakistan," such a policy is unlikely to succeed given the enormous costs. Additionally, Haass observes, the US is faced with a "looming fiscal crisis" as well as growing "strategic challenges in Iran and North Korea." Anthony Cordesman, a prominent military analyst with the Center for Strategic and International Studies, has welcomed recent appointment of Gen. Petraeus as the new US military commander in Afghanistan, stressing, in a NPR report, that putting him "in charge of the war" has the benefit of showing the Afghans that the United States "does not intend to leave - that it is going to be a partner." 
Middle East- Iran Containment Now
 

The Obama Administration is using containment-style programs to slow Iran’s progress toward nuclear weapons and deter it from attacking Israel and other countries.
SANGER 10 (DAVID, June 10, “Beyond Iran Sanctions, Plans B, C, D and …” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/11/world/middleeast/11assess.html?ref=david_e_sanger?pagewanted=print?pagewanted=print, MG) 

 

Sanctions are a tempting tool for any president. They impose more pain than doing nothing or issuing ritual diplomatic condemnations, and they stop well short of military confrontation. Unfortunately, when it comes to stopping countries from getting the bomb, history suggests they are rarely effective. Washington swore for years it would stop India and Pakistan from joining the nuclear club and briefly turned off aid to them. Today it works secretly with Pakistan to secure its arsenal and has signed a treaty with India permitting it to buy nuclear material. North Korea has been under sanctions for years and is broke to boot; that did not stop it from conducting two crude nuclear tests. While some countries have been persuaded to give up their weapons or weapons dreams — South Africa, Libya, South Korea among them — the conditions were radically different than they are in the case of Iran. “The sanctions as configured now are not going to have any appreciable impact on Iran,” said Rolf Mowatt-Larssen, who tracked nuclear programs around the world for the C.I.A. and the Energy Department before moving to Harvard two years ago. “It’s not going to do it. And the reality is that there isn’t a more viable military option.” Mr. Obama’s aides say they know sanctions are a limited tool and that military options are the last and the riskiest choices, so they have reached for others. American-controlled antimissile systems have been quietly placed in Arab states around the Persian Gulf. This is classic containment, but it is of little use against the nuclear program. While Iran has a growing conventional missile arsenal, intelligence experts believe it will be years before it could make a nuclear weapon that could fit atop a missile. Their fear instead is a weapon that could be handed off to Hamas or Hezbollah in a truck, a threat against which the antimissile systems are of no use. The administration has continued to support Iran’s opposition groups, but treading carefully for fear of appearing to meddle in internal Iranian politics. On Thursday, Senator John McCain argued anew for regime change, but he was careful to say it had to be “peaceful change, chosen by and led by the people of Iran.” That is the kind of change whose timing no White House can control. The Braindrain program has lured defectors out of the country, sometimes with laptops full of data about Iran’s progress. One of the most recent defectors showed up on YouTube in recent days, first claiming that he had been kidnapped, then that he was simply a student studying in the United States. There is little doubt he was part of the program, but many questions remain about how much he knew and how it could help the United States. “The big effect is psychological,” one former intelligence official said. “It tells the Iranians we are inside their program.” So does the covert effort to make equipment fail, which is believed to have had some successes. But, like sanctions, this effort is unlikely to do more than delay the day of reckoning, unless Mr. Obama gets lucky. 

 

***LINKS
Asia- Japan
Nuclear and conventional are key to the national security of Japan, and reducing US presence in Japan will encourage China to threaten Japan. 

Payne 10 – is President and co-founder of the National Institute for Public Policy, a nonprofit research center located in Fairfax, Virginia. He also serves as Head of the Graduate Department of Defense and Strategic Studies of Missouri State University (Keith, “U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia”, http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/US%20Extend-Deter-for%20print.pdf, MG)

Just as Japanese officials place value on the ability of U.S. attack submarines equipped with cruise missiles to deploy to their region, they also place significant value on U.S. ballistic missile submarines that are based in the Pacific. One official opined that during a time of heightened tension, the United States could strengthen deterrence by announcing that a ballistic missile submarine with Trident II D5 missiles was being “deployed to the Western Pacific.”174 Nuclear-powered guided missile submarines (SSGNs)—former ballistic missile submarines converted to carry conventional cruise missiles—already have been used to demonstrate U.S. presence. On its initial deployment in the Pacific last year, the newly converted U.S.S. Ohio visited the ports of Busan, South Korea and Yokosuka, Japan. Upon arriving in Japan, its commanding officer said, “The Japanese-American alliance is very important, and visiting Yokosuka gives us the opportunity to outwardly demonstrate the U.S. commitment to Japan and the East Asian region.”175 The contemporary challenge in this regard is obvious: as WMD capabilities spread, U.S. allies in rough neighborhoods become increasingly concerned about the details of U.S. extended deterrence commitments and the capabilities and forces that the United States maintains to respond on their behalf. Japanese officials are explicit that U.S. nuclear weapons must be “on-call” in a timely fashion. They add a condition that nuclear forces are not to be deployed on Japanese territory, but may traverse territorial waters. Senior Japanese officials are becoming more interested in understanding U.S. plans that underpin extended deterrence. The nuclear ambitions of North Korea are usually used as a pretext for these inquiries, but it is often apparent that Tokyo is also nervously watching China modernize and expand its nuclear arsenal. When asked about Tokyo’s views regarding further significant reductions in the U.S. nuclear force, a senior official stated that the United States should be very cautious in considering further reductions so as not to encourage China to continue expanding its nuclear arsenal. Japan is one of several allies that have recently been explicit that the U.S. extended nuclear deterrent is a key to their assurance and that they link their own willingness to remain nonnuclear to the continuation of a credible U.S. nuclear guarantee. Senior Japanese officials have recently made the following points:176 • Some Japanese officials are seriously concerned about the credibility of the U.S. extended nuclear deterrent; • If the U.S. extended nuclear deterrent loses credibility, some in Japan believe that other security options will have to be examined; • Some in Japan see specific characteristics of U.S. nuclear forces as particularly beneficial for extended deterrence. Valued force characteristics include a range of nuclear capabilities: flexibility, promptness, and precision to allow U.S. deterrent threats that do not lack credibility because of excessive collateral damage; • U.S. “superiority” in nuclear weapons may be helpful for U.S. extended deterrence responsibilities; • The overall quantity of U.S. nuclear weapons is important to the credibility of the extended deterrent, and any further U.S. reductions should come only as part of a multilateral agreement for reductions among all nuclear weapons states. Japan: Assurance, Extended Deterrence, and the Way Ahead The Japan-U.S. relationship has evolved as contextual factors and policies have shifted over the past few decades. Important factors include: the regional threat environment, the broader global context, the economy of each, and available defense technology. The relative importance of each factor is viewed in Japan through the cultural lens of a nation that publicly states its embrace of pacifism, but understands the changing nature of the threat environment and the need for stability in Northeast Asia. Tokyo is compelled to endorse the goal of nuclear disarmament, but takes seriously the need to deter regional threats—which are growing in number and lethality. While the immediate threat is from a North Korea armed with ballistic missiles and nuclear and chemical warheads, the longer-term concern is China. Japan continues to rely primarily on its partnership with the United States. However, leaders in Japan view U.S. influence in world affairs as declining and are willing to take on more responsibility for Japan’s defense and peacekeeping in the region.177 In this regard, Japan is expanding its international cooperation in the region, in particular with India and Australia. Japan continues to strengthen its ballistic missile defense capabilities and is seriously evaluating the need for conventional offensive weapons (sea-launched cruise missiles) that could be used, if needed, for defensive purposes. Japan supports the ultimate elimination of nuclear weapons, but states that this must be done in a careful, step-by-step manner that ensures Japanese security throughout the process; this mandates the maintenance of a credible U.S. nuclear deterrent for the foreseeable future. A joint U.S.-Japanese statement released in November 2009 endorsed the goal of nuclear elimination, but with the condition that practical steps toward that goal “… do not in any way diminish the national security of Japan or the United States of America and its allies.”178 Until the recent change of administrations in Tokyo, Japanese leaders have been clear that they strongly prefer to continue to depend on the United States for extended nuclear deterrence and they were willing to examine, and modify if necessary, their long standing policies (e.g., Three No’s) to help make U.S. deterrent capabilities more effective. However, the newly installed DPJ government has been highly critical of past policies that they argue, give Washington, D.C. leverage over Tokyo. No longer willing to be passive observers of deterrence, Japanese officials are becoming better informed and want to understand how their U.S. partner intends to fulfill its obligations to Japan.
Asia- Japan
Japan agrees that a US military base is necessary in Okinawa
USATODAY 5/28/10- national daily newspaper (The Associated Press “U.S., Japan to keep U.S. military base in Okinawa”< http://www.usatoday.com/news/military/2010-05-28-us-japan-okinawa_N.htm>)
 

TOKYO (AP) — Washington and Tokyo agreed Friday to keep a contentious U.S. Marine base in the southern island of Okinawa, reaffirming the importance of their security alliance and the need to maintain American troops in Japan. In a joint statement, the two allies agreed to move the Marine Corps Air Station Futenma to Henoko, in a less crowded, northern part of the island. The decision is broadly in line with a 2006 deal forged with the previous, conservative Tokyo government, but represents a broken campaign promise on the part of Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama. Hatoyama came to office last September promising to create a "more equal" relationship with Washington and move the Marine base off the island, which hosts more than half the 47,000 U.S. troops stationed in Japan under a 50-year-old joint security pact. But after months of searching and fruitless discussions with Washington and Okinawan officials, the prime minister acknowledged earlier this month that the base needed to stay in Okinawa. His decision, which he had pledged to deliver by the end of May, has angered tens of thousand of island residents who complain about base-related noise, pollution and crime, and want Futenma moved off the island entirely. U.S. military officials and security experts argued it is essential that Futenma remain on Okinawa because its helicopters and air assets support Marine infantry units based on the island. Moving the facility off the island could slow the Marines' coordination and response in times of emergency. Under a 1960 security pact, American armed forces are allowed broad use of Japanese land and facilities. In return, the U.S. is obliged to respond to attacks on Japan and protect the country under its nuclear umbrella. The U.S. and Japan "recognized that a robust forward presence of U.S. military forces in japan, including in Okinawa, provides the deterrence and capabilities necessary for the defense of Japan and for the maintenance of regional stability," said the statement, which was issued by Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, Japanese Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada and Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa.

 
Asia- Japan
U.S. Forces in Japan Deter Threats
U.S. Department of State 10 (Accessed 6/23/10, U.S. Department of State, “Political-Military Affairs,” http://naha.usconsulate.gov/wwwhpolmil.html, CV)

Security has been likened to oxygen: you only notice it when it's gone. The American security presence in Asia has provided breathing space for East Asia's unprecedented economic development over the past 30 years. Under the umbrella of the US-Japan Security Treaty, Japan has been able to develop its economy free from external aggression and coercion. The United States and Japan have further benefited from the peaceful development of the regional economy. U.S.-Japan trade with Asia totals over 93 trillion yen (over US$801 billion) per year and our two countries have invested over 90 trillion yen in the area. The Asia-Pacific region accounts for one-fourth of the world economy and will, within our lifetimes, account for half. Okinawa plays a crucial role in our bilateral efforts to promote peace and stability in East Asia by hosting over 25,000 troops, including a Marine Expeditionary Force and the largest Composite Wing in the U.S. Air Force. As codified in the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty, U.S. forces stationed here are charged with both defending Japan and maintaining peace and stability in the region. Regional and ethnic rivalries suppressed during the Cold War are boiling over, and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction makes such rivalries even more dangerous. Asia, unlike Europe, has no collective defense organization capable of carrying out a regional security role. In Europe, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) was able to expand in the wake of U.S. troop reductions. In Asia, U.S. troop reductions would create a vacuum. There is no existing alternative for the various bilateral U.S. security arrangements backed by the forward deployment of the III Marine Expeditionary Force, the only mobile, self-contained, combined arms unit among the 100,000 U.S. troops forward-deployed to Asia. The end of the Cold War has not ended face-to-face military confrontation in Asia. The Korean peninsula remains divided between two heavily armed camps. Chinafs military expansion, without transparent explanation of its intent, creates destabilizing uncertainty. Our long-term hope is that the growing market economy in China will eventually be accompanied by democratization?but so far, that is not the case. Without either a collective defense organization or a credible U.S. presence in the region, the imbalance of power between China and each of its neighbors would be worrisome. The immense distances of the Asia-Pacific region require huge expenditures of resources and time to overcome what military planners call "the tyranny of distance." Naha is closer to Manila and Shanghai than to Tokyo, and closer to Hanoi than to Hokkaido. No place else is so close to so many other places; no other single location would permit U.S. forces to carry out their crucial role of ensuring regional stability through comprehensive engagement. These forces serve as an important deterrence to aggression and are actively engaged in supporting regional confidence-building measures through military-to-military exchanges, combined and joint training, and combined and joint humanitarian relief operations, averaging around 70 such off-island deployments a year.(Pacific Command). U.S. forces stationed in Okinawa tangibly back our security commitments to our allies and friends in Asia. Maintained at a high state of readiness, they pose a credible deterrent to aggression and thereby reduce the likelihood of having to engage in conflict. The important role Okinawa plays in supporting regional security and prosperity in Asia made it a focus of the October 2004 Alliance Transformation and Realignment (ATARA) report and May 2005 ATARA implementation plan. The two overarching goals of ATARA were to improve the ability of the United States and Japan to deter and respond to threats, and to reduce any negative impact on local communities of hosting U.S. forces and facilities. Missile defense systems are part of the planned improved deterrence. The United States and Japan both recognize potential missile threats to Japan and are taking a number of important steps, all across Japan, to meet this challenge. The first step has already been taken in Okinawa, with the forward deployment of the PAC3-capable 1-1 ADA Battalion to Kadena AFB. Additional planned deterrents include an X-Band radar in Northern Japan and the deployment of the Aegis BMD-capable U.S.S. Shiloh to Yokosuka, the collocation of the Japan Air Self-Defense Force Air Defense Command with 5th Air Force and the establishment of a Bilateral Joint Operation Coordination Center at Yokota Air Base, and an agreement to jointly develop a new Standard Missile Interceptor.

 
Asia- Japan
Bases key to us-japan stability 
Zielenziger 96 -The Philadelphia Inquirer (Michael,is an American journalist and author, and a visiting scholar at the Institute of International Studies, University of California, Berkeley. Previously, he was attached to the Institute of East Asian Studies. He was the Tokyo-based bureau chief for Knight Ridder Newspapers for seven years, until May 2003. “RAPE CASE SEEN AS PUSHING U.S.-JAPAN SHIFT” Lexis.)

 

In the end, the recent rape of a Japanese schoolgirl by three American servicemen appears to have set the stage for a strengthening of the fraying U.S.-Japanese security relationship. The ugly incident forced leaders of both countries to publicly reexamine and redefine the alliance.And, as President Clinton finished his three-day summit here with a speech to the Japanese parliament today, he appeared to have convinced skeptics that 47,000 U.S. troops do belong on Japanese soil.Standing before parliament, the President hailed U.S.-Japanese security ties as the cornerstone of stability in Asia. He warned that an American pullback from the region "could spark a costly arms race that could destabilize northeast Asia." The President said there were people in both the United States and Japan who believed America should withdraw from its global leadership role in the aftermath of the Cold War. "I believe those views are wrong," he declared. Reaching out to audiences in the Pacific region, as well as to the people of Japan, Clinton said that in a changing world fraught with new dangers, the partnership between the United States and Japan was "more important to our people and the world than ever."Earlier, from the flight deck of the aircraft carrier Independence, the mightiest symbol of U.S. military strength in the Pacific, Clinton reminded a crowd of sailors in dress uniforms that it was their U.S. Seventh Fleet that helped keep the peace in the Taiwan Strait during recent military exercises by China.In a joint news conference with Japanese Prime Minister Ryutaro Hashimoto, Clinton argued that America's troops were welcomed in the Pacific because "we are seen as a force of stability. . . . Everyone knows we have no ulterior motives. We seek no advantage, we seek to dominate no country."And Hashimoto, a former trade minister, told the Japanese people - in the kind of direct terms not heard in Tokyo in recent years - that Japan needs the U.S. military on its soil to protect the nation and the region."I truly believe that it is because of the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty that for 51 years since our defeat in the Second World War, we have been able to lead peaceful lives," Hashimoto said.Amid crises in Taiwan and instability in North Korea, "would it be possible for Japan alone to defend itself?" Hashimoto asked. Not without creating "international concerns" among neighbors who remember Japan's military past, he said.Hashimoto's forthright talk was clearly needed.

 

Japan is persistent to have US troops as a deterrence from danger

Ito ’10- Staff writer(1/20/10, The Japan Times, Masami, Hatoyama praises security pact deterrence on 50th anniversary,  http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/nn20100120a2.html, YU)
 

 

 

Commemorating the 50th anniversary of the revised Japanese-U.S. security treaty, Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama on Tuesday praised the pact for maintaining Asia-Pacific peace and stressed that U.S. forces here have been and will continue to be a deterrent amid uncertain times.  Full dress: U.S. and Japanese naval personnel hold a ceremony Tuesday in Yokosuka, Kanagawa Prefecture, to mark the 50th anniversary of the signing of the bilateral security pact. KYODO PHOTO  The past 50 years have witnessed significant changes, but the world continues to face danger, Hatoyama said, citing the rise of terrorism after the 9/11 attacks and Pyongyang's nuclear and missile threats.  "It can be said that the Japan-U.S. security pact will continue to be indispensable not only for our nation's defense but also for the peace and prosperity of the Asia-Pacific region," he said in a prepared statement.  "Under the security environment, which continues to have unstable and uncertain factors, I think that the presence of the U.S. military based on the Japan-U.S. security treaty will continue to serve (the public good) by giving a great sense of security to the countries in the region."  Hatoyama said Japan will work with the U.S. to deepen the bilateral alliance and present the results of the discussion to the public before the end of the year.  The original security pact was signed by Tokyo and Washington in 1951 but was revised in 1960 to correct an imbalance and erase a clause permitting the U.S. to intervene against "large-scale internal riots and disturbances in Japan."  The current treaty also clarifies the U.S. role in defending Japan if it is under attack and enables the U.S. forces to use "facilities and areas in Japan."  Later in the day, Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada, Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton and Defense Secretary Robert Gates issued a joint statement vowing to lessen the military burden on Okinawa but not the deterrence capacity of the U.S. forces.  The ministers "endorse ongoing efforts to maintain our deterrent capabilities in a changing strategic landscape, including appropriate stationing of U.S. forces, while reducing the impact of bases on local communities, including Okinawa, thereby strengthening security and ensuring the alliance remains the anchor of regional stability," the statement said.  Okinawa is home to 75 percent of all U.S. forces in Japan and people there have repeatedly urged the central government to reduce the burden.  

 

 

Asia- Korea
Obama deterring North Korea

AFP ’10 (June 2, 2010, American Free Press, Yahoo News, US and South Korea to 'deter' N.Korean aggression: Obama, http://news.yahoo.com/s/afp/20100602/pl_afp/skoreankoreamilitaryus, MC)

WASHINGTON (AFP) – US President Barack Obama said Wednesday he will work with South Korea to "deter aggression" and hold North Korea accountable after it allegedly torpedoed a South Korean warship last month. "In the days ahead, our governments will continue to consult closely, and I look forward to meeting with (South Korean) President Lee (Myung-Bak) this month in Toronto. Together, we will ensure our readiness and deter aggression," Obama said. "We will work with allies and partners to hold North Korea accountable, including at the United Nations Security Council, making it clear that security and respect for North Korea will never come through aggression, but only by upholding its obligations."

Asia- Korea
U.S troops needed in South Korea to deter North Korea 

Associated Press 10 (May 24, 2010, Associated Press, msnbc.msn.com, U.S. backs South Korea in punishing North Plan military display of force in peninsula 'to deter future aggression' http://www.msnbc.msn
.com/id/37309788/ns/world_news-asiapacific/, MC)

SEOUL, South Korea - South Korea won U.S. support Monday for slashing trade to North Korea and vowed to haul its communist neighbor before the U.N. Security Council for a torpedo attack that sank a South Korean warship and killed 46 sailors. U.N. Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon said he expects the Security Council to take action against North Korea, calling the evidence that the North was responsible "overwhelming and deeply troubling." The U.S. and South Korea are planning two major military exercises off the Korean Peninsula in a display of force intended "to deter future aggression" by North Korea, the White House said. President Lee Myung-bak laid out the economic and diplomatic measures aimed at striking back at the impoverished North, including halting some trade and taking the regime before the Security Council. International investigators concluded last week that a torpedo from a North Korean submarine tore apart the warship Cheonan on March 26 in the Yellow Sea off the west coast in one of South Korea's worst military disasters since the 1950-53 Korean War. Lee said it was another example of "incessant" provocation by North Korea, including a 1983 attack in Myanmar on a South Korean presidential delegation that killed 21 people, and the bombing of an airliner in 1987 that claimed 115 lives. "We have always tolerated North Korea's brutality, time and again. We did so because we have always had a genuine longing for peace on the Korean peninsula," Lee said in a solemn speech at the War Memorial. "But now things are different. North Korea will pay a price corresponding to its provocative acts," he said, calling it a "critical turning point" on the tense Korean peninsula, still technically in a state of war because the fighting ended in a truce, not a peace treaty.

With the South Korean ship sinking, a war phase can occur; the US must stay in SK to prevent military aggression from North Korea. 

CNN 10, Wire Staff (May 26, 2010, CNN, Clinton Pledges Support for South Korea, http://www.cnn.com/2010/WORLD/asiapcf/05/26/south.korea.clinton/index.html, YU)

 Clinton pledges support for South Korea, asks North to end belligerenceU.S. secretary of state promises to push issue in UN Security Council South Korea has accused the North of sinking of South Korean warship  Seoul, South Korea (CNN) -- U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton pledged Washington's support for South Korea and called on North Korea to end belligerent actions after meetings with President Lee Myung-bak and Foreign Minister Yu Myung-hwan on Wednesday.  "We will stand with you in this difficult hour and we will stand with you always," Clinton said at a news conference with Yu.  We call on North Korea to halt its provocations and its policy of threats and belligerence toward its neighbors and take steps now to fulfill its denuclearization commitments and comply with international law."  The meetings come at a time of high tensions on the Korean peninsula after Seoul blamed North Korea for the sinking in March of the South Korean warship Cheonan. Video: S. Korea vice FM on relations with China Video: Clinton, Geithner wrap up China talks Hillary Clinton Lee Myung-bak North Korea South Korea  An official South Korean report has accused the communist North of firing a torpedo at the ship, killing 46 sailors.  "This was an unacceptable provocation by North Korea and the international community has a responsibility and a duty to respond," according to Clinton, who promised to push for possible sanctions in the U.N. Security Council over the incident. Clinton met this week with Chinese leaders in Beijing, but has so far been unable to garner their backing for action against Pyongyang.  Meanwhile, a North Korean military official accused the South of intruding into North Korean waters in the Yellow Sea from May 14 to May 24, the Yonhap news agency reported Tuesday.  "This is a deliberate provocation aimed to spark off another military conflict in the West Sea of Korea and thus push to a war phase the present north-south relations," the official said in a statement, according to Yonhap.  Lee has already announced that South Korea was suspending trade with North Korea, closing its waters to the North's ships and adopting a newly aggressive military posture toward its neighbor.  "The U.S. and South Korean militaries have announced plans for joint exercises and we will explore further enhancements to our posture on the peninsula to ensure readiness and to deter future attacks," Clinton said. "The United States is also reviewing additional options ... to hold North Korea and its leaders accountable."  While in China on Monday, Clinton said the United States supports the finding on the Cheonan's sinking and said the United States' "support for South Korea's defense is unequivocal."  "We endorse President Lee's call on North Korea to come forward with the facts regarding this act of aggression and, above all, stop its belligerence and threatening behavior," Clinton said Monday.  U.S. President Barack Obama has directed military commanders to work with South Korean troops "to ensure readiness and to deter future aggression" from North Korea. 
Asia- Korea
U.S. and South Korea militaries form alliance to deter north Korean attack 

Powers & Flaherty 5-10 (Ron Powers, AP Anne Flaherty, AP 3 May 24th, 2010 http://blog.taragana.com/politics/2010/05/24/us-south-korea-to-test-military-force-as-deterrence-to-north-korea-future-aggression-38519/)
WASHINGTON — The U.S. and South Korea are planning two major military exercises off the Korean Peninsula in a display of force intended to deter North Korean acts like the March torpedo attack on a South Korean warship. President Barack Obama ordered his military commanders to coordinate closely with their South Korea counterparts “to ensure readiness and to deter future aggression” by North Korea, the White House said. Pentagon spokesman Bryan Whitman told reporters on Monday the joint exercises will be conducted in the “near future.” He said the operations will test the nations’ ability to defeat submarines and to monitor and prevent illicit activities. “We think that this is an area where, working with the Republic of Korea, we can hone some skills and increase capabilities,” said Whitman. The military exercises would be a decisive display of force after last week’s finding by a team of international investigators that North Korea torpedoed a South Korean warship on March 26 that killed 46 South Korean sailors. It was South Korea’s worst military disaster since the Korean War. More than 28,000 U.S. troops are stationed in South Korea, an important regional ally. Previously, the Obama administration has been intentionally vague on how it might respond, reflecting U.S. reluctance to stoke tension unnecessarily. U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton — in Beijing to win support from China, North Korea’s top ally, for diplomatic action — said Monday the Obama administration is striving to avoid a conflict on the Korean peninsula. “We are working hard to avoid an escalation of belligerence and provocation,” Clinton said. “This is a highly precarious situation that the North Koreans have caused in the region.” The U.S. will work with other nations to make sure that North Korea feels the consequences of its actions and changes its behavior to avoid “the kind of escalation that would be very regrettable,” she said. In its statement Monday, the White House endorsed President Lee Myung-bak’s demand that “North Korea immediately apologize and punish those responsible for the attack, and, most importantly, stop its belligerent and threatening behavior.” Seoul can continue to count on the full backing of the United States, the White House said.  The South Korean president said that his nation would no longer tolerate the North’s “brutality” and said the repressive communist regime would pay for the attack He also vowed to cut off all trade with the North and to take Pyongyang to the U.N. Security Council for punishment over the sinking of the warship Cheonan. Obama, in response to North Korea’s pattern of “provocation and defiance of international law,” has ordered U.S. government agencies to review their policies toward Pyongyang. The White House said Secretary of Defense Robert Gates remains in close contact with the South Korean defense minister and will meet with him next month in Singapore. Whitman declined to say when the exercises will take place or whether they would require additional U.S. resources in the region. 

South Korea Relies on US Deterrence

Payne 10 President and co-founder of the National Institute for Public Policy (3/10, Dr. Keith, U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/US%20Extend-Deter-for%20print.pdf)
Less than two weeks after the October 2006 North Korean nuclear test, South Korean officials insisted on a change in the formulation of the U.S. nuclear guarantee as expressed in the communiqués of the Security Consultative Meetings. The communiqué
for the preceding year had hewed to long-standing convention and said, “Secretary [of U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia Defense Donald] Rumsfeld reaffirmed the U.S. commitment to the security of the ROK, and to the continued provision of a nuclear umbrella for the ROK, consistent with the Mutual Defense Treaty.” In contrast, the communiqué for 2006 read, “Secretary Rumsfeld offered assurances of firm U.S. commitment and immediate support to the ROK, including continuation of the extended deterrence offered by the U.S. nuclear umbrella, consistent with the Mutual Defense Treaty.” (This revised statement of the nuclear guarantee was repeated in the 2007 and 2008 communiqués.)23 From the South Korean perspective, the addition of “extended deterrence” appears to have two purposes. First, to make stronger and more salient the U.S. nuclear commitment.

Second, to provide a reason for South Korea and the United States to discuss the nature and means of that commitment. Confronted by the North Korean nuclear threat, Seoul sees assurance in both purposes.
Asia- Korea
The us will make sure troops are stationed in South korea to deter North Korea

Korea Times 06 – umich(1/21/06, Seoul Agrees on US Troop Plan, lexisnexis, YU)

 

The agreement is not a source of concern, considering the agreed principle that South Korea will not get involved in a regional conflict against its will and the chances of having to resort to the strategic flexibility policy are slim, he said. Under its plan to realign its overseas forces, dubbed the Global Posture Review (GPR), the White House has sought the ''strategic flexibility scheme since 2002, in the wake of the Sept. 11 terrorist attacks. The scheme allows the United States to dispatch, withdraw or move its forces with improved capacity for rapid mobility, to and from host nations to swiftly respond to conflicts in other parts of the world. However, Seoul has been worried over possible intervention of the USFK in other regional conflicts, such as the China-Taiwan disputes over the sovereignty of the self-ruled Taipei, as it could compromise the relationship with Beijing and the security posture against North Korea as well. The U.S. maintains about 30,000 troops here as deterrence against communist North Korea. Regarding the stalemate over North Koreas nuclear weapons program, the two sides urged Pyongyang to ''return promptly to the six-party talks and to implement the agreements reached at the six-party talks in Beijing last September. In the statement following the disarmament talks, signed by the two Koreas, the United States, China, Japan and Russia, the North pledged to dismantle all of its nuclear weapons programs in exchange for a economic aid and security guarantee. Ban and Rice also emphasized economic ties between their governments, welcoming recent progress in Seoul-Washington trade relations. Ban reportedly requested that the United States revise its law governing weapons sales to foreign countries so that Korea can buy key U.S. weapons systems at cheaper prices as done by NATO member countries. The two ministers are expected to hold a second round of the strategic consultation later this year. 

 

U.S military presence in South Korea prevents war 
Galen 3 (http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3136 

“Are We Headed for War with North Korea?” Ted Galen Carpenter- vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute and is the author or editor of 15 books on international affairs including Peace & Freedom: Foreign Policy for a Constitutional Republic.This article was published in the Asia Times, June 12, 2003. )

 

Wolfowitz offered only a vague justification for such a move, contending that repositioning forces would make them more effective in meeting the threat posed by North Korea. That is a curious argument. Since the end of the Korean War in 1953, the principal rationale for stationing the troops near the DMZ has been that they would serve as a tripwire in case of a North Korean attack, guaranteeing U.S. involvement in any conflict. North Korea, knowing that it would then face war not only with South Korea but also with the United States, would be deterred from taking such a reckless gamble.

Asia- Korea

US Troops in South Korea Prevent North Korean Attack
Chan and Calmes 6/26/10 Sewell Chan is a Washington correspondent for The New York Times and writes about economic issues, Jackie Calmes is a correspondent for The New York Times (U.S. Keeps Command of Military in Seoul http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/27/world/asia/27prexy.html?src=mv?pagewanted=print)

In its strongest move since the sinking of a South Korean warship, the Obama administration said Saturday that the United States would retain control of all military forces in the South during any conflict with North Korea, which has been widely blamed for the attack on the ship in March that killed 46 sailors. The announcement was an apparent attempt to signal to the North, which has long wanted American forces off the peninsula, that the United States would remain firmly in control of military operations if war were to break out. The decision is somewhat symbolic; the United States was not slated to give up wartime control of South Korean troops until 2012, and the new agreement extends the deadline to 2015. But the agreement allowed Washington and Seoul to take some action after months of struggling for ways to punish the North — and attempt to deter it from further violence — without provoking the country’s erratic leader, Kim Jong-il, to launch new attacks. “There have to be consequences for such irresponsible behavior on the international stage,” Mr. Obama said Saturday during a press conference with President Lee Myung-bak of South Korea on the sidelines of an economic summit. The difficulty of taking action against the North was underscored earlier in the day when the leaders of the world’s largest industrialized economies and Russia — the so-called Group of 8 — condemned the sinking of the South Korean vessel, the Cheonan, without explicitly blaming North Korea. An investigation by South Korea and investigators from several other countries firmly placed responsibility for the attack on North Korea, but neither China nor Russia has embraced that conclusion. China is not part of the G-8, but is a dominant force in the G-20. The G-8 said in a communiqué, “We support the Republic of Korea in its efforts to seek accountability for the Cheonan incident.” Mr. Obama also used the press conference to announce that President Hu Jintao of China had accepted an invitation to pay a state visit to the United States. The news came just days after China said it would allow greater flexibility in the value of its currency. In addition, Mr. Obama vowed to seek Congressional ratification for a long-stalled free-trade agreement with South Korea — a possibly risky political move that could please businesses but upset unions and their allies in Congress. In an apparent attempt to satisfy those groups, the administration said that in exchange for pushing the trade deal forward, Mr. Obama would ask the South to drop restrictions on auto and beef imports; the restrictions have been particularly unpopular with unions. The decision to seek approval of the trade agreement was a victory for the White House economic team, and the chief of staff, Rahm Emanuel, who supported it over the misgivings of Mr. Obama’s political advisers, who worry about angering allies in the months before the critical midterm elections.. Mr. Obama’s aides said they would try to resolve lingering issues by the time of the next G-20 leaders’ talks, to be held in Seoul, South Korea, in November, and present the deal to Congress shortly after the November elections. President George W. Bush’s administration negotiated the agreement in June 2007, but Congress has not acted on it, nor has the Obama administration pressed the issue until now. “President Obama’s leadership in breaking down barriers to commerce couldn’t come at a better time,” said Vikram S. Pandit, the chief executive of Citigroup, who leads a coalition of businesses that have urged ratification of the agreement. He said that the agreement “should lead to increased trade and investments, driving growth and job creation to fuel our economic recovery.” Senator Max Baucus, the Montana Democrat chairman of the Senate Finance Committee, said he would support ratification as long as “the unscientific barriers Korea has erected against American beef” were removed. Representative Dave Camp of Michigan, the top Republican on the Ways and Means Committee, said he welcomed the decision. “I hope that this process will provide us an opportunity to address market access for autos and beef and increase the value of the trading relationship,” he said. 

   
Asia- Korea
REDUCING TROOPS IN SOUTH KOREA DECREASES DETERRENCE
Wolfsthal, 04-Deputy Director of the Non-Proliferation Project (6/8/04, Jon, Munhwa Ilbo, “US Troop Reductions Risk War in Korea,” http://carnegie-mec.org/publications/?fa=1581, CV)


The security situation in Iraq is bad and continues to worsen. While the recent appointment of interim leaders in Iraq is a positive political step, it is increasingly clear that the United States has mismanaged its occupation of Iraq and that the prolonged post-war chaos shows no signs of improving any time soon. The need for additional US troops in Iraq has become so acute that the United States has announced the reduction and transfer of US troops from South Korea to Iraq. While the realignment of US forces in South Korea has been a joint goal for the US and the Republic of Korea for several years, the timing and decision to redeploy those troop directly to Iraq sends the wrong signal to US allies and enemies in the region and raises questions about the willingness of the US to stand by its friends in East Asia. In fact, the US should be looking to increase its military capabilities in the region, not reduce them. The decision to move 3,600 support troops out of South Korea does not directly affect the ability of the United States to help defend South Korea from any attack by the North. Moreover, it is not clear that the troops add any significant capability to US forces in Iraq. By some estimates, many tens of thousands of additional troops are needed in Iraq to secure cities and borders with neighboring countries. But the symbolism is clear around the world - the US is in trouble in Iraq and appears to be scavenging troops from anywhere and everywhere to bolster its position in the Middle East. If troops had to be removed from South Korea, they should have been rotated back to the United States or better yet on temporary assignment to Japan. The events in Iraq, however, are not the only reason the timing of this move was a mistake. The continued progress of North Korea' nuclear program that may now include up to 9 nuclear weapons has influenced the way the troop realignment may be seen on Pyongyang and elsewhere. While it is always difficult to understand North Korean perceptions, it is possible that Pyongyang will interpret the US troop move as a sign of weakness and further embolden Kim Jong Il to advance his nuclear program as a way of encouraging further US military reductions. The current US administration has approach on North Korea's nuclear program has failed. Pyongyang's capabilities have increased in the 3 plus years this administration has been in office with no real progress in site. It is time to face the increasingly realistic possibility that North Korea may never give up its nuclear program -or may never be offered a deal attractive enough to tempt it to do so. The United States, South Korea, Japan and China must quickly begin to make adjustments in its political and military positions to ensure that North Korea is deterred from taking any provocative military action and that the alliances between the ROK, Japan and the United States are reinforced. To ensure the future credibility of US security commitments to both South Korea and Japan, the United States should consider increasing, not decreasing, the level of troops in the region as well as continuing to enhance regional military capabilities. This would send a clear signal to North Korea that its continued nuclear efforts are worsening its security situation, while reassuring US allies that Washington remains committed to their protection. Lastly, it is time for the United States to communicate a new set of messages or red lines to North Korea, including what North Korean moves the US would consider so dangerous as to warrant military action. Among these are any attempt by North Korea to export any nuclear materials and any moves to conduct a nuclear weapons test. Most importantly, the US should make it clear to Pyongyang that any signs that North Korea is preparing to launch a long-range ballistic missile would be interpreted as possible preparation for a nuclear attack against the United States or one of its allies. Former US Secretary of Defense William Perry warned last year that the current direction of US policy risked both sides "drifting into war" through miscalculation. Now that the US has lowered its military presence in South Korea and North Korea expanded its nuclear arsenal, his predictions are coming closer to reality.
 
 
Asia- Korea 
With tensions rising between South Korea and North Korea, US troops, as one of the South’s few allies, are key to deterring an attack from North Korea. 
AP 10 (6/17/2010, “S. Korea, U.S. unite over sunken ship”, 

http://www.cbc.ca/world/story/2010/06/17/south-korea-ship-united-states.html, MG)

 

South Korea and the United States expressed solidarity Thursday over the deadly sinking of a South Korean warship they blame on North Korea, with a senior American diplomat saying the allies face Pyongyang from a position of "profound strength." Tension is high on the Korean Peninsula, with North Korea warning any moves to punish it at the United Nations would lead to armed conflict and possibly nuclear war. South Korea and the U.S. have urged Pyongyang to avoid such provocations and vowed to hold the regime accountable for the March sinking of the warship Cheonan that killed 46 South Korean sailors. North Korea vehemently denies any role. "We face North Korean provocation from a position of profound strength," U.S. Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs Kurt Campbell told reporters Thursday after meeting with officials in Seoul. The two Koreas remain technically in a state of war because the 1950-53 Korean War ended with an armistice, not a peace treaty. The truce was signed by North Korea, China and the American-led U.N. Command, but not South Korea. The U.S. retains about 28,500 troops in South Korea to deter possible aggression. The sinking occurred near the disputed western sea border — a scene of three bloody maritime battles between North and South Korea. The U.S. and South Korea have announced plans for joint naval exercises near the site of the sinking, however, they have yet to take place. Campbell said the two countries will demonstrate their resolve in a number of ways in coming days including at the UN Security Council where he said they "are completely aligned." At the bilateral level, the U.S. will also continue to stand with South Korea on such measures as "appropriate and responsible joint military activities," he said. Backed by the U.S. and other countries, South Korea has taken its own punitive measures against North Korea, including trade restrictions. The North reacted angrily, declaring it was cutting off ties with Seoul and threatening to attack. South Korea has taken the issue to the UN Security Council, where each side stated its case Monday over Seoul's request to punish Pyongyang over the sinking. North Korea's UN ambassador Sin Son Ho told reporters at a rare news conference Tuesday in New York that its military will respond if the Security Council questions or condemns the country over the sinking. South Korea's new army chief of staff told reporters Thursday that North Korea has shown no signs of any unusual military activity, but cautioned there is still a "considerable" possibility of provocation by the North given its history of attacks on the South.

The u.s. will make sure troops are stationed in South korea to deter North Korea

Korea Times 06 –(1/21/06, Seoul Agrees on US Troop Plan, lexisnexis, YU)

 

The agreement is not a source of concern, considering the agreed principle that South Korea will not get involved in a regional conflict against its will and the chances of having to resort to the strategic flexibility policy are slim, he said. Under its plan to realign its overseas forces, dubbed the Global Posture Review (GPR), the White House has sought the ''strategic flexibility scheme since 2002, in the wake of the Sept. 11 terrorist attacks. The scheme allows the United States to dispatch, withdraw or move its forces with improved capacity for rapid mobility, to and from host nations to swiftly respond to conflicts in other parts of the world. However, Seoul has been worried over possible intervention of the USFK in other regional conflicts, such as the China-Taiwan disputes over the sovereignty of the self-ruled Taipei, as it could compromise the relationship with Beijing and the security posture against North Korea as well. The U.S. maintains about 30,000 troops here as deterrence against communist North Korea. Regarding the stalemate over North Koreas nuclear weapons program, the two sides urged Pyongyang to ''return promptly to the six-party talks and to implement the agreements reached at the six-party talks in Beijing last September. In the statement following the disarmament talks, signed by the two Koreas, the United States, China, Japan and Russia, the North pledged to dismantle all of its nuclear weapons programs in exchange for a economic aid and security guarantee. Ban and Rice also emphasized economic ties between their governments, welcoming recent progress in Seoul-Washington trade relations. Ban reportedly requested that the United States revise its law governing weapons sales to foreign countries so that Korea can buy key U.S. weapons systems at cheaper prices as done by NATO member countries. The two ministers are expected to hold a second round of the strategic consultation later this year. 

 

Asia- General

US enemies know that the only way to win a conflict is to prevent American entry. The best way to do this is if the US has no bases or troops in the region. 

Larson 4 – Derek Eaton, Paul Elrick, Theodore Karasik, Robert Klein, Sherrill Lingel, Brian Nichiporuk, Robert Uy, John Zavadil(Eric, “Assuring Access in Key Strategic Regions”, MG)

The outcome of the 1991 Persian Gulf War gave potential future adversaries every reason to believe that, unless the United States could be deterred or prevented from projecting forces into a theater of operation, its quantitative preponderance and qualitative advantages in advanced military capabilities inevitably would lead to a US victory. With potential adversaries thus unable to challenge the United States directly with symmetric military capabilities, concern grew in the defense establishment that nations that could not match the United States in conventional military capabilities would look for other ways to counter US forces and offset its military advantages. While the putative list of so-called ‘asymmetric’ strategies and means is theoretically vast, the efficacy of these strategies and means will in practice be greatly constrained by the actual suitability and effectiveness of a potential adversary’s anti-access capabilities, geographic, and terrain features, regional dynamics, and constraints that are imposed on operations. The September 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) gave increased emphasis to deployability, operations in anti-access environments, and protecting bases of operation. Even as the army transforms its forces to become, among other things, more deployable, US adversaries continue to develop asymmetric strategies and means, including efforts to complicate, deny, or delay US access to a theater of operation. For most of the duration of our study, no broad analytic examinations of anti-access threats to land forces in the emerging threat environment existed, especially ones related to land forces. Most of those that emerged over the course of the study dealt with specific aspects of the anti-access challenge as they related to naval or air forces, for example, or to the potential impacts on interdiction capabilities in a combined-arms campaign. Our study accordingly took a ‘wide aperture’ view of anti-access challenges in the large, while accenting their implications for land forces. 
Deterrence is needed in South Korea and Japan in order to prevent going nuclear 

Choong, 2010 (6/12/10, The Straits Times, William, The Nation, LexisNexis, YU)

Something unusual happened at the recent Shangri-La Dialogue, an annual gathering of top defence officials. Robert Gates, the US defence secretary, had spoken about getting regional countries to act against North Korea, after the reclusive state was implicated for sinking a South Korean warship, the Cheonan, in March. Later, Dr Han Sung-Joo, a former South Korean foreign minister, asked Gates for a "layman's explanation" of extended deterrence.

The term sounds sophisticated, but it simply refers to the fact that the security of US allies such as Japan and South Korea depends on America's conventional and nuclear might. Even if the term is difficult to grasp, Dr Han would have been more than familiar with it, given the fact that he leads several think-tanks and has a doctorate in political science. But Dr Han was making a comment, not asking a question.

Yoichi Kato, an Asahi Shimbun columnist, was more direct. The sinking of the Cheonan, he said, was of "great concern" to Asian countries. "Apparently, North Korea was not deterred from making that attack, and I hope this was not an indication of the deterioration of US deterrence in this region," he said.
To his credit, Gates explained Washington's extended deterrence posture well. US military power remains as strong as ever in the Pacific and will be sustained in the future. And as long as America's allies believe in this posture, he stressed, there would be no need for them to develop nuclear weapons.
Therein lies the conundrum for Japan and South Korea: The US has enough capability to destroy North Korea, but if the two countries begin to doubt the credibility of Washington's extended deterrence, going nuclear might become an option.

Asia- General
Military Forces in Asia Key to Deterrence
Banusiewicz, 10 (6/5/10, John D., American Forces Press Service, “Gates Describes U.S. Approach to Deterrence in Asia,” http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/news/2010/06/mil-100605-afps01.htm, CV) 

A U.S. defense posture in Asia that is more geographically distributed, operationally resilient and politically sustainable is necessary in deterring conflict in today’s world, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates said here today. Gates addressed the first plenary session of the ninth annual “Shangri-La Dialogue,” an Asia security summit organized by the International Institute for Strategic Studies. Conventional military bases, Gates said, are not the sole yardstick for measuring the U.S. presence in the region and its associated impact and influence. “Rather,” he said, “we must think about U.S. ‘presence’ in the broader sense of what we achieve in the region: the connections made, the results accomplished.” This, he explained, includes the work of medical teams and engineers, as well as partner militaries that are more professional and capable of contributing to international efforts to deal with the most vexing challenges the United States and its Asian partners face. “These kinds of activities reflect a priority of the overall United States security strategy: to prevent and deter conflict by better [employing] and integrating all elements of our national power and international cooperation,” the secretary said. “As we have learned, military capabilities are critically important, but by themselves, [they] do not deter conflict. Sustained diplomatic, economic and cultural ties also play vital roles in maintaining stability and improving relationships. “The history of the past 60 years in this part of the world,” he continued, “has proven that historic tensions can be overcome, instability can be avoided, and strategic rivalries are not inevitable.” The U.S. approach to its policy in Asia and its overall defense posture has been shaped by a series of strategy reviews over the past year, Gates said. “These reviews were shaped by a bracing dose of realism, and in a very sober and clear-eyed way assessed risks, set priorities, made tradeoffs, and identified requirements based on plausible real-world threats, scenarios and potential adversaries.” An effective and affordable U.S. defense posture, the secretary explained, requires a broad and versatile portfolio of military capabilities across the widest possible spectrum of conflict. With regard to Asia, he said, the United States is increasing its deterrent capabilities in the region. “First, we are taking serious steps to enhance our missile defenses with the intent to develop capabilities in Asia that are flexible and deployable – tailored to the unique needs of our allies and partners and able to counter the clear and growing ballistic missile threats in the region,” he said. The United States is renewing its commitment to a strong and effective deterrence that guarantees the safety of the American people and the defense of its allies and partners, Gates said. President Barack Obama is committed to reducing the role of nuclear weapons in the quest for a world without them, he noted. “But as long as these weapons exist,” he added, “we will maintain a safe, secure and effective nuclear arsenal.” The forward presence of substantial U.S. forces is another example of the strong U.S. commitment and deterrent power in the region, as has been the case for six decades, Gates said, though a global posture review scheduled to be completed by the year’s end already has made one general trend clear. “The U.S. defense posture in Asia is shifting to one that is more geographically distributed, operationally resilient and politically sustainable,” he said. 

 
Asia- General
U.S. Forces Necessary to Maintain Stability in East Asia-Key for Deterrence
Bush, 10-Brookings Senior Fellow and CNAPS Director (3/10/10, Brookings Institution, “Okinawa and Security of East Asia,” http://www.brookings.edu/speeches/2010/0310_japan_politics_bush.aspx, CV)

 

The threat environment in Northeast Asia is not benign. North Korea’s WMD capabilities are a matter of concern but will hopefully be a medium-term problem. More attention, however, is focused on China which has gradually developed a full spectrum of capabilities, including nuclear weapons. Their current emphasis is on power projection and their immediate goal is to create a strategic buffer in at least the first island chain. Although Taiwan is the driver for these efforts, they affect Japan. Of course, capabilities are not intentions. However, how will Japan feel as the conventional U.S.-China balance deteriorates and a new equilibrium is reached, especially knowing that China has nuclear weapons? There are also specific points of friction within Northeast Asia such as the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands, the East China Sea, North Korea, and Taiwan, some of which involve and concern more than one government. Although we can hope that China will not seek to dominate East Asia at the U.S. and Japan’s expense, we can’t be sure of their intentions either. Hope is not a policy. The most sensible strategy—for both the U.S. and Japan—is to try to shape China’s intentions over time so that they move in a benign direction; so that it has more to gain from cooperation than a challenge. This has been the U.S. and Japan’s strategy since the early 1970s. The strategy has a good foundation in economic interdependence. However, it is easier said than done and is one of the biggest challenges of this century. The strategy requires at least two elements: engaging and incorporating China as much as possible, and maintaining the strength and willingness to define limits. This combination of elements is important because engagement without strength would lead China to exploit our good will while strength without engagement would lead China to suspect that our intentions are not benign. If engagement-plus-strength is the proper strategy for the U.S. and Japan each to cope with a rising China, it only makes sense that Japan and the United States will be more effective if they work together, complementing each other’s respective abilities. The strength side of this equation almost requires Japan to rely on the alliance since history suggests that it will not build up sufficiently on its own. An important part of strength is positioning your power in the right places. That is why forward deployment of U.S. forces in Japan has always been important. That is why our presence on Okinawa is important. Lieutenant General Keith Stalder, commanding general of U.S. Marine Corps Forces Pacific, recently spoke in Japan about the importance of Okinawa for the mission of the Marines. Among other things, he said that the U.S. Marine Corps is the emergency response force in East Asia. He explained that “The fundamental Marine Corps organizational structure is the Marine Air Ground Task Force, in which war fighting elements of aviation forces, ground combat forces, and logistics forces all operate under a single commander.” The Marine ground forces must train consistently with the helicopters that support them. Lieutenant General Stalder illustrated his point by saying that the “Marine Air Ground Task Force is a lot like a baseball team. It does not do you any good to have the outfielders practicing in one town, the catcher in another, and the third baseman somewhere else. They need to practice together, as a unit.” He went on to say that Okinawa is very important because it is relatively close to mainland Japan, to Korea, to the South China Sea, and to the Strait of Malacca. This geographic location is why, he said, “There is probably nowhere better in the world from which to dispatch Marines to natural disasters” than Okinawa. This importance of Okinawa is another reason why finding a solution to the realignment issue is essential. Any solution to the Okinawa problem should meet four conditions: efficiency of operations, safety, local interests, and permanence. Resolving the situation is also important because, as Lieutenant General Stalder pointed out, other nations are “watching to see whether the United States-Japan Alliance is strong enough to find a solution to the current issues.” Of course, our two countries and China are not the only ones concerned with the alliance. South Korea has important stakes involved in the presence of U.S. forces in the Western Pacific. In the event of a conventional attack by North Korea, South Korea has a very strong military, but it also depends on the ability of the United States to move forces quickly to the Korean peninsula. It depends on those U.S. forces, including Marines, to dissuade and deter North Korea from even considering an attack. South Korea is comfortable with the relocation of 8,000 marines to Guam, in part because there are already other U.S. troops on the peninsula and in Japan, and also because moving Marines from Guam by air doesn’t take long. However, South Korea would likely be concerned by signs that the U.S.-Japan alliance was slowly dissolving. If U.S. troops were to be removed from, first, Okinawa and, then, the home islands, it would likely weaken deterrence. Taiwan also has concerns. The Marines on Okinawa, plus the U.S. air force, serve to strengthen deterrence in the event of aggression by China against Taiwan. China will be less likely to mount an attack because the U.S. has both ground troops and an air base on Okinawa. If China attacked U.S. installations on Okinawa, that almost ensures a serious conflict. The bases act as a tripwire. So there are strong reasons to resolve these issues in a mutually acceptable way (although that way may not be acceptable to the people of Okinawa). And I am cautiously optimistic that they will be resolved. First of all, some senior officials are coming to the right conclusion on Futenma. That is, they are capable of gaining a deeper understanding of Japan’s national interests and where the Okinawa realignment agreement fits.

 
Asia- General
U.S. Troops in Japan Key to Deterring China
Taiwan News 10 (6/24, , “China ‘Concerned’ Over Japan Stance on U.S. Military” http://www.etaiwannews.com/etn/news_content.php?id=1298948&lang=eng_news, CV) 

China says it's concerned about remarks made by the Japanese prime minister, who suggested that a U.S. military presence there acted as a deterrence against threats from a rising Beijing. Chinese Foreign Ministry spokesman Qin Gang said Thursday that agreements between Japan and the U.S. should not target any third party. He adds that China is a peaceful country and poses no threat to anyone. Japanese Prime Minister Naoto Kan said this week that having nearly 50,000 American troops deployed throughout Japan is a crucial to maintaining the balance of power in Asia, where the economic and military rise of China is looming large.
US military forces in South Korea and Japan will be the first to react in the event of a North Korean attack on South Korea; they are key to deter North Korean attack. 
Harrington 10 (5/28/2010, Patrick, Business Week, “U.S., South Korea Ready to Repel North as Raptors, Ships Deploy”, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-05-28/u-s-south-korea-ready-to-repel-north-as-raptors-ships-deploy.html, MG)

 

May 28 (Bloomberg) -- U.S. and South Korean forces said they are ready to repel any threat posed by North Korea as 24 stealth fighter jets deploy to the region and a report said the military alert level has been raised. Naval vessels plan anti-submarine exercises close to the disputed maritime border between North and South Korea where one of the South’s warships sank on March 26, killing 46 sailors. An international team of experts last week concluded that a North Korean torpedo blew apart the Cheonan, prompting Kim Jong Il’s regime to cut all ties with the South and threaten “all-out war” over any punitive action. “U.S. and ROK forces are well prepared to deter aggression against the Republic of Korea and meet any threat posed by North Korean Forces,” said Lieutenant Colonel Angela Billings, a spokeswoman for U.S. forces in Korea, in a written response to questions. She declined to give any details on operational strategy, ship movements or contingency plans should the North make good on a threat to open fire on vessels invading disputed waters, citing security policy. The deployment of 24 F-22A Raptor jets, manufactured by Bethesda, Maryland-based Lockheed Martin Corp., to Japan and Guam was previously scheduled and wasn’t in response to “any specific situation in the region,” said Lieutenant Colonel Sam Highley, an Air Force spokesman based at Pearl Harbor, Hawaii. South Korea earlier this week began sea drills near the border, which included the firing of depth charges. ‘High Level of Intensity’ Taken as a whole, “this is quite a high level of intensity,” said Kenneth Quinones, former U.S. State Department director of North Korean affairs and now a professor at Akita International University in Japan. Escalating tension on the Korean peninsula has roiled stocks and currencies in the past week. The won fell 3 percent on May 25 to 1,251.1 per dollar, the biggest drop in 14 months. The Kospi index dropped 2.8 percent the same day, before rallying for the past three days. Should North Korea invade, the U.S. would initially rely mostly on South Korea’s 680,000-strong military to repel the attack, Quinones said. The U.S. has about 28,500 troops in the South and is in the process of moving them away from the border, according to a State Department report published Oct. 30. U.S. and South Korean forces elevated their five-step alert level on North Korea by one to the second-highest level, Yonhap News said yesterday, citing an unidentified South Korean government official. A South Korean military official declined to confirm the report, saying only that his country’s forces are closely monitoring the North’s activities. Lt. Col. Billings also declined to comment on the alert status. North Korean Military North Korea has a military force of as many as 1.2 million and about twice as many tanks, long-range artillery and armored personnel carriers as South Korea, according to a State Department report released in March. The North’s naval vessels are “antiquated” and most of its air force is “obsolete,” the report said. North Korea has about 70 submarines, against about 10 for South Korea, according to the South’s defense ministry. Since the end of the Korean War in 1953, almost 400 South Korean and 100 U.S. service personnel have been killed in encounters with North Korean infiltrators, according to the U.S. Strategic Digest published last year. “While qualitatively inferior, resource-constrained and incapable of sustained maneuver, North Korea’s military forces retain the capability to inflict lethal, catastrophic destruction,” the report said. Marines in Okinawa The U.S. would rely heavily in a conflict on about 50,000 of its military personnel stationed in Japan, Quinones said. “Marines based in Okinawa would be the spearhead of any armed reaction,” he said. The U.S. and South Korea would employ radar-guided artillery to take out North Korean guns, he said. Air Force planes stationed in South Korea would target bridges, roads and other infrastructure with backup from other U.S. bases in the Pacific, he said. Kadena Air Base on Okinawa is home to the U.S. Air Force’s largest combat wing, with more than 18,000 American personnel, according to the base’s website. Twelve of the F-22As landed at Kadena on May 26, according to the Air Force. Obama administration officials say they won’t speculate on their military approach in the event of a conflict, and that the South Koreans would take the lead. “The Republic of Korea has outlined several paths forward, and we will be consulting very closely with them going forward,” Defense Secretary Robert Gates told reporters at the Pentagon on May 20. North’s Threats North Korea yesterday said it would cut a military hotline with the South and threatened to attack any ships that entered its waters, the state-run Korean Central News Agency said. South Korea has begun broadcasting propaganda into the North and threatened its own military strikes should it come under attack. U.S. forces in South Korea include about 18,000 Army troops, as many as 8,000 Air Force personnel, 500 Navy sailors and about 70 Marines, military spokesman David Oten said by phone from Seoul. Army troops in South Korea belong to the Second Infantry Division, which is comprised of aviation and ground-combat units, Oten said. Live-fire exercises conducted by the division on April 14 involved AH-64 Apache Longbow attack helicopters destroying targets on a range with missiles, according to a press release. There are also two tactical fighter wings stationed in South Korea, which use the F-16 fighter, Oten said, without providing an exact number of aircraft. A typical F-16 fighter wing contains about 72 planes, he said. There is also a squadron of 18 A-10 aircraft, he said. The A-10 is a low-flying ground attack or tank-killing airplane.

Asia- A2 Korea Local Forces Solve 
 

Hundreds of thousands of troops are going to be needed immediately to respond to a North Korean crisis; South Korea’s ability to respond to such a crisis is questionable.  

 

Kilingner 10 -Bruce Klingner is Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation. (Bruce, April 7, 2010, “Leadership Change in North Korea--What it Means for the U.S.”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/04/Leadership-Change-in-North-Korea-What-it-Means-for-the-US)

 

To prepare itself as thoroughly as possible to deal with the chaos that could result from North Korean crises, the U.S. should take the following actions: Expand military contingency plans to address diplomatic, economic, and humanitarian challenges. As the aftermath of the U.S. military intervention in Iraq demonstrated, difficulties do not cease with the end of hostilities. Contingency plans must go beyond military operations to include providing security for the populace, installing functional governments, providing food and medical assistance, and making the transition to economic redevelopment. U.S. military emergency assistance after the massive February 2010 earthquake in Haiti demonstrates the extent of necessary services. Adopt phased crisis contingency plans. While military and security objectives will be a predominant focus in the initial stages of a crisis, later stages will be marked by a greater emphasis on humanitarian requirements, economic stabilization, and long-term developmental needs. Political decisions will be required on altering the legal status of North Korea, whether to establish refugee camps within North Korea or facilitate refugee movement to other countries, and whether to prosecute or provide amnesty for those who are accused of committing crimes against the North Korean people. Engage in multilateral contingency planning to lay the foundation for effective crisis response. The U.S., South Korea, and Japan should coordinate their national interests, desired end-state after a North Korean collapse, and trigger points for action. Deconflicting competing objectives and developing carefully prepared contingency plans will reduce misperceptions and miscalculations during a crisis. Ensure that all relevant government agencies are involved in contingency planning. A South Korean official privately commented that the Ministry of Defense had not shared its plans with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Washington should ensure that it is aware of all South Korean contingency plans in order to prevent competing objectives during a crisis. In the mid-1990s, the U.S. responded angrily to revelations that South Korea had unilateral attack plans for targets in North Korea of which Washington had been previously unaware. Implement exercises to validate contingency plans and identify shortfalls. South Korea has been hesitant to test Conplan 5029 out of concern about antagonizing Pyongyang. Washington should press Seoul to conduct comprehensive multi-agency exercises addressing a variety of North Korean crisis scenarios. Assess military assets. Estimates of the total number of ground forces required to respond to a North Korean crisis range from 115,000 to 460,000 troops, depending on whether they are operating in a permissive or contested environment.[31] South Korea would provide the majority of military forces, but there are doubts about its ability to respond. Seoul has lagged in defense funding, raising the risk of capabilities shortfalls. Given the predicted need for extensive troops in responding to North Korean instability, South Korea should reassess its Defense Reform 2020 strategy that would reduce the number of ground forces significantly. Review U.S. intelligence community collection assets and tasking priorities. While intelligence requirements for Afghanistan, Iran, and global terrorism remain essential, the consequences of North Korean instability require sufficient priority to prevent an intelligence failure and strategic surprise. Identifying the location of North Korea's weapons of mass destruction is of paramount importance. Technical collection programs and human assets require a long time to develop, so planning should begin immediately. Questions about the aging constellation of U.S. intelligence satellites and their shortcomings in providing robust collection during crises should be addressed. Press China for greater transparency on its contingency plans and the degree to which it would cooperate with U.N. efforts. Washington should explain to Beijing that continued ambiguity could lead to potential military confrontation between the U.S., South Korea, and China during a crisis. Support South Korea's predominant role in addressing a crisis on the Korean Peninsula while simultaneously addressing Chinese security interests. Washington and Seoul should warn Beijing against military intervention in North Korea. At the same time, the U.S. should realize that disregarding Chinese interests, such as concerns over North Korean instability and resulting refugees, poses risks to achieving U.S. objectives in northeast Asia. Seoul should promise Beijing that a unified Korea's northern border would remain the Yalu River, just as West German Chancellor Helmut Kohl reassured Europe and the Soviet Union that a reunified Germany's borders would not change. Washington could pledge that no U.S. forces will be permanently stationed north of the demilitarized zone and that U.S. military missions during a crisis would be limited to small-unit seizure of WMD and logistical support to South Korean forces. Delineate country and multilateral responsibilities. South Korea should take the lead in responding to a North Korean crisis while the U.S. plays a vital supporting role. This arrangement would be consistent with the evolving nature of the bilateral alliance. Responding to a North Korean crisis will also require logistical and economic support from other nations, the international community, and non-governmental entities.

 
Asia- A2 Nuclear Weapons Solve

As Nuclear Deterrence Declines, Conventional Deterrence Becomes More Necessary
Kyodo News 10 (3/31/10, Kyodo News, “U.S. Forces said Needed Here,” http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/nn20100331a5.html, CV)

The Defense Ministry's key think tank is skeptical about maintaining the Japan-U.S. security alliance without having U.S. forces stationed in Japan, saying in its annual report Tuesday that the forces' role in the "gray area" between peacetime and a war crisis has become vital. The 2010 East Asian Strategic Review by the National Institute for Defense Studies stresses the importance of U.S. forces being permanently forward-deployed in Japan, saying their presence is not only required for possible armed conflicts but also for operations against terrorism and piracy, disaster relief and duties related to information-gathering. This view conflicts with the concept once advocated by Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama of maintaining military facilities in Japan that would accommodate occasional drills by U.S. forces in peacetime and deploying American forces only in emergencies. After taking office in September, Hatoyama said he did not plan to discuss making the concept a reality with Washington but that he continues to support the idea. The paper says if the concept materializes, deployment of U.S. forces could be "physically blocked" by enemies capable of choking off their access, or the United States might be hesitant to send help swiftly to avoid escalating tensions in the region. The report calls on the government to cooperate more closely with the United States in the area of defense to maintain the U.S. nuclear umbrella amid global talks on advancing nuclear disarmament. The movement toward nuclear disarmament, bolstered by President Barack Obama's initiative to create a nuclear-free world, could "diminish the relative role of the nuclear umbrella in the entire concept of extended deterrence," and Tokyo should "manage the Japan-U.S. ties in a way it would not mislead" neighbors, it says. Noting China's military buildup and North Korea's constant atomic threat, the document says the situation surrounding nuclear arms in East Asia "can never be regarded optimistically." The institute said as the relative weight of nuclear deterrence declines, offensive and defensive capabilities of conventional weapons will be more important, and it will be necessary to strike a balance between conventional Japanese and U.S. forces and foes that could attack Japan. The paper also casts doubt on the "no first use policy" for nuclear weapons advocated by Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada, saying it is "too early" to adopt it against the backdrop of current security conditions. The report points out that even if nuclear powers declare no first use, there is no way to confirm this would be the case. It also says the adoption of such a principle wouldn't deter attacks by conventional, biological or chemical weapons. The think tank says the report does not represent the views of the government or the Defense Ministry, but positions in the document that contradict to the views of Hatoyama and Okada might create controversy. In a chapter dedicated to North Korea, the report says its missile launches and second nuclear test last year "greatly backpedaled on negotiations to denuclearize" the country and have made the six-party talks on its nuclear ambitions even more dysfunctional. The six-party talks involve the two Koreas, China, Japan, Russia and the United States. As Pyongyang pursues nuclear arms, there is a "high possibility that the country will repeat its missile launches and nuclear tests," the report said. The paper warns about the threat of proliferation as the North appears to be deepening its military cooperation with Myanmar and Iran. On China, the institute says Beijing has been "rapidly building up its military power projection capabilities" with a shift in strategy to expand its areas of concern to space and the open sea, and has "made an impact on the military balance of East Asia that cannot be ignored." The report points out China registered a double-digit increase in military spending for the 21st consecutive year in fiscal 2009 and expresses concern that Beijing is not making enough efforts to enhance the transparency of its defense budget. The English version of the strategic review will be available around late May, according to the institute. Clinton doesn't blink GATINEAU , Quebec (Kyodo) Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada agreed Monday with U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton to continue discussions on where to relocate the Futenma military base but said he did not sense a change in Washington's stance over the thorny issue. During talks on the sidelines of a Group of Eight meeting in Canada, Okada and Clinton also agreed the international community should show unity in dealing with the nuclear standoff with Iran and urge North Korea to return to the six-party talks unconditionally, a Japanese official said. The talks came after Okada met Defense Secretary Robert Gates in the United States earlier in the day and explained how Japan is reviewing the issues surrounding U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma as it aims to settle the issue of the base's relocation by the end of May.
 
Asia- A2 Nuclear Weapons Solve

Military presence is key to make nuclear deterrence credible   

Payne 10 – is President and co-founder of the National Institute for Public Policy, a nonprofit research center located in Fairfax, Virginia. He also serves as Head of the Graduate Department of Defense and Strategic Studies of Missouri State University (Keith, “U.S. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies in Northeast Asia”, http://www.nipp.org/National%20Institute%20Press/Current%20Publications/PDF/US%20Extend-Deter-for%20print.pdf, MG)

If strong U.S. military responses to increases in the danger of North Korean aggression have reassured Seoul, the reverse also has been true: responses perceived as weak have raised anxiety. During the late 1960s and early 1970s, the North committed a number of armed provocations, including three assassination attempts against President Park, seizure of U.S.S. Pueblo (an intelligence-gathering ship operating in international waters), guerrilla infiltrations, and the shooting down of a U.S. EC-121 reconnaissance aircraft over the Sea of Japan. Tied down in Vietnam and loath to become involved in another war, the United States “failed to satisfy Seoul’s desire for a tough U.S. military response to North Korea’s provocations,” which “undermined the credibility of the U.S. security commitment in the perception of South Korea.”108 This, in turn, was one reason President Park initiated a nuclear weapons program,109 an undertaking ultimately brought to an end through a combination of U.S. pressure and reassurance. Peacetime exercises and crisis deployments, then, are ways in which the United States shows its readiness to use force in the defense of South Korea. Team Spirit, Foal Eagle, and other exercises are seen by the South Koreans as a valuable tie between the U.S. and ROK militaries and a part of the continuing deterrent to North Korean aggression. In the crises of 1976, 1994, and 2003, the United States demonstrated its willingness not only to practice for the combined defense of the ROK, but to prepare for war in periods of heightened danger. Although nuclear-capable forces were involved in two of the three episodes (1976 and 2003), no explicit nuclear threats were made by the United States. Nonetheless, the U.S. military responses in the three cases are part of the security backdrop that supports the credibility of the nuclear guarantee to Seoul. South Korea has been the beneficiary of a U.S. nuclear guarantee for more than a half century. Throughout that time, the guarantee has helped deter nonnuclear aggression by North Korea. In more recent years, the prevention of North Korean nuclear coercion or use has been added to the deterrence task. The nuclear guarantee is grounded in, not apart from, the basic structure of the U.S. alliance with the ROK. U.S. reaffirmations of the guarantee are essential for assuring Seoul, but they gain much of their credibility from the broader relationship between the two countries, their long-standing military pact, the forward deployment of U.S. forces, the combined exercises of the two militaries, and the U.S. track record in coming to the aid of South Korea. The United States thus assures South Korea of its military commitment and nuclear guarantee by the security interests it shares, the mutual defense treaty it signed, the words it says, the troops it stations, and the force it shows. This approach to assurance, by and large, has been successful. At different points, however, South Korean confidence in the American security commitment has been diminished by U.S. troop withdrawals and redeployments, increases in the North Korean threat, seemingly weak U.S. responses to North Korean provocations, change in alliance command arrangements, and perceived U.S. abandonment of other Asian allies. In the end, though, the U.S. nuclear guarantee has retained its assurance value. North Korea’s acquisition of nuclear weapons poses a new challenge to nuclear assurance. South Korea’s strategy for dealing with this danger depends on continued coverage by the U.S. nuclear umbrella. To maintain the credibility of the guarantee, the United States may need to give South Korea a better window into its planning for nuclear contingencies on the peninsula. And while Seoul has done without U.S. forward deployed weapons for nearly two decades, and has made no request for their return, some form of nuclear redeployment might gain greater support in the future. The adverse consequences of a U.S. nuclear guarantee that no longer assures Seoul should not be underestimated. Coverage by the nuclear umbrella has played an important role in discouraging South Korea from building a nuclear arsenal of its own, for example. If the guarantee were to lack credibility, one of the barriers to a revived South Korean nuclear weapons program would be lowered. And a nuclear ROK would be a wild card in a region already faced with the prospect of greater instability in the future.
The success of deterrence depends on credibility.

Zagare ‘00, professor of political science at the State University of New York at Buffalo (2000, Frank, Perfect Deterrence, p. 296, YU)

 

While a highly valued status quo is an important though neglected determinant of peace, it is not the deciding piece of the puzzle. In perfect deterrence theory, threat credibility emerges as the quintessential determinant of deterrence success. 
Asia- China Containment 
Military bases are key to containing China’s influence.

Interfax-AVN, 05 – (8/9/05, Interfax-AVN Military News Agency, “USA Trying to Resist China’s Growing Influence in Central Asia,” Lexis, NL)

Moscow, 9 August: The United States plans to keep its military presence in Central Asia to resist steps by China to enhance its influence in the region, Russian Duma Defence Committee member Nikolay Bezborodov told Interfax-Military News Agency on Tuesday [9 August]. "The USA is being guided by this objective as it builds its policy in Central Asia. It needs to do everything in its power to prevent the region and the world from being influenced by Beijing," Nikolay Bezborodov said. "At the same time, Washington is using its old method that was tested during the confrontation with the Soviet Union: to surround the adversary with military bases. This pattern can clearly be seen today. There are American bases in Japan - in the south and southeast. There are bases in Afghanistan, Iraq, Tajikistan, and Kyrgyzstan - in the west, southwest and northwest," he said. "The USA will seek to expand its presence in Central Asia through all possible methods. It will use military methods against the countries that do not have solid support, such as Afghanistan or Iraq. Economic methods will be used in the areas where spheres of interest collide with other influential powers, such as Russia. The US has already offered Kyrgyzstan a substantial interest-free loan and an increase of the rent for the use of the Manas air base," he said. The Director of the International Institute for Strategic Studies under the Kyrgyz president, Valentin Bogatyrev, agrees that the United States is trying to preserve its military presence in Central Asia to resist China's growing influence in the region. "The US needs the air force base in Manas to control the border with China and carry out reconnaissance operations, including by electronic means, rather than conduct the antiterrorist operation in Afghanistan," he said. "The Manas air base does not make sense from the point of view of the Afghan problem. But its role tends to grow if we look at the matter from the point of view of US attempts to resist China's influence," Bogatyrev said.

Withdrawal of U.S. Troops from Asia Allows Chinese Domination.
Kapila, 03, - MA in Defense Science from Madras University, PhD in Strategic Studies from Allahabad University, and a writer on foreign policy issues and strategic affairs for professional journals (3/26/03, Subhash, “China’s Grand Strategy and Military Modernisation” http://www.southasiaanalysis.org//papers7/paper642.html NL)

Briefly it can be said that: China�s leadership is working towards four inter-related goals that amount to a program for Chinese domination of Asia: (1) Gain sovereignty and control of Taiwan. (2) Expand its military presence and take control over the South China Sea (3) Aim at inducing a withdrawal of United States  forward military presence in Asia, except for some forces in Japan, to keep Japan under control (4) Keep Japan in a state of permanent strategic subordination.  

The crux here in terms of China�s �Grand Strategy' is to induce the withdrawal of American forces from this region creating a vacuum which can be filled by China, both for regional dominance and a key global role by carving the region into a Chinese �sphere of influence�.  

This has been China�s underlying goal in this region right from the Korean War of 1950, when within a year of its inception, Communist China militarily challenged the United States and fought it to a standstill.  

China�s bid for regional dominance in this region has been the major factor in generating China�s �Swing Strategy� in terms of China�s tilts towards Russia and the United States, alternatively.

Middle East- Iraq
Iraq withdrawal leads to unstable Middle East and empowers Iran

FREILICH, ’07 Harvard Professor(3/21/07, Chuck, Human Events, Iraq: Consequences of Withdrawal http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/1668/iraq.html, EK)

If the U.S. withdraws without achieving even this minimalist definition of "success", Iraq will deteriorate into ever worsening violence and may splinter into its component parts. Turkey may then invade Kurdistan, whose possible independence it views as a threat to its own territorial integrity. Iran will become not only a primary player in Iraq, but the primary one, possibly even annexing Shiite areas outright. The Saudis, already threatened by rising Shiite influence in the region, petrified by a possible Iranian presence right on their border, may similarly choose to preempt this by grabbing parts of Iraq. Jordan, with an Iranian controlled Iraq on its border, might collapse. For Israel, the consequences will be severe. If the U.S. can be driven out, the Islamist fundamentalists, Jihadis, insurgents and other dark forces in the region, will have won. There will simply be no one to prevent them from using terror, WMD, subversion and religious fanaticism to pursue their aims. No one. The radicals of the Moslem world will be triumphant — Iran, al Qaeda, Hamas, Hizballah and more. Iran will end up the big victor, the regional hegemon, whose ambitions and nuclear program, will become unstoppable. As things look, there is a very real possibility that Iran will announce, within a few years, that it has achieved an operational nuclear capability, threaten to destroy Israel and to rain fire and destruction on other U.S. interests and allies in the region. A nuclear Iran is a dire threat for nearly all countries in the region. Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Turkey and others already feel threatened and have announced their intentions to begin "civil" nuclear programs, which, as we all know, tend to "morph" into military ones. It is unclear that the U.S. can effectively cope with a nuclear Iran, but far worse, a multi-nuclear Middle East now looms. The U.S.-Soviet nuclear rivalry may pale in combustibility.  

Troops in iraq assures U.S allies
Susser, '04 correspondent for the Jerusalem Report (4/15/2004, Leslie, JewishJournal.com, Israel Worried About U.S. Iraq Withdrawl, http://www.jewishjournal.com/world/article/israel_worried_about_us_iraq_withdrawl_20040416/, MC)
As Shiite and Sunni resistance to the American presence in Iraq intensifies, Israel's defense establishment is worried that a U.S. withdrawal under fire could have devastating consequences for the battles against weapons of mass destruction and global terrorism. And Israel could be one of the big losers: Israeli officials believe a loss of American deterrence would encourage Iran to continue its nuclear weapons program, and its support for terrorism could lead to a hardening of Syrian and Palestinian attitudes against accommodation with Israel and could spark more Palestinian and other terrorism directed against Israeli targets. Without American deterrence and a pro-Western Iraq, the officials say, Israel might have to rethink its attitude on key issues like the concessions it can afford to make to the Palestinians, its readiness for a land war on its eastern front and the size of its defense budget. But there is an opposing, minority view in Israeli academic and intelligence circles: The quicker the Americans leave, this view holds, the quicker the Iraqis will have to get their act together. And once they do, they will not necessarily pose a threat to Israel or the West. Israeli Defense Minister Shaul Mofaz summoned a meeting in early April of Israeli intelligence services and other branches to discuss the implications for Israel of the unrest in Iraq. Some of the analyses were bleak. When the United States launched a war on Saddam Hussein's regime in March 2003, Israeli military planners hoped for several significant gains. Saddam's defeat and the destruction of the Iraqi war machine would remove the threat of hundreds of Iraqi and Syrian tanks rumbling across the desert to threaten Israel's eastern border, officials believed. They also hoped for a domino effect that would lead Syria and the Palestinians to seek accommodation with Israel, countries like Iran and Libya to rethink their nuclear weapons programs and terrorist organizations like Hezbollah, Hamas and Islamic Jihad to exercise restraint. In the first year after the war, some of that seemed to be happening. Now some Israeli intelligence analysts fear a reversal of these processes, with all the attendant dangers for Israel. In the meeting with Mofaz, there was a general consensus that if American deterrence in the region is weakened, Iran, Syria, Hezbollah, Hamas and Islamic Jihad all will be encouraged to mount or incite even more terrorism against Israel. Some officers expressed fear of possible Iranian intervention in southern Iraq on the side of the Shiites, if the situation degenerates into war between the Sunni and Shiite populations after a hasty American withdrawal. That could lead to a radical Shiite regime in Iraq, similar to the one in Iran. If such a radical Iraq were to emerge, some officers suggested, Israel might have to reconsider the huge cuts in the size of its tank forces that it planned after the destruction of Saddam's army last year. That could impact the key defense budget, which was slashed last year and again this year as part of a general government austerity program. A loss of American prestige in the region, some officials said, also could impact countries with pro-American regimes like Egypt and Jordan, and might mean that American guarantees to Israel in the context of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict would carry less weight. In general, American attempts to stabilize the Middle East would suffer a huge setback, with potentially harsh consequences for Israel and the West. The two main goals of the U.S.-led war -- curbing the proliferation of nuclear weapons in rogue countries such as Iran and striking a blow against global terrorists such as Al Qaeda -- could be reversed. 
[CONTINUED]

Middle East- Iraq
[CONTINUED]

In an interview with the Yedioth Ahronoth newspaper, Mofaz echoed these concerns, saying, "America's success in Iraq is essential for world peace. If the Americans manage to stabilize the situation in Iraq -- and we in Israel believe they will -- that will have a positive impact on the Middle East as a whole, on the world oil market and on the prestige of the international community." But, he cautioned, "if the Americans are forced to withdraw in the wake of terrorist pressure, a new and dangerous model of Arab regime will be created. The axis of evil will lift its head, and it could threaten world peace." Some Middle East experts in Israeli academia and the military take a more sanguine view, however. They argue that if the Americans withdraw soon after the handover of power to the Iraqi Provisional Council, scheduled for June 30, Iraq's Sunnis and Shiites would reach a modus vivendi on shared rule to keep the country from plunging into chaos. They ask: Would a new Iraqi regime -- even if radical Shiites are a dominant part of it -- adopt a provocative, anti-Western stance after what happened to Saddam? If they did, who would rearm them? And without sizable quantities of sophisticated weaponry, how could they threaten Israel or the Western world? Surely, these experts reason, any new Iraqi regime would prefer to tap America's willingness to reconstruct Iraq and allow oil revenues to create a basis for new prosperity. They argue that an orderly American withdrawal, announced well in advance, would do more for American prestige in the area than an ill-fated attempt to crush the dissident Iraqi militias. But this is a minority view in Israel, and similar predictions of rational Arab moderation -- such as the thinking that led to the creation of the Palestinian Authority -- have proven wrong in the past. Most members of the government, the defense establishment and the intelligence community believe America should maintain its military presence in Iraq in an effort to create a Western-leaning regime there and through it, a new and more stable Middle East. When President Bush says, "America will stay the course," they take heart. 

Peace in Iraq is impossible after US withdrawal

KOCH, ’07  Former US Congressman (6/13/07, Ed, New York Press, You Can’t Make This Stuff Up, http://www.nypress.com/article-16539-ed-koch-you-cant-make-this-stuff-up.html, EK)

To those who believe that when America leaves Iraq, Islamic terrorists will be satisfied and stop fighting, I say this: Wake up. The hard truth is that if we leave Iraq, the terrorists will continue their attacks on Americans everywhere, including our homeland. And they will use Iraq as a new base of operations. In other words, the terrorist jihad will continue and many of the terrorists will be those who are now fighting in Iraq. It cannot be stated often enough that the goal of Islamic terrorists is the destruction of Western civilization and the restoration of the caliphate. The caliphate would unite all Muslims in one theocratic state, running from and including Spain to Indonesia, encompassing nearly 1.4 billion Muslims. Were it possible to remain in Iraq and accomplish the obvious goals of bringing true peace among the warring parties—Sunni, Shiite and Kurd—with a stable central government accepted by all, that would be ideal. But the Shiite majority does not want to forgive the Sunnis who oppressed them for so many years, and will not share government power or oil revenues with them. The Sunnis, who are 20 percent of the population, appear to be militarily more capable than the Shia and are primarily responsible for the car bombs and the improvised explosive devices that have killed American soldiers and Iraqis, both military personnel and civilians. It is also devastating for American soldiers to learn that those serving in the Iraqi army, being trained by and fighting alongside American soldiers, cannot be trusted. A May 28 Times article reported on an incident in February “when [American] soldiers killed a man setting a roadside bomb. When they searched the bomber’s body, they found identification showing him to be a Sergeant in the Iraqi army.” Kamber quotes an American soldier, “I thought, ‘What are we doing here? Why are we still here?’...We’re helping guys that are trying to kill us. We help them in the day. They turn around at night and try to kill us.” Waiting for the Iraqi army to be battle-ready is like waiting for Godot. They seem to know how to kill U.S. soldiers and terrorize innocent civilians, but are unable to keep the peace.

Middle East- Iraq
Middle Eastern chaos caused by Obama’s withdrawal plan 

PHARES, ’07  Professor on Global Terrorism and Middle Eastern Affaris (3/3/09, Walid, Daily Estimate, US withdrawal from Iraq depends on Syria and Iran, http://www.dailyestimate.com/article.asp?id=18346  , EK)

What is that mission? To penetrate, influence and seize 60% of Iraq from Baghdad to Basra as U.S. forces are withdrawing and certainly after the pull out. This region is their historic sphere of Shia influence. They will use all the power elements at their disposal including special operations groups, the Mahdi Army, assassinations, and infiltration into Government. Ironically, the pro-Iranian action against U.S. presence will intensify further after August 2010 to hasten the final withdrawal of counter insurgency forces left behind. So in a sense the success of the Obama plan will hinge on the American ability to deter Iran and its ally Syria from surging against Iraq’s Democracy while the U.S. is organizing its departure. Is the 2010 plan doomed? Not at all. It is actually a challenging one and could be successful but is conditioned by the greater context. Withdrawing the bulk of U.S. forces from Iraq after five years of deployment is long overdue, especially if the troops will be used on other fronts. Vice President Biden recently said the Iranians may be surprised where many of these forces would be used. The Obama plan can work if his Administration will move quickly to deter both Tehran and Damascus from filling the void in Iraq. This is the secret equation hovering over all three plans the President has to choose from. If asked, I would advise the shortest stay for the bulk of U.S. forces in Iraq so that they can be engaged in other spots, not only in Afghanistan. The worst course of action would be to diminish the force in Iraq while encouraging Iran and Syria directly or indirectly assume responsibilities on Iraqi land. This would be known by historians as suicide. In the end, all is in the hands of President Obama. If he has a global plan to restlessly wage campaigns against Jihadi powers and forces around the world while winning a war of ideas, the 2010 plan for Iraq will be a stunning move. But if all efforts of the Administration are to pull out from the confrontation with the Jihadists, following the advice of the failed academia of the past, the announced plan will be no more than the beginning of the retreat. I truly hope the vision in the Oval Office will meet the harsh realities of today’s world. 

Escalation of war is highly possible after the sinking of the Cheonan; a withdrawal would be a poor decision at such a time.

Lake ’10 ( 5/28/10, BC Politics, John, Will North Korea Escalate?, http://blogcritics.org/politics/article/will-north-korea-escalate/, YU)

On March 26, 2010, North Korea fired a torpedo, sinking a South Korean naval ship, the Cheonan, in the Yellow Sea, in waters South Korea considered open water. The Cheonan was in the area near Baengnyeong Island, 130 miles northwest of Seoul, to assure the safety of crab fishermen. Yearly, in March and April, crabs are plentiful in these waters near the line that marks the border between North and South Korea, fought over in the Korean War. North Korea doesn't recognize this border nor the  demilitarized zone.  As a result, many South Korean ships have been fired upon and sunk. Following the sinking of the Cheonan, rescuers pulled 58 survivors from the water; 46 crewmen were killed in the incident. The original report indicated that the ship was on patrol and began sinking at 9 PM, the result of a hole in its stern, below the waterline. At that time it is reported that the United States was not asked for assistance. It was soon determined by several agencies that a North Korean torpedo had caused the sinking. Prior to this torpedoing, tensions between the Koreas had seemed to be easing, North Korea needed food supplies and fertilizer from the South. However in January, South Korea responded to North Korean artillery fire during military exercises with warning shots, and in November there was an exchange of fire as a North Korean vessel crossed the maritime border. North Korean President Kim Jong-Il, recently turned 67, denied that the North was involved in the deadly attack on the Cheonan. He warned that retaliation would mean "all-out war." 

Middle East- Turkey
US Nukes in Turkey Used to Deter Iran
Kibaroglu 10 (Mustafa Kibaroglu teaches courses on arms control and disarmament in the Department of International Relations at Bilkent University in Ankara, Turkey. He has held fellowships at Harvard University’s Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, the Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, the International Atomic Energy Agency, and the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research. June 2010 Reassessing the Role of U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Turkey http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2010_06/Kibaroglu#bio)  

There is a common belief in Turkey that the U.S. weapons constitute a credible deterrent against threats such as Iran’s nuclear program and the possible further proliferation of nuclear weapons in the region in response to Tehran’s program. Others contend that if Turkey sends the weapons back to the United States and Iran subsequently develops nuclear weapons, Turkey will have to develop its own such weapons. These observers argue that even though they are against the deployment of U.S. nuclear weapons on Turkish soil in principle, the weapons’ presence in the country will keep Turkey away from such adventurous policies.[23] Similar views have also been expressed by foreign experts and analysts who are concerned about Turkey’s possible reactions to the developments in Iran’s nuclear capabilities in case U.S. nuclear weapons are withdrawn from Turkish territory.
Without a United States military presence, Turkey will feel abandoned by NATO and create its own weapons. 

Thränert 08, PROLIFERATION ANALYSIS (12/10/08, Carnegie Endowment For International Peace, Oliver, U.S. Nuclear Forces in Europe to Zero? Yes, But Not Yet,http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=22533, YU)

  

 NATO members at its Southern periphery – in particular Turkey – may insist that the U.S. should not remove its nuclear weapons in the face of Iran's continued nuclear program and the threat of a nuclear arms race in the Middle East. This discussion will be complicated by the fact that if nuclear sharing is to be continued, tough procurement decisions would have to be taken by participating countries. Germany, for instance, plans to use its Tornado aircraft for nuclear missions until 2020. By that time, the German Air Force will have put the new Eurofighter into service. But this system will not be certified by the U.S. for nuclear missions, leaving Berlin with no option but to buy an additional American platform if it does not want to get out of the nuclear sharing business. This would be an expensive endeavour that German taxpayers will be unlikely to swallow. Against this background, it is high time to re-think the rationale of the U.S. nuclear presence in Europe. To begin with, in pure military terms, these systems are not relevant anymore. If a U.S. president were to decide to use nuclear weapons in a crisis, why would he or she decide to use relatively old German Tornados instead of modern U.S. equipment such as B-2 bombers or air-launched cruise missiles? Moreover, the U.S. Air Force seems to be more concerned about possible terrorist attacks on nuclear stockpiles based in Europe than it is convinced of the military relevance of these systems. It would prefer to spend the money currently invested in the protection of nuclear sites in Europe for military projects it deems more important. At the same time, however, there are a number of political reasons for not entirely foregoing U.S. nuclear forces in Europe at this point in time. The function of these systems is to keep the peace and to prevent wars. In particular, U.S. nuclear forces in Europe and nuclear sharing with Alliance partners demonstrate a shared risk within NATO and binds America to the old continent. At least some NATO partners continue to value this. They remain particularly interested in a strong nuclear deterrent vis-à-vis Russia and Iran. Moreover, the U.S. nuclear presence gives those NATO members participating in nuclear sharing a greater say in nuclear decision making or, at least, more access to information. In order to avoid yet another split in NATO on a crucial issue, these political factors should not be neglected. In addition, three further points need to be taken into consideration. First: Arms control. In that regard, eliminating all U.S. nuclear forces in Europe does not make much sense. The aim of Soviet as well as Russian political leaders has always been to achieve a Western Europe free of U.S. nuclear weapons without removing its own non-strategic nuclear forces in which it enjoys massive numerical superiority. At a minimum, NATO should use the U.S. nuclear weapons based in Europe as a bargaining chip. However, Russia will not go to zero with its own non-strategic nuclear forces. Moscow perceives them as a counterweight to NATO’s overwhelming conventional superiority and its ongoing expansion ever closer to the Russian border. Today, we do not even know how many non-strategic nuclear forces Moscow possesses, nor do we know where they are located and whether they are appropriately protected against unauthorized use. For NATO, therefore, a more important first step than bringing Russian non-strategic nuclear forces to zero should be enhanced transparency. Removing all U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe without transparency and reciprocal reductions in return would run counter to Western interests. Second: Nonproliferation within NATO. The U.S. nuclear presence in Europe was always intended to prevent nuclear proliferation within the Alliance. Without a clearly demonstrated nuclear deterrent provided by U.S. nuclear weapons based at Incirlik, Turkey could have further doubts about the reliability of NATO's commitment to its security. Turkey already feels let down by NATO's ambivalent response to its calls for support in the Iraq wars of 1991 and 2003. Sitting on the outer edge of the alliance, facing a nuclear-weapon-capable Iran, and possibly feeling that NATO’s nuclear security guarantee would not actually be extended to it in a crisis, Turkey could seek to develop countervailing nuclear capabilities of its own. 

 

Middle East- Iraq/Afghanistan 
Military forces abroad are key to deterring aggression, improve our relations with allies, and improve the US’s response time in a crisis. 

DoD 02 (“Roles of Military Power in 
U.S. Defense Strategy”, http://www.dod.mil/execsec/adr95/roles.html)
The need to deploy or to station U.S. military forces abroad in peacetime is also an important factor in determining its overall force structure. U.S. forces permanently stationed and rotationally or periodically deployed overseas serve a broad range of U.S. interests. Specifically, these forces: Help to deter aggression, adventurism, and coercion against U.S. allies and friends and interests in critical regions. Improve the U.S. ability to respond quickly and effectively in crises. Increase the likelihood that U.S. forces will have access to the facilities they need in theater and enroute. Improve the ability of U.S. forces to operate effectively with the forces of other nations. Underwrite regional stability by dampening pressures for competition among regional powers and by encouraging the development of democratic institutions and civilian control of the military in a constitutional democracy. Through foreign military interaction, which includes training programs, combined exercises, military-to-military contacts, and security assistance programs that include judicious foreign military sales, the United States can strengthen the local self-defense capabilities of its friends and allies. Through active participation in regional security dialogues, the United States can reduce regional tensions, increase transparency, and improve its bilateral and multilateral cooperation. (See Appendix J, Military Assistance.) The importance of overseas presence forces was demonstrated in October 1994 when Iraqi Republican Guard divisions began significant movements toward the border with Kuwait. Forward-deployed U.S. forces, some of which were participating in Operation Southern Watch, combined with the timely arrival of additional air, naval, and land forces which fell in on a recently prepositioned equipment set, provided a credible deterrent to the threat of Iraqi aggression. By improving the defense capabilities of its friends and demonstrating its commitment to defend common interests, U.S. forces abroad enhance deterrence and raise the odds that U.S. forces will find a relatively favorable situation should a conflict arise. 

US military presence is key to deter iran
Rubin 08 (Can a Nuclear Iran be Contained or Deterred? Michael Rubin November 2008; Rubin's major research area is the Middle East, with special focus on Iran, Iraq, Turkey, and Kurdish society.  He was the lead drafter of the Bipartisan Policy Center's 2008 report on Iran. In addition to his work at AEI, several times each month, Mr. Rubin travels to military bases across the United States and Europe to instruct senior U.S. Army and Marine officers deploying to Iraq and Afghanistan on issues relating to regional state history and politics, Shiism, the theological basis of extremism, and strategy).

If U.S. forces are to contain the Islamic Republic, they will require basing not only in GCC countries, but also in Afghanistan, Iraq, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Without a sizeable regional presence, the Pentagon will not be able to maintain the predeployed resources and equipment necessary to contain Iran, and Washington will signal its lack of commitment to every ally in the region. Because containment is as much psychological as physical, basing will be its backbone. Having lost its facilities in Uzbekistan, at present, the U.S. Air Force relies upon air bases in Turkey, Iraq, Kuwait, Bahrain, Afghanistan, Oman, and the isolated Indian Ocean atoll of Diego Garcia.

 

Middle East- A2 Deterrence Fails
Conventional Deterrence can preventn nuclear wepapons from spreading and prevent a variety of threats.

Gerson ’09, (2009, Conventional Deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age, Michael, http://www.scribd.com/doc/25593166/Conventional-Deterrence, YU)

Following the Cold War, conventional deterrence earned an evengreater role in US national security strategy. With the demise of the So-viet Union and significant advancements in conventional precision-guidedmunitions, many defense analysts concluded that “smart” weapons couldprovide a powerful deterrent against a wide variety of threats. While somecommentators argued that nuclear weapons were still necessary to preventnuclear attacks, and others contended that conventional weapons were “theonly credible deterrent” even against nuclear threats, almost all agreed thattechnologically advanced conventional weapons could now take the placeof nuclear weapons in many missions.9 Following the remarkable suc-cess of sophisticated conventional firepower in Operation Desert Storm,William Perry declared, “This new conventional military capability adds apowerful dimension to the ability of the United States to deter war.”

Conventional Deterrence can be successfully used against nuclear armed adversaries. 

Gerson ’09, (2009, Conventional Deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age, Michael, http://www.scribd.com/doc/25593166/Conventional-Deterrence, YU)

 In the current international security environment, conventional de-terrence can be useful against nonnuclear and nuclear-armed adversaries.For regimes that do not possess nuclear, chemical, or biological weap-ons, US conventional capabilities will likely be the most credible and po-tent deterrent. History suggests that, in general, nations without weaponsof mass destruction (WMD) are not intimidated by an opponent’s nuclearcapabilities. For example, nuclear weapons did not give the United Statessignificant advantages before or during the Korean and Vietnam wars; nordid they dissuade Egypt from attacking Israel in the 1973 Yom KippurWar11 or Argentina from attacking the British-controlled Falkland Islandsin 1982.12 This circumstance is due in part to the perceived impact of the“nuclear taboo,” a moral and political aversion to using nuclear weaponsthat has emerged due to the long absence of nuclear use in time of war.The nuclear taboo reduces the credibility—and therefore the utility—ofnuclear weapons, especially against regimes not possessing nuclear weap-ons or other WMD.

Conventional Deterrence can be used to prevent U.S. being involved in possible future global war.

Gerson ’09, (2009, Conventional Deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age, Michael, http://www.scribd.com/doc/25593166/Conventional-Deterrence, YU)

  In this context, conventional deterrence can be an important mech-anism to limit options for regional aggression below the nuclear thresh-old.By deploying robust conventional forces in and around the theater ofpotential conflict, the United States can credibly signal that it can respondto conventional aggression at the outset, and therefore the opponent can-not hope to simultaneously achieve a quick conventional victory and usenuclear threats to deter US involvement.Moreover, if the United Statescan convince an opponent that US forces will be engaged at the beginningof hostilities—and will therefore incur the human and financial costs ofwar from the start—it can help persuade opponents that the United Stateswould be highly resolved to fight even in the face of nuclear threats be-cause American blood and treasure would have already been expended.16Similar to the Cold War, the deployment of conventional power in the re-gion, combined with significant nuclear capabilities and escalation dom-inance, can help prevent regimes from believing that nuclear possessionprovides opportunities for conventional aggression and coercion

Middle East- A2 Deterrence Fails
bases key to make conventional deterrence credible

Gerson ’09, (2009, Conventional Deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age, Michael, http://www.scribd.com/doc/25593166/Conventional-Deterrence, YU)

Conventional deterrence also plays an important role in preventing nonnuclear aggression by nuclear-armed regimes. Regional nuclear pro-liferation may not only increase the chances for the use of nuclear weap-ons, but, equally important, the possibility of conventional aggression.The potential for conventional conflict under the shadow of mutual nuclear deterrence was a perennial concern throughout the Cold War, and thatscenario is still relevant. A nuclear-armed adversary may be emboldenedto use conventional force against US friends and allies, or to sponsor ter-rorism, in the belief that its nuclear capabilities give it an effective deter-rent against US retaliation or intervention.15 For example, a regime mightcalculate that it could undertake conventional aggression against a neigh-bor and, after achieving a relatively quick victory, issue implicit or explicitnuclear threats in the expectation that the United States (and perhaps coali-

Conventional Deterrence can help reduce the utility of nuclear weapons being spread.

Gerson ’09, (2009, Conventional Deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age, Michael, http://www.scribd.com/doc/25593166/Conventional-Deterrence, YU)

As part of this renewed interest in deterrence, conventional weap-ons are playing an important role. The “New Triad,” consisting of bothnuclear and advanced conventional weapons; proposals for conventional-ly armed intercontinental ballistic missiles; and, more generally, the con-cept of Prompt Global Strike all represent a growing belief that advancedconventional capabilities can substitute for some missions previously rel-egated solely to nuclear weapons. Although there has been considerabledebate over these specific initiatives—for example, the effect that puttingconventional warheads on ballistic missiles would have on strategic sta-bility—most specialists agree that conventional forces can help reduce therole of nuclear weapons in US security strategy. In fact, in recent years theUS military has expanded the concept of “strategic deterrence,” a term thatonce encompassed only intercontinental nuclear weapons, to incorporateboth nuclear and conventional forces, as well as diplomatic, economic, andinformational tools.

It has been empirically proven that conventional deterrence worked in World War 2 and Korean War.

Gerson ’09, (2009, Conventional Deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age, Michael, http://www.scribd.com/doc/25593166/Conventional-Deterrence, YU)

This article seeks to expand the current debate about the role andutility of conventional forces in US deterrence strategies by reexaminingthe traditional logic of conventional deterrence, which focuses on deter-rence by denial, in the context of the modern international security envi-ronment. It is primarily concerned with the role of US conventional forcesin extended deterrence, defined as the threat of force to protect allies andfriends, rather than “central” or “homeland” deterrence.3 This focus on ex-tended deterrence—and especially on the role of deterrence by denial inextended deterrence—highlights the central importance of protecting ter-ritory from attack and invasion. Historically, the desire for control overspecific territory has been a frequent motivator of interstate crises and con-flict.4 While interstate conventional wars have significantly declined sincethe end of the Second World War, the potential for conflict over Taiwanor on the Korean Peninsula, the prospect of future clashes over control ofscarce natural resources, and the 2008 war between Georgia and Russia at-test to the continued possibility of conflict over specific territory that hasimportant strategic, economic, political, religious, historical, or socio-cultur-

Conventional Deterrence is key to support allies and guarantee U.S.support to them.

Gerson ’09, (2009, Conventional Deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age, Michael, http://www.scribd.com/doc/25593166/Conventional-Deterrence, YU)

Consequently, this article examines how US conventional militarypower can be used to deter conventional aggression against friends andallies by threatening to deny an adversary its best chance of success onthe battlefield—a surprise or short-notice attack with little or no engage-ment with American military forces. The ability to prevent an opponentfrom presenting the United States with afaitaccompli—that is, from striking quickly and achieving victory before substantial US (and perhaps co-alition) forces can be deployed to the theater—is a central component of
Middle East- A2 Iraq Local Forces Solve 
Iraqi Forces Not Strong Enough to Deter Iran Alone
Brookes; Phillips; Cohen, Ph.D.; Dale; Gardiner, Ph.D.; Holmes, Ph.D.; 10-Heritage Experts (2010, Peter, James, Ariel, Helle C., Nile, Kim R., Heritage Foundation, “Iran/Iraq,” http://www.issues2010.com/pdf/Iran_Iraq.pdf, CV)

A cornerstone of any policy to contain Iran must be strong support for an independent, democratic Iraq that is an ally in the war against terrorism. Iraq has made dramatic security gains in the past two years, thanks to the Bush Administration’s surge strategy, which enabled and expanded an Iraqi surge against Iran-backed militias, Sunni insurgents, and al-Qaeda in Iraq. But Iraq’s political and security progress is tentative and fragile. Iraq’s shifting political equilibrium is potentially desta​bilizing and requires a strong U.S. military presence to assure adequate security. Iraqi security forces have made great strides and have become increasingly effective, but they remain dependent on U.S. training, logistical support, air support, intelligence, and counter-terrorism cooperation. More​over, U.S. troops also play an important role in deterring Iran from under​mining Iraqi progress. Iraqi security forces are going to require strong U.S. assistance. In this regard, the Obama Administration should press the Iraqi government for greater flexibility in interpreting the vaguely worded Status of Forces Agreement. Lastly, the U.S. and Iraq should clarify the terms of the security agreement to avoid future misunderstandings that could lead to avoidable losses of American and Iraqi lives.

 
 
***IMPACT
Asia- Korea Impact
conventional deterrence is key to deter North Korea.

Gerson ’09, (2009, Conventional Deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age, Michael, http://www.scribd.com/doc/25593166/Conventional-Deterrence, YU)

Deterrence is once again a topic of discussion and debate among US

defense and policy communities. Although the concept has receivedcomparatively little attention since the end of the Cold War, it seemspoised to take center stage in America’s national security policy duringthe coming decades. With two ongoing wars already straining the mili-tary, concerns about a recalcitrant and militarized Russia, Iran’s continueduranium enrichment activities, North Korea’s nascent nuclear arsenal, andtop-to-bottom military modernization in China, adversary-specific deter-rence strategies will likely become a prominent component of national and international security in an increasingly multi-polar world.

North Korean Attack Could Cause Destruction on Par with World War 2

Green 10 (Stephen, Pajamas Media, 5/27/10 “North vs. South Korea: How Bad Could a War Get?” http://pajamasmedia.com/blog/north-vs-south-korea-how-bad-could-a-war-get/)

“As we enter the summer of 2010,” writes Austin Bay, “the risk of all-out war on the Korean peninsula is quite high, and possibly the highest it has been since the armistice was signed in 1953.” The good news: It’s unlikely that North Korea has enough gasoline to fight for more than a few days. The bad news: they could really mess up the South in less time than that. The worse news: nobody knows what would happen after the inevitable North Korean collapse, but everybody knows that nobody could afford it. The downright scary news: even a wildly unspectacular North Korean invasion would serve as a test of our CINC’s mettle — a test we can’t be certain he’d pass. Let’s go through these points one at a time. The Good News An army, Napoleon said, travels on its stomach. But a modern army travels on POL: petroleum, oil, lubricants. It’s doubtful Pyongyang has enough POL to grease their tanks much further south than midtown Seoul. Also, an army needs lots of ammo and tons of spares. How many new tank tracks do you think the North has been able to beg, borrow, buy, or steal in the last 20 years? Answer: not many. And ammo needs to be replaced every couple of decades — even bullets have a shelf life. The situation for aircraft is even more critical, so it’s a good guess that the North’s air force is in even worse shape than the army. The DPRK navy can still pack some punch, as we learned last month, but sneak attacks don’t guarantee victory — just ask Admiral Isoroku Yamamoto. Another bit of good news is that China is giving North Korea some small diplomatic cover over the sinking of the Cheonan. That might not seem like a good thing at first blush, but as long as China maintains influence over the DPRK, the odds of war are reduced. The Bad News North Korea has special forces up the Pyongyang. This tiny, starving, impoverished nation has tens of thousands of special forces — and they have a reputation for being tough, skilled, and deadly. They’re also expected to swarm the South’s airports and seaports and do a pretty savage job of knocking them out of service. They also might have a pretty easy time of blending into the civilian population (or even disguise themselves as ROK soldiers) and continuing to wreak havoc until found and killed, one by one. Another bit you should know. Seoul is in range of thousands of DPRK artillery tubes and missiles — many of which are in hard-to-bomb mountain hideaways. It would take hundreds of aircraft sorties, and an untold amount of counter-battery fire, before Seoul would be safe again — and the damage could take years to repair. An unprovoked attack at pre-dawn could serve up death and destruction unseen in any major city since World War II. And I’m not even factoring in the possibility of the North kicking off the festivities with a nuke, because I like to sleep at night. The Worse News Yes, there’s worse news. Now, I’ve written about a North Korean collapse pretty extensively, and going back seven years. If you don’t want to go through the archives, just know this: it would be the biggest humanitarian crisis since The Flood, only with loose nuclear materials. The Downright Scary News So, yes, North Korea could seriously mess up the South, after which the North would cease to exist as an independent nation. And I believe that China would move to intervene in the DPRK long before ROK or U.S. troops (technically, UN troops) could get through the DMZ. Then what’s so downright scary? It’s almost certain that the South could handle the North without much in the way of American help — and a Chinese coup de grace would certainly bring hostilities to a quick end. (Let’s assume that China would find it much more beneficial this time around to stop a Korean War than to enlist in one.) But: if President Obama did anything less than to order a full and immediate reinforcement of South Korea — on land, sea, and air — our other enemies and rivals would read much into such inaction. They might read too much into it, but they would read it just the same. More importantly — most especially — is the message our allies would receive: that America is no longer a reliable ally. Turkey has already de facto left NATO, in favor of rising Persian power. Obama has personally handed Israel its hat and coat, and shoved it towards the door. Britain has been insulted, India snubbed, and the French ignored. It wouldn’t take much more to see what remains of our alliances blown apart. In fact, it wouldn’t take anything more than the slightest wobble in dealing with a Second Korean War. And as this administration continues to do little or nothing as “the risk of all-out war” reaches historical highs, the signal being sent is most un-American. “Tread on Me.” 

Asia- Korea Impact
Korean War causes extinction

Chol, ’02 (Kim Myong, The Agreed Framework is Brain Dead, http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/0212A_Chol.html)

The second choice is for the Americans to initiate military action to knock out the nuclear facilities in North Korea. Without precise knowledge of the location of those target facilities, the American policy planners face the real risk of North Korea launching a full-scale war against South Korea, Japan and the U.S. The North Korean retaliation will most likely leave South Korea and Japan totally devastated with the Metropolitan U.S. being consumed in nuclear conflagration. Looking down on the demolished American homeland, American policy planners aboard a special Boeing jets will have good cause to claim, "We are winners, although our homeland is in ashes. We are safely alive on this jet." The third and last option is to agree to a shotgun wedding with the North Koreans. It means entering into package solution negotiations with the North Koreans, offering to sign a peace treaty to terminate the relations of hostility, establish full diplomatic relations between the two enemy states, withdraw the American forces from South Korea, remove North Korea from the list of axis of evil states and terrorist-sponsoring states, and give North Korea most favored nation treatment. The first two options should be sobering nightmare scenarios for a wise Bush and his policy planners. If they should opt for either of the scenarios, that would be their decision, which the North Koreans are in no position to take issue with. The Americans would realize too late that the North Korean mean what they say. The North Koreans will use all their resources in their arsenal to fight a full-scale nuclear exchange with the Americans in the last war of mankind. A nuclear-armed North Korea would be most destabilizing in the region and the rest of the world in the eyes of the Americans. They would end up finding themselves reduced to a second-class nuclear power.
North Korea is the most likely scenario for a world nuclear war.

Wood, ’6 (David, The Houston Chronicle, Oct. 15, p. 21, twm)

Yet the entire North Asia region, a far-flung region that encompasses North and South Korea, Japan, China and Russia, has long been heavily militarized - not with the small arms and deadly suicide bombs of Iraq, but with massive armies, fortified and mined borders and heavy long-range weapons systems. During the Cold War, as the nuclear-armed United States and Soviet Union and eventually China jostled against each other, they also held each other in a nuclear deterrent stand-off. North Korea's forced entry into that nuclear club has destabilized that dynamic, with results that are yet unclear, analysts said. The region "is wired with tension - the most dangerous place in the world in the sense that it's a place where all the great powers could wind up getting in a war," said Ellis Krauss, professor of Japanese politics at the University of California at San Diego.

Asia- Japan Prolif Impact

Any shift in U.S-Japan security would cause Japan to go Nuclear

Chanlett-Avery and Nikitin ’09, specialist in Asian affairs and analyst in nonproliferation (February 19, 2010, Emma and Mary Beth, Congressional Research Service, Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Future, MC)
The notion of Japan developing nuclear weapons has long been considered far-fetched and even taboo, particularly within Japan. Hailed as an example of the success of the international non- proliferation regime, Japan has consistently taken principled stands on non-proliferation and disarmament issues. Domestically, the largely pacifist Japanese public, with lingering memories of the destruction of Hiroshima and Nagasaki by atomic bombs in the closing days of World War II, has widely rejected any nuclear capacity as morally unacceptable. The inclusion of Japan under the U.S. nuclear “umbrella,” with regular reiterations from U.S. officials, provides a guarantor to Japanese security. Successive Japanese administrations and commissions have concluded that Japan has little to gain and much to lose in terms of its own security if it pursues a nuclear weapons capability. Today, Japanese officials and experts remain remarkably uniform in their consensus that Japan is unlikely to move toward nuclear status in the short-to-medium term. However, as the security environment has shifted significantly, the topic is no longer toxic and has been broached by several leading politicians. North Korea’s test of a nuclear device in 2006 and China’s military modernization have altered the strategic dynamics in the region, and any signs of stress in the U.S.-Japan alliance raises questions among some about the robustness of the U.S. security guarantee. An ascendant hawkish, conservative movement—some of whom openly advocate for Japan to develop an independent nuclear arsenal—has gained more traction in Japanese politics, moving from the margins to a more influential position. In addition, previous security-related taboos have been overcome in the past few years: the dispatch of Japanese military equipment and personnel to Iraq and Afghanistan, the elevation of the Japanese Defense Agency to a full- scale ministry, and Japanese co-development of a missile defense system with the United States. All of these factors together increase the still unlikely possibility that Japan will reconsider its position on nuclear weapons.Any reconsideration of Japan’s policy of nuclear weapons abstention would have significant implications for U.S. policy in East Asia. Globally, Japan’s withdrawal from the Nuclear Non- Proliferation Treaty (NPT) could damage the most durable international non-proliferation regime. Regionally, Japan “going nuclear” could set off a nuclear arms race with China, South Korea, and Taiwan and, in turn, India, and Pakistan may feel compelled to further strengthen their own nuclear weapons capability. Bilaterally, assuming that Japan made the decision without U.S. support, the move could indicate Tokyo’s lack of trust in the American commitment to defend Japan. An erosion in the U.S.-Japan alliance could upset the geopolitical balance in East Asia, a shift that could indicate a further strengthening of China’s position as an emerging hegemonic power. These ramifications would likely be deeply destabilizing for the security of the Asia Pacific region and beyond.

Japan prolif causes a chain reaction in Asia and collapses the NPT. 

Halloran, 2009

[Richard, Military correspondent for The New York Times for ten years, 5-24, “The Dangers of a Nuclear Japan,” Real Clear Politics, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/05/24/nuclear_japan_96638.html]

That anxiety has reinvigorated a debate about whether Japan should acquire a nuclear deterrent of its own and reduce its reliance on the US. Japan has the technology, finances, industrial capacity, and skilled personnel to build a nuclear force, although it would be costly and take many years. The consequences of that decision would be earthshaking. It would likely cause opponents to riot in the streets and could bring down a government. South Korea, having sought at least once to acquire nuclear weapons, would almost certainly do so. Any hope of dissuading North Korea from building a nuclear force would disappear. China would redouble its nuclear programs. And for the only nation ever to experience atomic bombing to acquire nuclear arms would surely shatter the already fragile international nuclear non-proliferation regime. The main reason Japan has not acquired nuclear arms so far has been a lack of political will. After the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945, the Japanese experienced a deep-seated nuclear allergy. That and the threat from the Soviet Union during the Cold War kept Japan huddled under the US nuclear umbrella. 

Asia- Japan Prolif Impact

Nuclear war

Cimbala, 2008  

[Stephen, Distinguished Prof. Pol. Sci. – Penn. State Brandywine, Comparative Strategy, “Anticipatory Attacks: Nuclear Crisis Stability in Future Asia”, 27, InformaWorld]

If the possibility existed of a mistaken preemption during and immediately after the Cold War, between the experienced nuclear forces and command systems of America and Russia, then it may be a matter of even more concern with regard to states with newer and more opaque forces and command systems. In addition, the Americans and Soviets (and then Russians) had a great deal of experience getting to know one another’s military operational proclivities and doctrinal idiosyncrasies, including those that might influence the decision for or against war. Another consideration, relative to nuclear stability in the present century, is that the Americans and their NATO allies shared with the Soviets and Russians a commonality of culture and historical experience. Future threats to American or Russian security from weapons of mass destruction may be presented by states or nonstate actors motivated by cultural and social predispositions not easily understood by those in the West nor subject to favorable manipulation during a crisis. The spread of nuclear weapons in Asia presents a complicated mosaic of possibilities in this regard. States with nuclear forces of variable force structure, operational experience, and command-control systems will be thrown into a matrix of complex political, social, and cultural crosscurrents contributory to the possibility of war. In addition to the existing nuclear powers in Asia, others may seek nuclear weapons if they feel threatened by regional rivals or hostile alliances. Containment of nuclear proliferation in Asia is a desirable political objective for all of the obvious reasons. Nevertheless, the present century is unlikely to see the nuclear hesitancy or risk aversion that marked the Cold War, in part, because the military and political discipline imposed by the Cold War superpowers no longer exists, but also because states in Asia have new aspirations for regional or global respect.12 The spread of ballistic missiles and other nuclear-capable delivery systems in Asia, or in the Middle East with reach into Asia, is especially dangerous because plausible adversaries live close together and are already engaged in ongoing disputes about territory or other issues.13 The Cold War Americans and Soviets required missiles and airborne delivery systems of intercontinental range to strike at one another’s vitals. But short-range ballistic missiles or fighter-bombers suffice for India and Pakistan to launch attacks at one another with potentially “strategic” effects. China shares borders with Russia, North Korea, India, and Pakistan; Russia, with China and NorthKorea; India, with Pakistan and China; Pakistan, with India and China; and so on. The short flight times of ballistic missiles between the cities or military forces of contiguous states means that very little time will be available for warning and attack assessment by the defender. Conventionally armed missiles could easily be mistaken for a tactical nuclear first use. Fighter-bombers appearing over the horizon could just as easily be carrying nuclear weapons as conventional ordnance. In addition to the challenges posed by shorter flight times and uncertain weapons loads, potential victims of nuclear attack in Asia may also have first strike–vulnerable forces and command-control systems that increase decision pressures for rapid, and possibly mistaken, retaliation. This potpourri of possibilities challenges conventional wisdom about nuclear deterrence and proliferation on the part of policymakers and academic theorists. For policymakers in the United States and NATO, spreading nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction in Asia could profoundly shift the geopolitics of mass destruction from a European center of gravity (in the twentieth century) to an Asian and/or Middle Eastern center of gravity (in the present century).14 This would profoundly shake up prognostications to the effect that wars of mass destruction are now passe, on account of the emergence of the “Revolution in Military Affairs” and its encouragement of information-based warfare.15 Together with this, there has emerged the argument that large-scale war between states or coalitions of states, as opposed to varieties of unconventional warfare and failed states, are exceptional and potentially obsolete.16 The spread of WMD and ballistic missiles in Asia could overturn these expectations for the obsolescence or marginalization of major interstate warfare.

Asia- Japan Security
U.S key to Japan security and deterrence

Foster ‘10, Associated Press Writer (May 28, 2010, Malcolm, Science News, US, Japan agree to keep contentious US military air base in Okinawa amid Korean tension, http://blog.taragana.com/science
/2010/05/28/us-japan-agree-to-keep-contentious-us-military-air-base-in-okinawa-amid-korean-tension-14926/, MC)

TOKYO — Washington and Tokyo agreed Friday to keep a contentious U.S. Marine base in Okinawa, with Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama highlighting the importance of the Japanese-American security alliance amid rising tension on the nearby Korean peninsula. In a joint statement, the two allies agreed to move the Marine Corps Air Station Futenma to Henoko, in a less crowded, northern part of the island. The decision is broadly in line with a 2006 deal forged with the previous Tokyo government, but represents a broken campaign promise from Hatoyama. In a news conference broadcast nationwide, the prime minister repeatedly apologized for failing to keep his pledge to move the base off the island, which hosts more than half the 47,000 U.S. troops stationed in Japan under a 50-year-oldsecurity pact. Okinawa residents have complained about pollution, noise and possible danger from the bases. “I am sincerely sorry for not being able to keep my words, and what is more, having hurt Okinawans in the end,” he said. Hatoyama said that the government had investigated 40 sites as alternatives for Futenma, including options off the island, but none worked. He said Futenma’s helicopter and air assets were needed for nearby Marine infantry units based on the island in times of emergency — reminding listeners that recent events on the Korean peninsula had made the region “extremely tense.” “In Asia, there still remain unstable and uncertain factors, including the sinking of a South Korean warship by North Korea,” he said. “I had to give the Japan-U.S. agreement the priority because maintaining the trust between Japan and the U.S. serves the best deterrence,” he added. The decision had domestic political fallout, too, as Hatoyama dismissed Gender Equality Minister Mizuho Fukushima from his Cabinet for her refusal to accept the agreement. But her party, a junior member in the ruling coalition, will not bolt thegovernment. “I couldn’t betray the Okinawans,” she said. “I cannot be a part of an agreement that imposes a burden on Okinawans.” Chief Cabinet Secretary Hirofumi Hirano will take her spot in the Cabinet, Japanese media reports said. Under a 1960 security pact, American armed forces are allowed broad use of Japanese land and facilities. In return, the U.S. is obliged to respond to attacks on Japan and protect the country under its nuclear umbrella. The U.S. and Japan “recognized that a robust forward presence of U.S. military forces in japan, including in Okinawa, provides the deterrence and capabilities necessary for the defense of Japan and for the maintenance of regional stability,” said the joint statement, which was issued by U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, Japanese Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada and Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa. The Futenma move is part of a broader plan to reorganize American troops in Japan that includes moving 8,000 Marines to the U.S. territory of Guam by 2014. But U.S. officials had said that the other pieces cannot move forward until the Futenma issue was resolved. The two countries said an environmental impact assessment and construction of the replacement facility should proceed “without significant delay.” The statement called for a logistical study to be completed by the end of August. The base, whose plans call for a 5,900-foot (1,800-meter) runway built partly on reclaimed land off the coast of Henoko, faces intense opposition from residents and environmentalists. They said they would consider moving military training facilities off Okinawa, possibly to nearby Tokunoshima, or out of Japan completely. The accord called for more environmental stewardship, through which U.S. bases in Japan might incorporate renewable energy technology. The governments still had lots of work to do, said Financial Affairs Minister Shizuka Kamei. “The safety and noise reduction issues have not been resolved yet,” he said. The joint statement called for sensitivity to Okinawans’ concerns. “The ministers recognized the importance of responding to the concerns of the people of Okinawa that they bear a disproportionate burden related to the presence of U.S. forces, and also recognized that the more equitable distribution of shared alliance responsibilities is essential for sustainable development of the alliance,” they said.
Asia- Japan-China War

US key to prevent Japan and China war

Study of Strategic & International Studies ’10 (June 27,2010, Study of Strategic & International Studies, “The Japanese Umbrella: Assurance Vs. Deterrence” http://csis.org/blog/japanese-umbrella-assurance-vs-deterrence  V.Y.)
Between the important role of extended deterrence in the Nuclear Posture Review and the upcoming Japanese elections, more attention is being drawn to the future of the US/Japan alliance and potential for Japan to develop its own nuclear capability. We began this discussion with an earlier post about an article by Sean Varner.First, Varner argues that Japan remains concerned with the specific weapons capabilities of the US vis-a-vis China:The question of extended deterrence does indeed boil down to capability and credibility. Their (assumed) assertion to the Strategic Posture Commission that U.S. credibility rests on our “specific capabilities to hold a wide variety of targets at risk, and to deploy force in a way that is either visible or stealthy, as circumstances may demand” illustrates to me how concerned they are about China.Second, Varner remains concerned about the potential of Japanese proliferation, especially if the US agrees to reduce its arsenal under START or similar agreements:Like I said in the initial op-ed, Tokyo could be forced to make the least miserable choice out of a list of bad options. Unsure of the U.S. deterrent while Pyongyang and Beijing grow more provocative would be unacceptable. Developing their own deterrent would result in harsh int’l pressure and a regional arms race. Their only good option at present is to convince the U.S. to maintain a capability it feels it can depend on. But that option may expire with START or later agreements.It is important to note that the concern over Japanese proliferation is more medium-to-long term than it is short term. In a detailed examination of the conditions that would push Japan to develop nuclear weapons, James Schoff points out that there have been a number of studies conducted and articles written after the North Korean nuclear test in 2006 to assess its impact on Japan and that,Varner argues that one potential change that could drive Japan to develop its own nuclear arsenal is additional reductions in the US nuclear arsenal via START that will cause the Japanese to conclude that US capabilities cannot match China. Varner is probably correct that Japan is increasingly worried by China's advancing military capabilities. However, the direct link between nuclear arms control and US deterrence of China seems suspect. More broadly, as the Obama administration continues its pursuit of Global Zero, while attempting to assure our allies that our extended deterrent remains credible, it will be important for administration officials to assure our allies that large nuclear arsenals are not a critical component of our assurance policy. This will allow the US to maintain its alliances, while continuing to move toward a reduced role for nuclear weapons in security policy.
Asia- Japan Prolif Ext
Without U.S. alliance Japan will go nuclear  

Green 7(“Japan Is Back:Why Tokyo's New Assertiveness Is Good for Washington” Micheal J. Green april 2007 http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/62460/michael-j-green/japan-is-back-why-tokyo-s-new-assertiveness-is-good-for-washingto?page=2)

Pyle's rich history offers an important corrective for those who believe that the future of Asian security can be assured through a bipolar U.S.-Chinese concert of power. Although increasingly aligned with the United States because of growing uncertainty about its external environment, Japan is an independent variable, and the Japanese elite will come to its own conclusions about how to safeguard Japan's interests. A positive U.S.-Chinese relationship is in Japan's national interest, but excessive U.S. accommodation of Chinese power at Japan's expense will lead to increased hedging by Tokyo and a less predictable Asian security environment. To give Japan the confidence to combine its already close economic ties with China with a similarly stable strategic relationship, Washington should base its engagement with Beijing on a close alliance with Tokyo. Pyle makes this point in a more understated way, noting that "successful coordination of engagement policies with Japan will require great sensitivity to the dynamics of Sino-Japanese relations."Pyle's analysis also provides an indirect but powerful counterpoint to the belief that Japan's development of nuclear weapons is inevitable in the wake of North Korea's nuclear test last October. It is true that some senior Japanese politicians now muse openly about developing nuclear weapons, but the same politicians and their predecessors also privately -- and sometimes not so privately -- ruminated about possessing a nuclear deterrent during the Cold War. Japan's leaders are looking at North Korea's nuclear test within the context of Japan's overall national power. Japan's power assets include a strong alliance with the United States, the extended U.S. nuclear deterrent, domestic political cohesion, and regional economic relationships -- all of which would be put at risk by a unilateral nuclear weapons program. The Japanese are not about to slide toward nuclear armament -- so long as Washington remains attentive to the credibility of its own nuclear umbrella and to its strategic commitment to Tokyo.

Asia- China- Taiwan War
US is key to maintain Taiwan and China relations

Yang ‘06

(March 6, 2006, Philip, Oxford Journals, “Doubly Dualistic Dilemma: US strategies towards China and Taiwan” http://irap.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/abstract/6/2/209 V.Y.)

In its relations with Taiwan and China, Washington has begun to implement separate dual strategies in order to simultaneously deter unilateral action while balancing out the rival political and military forces of each side. A simple standard strategy just is not sufficient to maintain the status quo. The way to maintain peace is for Washington to keep its role as a moderator between the two sides while preventing both from taking unilateral steps toward goals that would naturally provoke the other. US policy has to mirror the duality of the cross-strait arena by implementing dual balancing and deterrent strategies. It is also imperative that policymakers realize the complexity of the situation so as not to unwittingly provoke either side. This paper is an analysis of the emerging US strategy of deterring both sides of the Taiwan Strait from taking unilateral action while maintaining a balance of military and political forces, and gives some suggestions as to the further development of this strategy.

Troops Key to Deter China from Attack on Taiwan

Shulsky 0o A leading intelligence scholar, is Director of the Office of Special Plans. (Abram N. RAND, “Deterrence Theory and Chinese Behavior” http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1161/MR1161.chap6.pdf)

To back up such a policy, the United States should take steps to demonstrate a military capability to counter Chinese uses of force against Taiwan. To the extent possible, a capability to deny the Chinese the ability to attain their military objectives would probably be the most effective deterrent. In particular, such a “blocking” capability would not be subject to a Chinese “counterdeterrent,” whereas the Chinese might believe they could inhibit U.S. retaliatory threats by posing threats of the “is Taiwan worth Los Angeles?” variety. Since ballistic missiles represent the main Chinese power-projection capability, as well as its main threat to U.S. assets in the theater, effective theater ballistic missile defense would be the primary means of supporting such an approach. Even when denial is impossible (as discussed above), the United States would need to demonstrate the military capability of counter-ing the political effect of any Chinese actions. The U.S. willingness to deploy two carrier battle groups near Taiwan during the 1996 crisis played an important role in countering the psychological effect of the Chinese military exercises. Preserving the capability to operate carriers close to Taiwan will be an important military prerequisite of a strong deterrence posture. In addition, demonstrating that the U.S. Air Force will be able to operate over and near Taiwan would be an important means of bolstering deterrence. The various means of doing this (permanent bases, creating the political preconditions for access during a crisis, longer-range fighter aircraft, etc.) have been investigated in other RAND publications. 

A China-Taiwan War Would Draw In the Whole World

Lu 2010 (6/16/2010, Fiona, “Exploring the Effects of a War Across the Taiwan Strait” http://www.etaiwannews.com/etn/news_content.php?id=1289011〈=eng_news)

A war that pitted Taiwan, a tiny island with a population of merely 23 million and located nearly 8,000 miles from Washington, against its continental neighbor China would reverse the close cooperation and friendly rivalry between the U.S. and the People's Republic of China, observe authors Richard C. Bush and Michael E. O'Hanlon. Such a war could lead the two nuclear powers into their first-ever confrontation, a nightmare that would not only engulf the three sides, but also the region and whole world, they caution. Both governments should work on reducing the chances of such a nightmare actually occurring, the two Brookings Institution scholars conclude in the book. They also offer some specific prescriptions on how the two countries can improve communication, especially in times of crisis, and avoid risky behavior - even when being provoked. Written in English and published in 2007, the book has won comprehensive endorsement from dignitaries in political and military circles in the United States and overseas. "Nobody approaches the objectivity and precision of Bush and O'Hanlon when it comes to analysis of the military and political dimensions of the Taiwan issue. This is one challenge that U.S. policymakers and military strategists cannot afford to get wrong, and scholars cannot afford to ignore," commented Michael Green, former Senior Director for Asian Affairs at the National Security Council under the White House, in praise of the book. A former Director of the American Institute in Taiwan from 1997 to 2002, Bush now chairs the Center for Northeast Asian Policy Studies at the Brookings Institute. He told reporters at a news briefing in Taipei on Friday that the 1996 tension across the Taiwan Strait following former ROC President Lee Teng-hui's trip to the United States led Washington to realize that "we can't take peace for granted." The U.S. government figured out that it has to do some work to maintain the region's amity for its own as well as for others' benefit. That is how Bush and his colleague came up with the idea of writing the book. The co-author of the book, O'Hanlon, who holds the Sydney Stein, Jr., Chair at the prominent Washington-based think tank, was also present at Friday's press conference. The book tries to remind people how good things can go badly if they go in the wrong direction, and sometimes they can go very quickly, noted O'Hanlon. A war that broke out in the Taiwan Strait would by no means be negligible, as it would be larger and have a greater impact on the rest of world than wars in places like Bosnia, Iraq and Kosovo, he observed. The question of whether or not the United States would interfere with the conflict is not a Yes/No question. Instead, it should be a question of "how fast the U.S. would react to the crisis," said O'Hanlon.
Asia- China- Taiwan War
US IS KEY TO PREVENT CHINA-TAIWAN WAR

Kern ‘05

(Soeren, 3/16/05, Royal Institute for Strategic and International Studies, http://kern.pundicity.com/5429/china-us-war-over-taiwan, VY)
China is engaged in a broad effort to wield its increasing military power to coerce greater obedience from its neighbors. As a result, the US seeks to maintain a military deterrent balance of power as the linchpin of security in the Taiwan Strait. For Taiwan and the US, such deterrence aims at preventing China from using force to compel reunification on Beijing's terms. But for China it aims to prevent Taiwan from progressing from a de facto to a de jure independent country. Given the trans-Atlantic rift, Beijing perceives a window of opportunity to exercise leverage over the EU. But European arms sales to China could produce an imbalance and disturb the cross-Strait status quo, thereby increasing the likelihood of military conflict. The stakes are unusually high because US military credibility in Asia is tied to the security of Taiwan. Allowing Taiwan to fall to China by force or coercion would prove fatal to American leadership in East Asia.

US Deters China from Attacking Taiwan

Bolkcom, et. al, 06 Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division (August 2006, Christopher Bolkcom, Shirley A. Kan, Amy F. Woolf, CRS Report for Congress, “US Conventional Forces and Nuclear Deterrent: A China Case Study” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RL33607.pdf)
As described earlier in this report, it is too narrow to conclude that the United States and China have not engaged in an open, armed conflict simply because each is deterred by the nuclear capabilities of the other. Potential “flashpoints” (e.g. Taiwan, other territorial disputes) have not ignited because both nations apparently recognize that, on many fronts, the costs of a conflict would far exceed the benefits. The U.S. Defense Department, for example, contends that China is deterred from using overt military force against its neighbors by concerns over potential economic repercussions and fear of domestic instability.

Asia- China- Taiwan War
US key to prevent Japan and China war

Study of Strategic & International Studies ’10 

(June 27,2010, Study of Strategic & International Studies, “The Japanese Umbrella: Assurance Vs. Deterrence” http://csis.org/blog/japanese-umbrella-assurance-vs-deterrence  V.Y.)

Between the important role of extended deterrence in the Nuclear Posture Review and the upcoming Japanese elections, more attention is being drawn to the future of the US/Japan alliance and potential for Japan to develop its own nuclear capability. We began this discussion with an earlier post about an article by Sean Varner.First, Varner argues that Japan remains concerned with the specific weapons capabilities of the US vis-a-vis China:The question of extended deterrence does indeed boil down to capability and credibility. Their (assumed) assertion to the Strategic Posture Commission that U.S. credibility rests on our “specific capabilities to hold a wide variety of targets at risk, and to deploy force in a way that is either visible or stealthy, as circumstances may demand” illustrates to me how concerned they are about China.Second, Varner remains concerned about the potential of Japanese proliferation, especially if the US agrees to reduce its arsenal under START or similar agreements:Like I said in the initial op-ed, Tokyo could be forced to make the least miserable choice out of a list of bad options. Unsure of the U.S. deterrent while Pyongyang and Beijing grow more provocative would be unacceptable. Developing their own deterrent would result in harsh int’l pressure and a regional arms race. Their only good option at present is to convince the U.S. to maintain a capability it feels it can depend on. But that option may expire with START or later agreements.It is important to note that the concern over Japanese proliferation is more medium-to-long term than it is short term. In a detailed examination of the conditions that would push Japan to develop nuclear weapons, James Schoff points out that there have been a number of studies conducted and articles written after the North Korean nuclear test in 2006 to assess its impact on Japan and that,Varner argues that one potential change that could drive Japan to develop its own nuclear arsenal is additional reductions in the US nuclear arsenal via START that will cause the Japanese to conclude that US capabilities cannot match China. Varner is probably correct that Japan is increasingly worried by China's advancing military capabilities. However, the direct link between nuclear arms control and US deterrence of China seems suspect. More broadly, as the Obama administration continues its pursuit of Global Zero, while attempting to assure our allies that our extended deterrent remains credible, it will be important for administration officials to assure our allies that large nuclear arsenals are not a critical component of our assurance policy. This will allow the US to maintain its alliances, while continuing to move toward a reduced role for nuclear weapons in security policy.
U.S. Ground Troops are Key to Deter China from Attacking Taiwan

Bolkcom, et. al, 06 Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division (August 2006, Christopher Bolkcom, Shirley A. Kan, Amy F. Woolf, CRS Report for Congress, “US Conventional Forces and Nuclear Deterrent: A China Case Study” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RL33607.pdf)
Achieving these objectives in Scenario A appears to be difficult. The threat of escalation, possibly to the use of nuclear weapons, could play a role in bringing the conflict in Scenario A to an end. Such action may appear decisive. However, threatening nuclear attacks is unlikely to improve the regional relationships, and may not appear credible. Employment of U.S. conventional forces may succeed in rolling back the Chinese SOF incursion and deterring or preventing escalation by the PLA. However, once deployed, it may be difficult to avoid a long-term presence in or near Taiwan to enforce or guarantee the peace conditions.

Middle East- Taliban
Premature withdrawal from Afghan will cause Taliban to regain power

Kicullen, ’10 (June 21, 2010, David, ABC News, “Are We Leaving Afghanistan Too Soon? Troop Withdrawal, the Influence of Wikileaks and Corruption in Afghanistan”, http://abcnews.go.com/WN/conversation-leaving-afghanistan/story?id=10971696&page=2 V.Y.)
On Dec. 1, 2009 President Obama pledged to withdraw all U.S. troops from Afghanistan by July 2011 -- nearly 10 years after the war began. Now, six months later, some in the military community are beginning to ask if that date was picked prematurely. The administration has stood by the date, and their efforts in Afghanistan, even as June becomes one of the deadliest months for U.S. causalities since the war began. But in today's Conversation, David Kilcullen, a senior advisor to the U.S. military on counterinsurgency, war strategy and counterterrorism, tells ABC's Diane Sawyer that the president's goal might be too ambitous. According to Kilcullen, if the U.S. leaves before stabilizing the region , it will leave power in the hands of a corrupt and instable government. The Taliban was born in Afghanistan and has deep ties to the region -- Kilcullen argues that pulling the troops too soon would leave the government, and its people, once again vulnerable to the Taliban's control.Kilcullen's latest book titled "Counterinsurgency" lays out his plan for a stable withdrawal from Afghanistan. A former lieutenant colonel in the Australian army, he has spent time in both Iraq and Afghanistan and advised General David Petraeus and the U.S. State Department on counterinsurgency strategy. Sawyer and Kilcullen also discuss if leaks of internal military documents on websites such as Wikileaks a significant threat to U.S. military security. And how corruption within President Hamid Karzai's government could leave it weak to attacks from terrorists

Nuke war
Sid-Ahmed ‘4 (Mohamed, Egyptian Political Analyst, Al-Ahram Newspaper, 8/26, Al-Ahram Online. http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)

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

Middle East- Iraq
 
Iraq withdrawal leads to unstable Middle East and empowers Iran
FREILICH, ’07 Harvard Professor(3/21/07, Chuck, Human Events, Iraq: Consequences of Withdrawal http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/1668/iraq.html, EK)

If the U.S. withdraws without achieving even this minimalist definition of "success", Iraq will deteriorate into ever worsening violence and may splinter into its component parts. Turkey may then invade Kurdistan, whose possible independence it views as a threat to its own territorial integrity. Iran will become not only a primary player in Iraq, but the primary one, possibly even annexing Shiite areas outright. The Saudis, already threatened by rising Shiite influence in the region, petrified by a possible Iranian presence right on their border, may similarly choose to preempt this by grabbing parts of Iraq. Jordan, with an Iranian controlled Iraq on its border, might collapse. For Israel, the consequences will be severe. If the U.S. can be driven out, the Islamist fundamentalists, Jihadis, insurgents and other dark forces in the region, will have won. There will simply be no one to prevent them from using terror, WMD, subversion and religious fanaticism to pursue their aims. No one. The radicals of the Moslem world will be triumphant — Iran, al Qaeda, Hamas, Hizballah and more. Iran will end up the big victor, the regional hegemon, whose ambitions and nuclear program, will become unstoppable. As things look, there is a very real possibility that Iran will announce, within a few years, that it has achieved an operational nuclear capability, threaten to destroy Israel and to rain fire and destruction on other U.S. interests and allies in the region. A nuclear Iran is a dire threat for nearly all countries in the region. Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Turkey and others already feel threatened and have announced their intentions to begin "civil" nuclear programs, which, as we all know, tend to "morph" into military ones. It is unclear that the U.S. can effectively cope with a nuclear Iran, but far worse, a multi-nuclear Middle East now looms. The U.S.-Soviet nuclear rivalry may pale in combustibility.  

Mideast instability causes nuclear war

Blank 1 –Professor at Strategic Studies Institute, US Army War College (Stephen, The collapse of U.S. policy in the Middle East, The World & I 16.2, proquest, AG)

After seven or more years of America's best efforts, we now should see with whom we are dealing and the multiple fronts of the real Middle East war. In today's Middle East, every form of conflict along the spectrum from rock throwing to nuclear war can take place. Governments there have long since used weapons of mass destruction in other states' civil wars. Further opportunities to start these civil wars or use such weapons must be firmly deterred and discouraged. Rather than choose peace and democracy, Arafat and his allies have chosen war and hatred. Israel and the United States should act together to make sure that they never get to make another similar choice.

 

Middle East- Deter Iran
U.S. Military Presence Necessary for Deterring Iran
Pollack, 10 (5/2010, Kenneth M., Council of Foreign Affairs, “Deterring a Nuclear Iran: The Devil in the Details,” http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&cd=6&ved=0CC8QFjAF&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.cfr.org%2Fcontent%2Fpublications%2Fattachments%2FIran_Working_Paper_Pollack.pdf&rct=j&q=us+troops+in+iraq+creates+deterrence&ei=7VciTKy1E5qWngf-zP3sBA&usg=AFQjCNGD-bZ-xYqlcAV1ugieDWYJJR4F4w, CV)

 

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

Iran Proliferation Would Spell End for Israel and Threaten the Rest of the World 

Calabresi 03 (Massimo, TIME, “Iran’s Nuclear Threat” http://www.time.com/time/printout/0,8816,430649,00.html)

With war in Iraq looming and North Korea defiantly pursuing its own nuclear program, the last thing President Bush needs is another nuclear crisis. But that is what he may soon face in Iran. On a visit last month to Tehran, International Atomic Energy Agency director Mohamed ElBaradei announced he had discovered that Iran was constructing a facility to enrich uranium — a key component of advanced nuclear weapons — near Natanz. But diplomatic sources tell TIME the plant is much further along than previously revealed. The sources say work on the plant is "extremely advanced" and involves "hundreds" of gas centrifuges ready to produce enriched uranium and "the parts for a thousand others ready to be assembled." Iran announced last week that it intends to activate a uranium conversion facility near Isfahan (under IAEA safeguards), a step that produces the uranium hexafluoride gas used in the enrichment process. Sources tell Time the IAEA has concluded that Iran actually introduced uranium hexafluoride gas into some centrifuges at an undisclosed location to test their ability to work. That would be a blatant violation of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, to which Iran is a signatory. The IAEA declined to comment. A senior State department official said he believed El Baradei was trying to resolve the issue behind the scenes before going public. But experts say the new discoveries are very serious and should be handled in public. "If Iran were found to have an operating centrifuge, it would be a direct violation [of the non-proliferation treaty] and is something that would need immediately to be referred to the United Nations Security Council for action," says Jon Wolfstahl of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. Iran insists that its nuclear program is for peaceful purposes and told elBaradei that Tehran intends to bring all of its programs under IAEA safeguards. U.S. officials have said repeatedly they believe Iran is pursuing nuclear weapons. The new discoveries could destabilize a region already dangerously on edge in anticipation of war in Iraq. Israel — which destroyed an Iraqi nuclear plant in Osirak in a 1981 raid — is deeply alarmed by the developments. "It's a huge concern," says one Israeli official. "Iran is a regime that denies Israel's right to exist in any borders and is a principal sponsor of Hezbollah. If that regime were able to achieve a nuclear potential it would be extremely dangerous." Israel will not take the "Osirak option" off the table, the official says, but "would prefer that this issue be solved in other ways." The revelations come at a particularly bad time for Washington, which is locked in a battle to gain U.N. approval for an attack on Iraq and to build consensus among its allies for a multilateral approach to the crisis in North Korea. Critics of the Administration say Bush's hard public line against the so-called "Axis of Evil," combined with the threatened war with Iraq, have acted as a spur to both Iran and North Korea to accelerate their nuclear programs. "If those countries didn't have much incentive or motivation before, they certainly did after the Axis of Evil statement," says one western diplomat familiar with the Iranian and North Korean programs. The Administration counters that both programs have been underway for many years. 

U.S. Military Presence Needed to Deter Iranian Expansion
Brookes; Phillips; Cohen, Ph.D.; Dale; Gardiner, Ph.D.; Holmes, Ph.D.; 10-Heritage Experts (2010, Peter, James, Ariel, Helle C., Nile, Kim R., Heritage Foundation, “Iran/Iraq,” http://www.issues2010.com/pdf/Iran_Iraq.pdf, CV)

Iran’s emergence as a nuclear power threatens many countries, particularly those in the growing shadow of Iranian power. The United States should main​tain a strong naval and air presence in the Persian Gulf to deter Iran and strengthen military cooperation with other Gulf states, which are growing increasingly anxious about Iran’s hard-line government. The U.S. and its European allies should strengthen military, intelligence, and security coop​eration with such threatened states as Iraq, Israel, Turkey, and the members of the Gulf Cooperation Council (Bahrain, Kuwait, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab Emirates). The GCC was founded in 1981 to provide collective security for Arab states threatened by Iran. Such a coali​tion could help to contain the expansion of Iranian power and to facilitate military action against Iran should it become necessary.

Failure to deter Iran destabilizes the middle east

The Washington Post 08  (The Irish Times,“US policy of deterrence will protect Israel from Iran”< http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/>)

It is time to admit the truth: the Bush administration's attempt to halt Iran's nuclear programme has failed. Utterly. The latest round of UN Security Council sanctions, which took a year to achieve, is comically weak. It represents the end of the sanctions road.The president is going to hand over to his successor an Iran on the verge of going nuclear. This will deeply destabilise the Middle East, threaten the moderate Arabs with Iranian hegemony and leave Israel on hair-trigger alert.This failure can, however, be mitigated. Since there will apparently be no disarming of Iran by pre-emption or by sanctions, we shall have to rely on deterrence to prevent the mullahs, some of whom are apocalyptic and messianic, from using nuclear weapons.
 
***AFF
Aff- No Middle East War
No Middle East war

Cook 7 – CFR fellow (Steven, Ray Takeyh, CFR fellow, and Suzanne Maloney, Brookings fellow, 6 /28, Why the Iraq war won't engulf the Mideast, http://www.iht.com/bin/print.php?id=6383265)

Underlying this anxiety was a scenario in which Iraq's sectarian and ethnic violence spills over into neighboring countries, producing conflicts between the major Arab states and Iran as well as Turkey and the Kurdistan Regional Government. These wars then destabilize the entire region well beyond the current conflict zone, involving heavyweights like Egypt. This is scary stuff indeed, but with the exception of the conflict between Turkey and the Kurds, the scenario is far from an accurate reflection of the way Middle Eastern leaders view the situation in Iraq and calculate their interests there. It is abundantly clear that major outside powers like Saudi Arabia, Iran and Turkey are heavily involved in Iraq. These countries have so much at stake in the future of Iraq that it is natural they would seek to influence political developments in the country. Yet, the Saudis, Iranians, Jordanians, Syrians, and others are very unlikely to go to war either to protect their own sect or ethnic group or to prevent one country from gaining the upper hand in Iraq. The reasons are fairly straightforward. First, Middle Eastern leaders, like politicians everywhere, are primarily interested in one thing: self-preservation. Committing forces to Iraq is an inherently risky proposition, which, if the conflict went badly, could threaten domestic political stability. Moreover, most Arab armies are geared toward regime protection rather than projecting power and thus have little capability for sending troops to Iraq. Second, there is cause for concern about the so-called blowback scenario in which jihadis returning from Iraq destabilize their home countries, plunging the region into conflict. Middle Eastern leaders are preparing for this possibility. Unlike in the 1990s, when Arab fighters in the Afghan jihad against the Soviet Union returned to Algeria, Egypt and Saudi Arabia and became a source of instability, Arab security services are being vigilant about who is coming in and going from their countries. In the last month, the Saudi government has arrested approximately 200 people suspected of ties with militants. Riyadh is also building a 700 kilometer wall along part of its frontier with Iraq in order to keep militants out of the kingdom. Finally, there is no precedent for Arab leaders to commit forces to conflicts in which they are not directly involved. The Iraqis and the Saudis did send small contingents to fight the Israelis in 1948 and 1967, but they were either ineffective or never made it. In the 1970s and 1980s, Arab countries other than Syria, which had a compelling interest in establishing its hegemony over Lebanon, never committed forces either to protect the Lebanese from the Israelis or from other Lebanese. The civil war in Lebanon was regarded as someone else's fight. Indeed, this is the way many leaders view the current situation in Iraq. To Cairo, Amman and Riyadh, the situation in Iraq is worrisome, but in the end it is an Iraqi and American fight. As far as Iranian mullahs are concerned, they have long preferred to press their interests through proxies as opposed to direct engagement. At a time when Tehran has access and influence over powerful Shiite militias, a massive cross-border incursion is both unlikely and unnecessary. So Iraqis will remain locked in a sectarian and ethnic struggle that outside powers may abet, but will remain within the borders of Iraq. The Middle East is a region both prone and accustomed to civil wars. But given its experience with ambiguous conflicts, the region has also developed an intuitive ability to contain its civil strife and prevent local conflicts from enveloping the entire Middle East. 

Aff- No China Taiwan War
Troops not key- China is Deterred from Attacking Taiwan by other factors
Eland 03 Author of The China-Taiwan Military Balance Implications for the United States (Ivan, The China Taiwan Military Balance http://www.cato.org/pubs/fpbriefs/fpb74.pdf)

 

China’s military, by all accounts, would be roundly defeated in a conventional war with the United States at the present time.  Perhaps more important, however, several analyses have concluded that the PRC would be unable to win a conflict with Taiwan even if the United States did not intervene.  For example, Michael O’Hanlon of the Brooking Institution wrote in 2000 that “China could not take Taiwan, even if U.S. combat forces did not intervene in a conflict…for at least a decade, if not much longer.:  In 2003 analyst Ivan Eland noted Taiwan’s qualitative military advantages and concluded that “China will probably remain deterred from attacking Taiwan, regardless of whether or not the United States guarantees Taiwanese security.”

Aff- Nuclear Deterrence Solves
Deterrence empirically solves.
Ramberg, 06 – Ph.D. from Johns Hopkins University, J.D. from UCLA, nationally recognized expert in nuclear weapons proliferation, terrorism, and international politics (6/27/06, Bennett, Washington Post, “Deterrence Works with North Korea”)

In addressing the threat posed by North Korea, Ashton B. Carter and William J. Perry ["If Necessary, Strike and Destroy," op-ed, June 22] ask an important question: "Should the United States allow a country openly hostile to it and armed with nuclear weapons to perfect an intercontinental ballistic missile capable of delivering nuclear weapons to U.S. soil?" In fact, we have. Washington let the Soviet Union and China get away with both the bomb and the missile. The result: World War III never took place. Nuclear deterrence proved robust. 

In 1994 Mr. Perry rattled the military saber as the Clinton administration evaluated strikes against North Korea's nuclear plants. Fortunately, cooler heads prevailed. Had they not, as the U.S. commander in South Korea warned, a retaliatory strike by Pyongyang could have ignited a new Korean War, resulting in hundreds of thousands of military casualties on our side alone. The United States has kept the peace on the Korean Peninsula now for more than five decades. Deterrence worked and continues to work because it plays on the one thing Kim Jong Il values more than anything else: his life.
Aff- Nuclear Deterrence Solves
Deterrence prevents North Korea from starting a nuclear war.
Krauthammer, 06 – Pulitzer Prize winner, B.A. from McGill University, M.D. from Harvard university, syndicated columnist, and political commentator (10/13/06, Charles, Washington Post, “What Will Stop North Korea”)

The remarkable thing about this kind of threat is that in 1962 it was very credible. Indeed, its credibility kept the peace throughout a half-century of the Cold War. 

Deterrence is what you do when there is no way to disarm your enemy. You cannot deprive him of his weapons, but you can keep him from using them. We long ago reached that stage with North Korea. 

Everyone has tried to figure out how to disarm North Korea. It will not happen. Kim Jong Il is not going to give up his nukes. The only way to disarm the regime is to destroy it. China could do that with sanctions but will not. The United States could do that with a second Korean War but will not either. 

So we are back to deterrence. Hence the familiar echoes of the Cuban missile crisis with North Korea's rude entry into the nuclear club this week. The United States had to immediately put down markers for deterrence. President Bush put down two. 

One marker, preventing a direct attack on our allies in the region, was straightforward, if bland: "I reaffirmed to our allies in the region, including South Korea and Japan," the president said in a nationally televised statement, "that the United States will meet the full range of our deterrent and security commitments." It is understood by all that the decades-old American nuclear umbrella in the Pacific Rim commits us to attacking North Korea -- presumably with in-kind nuclear retaliation -- were it to attack our allies first.

Deterrence still works.

New York Times, 02 – (9/10/02, The NY Times “In Defense of Deterrence” Lexis)

Deterrence is diplomatic parlance for a brutally simple idea: that an attack on the United States or one of its close allies will lead to a devastating military retaliation against the country responsible. It emerged as the centerpiece of American foreign policy in the early years of the cold war. Some of the debates that preceded its adoption sound strikingly similar to arguments being made today. During the Truman administration, some strategists suggested attacking the Soviet Union while it was still militarily weak to prevent the rise of a nuclear-armed Communist superpower. Wiser heads prevailed, and for the next 40 years America's reliance on a strategy of deterrence preserved an uneasy but durable peace. 

One advantage of deterrence is that it induces responsible behavior by enemies as a matter of their own self-interest. Even dictators tend to put certain basic interests above all else -- pre-eminently their survival in power, with their national territories and a functioning economy intact. Aggression becomes unattractive if the price is devastation at home and possible removal from power. By contrast, the threat that America will strike first may give foes an incentive to use their military forces, including unconventional weapons, before they lose them.

The logic of deterrence transcends any particular era or enemy. It has worked, for example, to restrain further North Korean aggression since the Korean War. A decade ago, a clear message of deterrence delivered by the first Bush administration persuaded Saddam Hussein not to use his chemical and biological weapons against America or Israel during the Persian Gulf war. 

In the wake of Sept. 11, President George W. Bush has made a convincing case that international terrorist organizations, which have no permanent home territory and little to lose, cannot reliably be checked by the threat of retaliation and must be stopped before they strike. Whether Saddam Hussein falls into that category is a question that the country will be debating in the days ahead. But by and large, we believe that deterrence can still be a powerful force in managing many of the threats the United States faces. Protecting America's security requires weighing all available policy options and choosing the wisest. Deterrence, the least risky and most time-tested tool in America's national security arsenal, should not be hastily discarded. 
Aff- Deterrence Fails
Deterrence restricts Israel’s econ growth, fails to work

Kuttab ’08 
(Daoud, 3/26/08, The Guardian Weekly, “The failure of deterrence”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/mar/26/thefailureofdeterrence V.Y.)

Escalating violence in Israel and Gaza represents a blow to the policy of deterrence. A different approach will be needed to achieve lasting peaceEvery day in the Gaza Strip, strategic deterrence - the inhibition of attack by a fear of punishment backed up by superior military power - is being put to the test. The escalating spiral of violence by Israel and Gazan militants indicates not only that deterrence is failing, but also that its effectiveness depends on adherence to fundamental standards of morality.Some security strategists and war theorists argue that there may be nothing morally objectionable about deterrence in cases where the lives and welfare of a civilian population are not directly affected. The threat of retaliation that underpins its strategic effectiveness remains implicit and hypothetical. However, when deterrence becomes indistinguishable from collective punishment - barred under international law by Article 33 of the fourth Geneva convention - it is far less likely to achieve its intended result.The Israelis seem to believe that their only option is to tighten the screws on Gaza. In the name of deterrence, movement of people and goods has been almost entirely restricted. Yet the Palestinian resistance has responded with more rocket attacks. Israeli assassination campaigns against militants have merely led to further escalation on the Palestinian side.Indeed, every time Israel's deterrence efforts fail to produce the desired result, it ratchets up the siege in the hope that this will deliver some kind of knockout punch.In fact, Israel persistently conflates self-defence and deterrence, while employing collective punishment to advance its strategic aims. This conception of deterrence failed in Lebanon in 2006, with Israel forced to accept a UN-sponsored ceasefire agreement, and it is no more likely to succeed in Gaza. Indeed, opinion polls conducted in Gaza show a spike in support for Hamas after every Israeli escalation.The international community must act quickly to force the Israelis to abandon its deterrence strategy and instead work on reaching an understanding that can result in a cessation of attacks by both sides. Only such an understanding can permit a start to the groundwork needed for a political resolution that can permanently end both the siege of Gaza and the occupation of Palestinian lands.
