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*Read the C.P. it is just one page and you can just elaborate on it. It has to do with cooperating with Kuwait military to military rather than pulling troops out of Kuwait. There are some on case cards, not a lot of extensions but there are some. It would be beneficial to run some compensation DA or some generic DA such as lasers. You should also just run the generic security K.* 
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Onto the C.P.: The USFG(or U.S. Department of Defense/ U.S. Department of the Army) should give strong signals of the value of U.S.-Kuwait relations and seek ways to improve military to military coordination with the Kuwaitis.  [1. Speak out in favor of Kuwaiti Democracy 2. Stabilizes region 3. Helps against terrorism in Kuwait]

W. Andrew Terrill, Ph.D in IR from Claremont Graduate University, September 07, “Kuwaiti National Security And The U.S.-Kuwaiti Strategic Relationship After Saddam” http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub788.pdf

1. The U.S. leadership must continue to bear in mind that Kuwait is a more important ally than its small territory and population would imply. Moreover, Kuwait may be especially important during the current time frame as the United States and the region attempt to cope with continuing problems with Iraq, Iran, democratization, and counterterrorism. Kuwait, as has been noted throughout this monograph, can contribute significantly to managing all of these problems. Kuwait’s possession of one of the region’s best harbors, as well as its continued willingness to host U.S. troops, stands as an invitation for U.S. military personnel to be the best possible guests. 2. The U.S. Government must avoid making statements that appear to take the Kuwaitis for granted. U.S. politicians that speak of redeploying from Iraq to Kuwait, for example, might do well to note that such a move would only be done after a careful exchange of views with the Kuwaitis and with Kuwaiti permission. Proclaiming a policy that intensely involves Kuwait while assuming that the Kuwaitis will do just about anything that U.S. leaders say is inappropriate and portrays Kuwait as an unequal ally. Such an image will ultimately be resented and could product a backlash that harms smooth U.S.-Kuwaiti coordination. 3. The United States needs to speak out in favor of Kuwaiti democracy and note the positive lessons of Kuwaiti democratization. With all of the setbacks that have taken place in the Middle Eastern drive for democracy, it is important to note that Kuwaiti progress in democratization and possible lessons of the Kuwaiti model are too often virtually ignored. This process of speaking out will not only be of interest to the Kuwaitis, but it may also help to educate the American public about the value of U.S.-Kuwaiti national security ties. In the West, Kuwait is widely known to have a parliament but it is not clear if the strength of this parliament is fully understood or appreciated. The United States must also accept that democracy is still democracy when politicians we do not like are elected—so long as these people also respect democratic institutions. We cannot fairly support democracy only in cases where the United States approves of the candidates who are elected. Parliaments support evolutionary change in most instances and the Kuwaiti model may prepare citizens for an ever expanding and deepening democratic outlook. 4. Both the United States and Kuwait must continue to understand that the dominant threat to Kuwait is no longer a conventional Iraqi attack. The United States must continue to work with Kuwait to meet evolving national security challenges with the understanding that subversion, terrorism, and huge refugee problems are becoming more important. Further complications in Iraq leading to an escalating civil war must not be allowed to spill over into Kuwait. Rather, Kuwait must be a force for helping the United States and the world deal with ongoing Iraqi political problems and humanitarian challenges. 5. The United States cannot expect endless gratitude for the 1991 liberation to be the basis of policy towards Kuwait. Gratitude, a highly perishable asset in most cases, is often easy to rationalize away. In this instance, Kuwaitis can plausibly maintain that the United States liberated their country in 1991 for its own geopolitical reasons and concerns about oil rather than because of any special concern about the Kuwaiti population. Kuwaitis should not be thought of as ungrateful when all they seek is to present their views to U.S. leaders or when they disagree with U.S. policies based on a reasonable perception of their own national interest. Clearly, more areas of agreement than disagreement exist between the United States and Kuwait on important issues now and in the foreseeable future. 6. The United States needs to be aware that Kuwaiti-Iraqi differences will continue despite Saddam’s removal from power. While Kuwait will hopefully never have another enemy such as Saddam Hussein, its problems with Iraq could, under certain circumstances, reach extremely high levels. Kuwaitis need to be given strong signals that the United States is pro-Kuwait and not just anti-Saddam. This partnership is not simply a marriage of convenience based on controlling the predations of one dictator. Additionally, the United States must try to remain aware of any emerging Iraq-Kuwait differences and do whatever is possible to contain them before a flashpoint is reached. 7. The United States needs to appreciate and understand that Kuwait’s geographical position and Sunni-Shi’ite sectarian mix often compel it to seek normal relations with Tehran, while nevertheless not trusting the Iranians. Iran, despite its worrisome foreign policy, remains an important neighbor, and the United States must not overreact to reasonable levels of Kuwaiti-Iranian cooperation. This tendency will probably remain strong while Iraq appears unstable, but may also be important if Iraq is eventually unified under a strong central government. 8. The United States must continue to do all that it can to support Kuwaiti counterterrorism efforts. 

[Card continues- no text removed]
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[Card continues- no text removed]

This policy is important since terrorism in Kuwait may rise in response to continuing instability in Iraq. Any effort to strengthen Kuwait might involve major efforts at intelligence sharing about aspects of the internal Iraq situation. Kuwait’s national security needs may change as the situation in Iraq evolves and may become particularly severe should the United States choose to withdraw substantial numbers of its forces. The United States, to the extent it can, needs to help Kuwait develop policies that target dangerous terrorists without alienating significant segments of the Kuwaiti population. The ideal response to pro-Iranian terrorism would be to confront such outrages without implying the Kuwait’s entire Shi’ite population is under suspicion. 9. The U.S. Government should continue to strongly support efforts by educational organizations to bring Kuwaiti students to the United States to study. Kuwaiti students trained in the United States often seem more willing to embrace the concept of reform and are able to see past Iranian and other onedimensional caricatures of Western values and U.S. foreign policy. Early, strong, and consistent efforts by the U.S. Embassy to support this goal have been vital, but the embassy cannot do this job alone. To the extent possible, efforts should be made to determine how homeland security requirements can be maximized while minimizing the perceptions that Kuwaitis and other Arabs are disliked and unwelcome in the United States. Both the United States and the region may pay a terrible price if Kuwaiti and other Arab students chose to stop coming to the United States in significant numbers. 10. The U.S. Department of Defense and the U.S. Department of the Army should continue to seek out ways to improve military-to-military coordination with the Kuwaitis. Such efforts would include policies to keep the Kuwaitis involved in joint and multilateral military exercises with the United States and other friendly nations. Continuing efforts to welcome Kuwaiti officers to the United States for military training and education are also important. A special effort should also be made to ensure that those U.S. offices most involved with Kuwaiti liaison duties remain fully staffed with top notch personnel.
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Kuwait is reliant on US and other countries for protection. Withdrawal would be detrimental. 

W. Andrew Terrill, Ph.D in IR from Claremont Graduate University, September 07, “Kuwaiti National Security And The U.S.-Kuwaiti Strategic Relationship After Saddam” http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub788.pdf

The 1990 Iraqi invasion left an indelible mark on Kuwaiti attitudes about the country’s vulnerability. It led the Kuwaitis to conclude a 1991 military security agreement with the United States and defense cooperation agreements with a number of other powerful countries. It also led to an effort to expand and improve the Kuwaiti military. Yet, Kuwait has faced and will continue to face a number of difficulties with national defense. As a small nation with a limited citizen population, the Kuwaitis have often had serious problems maintaining a formidable military that can serve as even a partial deterrent to the country’s larger neighbors. This has created something of a cycle in Kuwaiti attitudes toward national security issues. In times of crisis or a looming threat, Kuwait has expanded its military, although it has never been strong enough to deter or defeat aggression from a major regional power without significant outside help. Until the 1990 invasion, Kuwait preferred to address national security threats through diplomacy and efforts to play off rival powers against each other. It did not take the route of attempting to transform itself into a small but well-armed and mobilized society (such as Israel or Cuba) that could exact a costly price on any potential invader. The Kuwaiti leadership also had important reasons for opposing a strong military even if it was able to overcome the structural problems inhibiting such development. In this regard, Kuwait became independent at a time when several key Arab monarchies had recently been overthrown by military coups. Egypt’s King Farouk had been ousted by a “free officers” coup in 1952, and the Hashemite monarchy in Iraq had been overthrown in 1958. Jordan managed to put down several nearly successful coup attempts, and many commentators at that time assumed that the Jordanian monarchy’s chances for survival were poor.97 In this environment, the idea of becoming an Arab

Sparta, always anathema to Kuwaitis, seemed even more unacceptable. Whether because of these concerns or for other reasons, Kuwait is not known to have ever faced a serious military coup attempt throughout its history. Expansion of the military and a more forceful mobilization of the society for war clearly had its threatening aspects for the Kuwaiti leadership as well as for the population.

Kuwait wants U.S. support now!

W. Andrew Terrill, Ph.D in IR from Claremont Graduate University, September 07, “Kuwaiti National Security And The U.S.-Kuwaiti Strategic Relationship After Saddam” http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub788.pdf

It should also be noted that at least some Kuwaitis view democratization as a national security as well as a political development concern. Kuwait remains interested in maintaining the backing and support of the United States and other nonregional allies against any regional states that might threaten it. These relationships may become vulnerable if Kuwait is perceived as increasingly undemocratic. It has already been noted that the more autocratic Saudi Arabia has experienced tremendous U.S. public criticism in recent years. Whatever the validity of many of the complaints, they would have certainly been mitigated by the existence of a Saudi parliament. Kuwait thus has a strong advantage in reaching out to the United States, but this advantage would vanish if Kuwait was viewed by Americans and others as retreating from democracy. Additionally, reform-minded Kuwaitis are quick to point out that a stable, democratic system in Kuwait serves to promote foreign investments. Increased foreign investment in Kuwait has political as well as economic considerations since a number of large corporations would gain a stake in Kuwait’s future.
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Nuclear Weapons are safe from terrorists

John Mueller, Professor of Political Science at Ohio State University, April 30, 2009, “The Atomic Terrorist?” International Commission on Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament, http://www.icnnd.org/latest/research/Mueller_Terrorism.pdf accessed 7/2/10
There has also been great worry about “loose nukes,” especially in post-Communist Russia—weapons, “suitcase bombs” in particular, that can be stolen or bought illicitly. However, both Russian nuclear officials and experts on the Russian nuclear programs have adamantly denied that al-Qaeda or any other terrorist group could have bought such weapons. They further point out that the bombs, all built before 1991,are difficult to maintain and have a lifespan of one to three years, after which they become “radioactive scrap metal.” Similarly, a careful assessment conducted by the Center for Nonproliferation Studies has concluded that it is unlikely that any of these devices have actually been lost and that, regardless, their effectiveness would be very low or even non-existent because they (like all nuclear weapons) require continual maintenance. Even some of those most alarmed by the prospect of atomic terrorism have concluded that “It is probably true that there are no ‘loose nukes’, transportable nuclear weapons missing from their proper storage locations and available for purchase in some way.”10 It might be added that Russia has an intense interest in controlling any weapons on its territory since it is likely to be a prime target of any illicit use by terrorist groups, particularly Chechen ones of course, with whom it has been waging a vicious on-and-off war for well over a decade. The government of Pakistan, which has been repeatedly threatened by terrorists, has a similar very strong interest in controlling its nuclear weapons and material—and scientists. Notes Stephen Younger, former head of nuclear weapons research and development at Los Alamos National Laboratory, “regardless of what is reported in the news, all nuclear nations take the security of their weapons very seriously.” Even if a finished bomb were somehow lifted somewhere, the loss would soon be noted and a worldwide pursuit launched. And most bombs that could conceivably be stolen use plutonium which emits a great deal of radiation that could relatively easily be detected by sensors in the hands of pursuers.12 Moreover, as technology has developed, finished bombs have been outfitted with devices that will trigger a non-nuclear explosion that will destroy the bomb if it is tampered with. And there are other security techniques: bombs can be kept disassembled with the component parts stored in separate high security vaults, and things can be organized so that two people and multiple codes are required not only to use the bomb, but to store, to maintain, and to deploy it. If the terrorists seek to enlist(or force) the services of someone who already knows how to set off the bomb, they would find, as Younger stresses, that “only few people in the world have the knowledge to cause an unauthorized detonation of a nuclear weapon.” Weapons designers know how a weapon works, he explains, but not the multiple types of signals necessary to set it off, and maintenance personnel are trained only in a limited set of functions.13There could be dangers in the chaos that would emerge if a nuclear state were utterly to fail, collapsing in full disarray—Pakistan is frequently brought up in this context and sometimes North Korea as well. However, even under those conditions, nuclear weapons would likely remain under heavy guard by people who know that a purloined bomb would most likely end up going off in their own territory, would still have locks (and, in the case of Pakistan would be disassembled), and could probably be followed, located, and hunted down by an alarmed international community. The worst case scenario in this instance requires not only a failed state, but a considerable series of additional permissive conditions including consistent (and perfect) insider complicity and a sequence of hasty, opportunistic decisions or developments that click flawlessly in a manner far more familiar to Hollywood script writers than to people experienced with reality.
Terrorists wouldn’t be able to acquire, develop, and deliver the nuclear weapon

Steve Chapman, member of the Chicago Tribune editorial board since 1981, 2/8/08 “The Implausibility of Nuclear Terrorism,” http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2008/02/the_implausibility_of_nuclear.html, accessed 7/2/10
The events required to make that happen comprise a multitude of Herculean tasks. First, a terrorist group has to get a bomb or fissile material, perhaps from Russia's inventory of decommissioned warheads. If that were easy, one would have already gone missing. Besides, those devices are probably no longer a danger, since weapons that are not scrupulously maintained (as those have not been) quickly become what one expert calls "radioactive scrap metal." If terrorists were able to steal a Pakistani bomb, they would still have to defeat the arming codes and other safeguards designed to prevent unauthorized use. As for Iran, no nuclear state has ever given a bomb to an ally -- for reasons even the Iranians can grasp. Stealing some 100 pounds of bomb fuel would require help from rogue individuals inside some government who are prepared to jeopardize their own lives. The terrorists, notes Mueller, would then have to spirit it "hundreds of miles out of the country over unfamiliar terrain, and probably while being pursued by security forces." 
[Card continues- no text cut out]
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[Card continues- no text cut out]
Then comes the task of building a bomb. It's not something you can gin up with spare parts and power tools in your garage. It requires millions of dollars, a safe haven and advanced equipment -- plus people with specialized skills, lots of time and a willingness to die for the cause. And if al-Qaida could make a prototype, another obstacle would emerge: There is no guarantee it would work, and there is no way to test it. Assuming the jihadists vault over those Himalayas, they would have to deliver the weapon onto American soil. Sure, drug smugglers bring in contraband all the time -- but seeking their help would confront the plotters with possible exposure or extortion. This, like every other step in the entire process, means expanding the circle of people who know what's going on, multiplying the chance someone will blab, back out or screw up. Mueller recalls that after the Irish Republican Army failed in an attempt to blow up British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher, it said, "We only have to be lucky once. You will have to be lucky always." Al-Qaida, he says, faces a very different challenge: For it to carry out a nuclear attack, everything has to go right. For us to escape, only one thing has to go wrong. That has heartening implications. If Osama bin Laden embarks on the project, he has only a minuscule chance of seeing it bear fruit. Given the formidable odds, he probably won't bother. None of this means we should stop trying to minimize the risk by securing nuclear stockpiles, monitoring terrorist communications and improving port screening. But it offers good reason to think that in this war, it appears, the worst eventuality is one that will never happen.

AT: Terrorism Adv. 1NC

Oil is a main concern for the U.S. There is a slim chance of oil shock with U.S. presence in Kuwait.

Sami G. Hajjar, Bio and research with the Strategic Studies Institute, March ‘02 “U.S. Military Presence in the Gulf: Challenges and prospects”
I conclude this study with a final comment speculating on the long-term role of the Army in the Gulf. For as long as Gulf oil remains vital to the interests of the United States and its allies, the presence of an Army heavy combat capability based in the region is to be expected. This capability is to prevent a cross-border invasion into Kuwait and Saudi Arabia by Iraq. The possibility of an Iraqi incursion will remain for some time, even after the regime of Saddam has been replaced. As already noted, this is because of the Iraqi argument that historically Kuwait belongs to Iraq, and because future Iraqi governments are likely to blame Kuwait for the impact the sanctions have had on Iraqi society. Hence, even if Baghdad is ruled by a moderate regime that is friendly to the West, this should not mean that Iraqi national aspirations would necessarily be abandoned.

U.S.-Kuwait relations good now.
U.S. Department of State, 5/4/10, http://www.state.gov/r/pa/ei/bgn/35876.htm 

The United States opened a consulate in Kuwait in October 1951, which was elevated to embassy status at the time of Kuwait's independence 10 years later. The United States supports Kuwait's sovereignty, security, and independence, as well as its multilateral diplomatic efforts to build greater cooperation among the GCC countries. Strategic cooperation between the United States and Kuwait increased in 1987 with the implementation of a maritime protection regime that ensured the freedom of navigation through the Gulf for 11 Kuwaiti tankers that were reflagged with U.S. markings. The U.S.-Kuwaiti strategic partnership intensified dramatically again after Iraq's invasion of Kuwait. The United States spearheaded UN Security Council demands that Iraq withdraw from Kuwait and its authorization of the use of force, if necessary, to remove Iraqi forces from the occupied country. The United States also played a dominant role in the development of the multinational military operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm that liberated Kuwait. The U.S.-Kuwaiti relationship has remained strong in the post-Gulf War period. Kuwait and the United States worked on a daily basis to monitor and to enforce Iraq's compliance with UN Security Council resolutions, and Kuwait has also provided the main platform for Operation Iraqi Freedom since 2003. 
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Kuwait is engaged with Iran now! Their Faizrar-Wellman 10 card proves!

Kuwait-Iran relations steady and engaged now.

W. Andrew Terrill, Ph.D in IR from Claremont Graduate University, September 07, “Kuwaiti National Security And The U.S.-Kuwaiti Strategic Relationship After Saddam” http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub788.pdf

In addition to the United States and Iraq, Kuwait’s interactions with Iran are especially significant. In the years following Kuwait’s 1991 liberation, there was a strong effort to improve relations with Iran. As a long-standing enemy of Saddam Hussein, Iran seemed something of a natural ally to the traumatized Kuwaitis in the aftermath of Iraq’s invasion. Yet, the working relationship between Kuwait and Tehran that flourished after the 1991 liberation should not obscure Iran’s previous role as a major source of concern for

Kuwait. Additionally, Iran’s revolutionary ideology and political interest in dominating the Gulf are not often seen as in Kuwaiti interests. The Kuwait-Iranian relationship is therefore complex and nuanced and must be understood within the context of a number of recent historical events.

U.S. is prepared if Iran prolif.

Reuters, 1/31/10,U.S. Expanding Missile Defense in Gulf, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE60U18R20100131

The buildup began under the Bush administration, but has expanded under President Barack Obama, who is pushing for a new round of sanctions against Iran over its nuclear program. Officials said the expansion was meant to increase protection for U.S. forces and key allies in the Gulf. The chairman of the U.S. military's Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Mike Mullen, said last month the Pentagon must have military options ready to counter Iran should Obama call for them. "The chairman has made it clear many times that he remains concerned about the ballistic missile threat posed by Iran, but it would be inappropriate to discuss any mitigation or defense measures we might have in place to deter/defeat that threat," a spokesman for Mullen said.
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Democracy spillover now.
Harvey Starr , PoliSi Prof. at USC, and Christina Lindborg, 2003, “Democratic Dominoes Revisited : The Hazards of Governmental Transitions, 1974-1996” , Journal of Conflict Resolution, http://jcr.sagepub.com/content/47/4/490

The analyses in Starr (1991) covered a period that ended in 1987. Although a post–cold war context would argue for the increased impact of general systemic effects (which we do find with some qualifications), the post–cold war period also brought with it a substantial increase in the number of F countries in the system (from 57 in 1987 to 81 in 1996). The increased number of democracies in the system appears to have increased the impact of neighbor effects as well—with stronger results for the effects of BGTs and clear neighbor environment effects for PF states. The post-1989 period is also one of growing interdependence, led by technologically based factors (see Rosenau 1990). This interdependence is reflected in systemic patterns of adaptive innovation, emulation, and expanded communication, which include the diffusion of governmental forms, especially the diffusion of democracy. These systemic effects promoting the diffusion of democracy are bolstered by local context factors—border effects and the nature of a state’s neighborhood. If students of democracy—whether in international or comparative politics—are essentially correct in regard to theoretical arguments about democratic norms, procedures, and transparency, then greater numbers of democracies should not only reflect higher levels of interdependence but also generate even higher levels of interdependence. Such a feedback loop would have been anticipated by Karl Deutsch’s vision of the process by which security communities are established. This is heartening news indeed. But Deutsch’s model of integration also alerts us to the constant possibility of disintegration. This is the cautionary lesson we must never forget.
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Policies in the Middle East show the importance of Israeli-U.S. relations.
Clyde R. Mark, Congressional Research Service, October 17, 2002, http://www.policyalmanac.org/world/archive/crs_israeli-us_relations.shtml
Israeli-U. S. relations are an important factor in U. S. policy in the Middle East, and Congress has placed considerable importance on the maintenance of a close and supportive relationship. The main vehicle for expressing support for Israel has been foreign aid; Israel currently receives about $3 billion per year in economic and military grants, refugee settlement assistance, and other aid. Congress has monitored the aid issue closely along with other issues in bilateral relations, and its concerns have affected Administration's policies. 

U. S.-Israeli relations have evolved from an initial American policy of sympathy and support for the creation of a Jewish homeland in 1948 to an unusual partnership that links a small but militarily powerful Israel, dependent on the United States for its economic and military strength, with the U. S. superpower trying to balance competing interests in the region. Some in the United States question the levels of aid and general commitment to Israel, and argue that a U. S. bias toward Israel operates at the expense of improved U. S. relations with various Arab states. Others maintain that democratic Israel is a strategic ally, and that U. S. relations with Israel strengthens the U. S. presence in the Middle East.  The United States fully supported the Israeli-PLO Declaration of Principles signed in Washington on September 13, 1993, and the follow-up agreements in May 1994, September 1995, the Hebron agreement of January 15, 1997, and the Wye agreement of October 23, 1998, mediated by President Clinton. 

Israel relies on the U.S. for support. U.S. military aid is justified by a test bed of new weapon systems. “Without presence in Kuwait we no longer would justify Israel support.”

Chas Freeman, 7/28/10, “Israel; Asset or Liability?”, http://www.intifada-palestine.com/2010/07/chas-freeman-%E2%80%9Cisrael-asset-or-liability%E2%80%9D/
Israel does none of these things and shows no interest in doing them.  Perhaps it can’t.  It is so estranged from everyone else in the Middle East that no neighboring country will accept flight plans that originate in or transit it.  Israel is therefore useless in terms of support for American power projection.  It has no allies other than us.  It has developed no friends.  Israeli participation in our military operations would preclude the cooperation of many others.  Meanwhile, Israel has become accustomed to living on the American military dole.  The notion that Israeli taxpayers might help defray the expense of U.S. military or foreign assistance operations, even those undertaken at Israel’s behest, would be greeted with astonishment in Israel and incredulity on Capitol Hill. Military aid to Israel is sometimes justified by the notion of Israel as a test bed for new weapons systems and operational concepts.  But no one can identify a program of military R & D in Israel that was initially proposed y our men and women in uniform.  All originated with Israel or members of Congress acting on its behalf.  Moreover, what Israel makes it sells not just to the United States but to China, India, and other major arms markets. It feels no obligation to take U.S. interests into account when it transfers weapons and technology to third countries and does so only under duress.
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Kuwait avoids Western views for strengthen mid-east ones.
W. Andrew Terrill, Ph.D in IR from Claremont Graduate University, September 07, “Kuwaiti National Security And The U.S.-Kuwaiti Strategic Relationship After Saddam” http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub788.pdf

The Kuwaitis wanted to avoid the charge of being overly supportive of Western rather than Arab regional interests. The strong and vociferous support that Kuwait gave the Palestinians also led the government to condemn the pro-Israeli policies of the United States.69 Kuwait continuously sought to polish its Arab nationalist credentials through strong support of the Palestinian guerrilla organizations and by allowing Palestinians preferential entry to Kuwait as noncitizen workers. Palestinian leader Yassir Arafat launched his Fatah movement from Kuwait in the late 1950s, and the Kuwaitis gave him financial support from at least the mid-1960s until 1990 when he betrayed them by siding with Saddam Hussein in the 1990-91 conflict.

Kuwait involved in Isreali and Palestinian issues. 

W. Andrew Terrill, Ph.D in IR from Claremont Graduate University, September 07, “Kuwaiti National Security And The U.S.-Kuwaiti Strategic Relationship After Saddam” http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub788.pdf
Although relations between the United States and Kuwait remain strong, differences occasionally flare over issues that are not related to Iraq, Iran, or Gulf security. Recently this has involved Kuwaiti views on Israeli and Palestinian issues. Kuwait, as has beennoted, was one of the strongest supporters of the rights of the Palestinians prior to the 1990 invasion. Yassir Arafat’s decision to side with Saddam in that crisis was never forgiven by the majority of Kuwaitis, and various Kuwaiti officials were sometimes criticized by the Kuwaiti press for even speaking to Arafat in a civil manner at international gatherings. Additionally, many Palestinians living in Kuwait during the 1990 invasion were widely viewed as supporting Saddam and Arafat, although there were notable and heroic exceptions to this approach. Either fairly or unfairly, Kuwaiti anger against the Palestinians in the early 1990s was white hot, and almost all Palestinian workers were required to leave the country.
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U.S.-Kuwait relations must be thought as long term plans.

W. Andrew Terrill, Ph.D in IR from Claremont Graduate University, September 07, “Kuwaiti National Security And The U.S.-Kuwaiti Strategic Relationship After Saddam” http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub788.pdf

This monograph has illustrated that the destruction of the Saddam Hussein regime will not undermine the basis for U.S.-Kuwaiti military cooperation. Both sides continue to have important security needs that are well served by the continuation of the relationship. Both the U.S. and Kuwaiti leadership need to understand that the U.S.-Kuwaiti military and security partnership can continue to serve the needs of both countries in the post-Saddam era. This alliance should be understood to be more than a temporary marriage of convenience brought about by the problem of Saddam Hussein. 
US and Kuwait are close military partners.
W. Andrew Terrill, Ph.D in IR from Claremont Graduate University, September 07, “Kuwaiti National Security And The U.S.-Kuwaiti Strategic Relationship After Saddam” http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub788.pdf

Kuwait has been a close military partner of the United States since a U.S.-led military coalition liberated it from the iron grip of Iraqi occupation in 1991. The U.S.-Kuwait relationship since that time has been consolidated as an important alliance for both countries. Although Kuwait is a small country, it is also strategically located and supports ongoing security relations with the United States. The importance of Kuwait’s strategic position can be expected to increase as the United States reduces its presence in post- Saddam Iraq but still seeks to influence events there and throughout the Gulf region. Kuwait’s strategic importance also increased following the U.S. decision to remove its combat forces from Saudi Arabia in 2003.

U.S. military presence is welcomed and improve Kuwait’s military to help defend itself from invading countries. 

Sami G. Hajjar, Bio and research with the Strategic Studies Institute, March ‘02 “U.S. Military Presence in the Gulf: Challenges and prospects”
By most informed accounts, U.S. military presence in the Gulf is necessary, welcomed, and poses no problems that could not be managed by local governments. To this statement there is, of course, the added caveat that the profile of U.S. military footprint should be low key and inconspicuous. Also, U.S. involvement in the region is, on balance in the post bipolar world, an indispensable guarantor for political stability and regime survival.108 There do not appear to be other appropriate generalizations regarding U.S. military presence since each Gulf nation views that presence and its bilateral relations with the United States differently. Highlights of some of the more salient features of Gulf appraisals about U.S. military presence follow. Of all the Arabian Peninsula states, Kuwait is decidedly the most supportive of U.S. presence fundamentally because there has not been a regime change in Iraq since the 1990 invasion. Kuwait is understandably Iraq-centric and Kuwaitis overstate the threat [from Iraq] to us; if the threat changes, Kuwait might change its attitude toward U.S. presence..109 Consequently Kuwait is very satisfied with the terms of the Defense Cooperative Agreement (DCA) it has with the United States and .when that agreement is upfor renewal, Kuwait will not ask to renegotiate it..110 Indeed since the Gulf war, Kuwait has become very serious about its defense, and in the past decade the United States has sold it upward of $6 billion worth of military equipment, including F18 fighters.
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Terrorists could just as easily steal from Italy, Aff evidence not specific

Claudine Lamond, Research Intern at British American Security Information Council, 2009  http://www.basicint.org/gtz/gtz11.htm
Italy hosts two nuclear bases. With the shift of attention to southern and eastern Europe, Italy features in NATO plans for expansion. The United States may wish to close a base in Germany and move four infantry battalions to Vicenza, making it Europe's largest US base, and include a possible increase of TNWs stationed in Italy. Public discontent with these proposals was vividly shown in 2007 when there was a demonstration of over 100,000 people against the Vicenza military base and the proposed expansion.[14] The presence of nuclear weapons on Italian soil at another US base, Aviano, is also deeply unpopular. As a consequence, the Italian Berlosconi Government has voiced its own hesitation over nuclear sharing.[15]  Italy has taken delivery of 121 dual-capable Typhoon aircraft since early 2006.[16] It was also planning to purchase the dual-capable Joint Strike Fighter, but under budgetary pressures, the government announced its decision to op-out from the JSF program in October 2008. It is unclear whether the Typhoon will be modified to carry B-61s.

Nuclear Terrorism is non-Unique

Steve Chapman, member of the Chicago Tribune editorial board since 1981, 2/8/08 “The Implausibility of Nuclear Terrorism,” http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2008/02/the_implausibility_of_nuclear.html, accessed 7/2/10
Why are we worried? Bomb designs can be found on the Internet. Fissile material may be smuggled out of Russia. Iran, a longtime sponsor of terrorist groups, is trying to acquire nuclear weapons. A layperson may figure it's only a matter of time before the unimaginable comes to pass. Harvard's Graham Allison, in his book "Nuclear Terrorism," concludes, "On the current course, nuclear terrorism is inevitable." But remember: After Sept. 11, 2001, we all thought more attacks were a certainty. Yet al-Qaida and its ideological kin have proved unable to mount a second strike. Given their inability to do something simple -- say, shoot up a shopping mall or set off a truck bomb -- it's reasonable to ask if they have a chance at something much more ambitious. Far from being plausible, argued Ohio State University professor John Mueller in a recent presentation at the University of Chicago, "the likelihood that a terrorist group will come up with an atomic bomb seems to be vanishingly small."

AT: Missile Adv. 2NC

U.S. sold anti-missile systems to Kuwait to deter Iran attack. U.S. arms other countries as well. 
FoxNews, 2/1/10, U.S. Missile Shield in Gulf Ups Ante With Iran, http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2010/02/01/missile-shield-gulf-ups-ante-iran/

The moves, which include the sales of anti-missile systems to Saudi Arabia, Qatar, Bahrain and Kuwait, are designed to deter Iran from launching attacks against its Sunni Muslim neighbors and to send a message to Israel that a preemptive strike against Iran is unnecessary. The deployments come as President Obama enters a new phase in efforts to halt Iran's nuclear program after the failure of a diplomatic offensive. Washington is anxious to get a tough new round of U.N. sanctions against Tehran, something that China and Russia have shown little interest in backing.

Other countries in the middle east supplied with weapons. Not just Kuwait.

French Ministry of Defense,7/18/10, http://www.global-military.com/china-start-to-sell-weapons-to-the-middle-east-asia-latin-america-markets.html
The international military market can be divided into three. The first level is the sphere of influence the United States and European countries. Most of them are NATO allies, there is a consensus in the policy. The market is the high price of new equipment.

The second level can be said that Russia’s sphere of influence, the purchaser is purchasing Russian weapons have been. Including India, China and Middle East countries, individual countries are sometimes the target to other supplier countries.

The main body of the third level is relatively poor in Asia, Africa and Latin America, which is outdated and counterfeit products in the market. The modernization of these countries for expensive products are not interested, Europe, the United States and Russia manufacturer of small batch orders mixed up.
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