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CMR DA – 1nc
Obama’s assertive 2009 has caused CMR to be stable
Alter, award-winning columnist, television analyst and author, 5/18/2010 (Jonathan, “Secrets From Inside the Obama War Room” Newsweek Lexis)

In the meantime it was important to remind the brass who was in charge. Inside the National Security Council, advisers considered what happened next historic, a presidential dressing-down unlike any in the United States in more than half a century. In the first week of October, Gates and Mullen were summoned to the Oval Office, where the president told them that he was “exceedingly unhappy” with the Pentagon’s conduct. He said the leaks and positioning in advance of a decision were “disrespectful of the process” and “damaging to the men and women in uniform and to the country.” In a cold fury Obama said he wanted to know “here and now” if the Pentagon would be on board with any presidential decision and could faithfully implement it. “This was a cold and bracing meeting,” said an official in the room. Lyndon Johnson had never talked to Gen. William Westmoreland that way, or George H.W. Bush to Gen. Norman Schwarzkopf. Presidents Kennedy, Carter, and Clinton had all been played by the Pentagon at various points but hadn’t fought back as directly. Now Obama was sending an unmistakable message: don’t toy with me. Just because he was young, new, a Democrat, and had never been in uniform didn’t mean he was going to get backed into a corner.  Mullen described himself as “chagrined” after the meeting. He had always felt strongly about the importance of civilian control of the military, and in 2008 had delivered a message to the armed forces reminding all service personnel to stay out of politics. Now he and Gates pledged support and told the president that the conduct would change, and it did. On Oct. 5, Gates said in a speech to the Association of the United States Army that it was “imperative” that generals provide their advice “candidly but privately.” (He felt the White House was just as guilty of damaging leaks as the Pentagon, and he hoped his message of discretion was heard there, too.) Mullen and Joint Chiefs vice chairman Gen. James Cartwright stopped selling the McChrystal plan and told Petraeus and McChrystal to stop talking publicly until the policy deliberations were resolved. “They swore loyalty,” said one senior civilian official. “And we chose to believe them.”  
CMR DA – 1nc

Civilian changes of US troop deployments leads to military backlash

Kohn, Prof of History @ UNC, 2008 (Richard H., “Coming Soon: A Crisis in Civil-Military Relations” World Affairs, Winter, DA, 7/15/2010 http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/articles/2008-Winter/full-civil-military.html)
Yet imagine the outcry any one of these proposals would provoke, and the resistance it would generate from the services, agencies, and congressional committees whose ox was being gored. The delegation or defense company about to lose a base or a weapons contract would certainly howl—and mobilize. Organizational change in any bureaucracy provokes enormous and almost always successful resistance. In the Pentagon, the battles have been epic. The world has a say in all this, too. The next administration will take office nearly twenty years after the fall of the Berlin Wall. Yet the American military establishment is essentially the same one created in the 1940s and 1950s to deter the Soviet Union. The United States today boasts four independent armed services with the same weapons, upgraded and more capable to be sure, as those known to George Marshall, Dwight Eisenhower, Chester Nimitz, and Curtis LeMay. Not only are the ships, planes, tanks, vehicles, and guns similar, but they are organized similarly, performing virtually the same roles and missions assigned them in the late 1940s. The United States after 1989 did not demobilize. It “downsized.” Successive administrations cut the budget by ten percent and the size of the force by about 25 percent, while the Pentagon substituted regional threats for the Soviet menace in its planning. Even in the midst of a “Global War on Terrorism,” neither the generals nor their bosses in the White House and Congress have been able to rethink the purpose, organization, command and control, or even operation of the armed forces. Two decades is a long time. The decades between 1895 and 1915, 1935 and 1955, and 1975 and 1995 all involved paradigm shifts in America’s role in the world and in its national security requirements. Today’s security situation differs no less radically from the Cold War for which today’s military establishment was devised. Are these the armed forces we really need? Bitter fights over strategy, budgets, weapons, and roles and missions dating back sixty-plus years suggest the question may not be answerable in any practical sense. To understand fully just how difficult it will be to raise fundamental concerns about defense policies, consider the recent confusion over what exactly the role and purpose of the National Guard and reserves ought to be. A week before 9/11, I participated in a roundtable discussion of the subject for the Reserve Forces Policy Board. There was general agreement that reserve forces should concentrate more on homeland defense and less on backstopping active duty forces on the battlefield. Yet the former head of the National Guard Bureau insisted, without evidence and in the face of great skepticism, that the Guard and reserves could do both. The past five years have proved him wrong; reserve forces are underequipped and stretched thinner than the active duty army and Marine Corps. Today, a congressionally chartered commission on the National Guard and reserves still struggles with how to shape and organize the reserves (particularly the National Guard, which reports to each state governor unless summoned for federal service). Admittedly, the National Guard and reserves possess unusual political power and since 1789 have been more resistant to rational military policy than any other part of the national security community. Robert McNamara, who transformed American defense more than any other Pentagon leader, failed utterly to budge the Guard and reserve. None of his successors possessed the nerve even to try. But the problem cannot be avoided. As the commission wrote in bureaucratic understatement, in March 2007, “the current  posture and utilization of the National Guard and Reserve as an ‘operational reserve’ is not sustainable over time, and if not corrected with significant changes to law and policy, the reserve component’s ability to serve our nation will diminish.” All the more so because Iraq and Afghanistan compose the first substantial, extended military conflicts the United States has fought with a volunteer force in more than a century. Today’s typical combat tour of fifteen months is the longest since World War II. Expensive procurement programs are underway, but sooner or later they will be robbed to pay for other costs, such as war operations, the expansion of ground forces, or medical and veterans costs. Already, the Project on Defense Alternatives has proposed cutting two Air Force wings, two Navy wings, and two aircraft carriers for a total savings of more than $60 billion over the next five years. Eventually, the bill comes due, either in blood, defeat, or political crisis. As the old Fram oil filter advertisement put it, “Pay me now, or pay me later.”  
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CMR is key to maintaining effect hegemony

RICHRARD KOHN, US COMISSION ON NAT’L SECURITY, FDCH TRANSCRIPTS, 11/4/99
My focus is on the relationship of the military to society. Civil-military relations are critical to national defense. If the armed forces diverge in attitude or understanding beyond what is expected of the military profession in a democratic society, have less contact, grow less interested in or knowledgeable about each other, the consequences could be significant. Each could lose confidence in the other. Recruiting could be damaged. Military effectiveness could be harmed. The resources devoted to national defense could decline below what is adequate. Civil-military cooperation could deteriorate, with impact upon the ability of the United States to use military forces to maintain the peace or support American foreign policy.
Key to prevent global nuclear exchange
Zalmay Khalilzad, RAND, The Washington Quarterly, Spring 1995
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.
***Uniqueness***
CMR High

Petreaeus stabilizing CMR now.

Kohn 6/25/2010 (Richard H., Chairman, Curriculum in Peace, War, and Defense and Professor of History, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill; Executive Secretary, Triangle Institute for Security Studies), What a Relief, Except…, http://www.tnr.com/blog/foreign-policy/75849/what-relief-except, 7/14/2010.

Putting David Petraeus in charge further instilled confidence. Expert in this kind of conflict, a gifted and charismatic commander widely respected at home and abroad, up to date on the war and Afghan and Pakistani politics, and as sophisticated in civil-military relations as any American flag officer, Petraeus minimizes the disruption inherent in an abrupt change of command. He can defend the president’s policy and strategy in front of Congress better than any other general. He and the president have nurtured a mutual trust over the last eighteen months, and no senior officer could advise the president with greater credibility and experience.
Petreaus is “getting the job done.”
Reveron 6/23/2010 (Derek, Dr. Reveron is a professor of national security affairs and the EMC Informationist Chair at the U.S. Naval War College in Newport, Rhode Island. He specializes in strategy development, non-state security challenges, intelligence, and U.S. defense policy), Triumph for Civil- Military Relations? http://sitrep.globalsecurity.org/articles/100623622-triumph-for-civil-military-rel.htm
Given the size and scope of the U.S. military, President Obama recognized that no single person is responsible for success in Afghanistan. Fortunately, he had choices, which is a good sign of how healthy the U.S. military officer corps is. By going with General David Petraeus, however, the President is emphasizing continuity with the current policy and the ongoing counterinsurgency campaign. Petraeus was not only the architect of United States counterinsurgency doctrine and implemented the strategy in Iraq, but also served as one of General McChrystal's bosses (the other is NATO commander Admiral Jim Stavridis).As General David Petraeus takes the reins in Kabul, we are reminded that military leaders like him are viewed as capable of "getting the job done." General Petraeus certainly knows counterinsurgency, is adept in the political-military circles he must travel, and understands the importance of coalition operations. But when it comes to counterinsurgency, we must remember that ultimate success is dependent on Afghanistan's government, civil society, economy, and Afghan security forces.
CMR High

Obama’s approach to military decision-making solidifies good civil-military relations 

CNAS 5/17/2010 (Center for a New American Security, “Civil-Military Relations in the Obama Era,” DA 7/15/2010 http://www.cnas.org/blogs/abumuqawama/2010/05/civil-military-relations-obama-era.html)
This article by Jonathan Alter in Newsweek  on how Obama tamed his generals is great and worth reading -- although not necessarily for the reasons the author intended. I'm going to offer up my bottom line conclusion up front and then use the article as a starting point to consider some other issues. BLUF: President Obama has brought civil-military relations back into line in a way that would have made Samuel Huntington proud. There are problems with this, as I will note later on in this post, but overall, this is a really good thing. Alter: Deputy national-security adviser Tom Donilon had commissioned research that backed up an astonishing historical truth: neither the Vietnam War nor the Iraq War featured any key meetings where all the issues and assumptions were discussed by policymakers. In both cases the United States was sucked into war inch by inch. I have spent a little time recently with Paul Pillar, a man whose intellect and record of service I really respect. Paul has made a point similar to Tom Donilon's regarding the Iraq war -- that there never really was a coherent governmental decision-making process. Obama's decision-making process on Afghanistan, by contrast, is to be applauded for the way in which it differed from the "decision-making process" (if you can even call it that) of 2002 and 2003. Why? First, do what Dick Betts does when writing about Huntington's so-called "normal theory" for civil-military relations and draw a big triangle on a sheet of paper. Now draw three horizontal lines on the triangle, dividing it into four levels -- political, strategic, operational and tactical. In the normal model, civilians have responsibility for the top section. They decide the policy aims. Then civilians and the military decide on strategic goals and resources. (Betts adds a fifth layer, actually, for ROE.) The military has responsibility for everything else under Huntington's model. If you look at the decision-making process in 2009 on the war in Afghanistan, things more or less proceeded according to the normal theory. The president commissioned a review of policy and strategic goals in the winter of 2009, which resulted in this white paper. Gen. McChrystal then thought about how to operationalize the president's policy and strategic goals and submitted his own assessment along with a request for more resources. That assessment, combined with a corrupt Afghan presidential election, caused the administration to re-think its assumptions and prompted another strategic review. This was, on balance, a good thing that made me feel good about the president. The president then re-affirmed his policy aims, articulated new strategic goals, and committed more resources to the war in Afghanistan. (I write more about this process here.) The good news in all of this is that whether or not you agree with the decisions made by the president and his team in 2009, the national security decision-making process more or less worked, and the civilians were in charge every step of the way. This is as both Sam Huntington and the U.S. Constitution intended. 
Gates and Obama are making concessions to the military now

CNN 3/17/2010 (“U.S. to end 96-hour rule for Afghan detainees”)

"This is a new authority that was requested by Gen. Petraeus and approved by Secretary Gates, but we don't anticipate it becoming our new standard operating procedure," he said. "Most combatants we pick up on the battlefield will still be turned over to Afghan authorities within 96 hours. "However, there may be some who require more time in our custody in order to determine precisely who they are, what they're up to and how much of a danger they pose." A CNN investigation in February found that one out of every four detainees has been released since NATO began keeping statistics, and soldiers complained the policy could put them in danger. Petraeus said in January the 96-hour rule was a "big concern." He said the change has been approved by Defense Secretary Robert Gates. Sen. Lindsey Graham, a critic of the policy, said he believes troops in the field "will appreciate that." "I'm glad you've been given some relief, because the old rule just didn't make a lot of sense," said Graham, R-South Carolina. "And I think the new way forward does make sense." 
CMR High

CMR High – Current disagreements are common place and part of the job

Kolb, assistant secretary of defense in the Reagan administration, is a senior fellow at the Center for American Progress, 1/13/2010 (Lawrence, “Generals should be guided by truth, not politics” The Washington Post)
Ignatius is wrong to argue that any military officer, especially a member of the Joint Chiefs, is supposed to find the center of the political spectrum. An officer has a responsibility to give the president and Congress his or her best military advice, whether that is embraced by the right or the left, whether it is popular or unpopular.  In 1965, Gen. Earle Wheeler infuriated President Lyndon Johnson when he told him that winning the Vietnam war would take a million troops and a decade of combat. Gen. Colin Powell similarly annoyed the Clinton national security team in 1993 by pointing out the high costs and risks of military intervention in Bosnia. Gen. Eric Shinseki, the Army chief of staff, irritated his civilian superiors in the Pentagon in 2003 by publicly recommending at least twice as many troops as the Bush administration was planning to send to stabilize Iraq after Saddam Hussein's regime was overthrown.  What about Mullen? In late 2007, when Congress asked him about the deteriorating situation in Afghanistan, Mullen shrugged it off. "In Afghanistan, we do what we can. In Iraq, we do what we must," he told the House Armed Services Committee. Was that his professional opinion, or was it the policy of President George W. Bush, who gave short shrift to Afghanistan because of his obsession with Iraq? Is that what the combatant commanders were telling him? The answer is no.  About the same time, according to reports, Gen. Dan McNeill, then U.S. commander in Afghanistan, told President Bush in a videoconference that he needed at least 30,000 more troops to stem the advance of the Taliban, particularly in the south. This position was endorsed by Adm. William Fallon, chief of U.S. Central Command. Did Mullen support this? In fact, when the White House told McNeill not to go public with the request, Mullen did not complain, nor did he tell Congress. We learned about this because journalist David Sanger interviewed McNeill for his book "The Inheritance."  Ignatius wrote that Defense Secretary Robert Gates recommended replacing David McKiernan as U.S. commander in Afghanistan because McKiernan did not answer an important question during a video briefing for the secretary of defense. Really? What was the question? According to The Post's Rajiv Chandrasekaran," front page, Aug. 17, 2009], the questions concerned reconstruction and counternarcotics, and they were asked before the Obama White House completed its first review of the war in Afghanistan. How could McKiernan answer the question satisfactorily when he did not know whether he would receive the 30,000 additional troops he had first requested in April 2008 and did not know where President Obama was going to come down on the issue? Mullen wanted McKiernan replaced because he wanted someone to take the fall for the fact that he and Gates had been derelict in their duty on the situation in Afghanistan for several years.  Ignatius is right that this country needs more Mullens in our national life than Rush Limbaughs. But that's a low bar. What this country needs even more are generals like Shinseki, McNeill and McKiernan, who speak truth to power regardless of the consequences and take responsibility for their actions, even if it means getting fired. 
A2:  Structural Problems

Long Term trends in CMR are improving
Noonan, managing director of the Program on National Security at the Foreign Policy Research Institute and a veteran of Operation Iraqi Freedom. Jan. 2008 (Michael “Mind the Gap: Post-Iraq Civil-Military Relations in America A Conference Report” Foreign Policy Research Institute DA 7/14/2010 http://www.fpri.org/enotes/200801.noonan.mindthegap.html )

The military remains a (relatively) small professional force dependent upon a reserve component that is no longer a strategic reserve but an operationally ready one—indeed, the National Guard and federal reserves accounted for 20 percent of the combat fatalities in Operation Iraqi Freedom. The dominant professional archetypes include the combat leader and manager, soldier-statesman, soldier-scholar, and the soldier-constable. The differences in skill levels between officers and enlisted ranks are decreasing, and the military is moving more towards a flattened hierarchy. But the expected use of such forces in domestic missions may prove problematic for American civil-military relations in light of the Posse Comitatus Act and under worst-case scenarios like a WMD attack.  Public support for the military remains strong. Williams was concerned nonetheless that in recent surveys the most democratic branch of government, Congress, is “grossly unpopular compared to the most undemocratic part of the government, the military.” Meanwhile, while the embedding program has improved military-media relations, this trend is uncertain moving forward. More problematic has been the use of civilian contractors on the battlefield. While some functions (food service, etc.) are acceptably contracted out, other areas (such as security-oriented activities) deserve reconsideration. 
A2:  Budget Cuts Thumper

No Future budget cuts

Daniel Tencer 6/11/10 (http://rawstory.com/rs/2010/0611/commission-outlines-1-trillion-defense-budget-cuts/ , editor DA 7/15/2010)

But despite the political appeal of lower deficits, Spencer Ackerman at the Washington Independent suggests the commission's proposals won't become law because "[f]ew communities of Washington wonks run into greater structural and institutional obstacles than advocates of reduced defense spending." Writes Ackerman: Defense companies put billions into PR campaigns for the necessity of this or that project that runs over cost. Legislators have every career incentive to lard the defense budget with job-creating bloat for their districts. The media treats civilian and military spending as two entirely different entities, with military spending emerging from a magical, never-ending fountain of cash. And then there’s the general jingoism that equates curbed defense spending with a deficit of patriotism. Writing at FireDogLake, David Dayen also doubts the recommendations will ever be enacted, but notes that "having this debate out in the open is important. At least a small sliver of official Washington doesn’t consider military spending magical spending that has no cost to the bottom line." Including the cost of the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, The US defense budget for fiscal year 2011 is $708 billion, up from $691 billion the year before. When other defense-related costs -- such as aiding domestic counter-terrorism operations and providing veterans' health care -- are added, defense costs this year exceed $1 trillion. A program to cut $960 billion from defense spending over 10 years would see about $96 billion cut from defense spending, on average, per year. 
No budget cuts --- recent budget increased defense spending

Reuters 10/26/2009 ( Reuters News Service DA 7/14/2010 http://www.reuters.com/article/politicsNews/idUSTRE59P4K420091026)
JACKSONVILLE, Florida (Reuters) - President Barack Obama said on Monday he will sign the defense authorization bill this week. "To make sure you can meet the missions we ask of you, we're increasing the defense budget, including spending on the Navy and Marine Corps," Obama said in a speech to troops at Naval Air Station Jacksonville. "This week, I'll sign that defense authorization bill into law," he said. The Obama administration had threatened to veto the bill, which funds Pentagon operations, because it authorizes several programs the Pentagon had deemed unnecessary. Among those is an F-35 fighter jet engine built by General Electric Co. and Rolls-Royce Group Plc. Congress has allocated $560 million for that program this year. 
Spending’s increased over the Bush administration 

Real News Network, 4/9/2009, (DA, 7/13/2010 http://www.commondreams.org/newswire/2009/04/09-8)
WASHINGTON - April 9 - On Wednesday the U.S. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates presented his departments base budget proposal for the fiscal year of 2010.  Although some are claiming that the proposal has left expensive weapons programs with little funding, the SPADE Index which is composed of stock prices from 55 of the largest defense contractors, increased by 3.4%.  The Real News spoke to Miriam Pemberton, a military analyst at the Institute for Policy Studies to discuss this proposal. Pemberton says this proposed budget represents an increase in military spending when compared to the Bush administrations, a fact that isn't being reported by many of the mainstream media outlets, "despite the fact that they have made some proposed cuts in a number of weapons systems, this budget is actually larger than any budget that the Bush administration ever proposed by about 20 billion dollars or about 4%." Although a number of high profile programs were cut most notably the F-22 fighter jet, a plane that has been in development since 1986 and was put in to production in 2003, new contract recommendations were made which would ultimately result in an increase in military spending. 
A2:  Petraeus Thumper
Petraeus believes CMR high

Flynn, Best Defense Special Operations Correspondent, 1/22/2010 (Kyle, “Petraeus speaks” Foreign Policy 

Best Defense Special Operations Correspondent  The Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) hosted a Military Strategy Forum on Thursday, January 21 with General David Petraeus. The formerly famous face of the Iraq surge led a discussion with the audience on a broad range of CENTCOM-related issues including Afghanistan, Iraq, Yemen, and Pakistan.  Here is what was on his mind:  To be sure, the 18-month Afghan surge timeframe is flexible. Petraeus quickly rejected the notion that U.S. forces would begin an unconditional withdrawal in August 2011. Instead, U.S. forces hope to "start a transition that is conditions-based of tasks from our forces to Afghan forces, again, in areas where those forces and the situation allow it." Recent agreement between the Afghan government and International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) sets Afghan National Security Force (ANSF) end-strength at 305,000 by October 2011. This is up from the current level of 200,000. Petraeus also noted a major upswing in ANSF recruitment in the month of December. General McChrystal's tactical guidance on reducing civilian casualties is supposedly working. While far too many Afghan civilians are still being killed, most of last year's civilian casualties were caused by insurgents rather than ISAF. All surge forces except a division headquarters will be on the ground by the end of August 2011. Like in Iraq, there are two clocks to consider: one in Washington and one in Kabul. In order to achieve success, we have to show progress to both the American and Afghan people. Ironically, Petraeus stated that "it is possible to demonstrate progress...but you're not going to turn Afghanistan." Due to Afghanistan's lack of infrastructure, an enormous building boom is taking place throughout the country. Petraeus' agrees that this may be "the largest building boom in Afghanistan since Alexander built Kandahar." Logistical miracle with supplies moving through Pakistan, Russia, Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan and even a route that starts in Iraq, goes up through Turkey and Azerbaijan, then crosses two bodies of water to Kazakhstan, and ultimately down through Uzbekistan into Afghanistan. Two Afghans, the Minister of Defense Abdul Rahim Wardak and General Karimi made it through U.S. Army Ranger School thirty years ago; meanwhile, there was a twelve year time period when the U.S. did not allow Pakistani officers to attend our military education and training schools. DOD is disturbed by the recent discovery of references to biblical verses found on the weapon sites of troops in Iraq and Afghanistan. Political situation in Iraq recently exacerbated by the Iraqi Accountability and Justice Committee's decision to publish a list of over 500 individuals with alleged links to the former Ba'ath party. As of now, these individuals are disqualified from participating as candidates in the upcoming elections. Although Yemen has been on CENTCOM's radar for years, the decision by al-Qaida's senior leadership in Pakistan to rebrand its Yemen affiliate "al-Qaida in the Arabian Peninsula" demanded a closer look from the U.S. intelligence community. If you missed Petraeus' recent press conference on the future U.S.-Yemen security arrangement, you can catch it here. Given their limited resources, Pakistan's Army has conducted "impressive" operations to confront the Taliban during the last year: in the Swat Valley; the Malakand Division of the Northwest Frontier Province; Bajaur, Mohmand and Khyber of the Federally Administered Tribal Areas; and most recently South Waziristan. Petraeus notes a "true sea change in Pakistani public opinion, the approach of the political leadership and even that of the clerics, to recognize that certain extremist groups...were really threatening the very existence of Pakistan." Contrary to popular opinion, Petraeus believes that civil-military relations "are very good right now, actually." He believes that Afghan debate sharpened the military's focus. Building trust and finding common ground with Pakistan remains a critical issue.
A2:  DADT Thumper

DADT doesn’t affect CMR

Politico, 3/16/2010 (“Gen. David Petraeus open to repeal of 'don't ask, don't tell'” http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0310/34497.html#ixzz0iY9uFOwE)

Gen. David Petraeus told the Senate Armed Services Committee Tuesday that he’s willing to consider changing the military’s ban on openly gay military service.  Asked by Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.), who opposes changing the "don’t ask, don’t tell" policy, whether a thorough review was needed before the law could be repealed, the head of the U.S. Central Command that oversees the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan asked to read an 8-minute statement outlining his thoughts.  “This is not a sound-bite issue,” Petraeus said.  Denied the opportunity to go on at length, the general kept his remarks brief.  “I believe the time has come to consider a change to ‘don’t ask, don’t tell,’ ” Petraeus said, adding that it should be done carefully and include the review directed by Defense Secretary Robert Gates to assess the effects on recruiting, retention, morale and unit cohesion. 
Won’t Hurt CMR, they are consulting the Military

AP, 10/16/2009 (“Mark Udall: Time to repeal 'don't ask, don't tell'”)
Senator Mark Udall says he wants U.S. military chiefs to tell Congress in the next 30 days how they would handle a repeal of the nation's 'don't ask, don't tell' law that bars gays and lesbians from serving openly in the military.  On Friday the Colorado Democrat released a letter to President Barack Obama applauding Obama's recent restatement of his intention to end "don't ask, don't tell." Udall said he wants to champion that effort in the Senate Armed Services Committee, where he is a member.  The letter asks Obama to direct Defense Secretary Robert Gates and U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman Admiral Mike Mullen to say when they think the repeal should happen and how a nondiscrimination policy should be implemented. 
New Study of DADT suggests the military supports repelling

NY Times 10/3/2009 (“The Damage of Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell”)

The essay, which won this year’s Secretary of Defense essay contest and was reviewed in advance of publication by the office of Adm. Mike Mullen, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, was published in Joint Force Quarterly. It was written by an Air Force colonel who researched the impact of “don’t ask, don’t tell.” The law was enacted in 1993 after President Bill Clinton tried to lift an existing policy against homosexuals serving in the military and met strong resistance from military and Congressional leaders.  By cementing homophobic military policy into law, Congress made a bad situation worse. It reached a so-called compromise by which homosexuals could serve — but only if they did not acknowledge their orientation or act on it. If they did, they could be discharged. About 12,500 service members have been forced out, including many with distinguished records or invaluable language and intelligence skills.  The author of the essay, Col. Om Prakash, effectively demolishes the primary, wrongheaded rationale for the law: that unit cohesion would be harmed if homosexuals served openly. Several other countries, including Australia, Canada, Israel and Britain, have lifted bans on homosexuals serving openly with no adverse effects on military performance or readiness.  Colonel Prakash argues that the law has undermined unit cohesion, in part by compromising the integrity of homosexuals who have to dissemble and by posing a moral quandary for commanders — look the other way or risk discharging a valuable service member. He judged the policy a “costly failure” because of the lost manpower and the administrative costs of recruiting and separating homosexuals. He urged the Obama administration to examine how to repeal the ban.  We agree strongly with Colonel Prakash, and urge the Pentagon to press ahead with changes in its regulations to make implementing the “don’t ask” law more humane. Ultimately, Congress must repeal the 1993 statute. We are not confident that the Senate has enough enlightened members to overcome a filibuster. But if the military can show an open mind, surely lawmakers can summon the courage to end this sad chapter in history. 
A2:  DADT Thumper

Top defense officials are already strong supporters of DADT.

Bumiller 10 (Elisabeth, ( Bachelor’s degree Northwestern University, NYT National Affairs Correspondent),  2-2-10, New York Times, “Top Defense Officials Seek to End ‘Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell’”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/03/us/politics/03military.html)
WASHINGTON — The nation’s top two defense officials called Tuesday for an end to the 16-year-old “don’t ask, don’t tell” law, a major step toward allowing openly gay men and women to serve in the United States military for the first time.Skip to next paragraph “No matter how I look at the issue, I cannot escape being troubled by the fact that we have in place a policy which forces young men and women to lie about who they are in order to defend their fellow citizens,” Adm. Mike Mullen, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, told the Senate Armed Services Committee. As a murmur swept through a hearing room packed with gay rights leaders, Admiral Mullen said it was his personal belief that “allowing gays and lesbians to serve openly would be the right thing to do.” He is the first sitting chairman of the Joint Chiefs to support a repeal of the policy, and his forceful expression of his views seemed to catch not only gay rights leaders but also Senator Carl Levin, the Michigan Democrat who is the committee’s chairman, by surprise. Mr. Levin, who has long supported ending the law, told Admiral Mullen that his testimony was “eloquent” and praised him for leading on the issue. In 1993, Gen. Colin L. Powell, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs at the time, opposed allowing gay men and lesbians to serve openly but supported a compromise, which was the “don’t ask, don’t tell” bill passed by Congress. Under the policy, gay men and lesbians may serve as long as they keep their sexual orientation secret. In contrast to Admiral Mullen, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates was more cautious, even as he acknowledged that the question was not whether the law would be repealed but how the Pentagon might best prepare for the change.  Early in his testimony, Mr. Gates made clear that he was acting at the behest of President Obama, who reaffirmed his opposition to the existing law in his State of the Union address last week. Mr. Gates then threw the final decision back to the legislative branch. “We have received our orders from the commander in chief, and we are moving out accordingly,” Mr. Gates told the committee. “However, we can also take this process only so far, as the ultimate decision rests with you, the Congress.” 

A2:  NMD Thumper

Gates and Military leaders supported Obama’s Move on Missile defense

Gates, You Know Who this Is,  9/19/2009 (Robert “A Better Missile Defense for a Safer Europe” NY Times)
That plan would have put the radar and interceptors in Central Europe by 2015 at the earliest. Delays in the Polish and Czech ratification process extended that schedule by at least two years. Which is to say, under the previous program, there would have been no missile-defense system able to protect against Iranian missiles until at least 2017 — and likely much later.  Last week, President Obama — on my recommendation and with the advice of his national-security team and the unanimous support of our senior military leadership — decided to discard that plan in favor of a vastly more suitable approach. In the first phase, to be completed by 2011, we will deploy proven, sea-based SM-3 interceptor missiles — weapons that are growing in capability — in the areas where we see the greatest threat to Europe. 

Scowcroft supports Obama’s move on NMD – Hes influential with the Military
Washington Post 9/18/2009 (“Scowcroft Agrees With Obama on Missile Defense Shift”)
President Obama's decision to shift direction on missile defense in Europe has produced howls from many Republicans, but one prominent GOP foreign-policy heavyweight weighed in Friday with support for the president's plan.  "I strongly approve of President Obama's decision regarding missile defense deployments in Europe. I believe it advances U.S. national security interests, supports our allies, and better meets the threats we face," Brent Scowcroft said in a statement issued through the Atlantic Council, a policy group.  Scowcroft was national security adviser to Presidents Gerald Ford and George H.W. Bush. Bush's son, George W. Bush, pushed as president for the missile defense plan abandoned by Obama.  Defense Secretary Robert Gates, also a Republican, was Scowcroft's deputy during the first Bush administration. 

The Joint Chiefs of Staff support Obama’s move on NMD

Boston Globe 9/17/2009 (Obama scuttles Bush plan for missile shield)
Obama said the system he is embracing is more cost-effective, uses proven technology, and will offer “stronger, smarter, and swifter defense of American forces and America’s allies.’’ It would deploy smaller SM-3 missiles, at first aboard ships and later on land somewhere in Europe, possibly even in Poland or the Czech Republic.  The president said he was accepting the recommendation of Defense Secretary Robert Gates and Admiral Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Obama’s statement from the White House, hastily arranged after news of the decision leaked overnight, was followed by a news conference at the Pentagon, where Gates, who as Bush’s defense secretary publicly embraced the longer-range system, defended Obama’s move. 
A2:  Iraq Thumper

Obama’s play early minimized the damage of Iraq

Ackerman, 11/13/2008 (Spencer, The Washington Independent, , “Productive Obama-Military Relationship Possible,”http://washingtonindependent.com/18335/productive-obama-military-relationship-possible) 

The meeting offered a test for a relationship that might help define Obama’s term in office. Though he’s talked about governing in a bipartisan fashion, Obama ran for office as a progressive opposed to the Iraq war. The uniformed military, typically wary of liberals in general, is unsure what to think about Obama — and the last Democratic president, Bill Clinton, stumbled early in his relationship with the military. Yet Obama struck a balance in the Petraeus meeting. “If I were in his shoes, I’d probably feel the same way” about preserving flexibility for military operations, Obama said of Petraeus after the meeting ended. “But my job as a candidate for president and a potential commander in chief extends beyond Iraq.” To Peter Feaver, one of the leading scholars of civil-military relations, that comment was auspicious. “Obama had it pitch-perfect,” said Feaver, a professor of political science at Duke University and a national-security staffer for both Clinton and George W. Bush. “Obama was right to signal to the military, ‘I want your military advice, and I will factor it into my strategic decisions, where military advice is one of my concerns.’” 

Iraq helped CMR

Ackerman, 11/13/2008 (Spencer, The Washington Independent, , “Productive Obama-Military Relationship Possible,”http://washingtonindependent.com/18335/productive-obama-military-relationship-possible) 

Indeed, the differences between Obama and Petraeus or Odierno on Iraq might turn out to be healthy for civilian-military relations. Judging from how the July meeting with Petraeus in Baghdad went, “Obama should be in good shape,” said the Pentagon official. “It will be a refreshing change from recent years, when civilian political leaders have shirked off tough questions about — and responsibility for — their war policies by claiming, in effect, that they’re just taking directions from the commanders on the ground, in effect, hiding behind the skirts of the military.”

A2 Spy Swap Thumper

Spy swap insignificant

Chad Groening  OneNewsNow  7/14/2010 

A senior Army strategist and Pentagon advisor doesn't think the ten Russian spies recently swapped for four American agents were really that significant in the espionage battle being waged between the two countries.   A White House official has confirmed the Obama administration began considering a possible spy swap as early as June 11 -- well ahead of the arrests of the ten Russians on June 27. He claims White House officials were first briefed on the Russians' covert activities in February and that President Barack Obama was made aware of the case on June 11. It was on that date that the idea of a spy swap was raised, along with other options. The official adds that the U.S. then compiled the names of the four people it wanted Russia to release.  Lt. Col. Bob Maginnis (USA-Ret.) comments that he suspected some kind of deal had been worked out.  "All of the sudden, these people are swept off the streets in American...they're off to Vienna in a matter of weeks, and there's a trade. You know there was a quid-pro-quo already in place," he presumes. "They said, 'Look, we want you to release the four Americans in Russia. And if you don't, then we're going to sweep up some of your people and up the ante.'"  He believes the ten Russian spies picked for this round-up were the kind Washington would not mind giving up. "I suspect that they aren't all that significant. Otherwise, they wouldn't have been carted off," Maginnis reasons. "I believe that they were basically sleeper cells that perhaps had not penetrated at the direction of their handlers working out of Moscow."  The retired Army officer adds that these kinds of spy exchanges were quite common during the Cold War, and he expects they will continue forever because of the nature of what nations do in their best interests.
   
***Links***
Afghanistan Link
Forcing withdrawal upsets CMR (Also Answers Withdrawal Now)
The Hill 12/2/2009(“Gates opposes troop withdrawal deadline for Afghanistan” http://thehill.com/homenews/senate/70165-gates-clinton-and-mullen-defend-afghan-plan DA 7/13/2010)

Obama announced on Tuesday he will send an additional 30,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan, some as early as the next few weeks. The president also announced his goal of beginning a U.S. troop withdrawal by the summer of 2011. Gates said he agrees with the president’s July 2011 timeline but he would not agree with any efforts to set a deadline for complete troop withdrawal.   “I have adamantly opposed deadlines. I opposed them in Iraq, and I oppose deadlines in Afghanistan. But what the president has announced is the beginning of a process, not the end of a process. And it is clear that this will be a gradual process and, as he said last night, based on conditions on the ground. So there is no deadline for the withdrawal of American forces in Afghanistan,” Gates told the House Foreign Affairs Committee on Wednesday afternoon. “July 2011 is not a cliff.”   Gates’s comments came after lawmakers, particularly Republicans, attacked Obama’s plan to begin thinning out U.S. forces in the South Asian country by July 2011.   Earlier in the day, during a Senate Armed Services Committee hearing, Obama’s presidential rival, Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.), lamented the “arbitrary” deadline, which is not based on conditions on the ground in Afghanistan.   Gates, who found himself in front of Congress defending the second surge of his tenure, stressed that the United States will thin its forces in Afghanistan as it turns over more districts and more provinces to Afghans. The transition will first start in “uncontested areas” and will ensure that the Afghans are capable of taking care of their own security.   “We are not going to throw these guys in the swimming pool and walk away,” Gates said. 
Proper balance of CMR has been reached in Afghan – plan upsets it.
The Hill 12/2/2009(“Gates opposes troop withdrawal deadline for Afghanistan” http://thehill.com/homenews/senate/70165-gates-clinton-and-mullen-defend-afghan-plan DA 7/13/2010)

The administration officials all sought to assuage any concerns that the commitment in Afghanistan would be “open-ended.”   “The essence of our civil-military plan is to clear, hold, build and transfer,” Gates said in his prepared testimony.   Mullen said he expected to see headway in Afghanistan in the next 18 to 24 months.   “No commitment of additional force in the number we plan for Afghanistan is without risk,” Mullen said. “The Joint Chiefs and I assess the risks to our military forces and our military missions, at home and abroad, from this force deployment decision to be acceptable.”   Obama’s envoys warned Congress there would be severe consequences if the Taliban and al Qaeda aren’t defeated in South Asia.   Mullen told lawmakers in both chambers that South Asia is “the epicenter of global Islamic extremism.” 

Enforcing a hard withdrawal date leads to military backlash 

Carter, National Security Correspondent for the San Francisco Examiner, 5/4/2010 (Sara A. “U.S. military growing concerned with Obama's Afghan policy,” DA 7/15/2010  http://www.sfexaminer.com/world/U_S_-military-growing-concerned-with-Obama_s-Afghan-policy-92723004.html)

The Obama administration's plan to begin an Afghanistan withdrawal in 2011 is creating growing friction inside the U.S. military, from the halls of the Pentagon to front-line soldiers who see it as a losing strategy. Critics of the plan fear that if they speak out, they will be labeled "pariahs" unwilling to back the commander in chief, said one officer who didn't want to be named. But in private discussions, soldiers who are fighting in Afghanistan, or recently returned from there, questioned whether it is worth the sacrifice and risk for a war without a clear-cut strategy to win. Retired Army Reserve Maj. Gen. Timothy Haake, who served with the Special Forces, said, "If you're a commander of Taliban forces, you would use the withdrawal date to rally your troops, saying we may be suffering now but wait 15 months when we'll have less enemy to fight." Haake added, "It plays into ... our enemies' hands and what they think about us that Americans don't have the staying power, the stomach, that's required in this type of situation. It's just the wrong thing to do. No military commander would sanction, support or announce a withdrawal date while hostilities are occurring." A former top-ranking Defense Department official also saw the policy as misguided. "Setting a deadline to get out may have been politically expedient, but it is a military disaster," he said. "It's as bad as [former U.S. Secretary of State] Dean Acheson signaling the Communists that we wouldn't defend South Korea before the North Korean invasion." 
Afghanistan Link

Forcing a deadline for withdrawal causes a rift with the Pentagon 

Digital Journal, 9/27/2009 (“Pentagon opposes timetable to withdraw troops from Afghanistan,” DA 7/15/2010 http://www.digitaljournal.com/article/279780)
On Sunday, the Pentagon exclaimed that they oppose any type of timeline to withdraw United States troops from Afghanistan. As President Barack Obama discusses the possibility of adding more soldiers to the war in Afghanistan, the Pentagon said on Sunday that they disapprove of a timeline that would withdraw US soldiers out of the region, according to China View. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates told CNN in an interview on Sunday, that making such a timeline would be a “strategic mistake” and one that could possibly embolden the Taliban and other terrorist groups in the Middle East. “The reality is failure in Afghanistan would be a huge setback for the United States. Taliban and al-Qaida, as far as they're concerned, defeated one superpower. For them to be seen to defeat a second, I think, would have catastrophic consequences in terms of energizing the extremist movement, al-Qaida recruitment, operations, fundraising, and so.” Gates suggested that any withdrawal could mean that terrorist organizations may see it as a win over the US. 
Military wants a long-term commitment in Afghanistan

Associated Press 6/29/2010 (“Petraeus vows long-term commitment in Afghanistan, http://politics.usnews.com/news/articles/2010/06/29/petraeus-vows-long-term-commitment-in-afghan-war.html, DA 7/14/2010)

Gen. David Petraeus cautiously endorsed President Barack Obama's exit plan for the Afghan war on Tuesday, leaving himself room to recommend changes or delays as he interviewed for the job of commander of the stalemated war. Petraeus, the emergency replacement following the sacking of the previous commander, told a Senate panel that Obama wants him to provide unvarnished military advice. Petraeus has previously said that he would recommend putting off any large-scale withdrawal if security conditions in Afghanistan can't sustain it. Obama has announced that some U.S. forces will begin coming home next summer. Petraeus reminded the Senate Armed Services Committee that the president has said the plan to bring some forces home in July 2011 isn't a rush for the exits. In his opening remarks, Petraeus did not explicitly endorse the withdrawal plan, although he has done so before. He said the U.S. commitment to Afghanistan is "enduring," and that it will be years before the Afghan security forces can fully take over. The committee is expected to quickly vote to confirm Petraeus, star of the Iraq surge, to return to battlefield command. The full Senate is expected to follow suit this week, and Petraeus could be on the job by next week. The decorated general is on a mission to convince a war-weary Congress that he's the man to turnaround the war in Afghanistan and mend the military's tattered relations with civilian leaders.

Iraq Link

Forcing an early Iraq withdrawal destroys civil-military relations---brings every recent conflict to a head 

Kohn, Prof of History @ UNC, 2008 (Richard H., “Coming Soon: A Crisis in Civil-Military Relations” World Affairs, Winter, DA, 7/15/2010 http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/articles/2008-Winter/full-civil-military.html)
Four problems, in particular, will intensify the normal friction: the endgame in Iraq, unsustainable military budgets, the mismatch between twenty-first century threats and a Cold War military establishment, and social issues, gays in the military being the most incendiary.  As to the first of these, Iraq confounds the brightest and most knowledgeable thinkers in the United States. George W. Bush has made it clear that he will not disengage from Iraq or even substantially diminish the American military presence there until the country can govern, sustain, and defend itself. How to attain or even measure such an accomplishment baffles the administration and war critics alike. That is precisely why a majority of the American people supports withdrawing. It follows that no candidate will be elected without promising some sort of disengagement. An American withdrawal would probably unleash the all-out civil war that our presence has kept to the level of neighborhood cleansing and gangland murder. Sooner or later that violence will burn itself out. But a viable nation-state that resembles democracy as we know it is far off, with the possibility that al-Qaeda will survive in Iraq, requiring American combat forces in some form for years to come. In the civil-military arena, the consequences of even a slowly unraveling debacle in Iraq could be quite ugly. Already, politicians and generals have been pointing fingers at one another; the Democrats and some officers excoriating the administration for incompetence, while the administration and a parade of generals fire back at the press and anti-war Democrats. The truly embittered, like retired Army Lieutenant General Ricardo Sanchez, who commanded in Iraq in 2003¬¬–04, blame everyone and everything: Bush and his underlings, the civilian bureaucracy, Congress, partisanship, the press, allies, even the American people. Last November, Sanchez went so far as to deliver the Democrats’ weekly radio address—and, with it, more bile and invective. Thomas Ricks, chief military correspondent of the Washington Post, detects a “stab in the back narrative . . . now emerging in the U.S. military in Iraq. . . . [T]he U.S. military did everything it was supposed to do in Iraq, the rest of the U.S. government didn’t show up, the Congress betrayed us, the media undercut us, and the American public lacked the stomach, the nerve, and the will to see it through.”  Ricks thinks this “account is wrong in every respect; nonetheless, I am seeing more and more adherents of it in the military.” If the United States withdraws and Iraq comes apart at the seams, many officers and Republicans will insist that the war was winnable, indeed was all but won under General David Petraeus. The new administration will be scorned not only for cowardice and surrender, but for treachery—for rendering meaningless the deaths, maiming, and sacrifice of tens of thousands of Americans in uniform. The betrayed legions will revive all of the Vietnam-era charges, accusing the Democrats of loathing the military and America and of wishing defeat. The resentments will sink deep into the ranks, at least in the army and the Marines, much as the Praetorian myths about Vietnam still hold sway today in the Pentagon. The response—namely, that the war was a strategic miscalculation bungled horribly by the Bush administration—will have no traction. There will only be a fog of anger, bitterness, betrayal, and recrimination. 
Consensus over the surge has solidified CMR---the plan destroys recent civil-military rapprochement 

Cronin, Director of the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University, Sept 2008 (Patrick M., “Irregular Warfare: New Challenges for Civil-Military Relations,” DA 7/15/2010 http://smallwarsjournal.com/documents/iwcivmilrelations.pdf)
Persistent irregular conflict poses difficult new challenges for command and leadership and civil-military relations in general. Wars in Afghanistan and Iraq amply demonstrate these challenges. The Iraq engagement began with a short, conventional war that aimed massive military power to defeat a hostile state and depose its leader. The Commander in Chief, with the approval of civilian leaders in Congress, authorized the action, and military commanders carried it out successfully. But after the initial goals were achieved, the engagement in Iraq rapidly devolved into a counterinsurgency. Similarly, as conflict in Afghanistan shows, in an irregular war against an asymmetric, nonstate threat, the traditional lanes of authority no longer clearly separate the activities of the political leaders responsible for managing the engagement, the military commanders responsible for executing it, and the civilian officials responsible for diplomacy, humanitarian assistance, and reconstruction. As the war in Iraq progressed beyond the initial stage of regime removal, civil-military relationships began to break down as the war transmogrified into a counterinsurgency operation. Beginning in 2007 with the so-called surge, a dramatic rapprochement occurred that featured greater collaboration between U.S. civilian and military authorities and a more constructive melding of military, political, and diplomatic means to achieve stability. Although there are questions about why that same degree of cohesion did not develop earlier, the surge offers insight into the level of cooperation and communication needed in irregular warfare between military officers—whose traditional duties to apply force spill over into peacekeeping and nation-building activities— and civilian officials who bear the dominant role in building a framework for peace, good governance, and diplomatic ties that support long-term U.S. national interests. 
Iraq Link
Civilian micromanagement of military strategy in Iraq destroys the civil-military cooperation necessary in irregular warfare and counterinsurgency 

Cronin, Director of the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University, Sept 2008 (Patrick M., “Irregular Warfare: New Challenges for Civil-Military Relations,” DA 7/15/2010 http://smallwarsjournal.com/documents/iwcivmilrelations.pdf)

In both Afghanistan and Iraq there are questions about the quality of the planning to govern either country. Part of the problem may have stemmed from defining the objective as regime change, with humanitarian assistance and reconstruction as potential missions, without asking the basic questions about who would govern the country, how they would do so, and who had the mission to govern at both the central and local level. Yet all might agree that, in the absence of clear objectives, it is easy to confuse military activity with progress and difficult to judge how military operations fit into the overall civil-military effort or how well they are contributing to resolving a problem consistent with national interests. Acknowledging both the difficulty and importance of defining goals and objectives, George Marshall once quipped that, if one gets the objectives right, “a lieutenant can write the strategy.” Not surprisingly, the development of goals and objectives is often the first point of tension in civil-military relations at the highest levels of government. Despite the positive developments in Iraq, questions remain over how labor should be divided and civilian and military activities coordinated to support counterinsurgency operations in foreign theaters. Today, the need for overall political leadership and coherence appears greater but achieving it more difficult. At the same time, a distant, top-down style of strategic management or micromanagement of the complex tasks in remote contested zones seems quixotic. So we ask ourselves, how does irregular warfare alter our thinking about civilmilitary relations? Is the putative decline in civil-military relations permanent, serious, and crippling? Or conversely, is it sui generis to a conflict such as Iraq or Afghanistan— and overblown in terms of the problems it presents—depending mainly on individual actors and therefore manageable, given the right set of personalities? To what degree does command and control structure contribute to, or detract from, the ability to integrate civil-military efforts? And at what levels and in what venues should civil-military efforts be integrated in an irregular war? The war that “we are in and must win” (to paraphrase Secretary of Defense Robert Gates) pits us against nonstate groups that seek to advance extremist agendas through violence. Accordingly, irregular warfare will be the dominant form of conflict among adversaries in the early years of the 21st century. To succeed in these messy and profoundly political wars, the United States needs a framework that appropriately and effectively balances the relationships between civilian and military leaders and makes the best use of their unique and complementary portfolios. 
Japan Link

The military supports current presence in Japan
McCormack, emeritus Prof @ Australian National University, 11/16/2009 (Gavan, “The Battle of Okinawa 2009: Obama vs Hatoyama,” Japan Focus, DA 7/15/2010, http://www.japanfocus.org/-Gavan-McCormack/3250)
As the year wore on and as the new agenda in Tokyo became apparent before and after the August election, the confrontation deepened. Warnings became more forceful. Kurt Campbell told the Asahi there could be no change in the Futenma replacement agreement. [23] Michael Green, formerly George W. Bush’s top adviser on East Asia, though moved under Obama to the private sector at the Centre for International and Strategic Studies, warned that “it would indeed provoke a crisis with the US” if the Democratic Party were to push ahead to try to re-negotiate the military agreements around the Okinawa issue.” [24] Gregson, for the Pentagon, added that the US had “no plans to revise the existing agreements. [25] Ian Kelly, for the State Department, stated that there was no intention on its part to allow revision. [26] Kevin Maher (also at State) added a day later that there could be no reopening of negotiations on something already agreed between states. [27] A “senior Department of Defense spokesperson” in Washington said it would be a “blow to trust” between the two countries if existing plans could not be implemented. [28] Summing up the rising irritation in Washington, an unnamed State Department official commented that “The hardest thing right now is not China. It’s Japan.” [29] The drumbeats of “concern,” “warning,” “friendly advice” from Washington that Hatoyama and the DPJ had better not implement the party’s electoral pledges and commitments rose steadily leading up to the election and its aftermath, culminating in the October Tokyo visit by Defense Secretary Gates and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Michael Mullen. Gates is reported to have insulted his Japanese hosts, refusing to attend a welcoming ceremony at the Defense Ministry or to dine with senior Japanese Defense officials. [30] 
Turkey Link
Military supports tacticals deployment
Bell, project manager at the Ploughshares Fund and a Truman National Security Fellow, and Loehrke is a research assistant at the Ploughshares Fund and a graduate student at the University of Maryland School of Public Policy. 11/23/2009 (Alexandra and Benjamin, “The status of U.S. nuclear weapons in Turkey” Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, DA 7/14/2010 http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-status-of-us-nuclear-weapons-turkey)

Roadblocks to removal. In 2005, when NATO's top commander at the time, Gen. James L. Jones, supported the elimination of U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe, he was met with fierce political resistance. (In addition to the 90 B61 bombs in Turkey, there are another 110 or so U.S. bombs located at bases in Belgium, Germany, Italy, and the Netherlands.) Four years later, some U.S. and European officials still maintain that the political value of the nuclear weapons is enough to keep them deployed across Europe. In particular, they argue PDF that the weapons are "an essential political and military link" between NATO members and help maintain alliance cohesion. The Defense Department's 2008 report PDF on nuclear weapons management concurred: "As long as our allies value [the nuclear weapons'] political contribution, the United States is obligated to provide and maintain the nuclear weapon capability."
South Korea Link
The Joint Chiefs support status quo troop levels in South Korea---draw-downs are postponed until after the OPCON transfer 

Carden, Army Sgt. 1st Class, 10/23/2009 (Michael J., “Mullen Vows Continued Support for Korean Military” American Forces Press Service DA 7/15/2010 http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=56375)

As South Korea’s military transitions to full operational control, it’s important to remember the past 60 years of U.S. commitment to the country and to not waver in that support, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff said.   Navy Adm. Mike Mullen talked yesterday with servicemembers and defense civilians at U.S. Army Garrison Yongsan in Seoul, Korea. He spoke about his earlier meetings with his South Korean counterpart, citing “tremendous change” on the horizon. The Korean military is expected to assume a larger defense responsibility there in April 2012. The alliance will only get stronger, the chairman said, with continued commitment from the United States. The U.S.-South Korea alliance dates to the Korean War in 1950. An armistice was signed in July 1953 with North Korea, unofficially ending the war. The United Nations and U.S. military have maintained a presence in South Korea since then.  “Sometimes you don’t think about this, but you are here as a part of that, and sometimes we don’t think about how significant that alliance is in terms of preserving the freedom, preserving the democracy that is here in the Republic of Korea,” Mullen said. “We are very much supportive of executing and sustain that alliance.” Mullen spent the previous two days with his Korean counterparts reviewing the changes and specifics of their alliance. For the U.S. military stationed there, that means a smaller U.S. footprint. Within the next 10 years, the 28,000 servicemembers that make up U.S. Forces Korea will be cut roughly by 14,000. However, there will be more command-sponsored families and new infrastructure to accommodate them, he said. 
Top brass thinks the risk of the alliance DA outweighs---they don’t want change 

WSJ, 10/23/2009 (Wall Street Journal, “U.S., Seoul Say Links Are Strong,” DA 7/15/2010 http://online.wsj.com/article/SB125623781567801883.html)
Later Thursday, Adm. Michael Mullen, chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, told a gathering of U.S. troops that the transition was going well, but he also said South Korea needs to improve some capabilities, such as its long-range artillery. "They are a very capable fighting force and they are capable of doing this," Adm. Mullen said. The U.S. four years ago trimmed its troop level in South Korea to 28,500 from 39,000, is consolidating its bases in the country, and wants to make South Korea more of a normal assignment for troops, with longer durations and with families alongside them. In response to a soldier's question, Adm. Mullen said eventually the U.S. would like to be able to deploy South Korea-based troops to combat zones elsewhere. But he acknowledged that is something that also makes South Korean officials and people nervous and, as a result, won't happen in the near future. 
***Internals***
Snowball I/L

Disruptions in CMR snowball – the plan causes complete meltdown. 

Arthur, retired Admiral of the US Navy, 1996 (Stanley, “The American Military: Some Thoughts on Who We Are and What We Are”, Civil Military Relations and the Not-Quite Wars of the Present and Future, 10/30, p. 16-17]

As we shrink the size of the armed forces while maintaining the high quality of our forces, and at the same time encourage them to turn inward, how can we ensure that they will not see themselves as superior to the American people they serve? We need to think hard about this because the more those in the ranks think of themselves as elite, the less likely they are to be concerned with the attitudes, needs, and demands of the nation. There is a real problem when the armed forces do not respect the values of the society at large. The recent troubles with hate groups and skinheads could be, in part, attributable to this dynamic. Superficial remedies, like banning Nazi flags or watching for certain kinds of tatoos, address symptoms more than causes. The problem occurs more at the lower levels of the service hierarchy than with the leadership. But if allowed to develop, it will inevitably migrate upward. People are aware of the culture of promotions and education in the military and what will and will not be tolerated. If these attitudes develop among the privates and lieutenants, they will inevitably develop among sergeants and majors, and then among sergeants major and colonels. When they reach the flag officer levels, there is potentially a threat to civilian control. 
Will Spill Over/Now K
CMR is on the brink of collapse. Obama’s initial policymaking decisions and his approach to military policy will determine its fate
Kohn, Prof of History @ UNC, 2008 (Richard H., “Coming Soon: A Crisis in Civil-Military Relations” World Affairs, Winter, DA, 7/15/2010 http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/articles/2008-Winter/full-civil-military.html)
However it begins, a clash between the next administration and the armed forces need not metastasize into a full-blown crisis. Military leaders should start to consider how they will react to civilian demands, and which of their traditions they will choose. Will they acquiesce after due advice and consultation, as the Constitution and our tradition of civilian control suggests? Or will they resist, employing techniques borne of decades of inside-the-beltway maneuvering? Will they confine dissent to the appropriate channels? Or will they go public, enlisting their allies in Congress, industry, and veterans groups? Will they collaborate with their new civilian superiors? Or will they work to thwart every recommendation harmful to their service? Much will depend on the capacity of military leaders to establish a workable relationship with their civilian superiors and to embrace their own tradition of professionalism. Civilians have equal obligations. Will they tackle thorny defense issues in a serious, nonpartisan way, or will they succumb to their own posturing? Will they box themselves in with their campaign promises? Will they apply Band-Aids to the Pentagon budget, or will they address the more fundamental problem of reorganizing a Cold-War military for an age of asymmetric threats? Will they consider seriously, if not always heed, the counsel of military expertise? 
Now key to set tone for CMR

Sewall and White, Both lectures @ Harvard’s Kennedy School, 1/29/2009 (Sarah and John, “The Civil-Military Challenge” Boston Globe)

Leadership transitions are a particularly challenging time for civil-military relations. Personal relationships are embryonic, and interactions can be rife with missteps and misunderstandings as new partners begin their work together. A significant joint program of orientation to build relationships and clarify expectations is critical.  The Obama administration must invest early in setting the right tone, clarifying expectations and process, and building the relationships that will ensure both civilian and military leaders can fulfill their common oaths to protect and defend the Constitution. 

CMR on the brink—large disruption will undermine overall trust
King, 3/27/2009 (Will “Panel discusses civil-military relations at Fort Leavenworth” Fort Leavenworth Lamp http://www.army.mil/-news/2009/03/27/18852-panel-discusses-civil-military-relations-at-fort-leavenworth/)

Schadlow said stability operations and security force assistance can create confusion because of the closeness of military forces and civilian governmental and nongovernmental agencies all working in the same area. She said there needs to be a clear unity of command in order to ensure unity of effort.  "The president needs to decide whether the ambassador or combatant commander is in charge of stability operations," Schadlow said.  Owens said civil-military relations are based on trust between civilian and military leaders, but that other factors influence the relationship as well.  "Civil-military relations is a bargain that has to be renegotiated periodically due to changing social conditions," he said.  Connelly said he doesn't think there will be a coming crisis in civil-military relations, as Kohn suggests, but that there will be a high level of tension, primarily as a result of budgetary disagreements.   "We talk about full spectrum operations, but as our belt tightens how full spectrum can we be?" Connelly said. 
BIG CHANGES EARLY ON PREVENTS STRONG CMR WITH OBAMA

BOSTON GLOBE, 1/29/09

Leadership transitions are a particularly challenging time for civil-military relations. Personal relationships are embryonic, and interactions can be rife with missteps and misunderstandings as new partners begin their work together. A significant joint program of orientation to build relationships and clarify expectations is critical. The Obama administration must invest early in setting the right tone, clarifying expectations and process, and building the relationships that will ensure both civilian and military leaders can fulfill their common oaths to protect and defend the Constitution. 
Pentagon I/L

Pentagon Backlash threatens CMR – nuclear debate proves

Nolan, Institute for the Study of Diplomacy, University of Pittsburgh, and Holmes, U.S. Naval War College, University of Georgia, Mar/April 2008 (Janne E., and James R. “The bureaucracy of deterrence” Bulletin of Atomic Scientists)

The workings of bureaucracy escaped the political appointees. Entranced by their Wilsonian conviction that dispassionate analysis and formal lines of authority could prevail over ingrained orthodoxy, they were unprepared for the ferocity of the defense waged by career officers and bureaucrats in the Defense Department. Nor did the president or his senior advisers intervene on behalf of political appointees—an essential element when trying to tip the balance of power in favor of reform. Open confrontation and civil- military tensions ensued, much of which was not only avoidable but also needlessly focused on prerogative rather than substance. Senior officers, aided by career bureaucrats and by conservatives in Congress, found it easy to stall momentum toward innovation. High-level officials who had supported change capitulated quickly and didn’t take the time to defend the process. The final report approved by Clinton’s second defense secretary, William Perry, recommended only very modest force reductions, and it added new cautionary language about the need to hedge against the threat of a resurgent Russian hegemon. Irony abounds in all of this. Bill Clinton, who came to office hoping to midwife a new nuclear order, in effect confronted the Russians not with efforts to relax tensions but with intransigence at a delicate moment in post-Soviet history. Worse still, new missions were added. The review contemplated the use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear states, contravening the Nuclear Non- Proliferation Treaty. And any chance at a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty vanished amid debate over preserving a “war-fighting force,” along with the infrastructure for testing and possible new investment in nuclear weapons. 
Going against the recommendations of the generals kills CMR

Desch, Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security Decision-Making at Texas A&M's George H. W. Bush School of Government and Public Service, May/June 2007 (Michael, Foreign Affairs, “Bush and the Generals”)

Why did civil-military relations become so frayed in the Bush administration? James Mann recounts in his book Rise of the Vulcans that key civilian figures on Bush's national security team believed that the Clinton administration had failed to "keep a tight rein" on the military. Rumsfeld famously thought of civilian control of the military as the secretary of defense's primary responsibility, and he, along with Wolfowitz and other top administration figures, came into office convinced that they would have to resort to more intrusive civilian involvement to overcome service parochialism and bureaucratic inertia. After 9/11, Rumsfeld and other civilian proponents of a war for regime change in Iraq realized that the key obstacle to launching such a war -- and waging it with minimal forces, in line with Rumsfeld's vision of military transformation -- would be the senior leadership of the U.S. Army. Instead of listening to the warnings of military professionals, they resolved to overcome both widespread military skepticism about the war and, in their view, the bureaucratic inertia dictating how the services thought about the size and the mix of forces necessary to accomplish the mission. The fact that Wolfowitz, rather than Shinseki, prevailed in the debate about the force size necessary for the Iraq war shows just how successful the Bush administration was in asserting civilian authority over the military.  In their determination to reassert civilian control, administration officials were even willing to immerse themselves in operational issues such as determining force sizes and scheduling deployments. As former Secretary of the Army Thomas White recalled, Rumsfeld wanted to "show everybody in the structure that he was in charge and that he was going to manage things perhaps in more detail than previous secretaries of defense, and he was going to involve himself in operational details." Such an intrusive form of civilian oversight was bound to exacerbate friction with the military.  In his seminal treatise on civil-military relations, The Soldier and the State, Samuel Huntington proposed a system he called "objective control" to balance military expertise with overall civilian political supremacy. Huntington recommended that civilian leaders cede substantial autonomy to military professionals in the tactical and operational realms in return for complete and unquestioning military subordination to civilian control of politics and grand strategy. Although not always reflected in practice, this system has shaped thinking about how civilians ought to exercise their oversight of the U.S. military for 50 years. When followed, it has generally been conducive to good civil-military relations as well as to sound policy decisions. 

Consultation I/L

Civilian steamroll of military policy kills CMR

Noonan, managing director of the Program on National Security at the Foreign Policy Research Institute and a veteran of Operation Iraqi Freedom. Jan. 2008 (Michael “Mind the Gap: Post-Iraq Civil-Military Relations in America A Conference Report” Foreign Policy Research Institute DA 7/14/2010 http://www.fpri.org/enotes/200801.noonan.mindthegap.html )

Lt. Col. Frank G. Hoffman, USMCR (ret.), a non-resident senior fellow of the FPRI and a research fellow at the Center for Emerging Threats and Opportunities (CETO) in Quantico, Virginia, stated that the protracted war in Iraq “has uncovered profound cracks in some of the dysfunctional elements that are inherent to American civil-military relations.” The precarious nature of the nation’s civil-military relations contributed to poor policymaking and ineffective execution. Civilian control of the military is firmly grounded constitutionally, structurally, and historically, but civil-military relations—the interface between policy leaders and military officers—are more complex and less structured. “Ultimately, it’s about the interchange of viewpoints, and the production of effective strategies and decisions about the use of the military instrument.” A narrow focus on control leads to overlooking the overall purpose of the use of force and can denigrate the quality of the decision-making process, the outputs of which are what are really at issue. During recent conflicts the climate and context of the civil-military relationship has not been open to rigorous discourse. Needed inputs for military officers and others were “either ignored, muzzled, intimidated, or cut out of the process.”
***Impacts***
Ext. CMR Solves Heg

Poor civil-military relations would erode effectiveness of US military

Kohn, Prof. of History and Chair of the Curriculum in Peace, War, and Defense at the University of North Carolina,and Feaver ,Associate Professor of Political Science at Duke University and Director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies, 2001 (Richard H and  Peter D. “Civilians and Soldiers”)

The general consensus on how capable the U.S. military is at doing what civilian society asks of it could also mask disagreements about what sorts of problems could erode that effectiveness. The culture gap thesis suggests that one way a civil-military gulf might threaten national security would be if the military and civilians hold sharply divergent opinions on what hurts military effectiveness and therefore, by implication, endorse sharply different policies for preserving the combat effectiveness of the armed forces. Indeed, John Hillen has argued that “if [the military] goes too far in pleasing the social mores of contemporary society, it may lose the culture needed for success in war”(Hillen 1998a). TheTlSS survey asked respondents to indicate whether they believed civil-military alienation would erode military effectiveness and then whether they believed certain conditions, such as "Americans' lack of trust in the uniformed leaders" or "a ban on language and behavior that encourage camaraderie among soldiers," were in fact occurring and if so, whether they would hurt military effectiveness. If there is a civil-militaryconsensus on these issues, military effectiveness might still be a matter for concern, but any problems would not be exacerbated by a civil-military culture gap. Dissensus, however, would be evidence that a gulf between civilians and the military threatened core values that at least some influential groups believe to be essential to the military's ability to be effective in combat. As Figure 3.7 shows, elite military officers and elite civilians, particularly elite civilians with no military experience, gave differing responses to the statement, "Even if civilian society did not always appreciate the essential military values of commitment and unselfishness, our armed forces could still maintain required traditional standards" (Question 33h). Somewhat contrary to conventional wisdom, it is the elite military that has the more optimistic view, and it is the elite non-veteran civilians who express the greatest level of concern about the gap-even though it is their attitudes that comprise the largest gap with the military. By contrast, a clear consensus emerges when we look at a series of responses concerning potential threats to military effectiveness.9 Elite civilians and the elite military officers generally agree on whether a particular problem is happening in the military today. What differences of opinion do appear are subtle and marginal, far more so than one would expect given the ambiguity inherent in the topic: even experts have trouble agreeing on what is necessary for military effectiveness. After a first cut, this uncertainty does not appear in the TISS survey. We cannot say conclusively what this means, but it does suggest the optimistic finding that military effectiveness may be an issue on which there is a healthy civil-military consensus.

Ext. CMR Solves Heg

Military effectiveness is key to US hegemony

International Herald Tribune 5/1/2008 (“International Hegemony”, May 1 2008, DA 7/15/2010 http://www.iht.com/articles/2008/05/01/news/30oxan.php)

Wellsprings of power. US hegemonic power is exercised globally through several key institutions and mechanisms:• Economic power. Following the Second World War, US economic dominance was so great that it was able to help reconstruct post-war Western Europe via the Marshall Plan. Although its relative advantage has since declined, Washington continues to play a key role in global economic affairs; its intervention helped halt the spiraling depreciation of the Mexican peso in 1994. The dollar also remains the world's dominant reserve, or 'numeraire', currency.• Military might. US defense spending continues massively to overshadow the military outlays of other societies. Substantial elements of the US armed forces are still permanently based in many areas abroad. While this overseas basing is, in part, a residue of the old Cold War security apparatus, many areas of the world welcome these troops as the guarantors of stability and the regional balance of power.• Post-1945 legacy. The United States had a major role in structuring post-1945 political and social systems. For example, both the German Basic Law of 1949 and Japan's 1947 constitution reflected significant US input. Both countries were subject to US influence directly through occupation forces, but also intellectually and culturally as their new governments operated under US-influenced constitutional systems. While such influence is today much diminished, it has not entirely vanished.• International organizations. Washington dominates key international organizations, notably NATO and the UN. NATO, which once had a limited collective security role centered around defending Western Europe from a Soviet attack, is slowly moving towards an expanded 'out of area' mission under US prodding. Despite President George Bush's occasionally confrontational stance towards the UN, the United States remains highly influential there due to the size of its financial contribution and Security Council veto.• Aligning allies. The United States works assiduously to promote its interests by influencing how other states align or realign. For example, it has promoted Turkey's candidacy for EU membership, as a means of promoting political and economic reform.• Ideas and culture. US ideas and popular culture, from jazz to art and cinema, have infectiously spread -- rendering 'Americanization' among the most significant and disputed phenomena of the contemporary era. Americanization has its antinomy, 'anti-Americanism', and this cleavage operates globally. 'Globalization' both overlaps with, and is distinct from, Americanization, but the two phenomena are often conjoined in political analysis and popular discourse.

Relations are key to well planned and effective military strategies 

Peter D. Feaver June 1999 (Feaver (Ph. D., Harvard) is the professor of political science and public policy at Duke University and Director of the Triangle Institute for Security Studies, Annual Review of Political Science, Vol. 2: 211-241, http://fds.duke.edu/db/aas/PoliticalScience/pfeaver  )

It follows that, in a democracy, the hierarchy of de jure authority favors civilians over the military, even in cases where the underlying distribution of de facto power favors the military. Regardless of how strong the military is, civilians are supposed to remain the political masters. While decision making may in fact be politics as usual—the exercise of power in pursuit of ends—it is politics within the context of a particular normative conception of whose will should prevail. Civilian competence in the general sense extends even beyond their competence in a particular sense; that is, civilians are morally and politically competent to make the decisions even if they do not possess the relevant technical competence in the form of expertise (Dahl 1985). This is the core of the democratic alternative to Plato's philosopher king. Although the expert may understand the issue better, the expert is not in a position to determine the value that the people attach to different issue outcomes. In the civil-military context, this means that the military may be best able to identify the threat and the appropriate responses to that threat for a given level of risk, but only the civilian can set the level of acceptable risk for society. The military can propose the level of armaments necessary to have a certain probability of successful defense against our enemies, but only the civilian can say what probability of success society is willing to underwrite. The military can describe in some detail the nature of the threat posed by a particular enemy, but only the civilian can decide whether to feel threatened, and if so, how or even whether to respond. The military assesses the risk, the civilian judges it. The democratic imperative insists that this precedence applies even if civilians are woefully underequipped to understand the technical issues at stake. Regardless of how superior the military view of a situation may be, the civilian view trumps it. Civilians should get what they ask for, even if it is not what they really want. In other words, civilians have a right to be wrong.
Ext. CMR Solves Heg

Cooperation between civilians and the military is key to troop morale and readiness—Iraq proves

Owens, associate dean of academics and professor of national security affairs at the Naval War College, 2005 (Mackubin Thomas,  “Judging Rumsfeld” National Review DA 7/15/2010 http://www.nationalreview.com/owens/owens200501050715.asp)

In applying agency theory to civil-military relations, Feaver acknowledges the unsuitability of the term "shirking" when describing the action of the military agent when it pursues its own preference rather than those of the civilian principal. But he contends that the alternatives are even less suitable. Feaver argues that shirking by the military takes many forms. The most obvious form is disobedience, but it also includes foot dragging and leaks to the press designed to undercut policy or individual policy-makers. Shirking as foot-dragging provides an important bureaucratic context for Rumsfeld's decision to recommend invading Iraq when he did, rejecting the call for a larger initial ground force or to wait for the Fourth Infantry Division to redeploy to the south after Turkey refused to permit the opening of a northern front. Rumsfeld believed that civilian control of the military had eroded during the Clinton administration: If a service didn't want to do something — as in the Balkans in the 1990s — it would simply overstate the force requirements. Accordingly, the secretary and others in the Pentagon interpreted the Army's call for a larger force as one more example of what they perceived as foot dragging. It is clear that Rumsfeld is guilty of errors of judgment regarding both transformation and the conduct of the Iraq war. With regard to the former, his "business" approach to transformation is potentially risky. As Fred Kagan has observed, Rumsfeld's approach stresses an economic concept of efficiency at the expense of military and political effectiveness. But war is far more than a mere targeting drill. As the Iraq war has demonstrated, the destruction of the "target set" and the resulting military success does not translate automatically into the achievement of the political goals for which the war was fought in the first place. But the U.S. military does need to transform and, as suggested above, the actual practice of transformation in the Rumsfeld Pentagon has been flexible and adaptive, not doctrinaire. With regard to the Iraq war, Rumsfeld's original position regarding the Iraq war was much more optimistic than the facts on the ground have warranted. But he has eventually acknowledged changes in the character of the war and adapted to them. In addition, Rumsfeld's critics have been no more prescient than he. We should not be surprised. Again, as Clausewitz reminds us, war takes place in the realm of chance and uncertainty.  When it comes to civil-military relations, Rumsfeld's attempt to reassert civilian control of the military is certainly proper, but there is a real danger that the cost of Rumsfeld's approach will be a dispirited and demoralized uniformed military. Right now, the perception among officers is that Rumsfeld wants to surround himself with "yes-men" and that dissent will not be tolerated. This is a recipe for disaster. As I wrote in NRO in July, Rumsfeld needs to take a cue from Abraham Lincoln, Winston Churchill, and other great military leaders of democracies. By all means, he should challenge, cajole, probe, and question his uniformed military — and then challenge them again. But he should also encourage true dialogue, in the hope of achieving a dynamic, creative tension within the Pentagon on everything from war fighting to transformation. This is the path to healthy civil-military relations — and to true civilian control of the military.
Ext. CMR Solves Heg

Hostile and divided CMR hinders effectiveness and readiness  

Hoffman 7  [Frank Hoffman, retired U.S. Marine Corps officer, December 2007, “Bridging the civil-military gap,” Armed Forces Journal, online: http://www.armedforcesjournal.com/2007/12/3144666]
Before the war, Tom Ricks’ insightful best-seller, “Making the Corps,” explored the relationship between Main Street USA and one branch of the military. “Making the Corps” depicted the remarkable transformation of Marine recruits at the famed Parris Island boot camp, while also raising concerns about the growing drift between our society and the military. The book reflected claims that a corrosive gap has emerged between mainstream America and its military culture. The military was beginning to think of itself as both distinct from and superior to the society it protects. The U.S. armed forces were allegedly becoming more insular in their attitudes, values and makeup. What Ricks detected has not gone away, and it may have been extended. Several reports suggest the gap between an all-volunteer force and the rest of America is widening. One non-academic assessment detected “a kind of embattled alienation, and perhaps even a creeping sense of superiority” emerging in today’s military. Other reports suggest a growing degree of mistrust, misunderstanding and overt resentment. Additionally, the military’s isolation from its larger civilian component, via its professional educational system and its enclaves around the U.S., has become an issue. Such a cultural divide might weaken the long-term support the military enjoys among the body politic. But it may also negatively affect the ability to recruit and maintain a strong and effective military. An astute but sympathetic Robert Kaplan warns that “a military will not continue to fight and fight well for a society that could be losing faith in itself, even if that society doffs its cap now and again to its warrior class.” Many returning veterans have expressed doubts that the public supports their service and noted that the public does not have to make any sacrifice of its own. Any number of OIF vets have admitted a degree of annoyance that while they were serving overseas, the American people were out shopping. “America is not at war, it’s at the mall” has become a cliché. Consider this comment from the Paul Rieckhoff, author of “Chasing Ghosts.”
Irregular War Fighting

Civil military relations are vital to Gates succeeding in his military transformation agenda

Desch, Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security Decision-Making at Texas A&M's George H. W. Bush School of Government and Public Service, May/June 2007 (Michael, Foreign Affairs, “Bush and the Generals”)

The new secretary of defense therefore has a lot on his plate. In the short term, Gates must play out the endgame of a war in Iraq that he admits the United States is "not winning" but that he and the president do not want to "lose" either. He must continue the efforts to transform the U.S. military while repairing a ground force that has been nearly "broken" by almost four years of continuous combat in Afghanistan and Iraq. But Gates can hope to succeed at those tasks only if he manages to rebuild a cooperative relationship between civilian leaders and the U.S. military. He must both rethink how civilian officials oversee the military and clarify the boundaries of legitimate military dissent from civilian authority.  The key is that Gates needs to recognize that Rumsfeld's meddling approach contributed in significant measure to the problems in Iraq and elsewhere. The best solution is to return to an old division of labor: civilians give due deference to military professional advice in the tactical and operational realms in return for complete military subordination in the grand strategic and political realms. The success of Gates' tenure in the Pentagon will hinge on his reestablishing that proper civil-military balance.
Irregular War Fighting

Gates’ acquisition reform strategy will transform the military for irregular warfighting 

Klare 4/15/2009  (Michael, Defense Correspondent and Prof. Peace and World Security @ Hampshire College, The Nation, “The Gates Revolution”, DA 7/15/2010, http://www.thenation.com/doc/20090504/klare )

The preliminary Defense Department budget announced by Defense Secretary Robert Gates on April 6 represents the most dramatic shift in US military thinking since the end of the Vietnam War. Gates merely hinted at the magnitude of the proposed changes, claiming only that he seeks to "rebalance" the department's priorities between conventional and irregular warfare. But the message is clear: from now on, counterinsurgency and low-intensity conflict will be the military's principal combat missions, while other tasks, such as preparing for an all-out war with a well-equipped adversary, will take a decidedly secondary role. The budget message does not lay out this shift in broad strategic language. Rather, it is articulated in terms of the weapons systems Gates has chosen to terminate or cancel and those he has chosen to retain or augment. Most media attention has focused on the former--the big-ticket items he rightly says are no longer needed or too costly and "exquisite" to meet the Pentagon's requirements. These include the F-22 Raptor, a $143 million supersonic jet fighter originally designed to shoot down Soviet aircraft; the DDG-1000 Zumwalt-class destroyer, a $3.3 billion stealth combat vessel; and the Army's Future Combat System, an ensemble of futuristic tanks and armored vehicles. The proposed cancellation or termination of these and other multibillion-dollar programs has provoked a firestorm of criticism from lobbyists, promilitary organizations, Congressional hawks and members of Congress whose districts will suffer manufacturing losses if the systems are cut. Major media outlets have fed the flames by portraying Gates's overhaul as a set of massive spending cuts, even though spending would increase by 4 percent. As the debate proceeds, the cancellations will no doubt generate most of the Congressional skirmishes and headlines. But far more important from a strategic perspective are the programs Gates wants to add or augment. These include Predator drones, sensor-equipped turboprop planes, conventional helicopters, the littoral combat ship (LCS) and expanded Special Operations capabilities--mostly low-tech systems intended for use in counterinsurgency or low-intensity environments. These programs are far less costly than the super-sophisticated weapons Gates seeks to eliminate but far more useful, he argues, in the irregular, small-scale operations that US troops are conducting in Iraq and Afghanistan and are likely to encounter in future conflicts. "We must rebalance this department's programs in order to institutionalize and enhance our capabilities to fight the wars we are in today and the scenarios we are most likely to face in the years ahead," he declared. The similarities between Gates's proposals and the strategy adopted by the Kennedy administration are too great to ignore. Kennedy assumed office at a time when all-out war with the Soviet Union was the military's primary concern, and he rapidly ordered a shift in focus toward unconventional conflict in the Third World. Subversive insurgency poses a new and growing threat, Kennedy declared at West Point in 1962. "It requires...a whole new kind of strategy, a wholly different kind of force and therefore a new and wholly different kind of military training." After the tragedy of Vietnam, officers purged military thinking of its counterinsurgency leanings and refocused on conventional war strategy--a posture seen most conspicuously in the 1991 Gulf War and in the 2003 invasion of Iraq. More recently, under the prodding of Gen. David Petraeus, counterinsurgency has made a comeback. Gates aims to institutionalize that shift and make it, once again, the centerpiece of US strategy. "I want to get that capability"--to fight irregular conflicts--"into the base budgets so that it will continue and we don't forget, as we did after Vietnam, how to do what we're doing right now so successfully in both Iraq and Afghanistan," he said. The ghosts of Vietnam are everywhere in Gates's budget request and in his accompanying statements. He wants more helicopters, as Kennedy and Johnson sought during Vietnam. He wants an additional 2,800 Special Operations troops and "more special-forces-optimized lift mobility and refueling aircraft." The LCS, intended for anti-piracy and counterinsurgency operations in coastal areas, brings to mind the Swift boat operations in the Mekong Delta. Again recalling Vietnam, high priority is to be placed on training and equipping foreign soldiers to engage in counterterror and counterinsurgency operations. The most immediate requirement for these initiatives, Gates says, is to be found in Afghanistan, where the Obama administration plans to deploy up to 30,000 additional troops. The first increment, 17,000 soldiers, was announced February 17, and thousands more will likely be sent following a review of the war effort this summer. It is clear, though, that Gates is looking beyond Iraq and Afghanistan to a future in which low-intensity wars are the principal arenas in which US forces will be engaged. Gates has not said where, exactly, he sees troops fighting what could be termed the "next Afghanistans." A careful review of the strategic literature suggests, however, that officials are worried about the spread of Al Qaeda-linked formations to other countries in Central Asia and to "ungoverned" spaces in Africa. The recent establishment of the US Africa Command (Africom) and the growing presence of Special Operations forces in places like Mali, Chad and Somalia hint at what might be in store. Gates is too careful to speak in public of such scenarios. But by optimizing capabilities for combat in these settings, he risks inculcating a predisposition to engage in more wars of this type. It is essential, then, that Congress and the public devote as much attention to the strategic implications of Gates's focus on counterinsurgency as to the economic and jobs implications of eliminating certain big-ticket weapons systems. 

Irregular War Fighting

Irregular warfighting is key to preventing escalation from inevitable global conflicts – this accesses every impact

Bennett 12/14/2008  (John, Defense News, “JFCOM Releases Study on Future Threats”, DA 7/15/2010 http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=3850158 )
The study predicts future U.S. forces' missions will range "from regular and irregular wars in remote lands, to relief and reconstruction in crisis zones, to sustained engagement in the global commons."  Some of these missions will be spawned by "rational political calculation," others by "uncontrolled passion."  And future foes will attack U.S. forces in a number of ways.  "Our enemy's capabilities will range from explosive vests worn by suicide bombers to long-range precision-guided cyber, space, and missile attacks," the study said. "The threat of mass destruction - from nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons - will likely expand from stable nation-states to less stable states and even non-state networks."  The document also echoes Adm. Michael Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and other U.S. military leaders who say America is likely in "an era of persistent conflict."  During the next 25 years, it says, "There will continue to be those who will hijack and exploit Islam and other beliefs for their own extremist ends. There will continue to be opponents who will try to disrupt the political stability and deny the free access to the global commons that is crucial to the world's economy."  The study gives substantial ink to what could happen in places of strategic import to Washington, like Russia, China, Africa, Europe, Asia and the Indian Ocean region.  EXTREMISTS AND MILITIAS But it calls the Middle East and Central Asia "the center of instability" where U.S. troops will be engaged for some time against radical Islamic groups.  The study does not rule out a fight against a peer nation's military, but stresses preparation for irregular foes like those that complicated the Iraq war for years.  Its release comes three days after Deputy Defense Secretary Gordon England signed a new Pentagon directive that elevates irregular warfare to equal footing - for budgeting and planning - as traditional warfare. The directive defines irregular warfare as encompassing counterterrorism operations, guerrilla warfare, foreign internal defense, counterinsurgency and stability operations.  Leaders must avoid "the failure to recognize and fully confront the irregular fight that we are in. The requirement to prepare to meet a wide range of threats is going to prove particularly difficult for American forces in the period between now and the 2030s," the study said.  "The difficulties involved in training to meet regular and nuclear threats must not push preparations to fight irregular war into the background, as occurred in the decades after the Vietnam War."  Irregular wars are likely to be carried out by terrorist groups, "modern-day militias," and other non-state actors, the study said.  It noted the 2006 tussle between Israel and Hezbollah, a militia that "combines state-like technological and war-fighting capabilities with a 'sub-state' political and social structure inside the formal state of Lebanon."  One retired Army colonel called the study "the latest in a serious of glaring examples of massive overreaction to a truly modest threat" - Islamist terrorism.  "It is causing the United States to essentially undermine itself without terrorists or anyone else for that matter having to do much more than exploit the weaknesses in American military power the overreaction creates," said Douglas Macgregor, who writes about Defense Department reform at the Washington-based Center for Defense Information.  "Unfortunately, the document echoes the neocons, who insist the United States will face the greatest threats from insurgents and extremist groups operating in weak or failing states in the Middle East and Africa."  Macgregor called that "delusional thinking," adding that he hopes "Georgia's quick and decisive defeat at the hands of Russian combat forces earlier this year [is] a very stark reminder why terrorism and fighting a war against it using large numbers of military forces should never have been made an organizing principle of U.S. defense policy."  FAILING STATES The study also warns about weak and failing states, including Mexico and Pakistan.  "Some forms of collapse in Pakistan would carry with it the likelihood of a sustained violent and bloody civil and sectarian war, an even bigger haven for violent extremists, and the question of what would happen to its nuclear weapons," said the study. "That 'perfect storm' of uncertainty alone might require the engagement of U.S. and coalition forces into a situation of immense complexity and danger with no guarantee they could gain control of the weapons and with the real possibility that a nuclear weapon might be used."  On Mexico, JFCOM warns that how the nation's politicians and courts react to a "sustained assault" by criminal gangs and drug cartels will decide whether chaos becomes the norm on America's southern border.  "Any descent by Mexico into chaos would demand an American response based on the serious implications for homeland security alone," said the report. 
Ext. CMR Solves Irregular Wars
In counterinsurgencies (irregular wars) the need for civil-mil relations is paramount

Cronin 8 [Patrick M. Cronin, Director of the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University, September 2008, “Irregular Warfare: New Challenges for Civil-Military Relations,” online: http://smallwarsjournal.com/documents/iwcivmilrelations.pdf]
Why the importance of civil-military relationships is elevated in an irregular war goes back to the mosaic nature of counterinsurgency operations. According to the Army’s Counterinsurgency field manual, “Political, social, and economic programs are usually more valuable than conventional military operations in addressing the root causes of conflict and undermining an insurgency.” Participants in a COIN operation include not only military personnel but also diplomats, politicians, medical and humanitarian aid workers, reconstruction workers, security personnel, narcotics officers, contractors, translators, and local leaders. All these diverse players must share common overall aims and effectively communicate as they perform complementary and sometimes conflicting tasks. 
Pakistan Coup

Post-Musharraf Pakistan needs CMR to avoid a coup
Weitz, senior fellow at the Hudson Institute, 10/28/2008 (Richard, “PAKISTAN: ANALYZING CIVIL-MILITARY RELATIONS IN ISLAMABAD” Eurasia Insight DA 7/15/2010 http://www.eurasianet.org/departments/insightb/articles/eav102808.shtml)

Shuja Nawaz, author of Crossed Swords: Pakistan, Its Army, and the Wars Within, was one of the featured speakers at the October 22 discussion, which was co-hosted by the Asia Society and the Atlantic Council. Nawaz said Pakistan’s civil and military leaders have a long history of contentious relations, and, as a result, the country is caught in a cycle of "conflict between the coercive power of the army and the constitutional and legal authority of the state."  Decades of formal and de facto military rule have instituted a problematic political pattern. "Whenever the civilian government has taken over from an autocratic government," Nawaz maintained, "it has found it extremely difficult to get rid of the autocratic powers that the previous government had."  "The military is watching and waiting and, when it feels that things have gotten out of hand," it decides that "it is time for us to save the country" and seizes power again, Nawaz continued.  Now is a time that the vicious cycle could finally be broken, Nawaz contended. "The ball is in the court of the civilian administration to assert itself," Nawaz said. "We have a great opportunity, yet again, with an army chief who is saying, yet again, that he wants to be professional and keep the army out of politics."  Another featured speaker, Lisa Curtis, a Senior Research Fellow at the Heritage Foundation, stressed historical continuities in the Pakistani-American defense relationship. Curtis suggested that while the threats perceived by Washington have changed over time - moving from Soviet expansionism during the Cold War to Islamic radicalism in the post-9/11 era - the attention of Pakistan’s generals has remained fixed on India throughout the past few decades.  Another unwelcome continuity that Curtis pointed out is "the lack of accountability and transparency" in US-Pakistani assistance programs, which prompts members of the US Congress and of the Pakistani public alike to wonder "where is all this assistance from the United States is going?" [For background see the Eurasia Insight archive]. At the same time, Curtis warned that recent history shows that making an abrupt turn away from Pakistan can have "extremely negative repercussions." To highlight her point, Curtis noted that in the 1990s, when Washington abruptly withdrew from Afghanistan and sanctioned Pakistan for its nuclear weapons tests, Pakistani leaders created the Taliban and transferred nuclear technology to Iran.  "We need to engage in more serious and frank dialogue with Pakistani civilian and military leaders about the situation around the Pakistani border, as well as the situation inside Afghanistan," Curtis said. "This has to be a conversation. The United States needs to listen to Pakistan’s geo-strategic concerns and demonstrate that it supports Pakistan’s long-term success and prosperity."  In tandem with substantive give-and-take, Washington "will have to use discretion in carrying out [unilateral] strikes" against suspected militants in Pakistan’s tribal areas, since such attacks can "undermine longer-term US objectives of building partnership with Pakistan and preventing radical forces from strengthening in the country," Curtis said.  The event’s third featured speaker, Walter Andersen, associate director of the South Asia Studies Program at the John Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, cautioned that while Pakistan’s current military leaders might want to remain outside of the nation’s politics, adhering to that aim will be challenging "in a country in which you have a well-organized army that operates in an underdeveloped political system."  According to Anderson, what Pakistan most needs is "civil-military consultation to head off a confrontation." In particular, the two interest groups need to find accord on the role of the Inter-Services Intelligence and on parliament’s oversight functions concerning defense issues. Without institutionalized cooperation, the political process stands to suffer "a loss of trust between civilian and military leaders that could slow down, and maybe even set back the transition to democracy that they all say that they want," Anderson said. 
US CMR is modeled

Perry, Former Secretary of State, 5/23/1996 (William J., “Preventive Defense” Speech in New York City DA 7/15/2010 http://www.trilateral.org/nagp/regmtgs/96/0523perry.htm)
We have long understood that the spread of democracy to more nations is good for our national security. And it has been heartening this past decade to see so many nations around the world come to agree with us that democracy is the best system of government. But as the nations of the world attempt to act on this consensus, we see that there are important steps between a world-wide consensus and a worldwide reality. Democracy is learned behavior. Many nations today have democracies on paper which in fact are extremely fragile. Elections are a necessary but an insufficient condition for a free society. It is also necessary to embed democratic values in the key institutions of the nation. And that is what is dramatically lacking in the nations of the former Soviet Union and in some of the former Warsaw Pact nations.  I believe that our Defense Department has a key role to play in this effort, in virtually every new democracy—in Russia, in the newly free states of the former Soviet Union, in Central and Eastern Europe, in South America, in the Asian “Tigers.” In all of those countries, the military represents a major force. In many cases, it is the most cohesive institution. It often contains a large percentage of the educated elite, and it always controls key resources. In short, it is an institution that can either support democracy or subvert it. We must recognize that each society moving from totalitarianism to democracy will be tested at some point by a crisis. It could be an economic crisis, it could be a backslide on human rights and freedom, a border or ethnic dispute. When such a crisis occurs, we want the military to play a positive role in resolving the crisis—not a negative role by fanning the flames of the crisis, or even using the crisis as a pretext for a military coup. In these new democracies, we can choose to ignore this important institution or we can try to exert a positive influence. We have chosen the latter. And believe me we do have an amazing ability to influence, if we’re only willing to use it. Every military in the world looks to the U.S. armed forces as a model to be emulated. 

Pakistan Coup

Pakistani coup leads to India-Pakistan nuclear war

The Washington Post, 10/21/2001

The prospect of Pakistan being taken over by Islamic extremists is especially worrisome because it possesses nuclear weapons. The betting among military strategists is that India, another nuclear power, would not stand idly by, if it appeared that the Pakistani nuclear arsenal were about to fall into the hands of extremists. A preemptive action by India to destroy Pakistan's nuclear stockpile could provoke a new war on the subcontinent. The U.S. military has conducted more than 25 war games involving a confrontation between a nuclear-armed India and Pakistan, and each has resulted in nuclear war, said retired Air Force Col. Sam Gardiner, an expert on strategic games. Having both the United States and India fighting Muslims would play into the hands of bin Laden, warned Mackubin Owens, a strategist at the Naval War College in Newport, R.I. "He could point out once again that this is the new crusade," Owens said. The next step that worries experts is the regional effect of turmoil in Pakistan. If its government fell, the experts fear, other Muslim governments friendly to the United States, such as Saudi Arabia and Egypt, might follow suit. "The ultimate nightmare is a pan-Islamic regime that possesses both oil and nuclear weapons," said Harlan Ullman, a defense analyst at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. Ullman argued that the arrival of U.S. troops in Pakistan to fight the anti-terrorism war in Afghanistan could inadvertently help bin Laden achieve his goal of sparking an anti-American revolt in the country. Andrew Bacevich, a professor of international relations at Boston University, said it is possible "that we are sliding toward a summer-of-1914 sequence of events" -- when a cascading series of international incidents spun out of control and led to World War I.
Ext. Modelled/Democracy Impact
America’s civil-mil relations are a model for the rest of the world 
Cronin 8 [Patrick M. Cronin, Director of the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University, September 2008, “Irregular Warfare: New Challenges for Civil-Military Relations,” online: http://smallwarsjournal.com/documents/iwcivmilrelations.pdf]
In the search for the right balance between military and civilian contributions—between command and leadership—in an irregular war, much has been learned in Iraq and Afghanistan. Secretary Gates acknowledges that “the lines separating war, peace, diplomacy, and development have become more blurred, and no longer fit the neat organizational charts of the 20th century,” but that “[a]ll the various elements and stakeholders working in the international arena—military and civilian, government and private—have learned to stretch outside their comfort zone to work together and achieve results.” Although there has been undeniable progress in rebalancing the capability portfolios of each of the players, all the problems have yet to be resolved. What is clear is that the world will continue to look to the United States for leadership. How to best bring together America’s civilian and military assets to protect our national interests and support our alliances and local partners is an essential conversation that should be continued. 
Other countries model our civilian control of the military – that is critical to democracy promotion

Kohn, Triangle Institute for Security Studies, 1997 (Richard "An Essay on Civilian Control of the Military" DA 7/15/2010 http://www.unc.edu/depts/diplomat/AD_Issues/amdipl_3/kohn.html)

At one time or another in the 20th century alone, civilian control of the military has been a concern of democracies like the United States and France, of communist tyrannies such as the Soviet Union and China, of fascist dictatorships in Germany and Italy, and since 1945, of many smaller states in Africa, Asia, and Latin America. As recently as ten years ago, military regimes ruled at least seventy of the world's countries.  Civilian control has special significance today more than ever. Throughout the formerly communist world, societies are struggling to build the institutions for democratic governance. NATO has made civilian control a prerequisite for joining the Alliance. In encouraging democratization, the United States and other western powers use civilian control of the military as one measure of progress toward democratic process.  The task will still remain to establish civilian control over national security policy and decision-making. But in the new democracies the challenge is more formidable, for in attempting to gain supremacy over military affairs, civilians risk provoking the defiance of the military, and without sufficient public support, perhaps even military intervention. While based mostly on western, and particularly Anglo-American experience, the analysis applies to any society that practices democratic government, or is making the transition to government based upon the sovereignty and will of the people. Why Civilian Control Matters   FOR DEMOCRACY, civilian control -- that is, control of the military by civilian officials elected by the people -- is fundamental. Civilian control allows a nation to base its values and purposes, its institutions and practices, on the popular will rather than on the choices of military leaders, whose outlook by definition focuses on the need for internal order and external security. 
Terrorism

CMR key to prevent terrorism

Cronin, Director of the Institute for National Strategic Studies, 9/19/2008 (Patrick M., “Irregular Warfare: New Challenges for Civil-Military Relations” Small Wars Journal http://smallwarsjournal.com/blog/2008/09/print/irregular-warfare-new-challeng/)

The war that “we are in and must win” (to paraphrase Secretary of Defense Robert Gates) pits us against nonstate groups that seek to advance extremist agendas through violence. Accordingly, irregular warfare will be the dominant form of conflict among adversaries in the early years of the 21st century. To succeed in these messy and profoundly political wars, the United States needs a framework that appropriately and effectively balances the relationships between civilian and military leaders and makes the best use of their unique and complementary portfolios. 

US will retaliate – risks nuclear conflagration

Speice, 2006 (Patrick F., Jr. "Negligence and nuclear nonproliferation: eliminating the current liability barrier to bilateral U.S.-Russian nonproliferation assistance programs." William and Mary Law Review 47.4 (Feb 2006): 1427(59). Expanded Academic ASAP)
The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. (49) Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. (50) In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. (51) This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States or its allies by hostile states, (52) as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons. (53)

War (General)

Effective CMR Key to prevent global wars
Cohen, professor of strategic studies @ Johns Hopkins University, Spring 1997 (Eliot A., “Civil-military relations - Are U.S. Forces Overstretched?” Orbis http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0365/is_n2_v41/ai_19416332/pg_9/?tag=content;col1)

Left uncorrected, the trends in American civil-military relations could breed certain pathologies. The most serious possibility is that of a dramatic civil-military split during a crisis involving the use of force. In the recent past, such tensions did not result in open division; for example, Franklin Roosevelt insisted that the United States invade North Africa in 1942, though the chiefs of both the army and the navy vigorously opposed such a course, favoring instead a buildup in England and an invasion of the continent in 1943. Back then it was inconceivable that a senior military officer would leak word of such a split to the media, where it would have reverberated loudly and destructively. To be sure, from time to time individual officers broke the vow of professional silence to protest a course of action, but in these isolated cases the officers paid the accepted price of termination of their careers. In the modern environment, such cases might no longer be isolated. Thus, presidents might try to shape U.S. strategy so that it complies with military opinion, and rarely in the annals of statecraft has military opinion alone been an adequate guide to sound foreign policy choices. Had Lincoln followed the advice of his senior military advisors there is a good chance that the Union would have fallen. Had Roosevelt deferred to General George C. Marshall and Admiral Ernest J. King there might well have been a gory debacle on the shores of France in 1943. Had Harry S Truman heeded the advice of his theater commander in the Far East (and it should be remembered that the Joint Chiefs generally counseled support of the man on the spot) there might have been a third world war.  Throughout much of its history, the U.S. military was remarkably politicized by contemporary standards. One commander of the army, Winfield Scott, even ran for president while in uniform, and others (Leonard Wood, for example) have made no secret of their political views and aspirations. But until 1940, and with the exception of periods of outright warfare, the military was a negligible force in American life, and America was not a central force in international politics. That has changed. Despite the near halving of the defense budget from its high in the 1980s, it remains a significant portion of the federal budget, and the military continues to employ millions of Americans. More important, civil-military relations in the United States now no longer affect merely the closet-room politics of Washington, but the relations of countries around the world. American choices about the use of force, the shrewdness of American strategy, the soundness of American tactics, and the will of American leaders have global consequences. What might have been petty squabbles in bygone years are now magnified into quarrels of a far larger scale, and conceivably with far more grievous consequences. To ignore the problem would neglect one of the cardinal purposes of the federal government: "to provide for the common defense" in a world in which security cannot be taken for granted. 
Lack of CMR leads to global war

KOHN, U.S. COMMISSION ON NATIONAL SECURITY/21ST CENTURY, 11/4/2009 (RICHARD “U.S. REPRESENTATIVE STEVE BUYER (R-IN) HOLDS HEARING ON NATIONAL SECURITY IN THE 21ST CENTURY” FDCH Political Transcript)

My focus is on the relationship of the military to society. Civil-military relations are critical to national defense. If the armed forces diverge in attitude or understanding beyond what is expected of the military profession in a democratic society, have less contact, grow less interested in or knowledgeable about each other, the consequences could be significant.  Each could lose confidence in the other. Recruiting could be damaged. Military effectiveness could be harmed. The resources devoted to national defense could decline below what is adequate. Civil-military cooperation could deteriorate, with impact on the ability of the United States to use military forces to maintain the peace or support American foreign policy.

Militarism

Civilian control of the military is key to preserving our democracy from military authoritarianism

Kohn, Triangle Institute for Security Studies, 1997 (Richard "An Essay on Civilian Control of the Military" http://www.unc.edu/depts/diplomat/AD_Issues/amdipl_3/kohn.html)

If society were to be governed by the personal ideals or institutional perspectives of the military, developed over centuries to support service to the state and sacrifice in war, then each individual citizen and the national purpose would become subservient to national security, to the exclusion, or at least the devaluation, of other needs and concerns.  The point of civilian control is to make security subordinate to the larger purposes of a nation, rather than the other way around. The purpose of the military is to defend society, not to define it.  While a country may have civilian control of the military without democracy, it cannot have democracy without civilian control. 
Civilian control is key to prevent militarism from spreading to the public

Kohn, Triangle Institute for Security Studies, 1997 (Richard "An Essay on Civilian Control of the Military" http://www.unc.edu/depts/diplomat/AD_Issues/amdipl_3/kohn.html)

Sometimes, where civilian control is weak or nonexistent, military influence laps over into other areas of public policy and social life. Even in mature democracies that have long practiced civilian control, the balance between military and civilian varies with time and place, with the personalities involved, with the personal or political ambitions of senior military officers and leading politicians, and with the circumstances that give the military prestige and weight in public opinion. Even in those democracies with rich traditions of unbroken civilian dominance, war and security can (and have) become so important in national life and so central to the definition of the state, that the military, particularly during or after a crisis or war, can use its expertise or public standing to limit civilian influence in military affairs. In the wake of World War II, senior American generals and admirals possessed great influence in government. Nearly every American war has produced a heroic commander who emerges to run for president or consider doing so, Colin Powell being only the most recent example.

Disad Turns Case
DISAD TURNS CASE – MILITARY WILL IGNORE POLICY DECISIONS

KOHN, PROFESSOR OF HISTORY AT UNC-CHAPEL HILL, 8
[RICHARD, “COMING SOON: A CRISIS IN CIVIL-MILITARY RELATIONS”, WORLD AFFAIRS, WINTER]

While civil-military relations at the beginning of the Republic involved real fears of a coup, for the last two centuries the concern has revolved around relative influence: can the politicians (often divided among themselves) really "control" the military? Can the generals and admirals secure the necessary resources and autonomy to accomplish the government's purposes with minimal loss of blood and treasure? Until World War II, the influence of the regular military even in its own world was limited. After the war, the integration of foreign and military policies, the creation of the intelligence community, new weapons systems, and other elements of the Cold War national security establishment decidedly enhanced the military's say in policy deliberations. The end of the Cold War and an operational tour de force in the first Persian Gulf War cemented the military's position as the public's most trusted and esteemed institution. During the Clinton administration, the military leadership had a virtual veto over military policy, particularly the terms and conditions of interventions overseas. The power of the military has waxed and waned since the 1940s, but not a single secretary of defense has entered office trusting the armed forces to comply faithfully with his priorities rather than their own.
***Aff Answers***
CMR Low

CMR is doomed – structural problems are long term.

Noonan, managing director of the Program on National Security at the Foreign Policy Research Institute and a veteran of Operation Iraqi Freedom. Jan. 2008 (Michael “Mind the Gap: Post-Iraq Civil-Military Relations in America A Conference Report” Foreign Policy Research Institute DA 7/14/2010 http://www.fpri.org/enotes/200801.noonan.mindthegap.html )

Repairing the “rent fabric” of contemporary U.S. civil-military relations will require a sustained and comprehensive effort. One key element will be to address professional military education from pre-commissioning through the war college levels. Civil-military relations are too silent a theme throughout the military educational system. Among the services, for instance, only the Army and Marine Corps have civil-military relations books on their professional reading lists. Another element that is needed is an explicit code for the military profession. The code would define the fundamentals of the professional officer “dedicated to this republic’s values and institutions,” distinguish between the professional military and the National Guard and reserves, denote the rights, privileges, and obligations of retired senior officers, define the expectations for loyalty, obedience, and dissent in clear terms, and clarify for both branches of government the necessity for the institutional integrity of the armed forces of the United States above reproach. Once established, it needs to be taught to the military and civilians alike and enforced. “We all realize that civilians have a right to be wrong in our system, but we devote too little study to minimizing the frequency of its occurrence.” A national commission on the American military ethic, said Hoffman, should also be established to define and complete the ethical codification, with bipartisan political, civilian, and military representation.  In conclusion, Hoffman stated, “Unless serious efforts are made to rectify the components that constitute the entire relationship between the nation and its uniformed servants, expectations for improved performance are low, and my expectation for greater volatility between institutions of government is high.” Our leaders failed us in the planning and conduct of the conflict in Iraq, and while this may not comprise a “dereliction of duty,” it is a failure nonetheless. “If we continue to ignore the difficulty inherent to the uneasy dialogue that supports the ultimate decision about going to war, and we fail to educate future leaders about the duty and professional obligation inherent to that decision, we are going to continue to pay a high price,” argued Hoffman. 
Structural CMR crisis inevitable 

Kohn, Prof of History @ UNC, 2008 (Richard H., “Coming Soon: A Crisis in Civil-Military Relations” World Affairs, Winter, DA, 7/15/2010 http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/articles/2008-Winter/full-civil-military.html)
Fast forward to 2008. The president elected in November will inherit a stinking mess, one that contains the seeds of a civil-military conflict as dangerous as the crisis that nearly sank the Clinton team in 1993. Whether the new president is a Republican or Democrat makes only a marginal difference. The issues in military affairs confronting the next administration are so complex and so intractable that conflict is all but inevitable. When a new president takes office in early 2009, military leaders and politicians will approach one another with considerable suspicion. Dislike of the Democrats in general and Bill Clinton in particular, and disgust for Donald Rumsfeld, has rendered all politicians suspect in the imaginations of generals and admirals. The indictments make for a long list: a beleaguered military at war while the American public shops at the mall; the absence of elites in military ranks; the bungling of the Iraq occupation; the politicization of General David Petraeus by the White House and Congress; an army and Marine Corps exhausted and overstretched, their people dying, their commitments never-ending. Nearly six years of Donald Rumsfeld’s intimidation and abuse have encouraged in the officer corps a conviction that military leaders ought to—are obliged to—push back against their civilian masters. Egged on by Democrats in Congress—and well-meaning but profoundly mistaken associates who believe the military must hold political leaders accountable for their mistakes—some flag officers now opine publicly and seemingly without hesitation. Though divided about Iraq strategy, the four-stars unite in their contempt for today’s political class and vow not to be saddled with blame for mistakes not of their own making. 
Defense Cuts Thumper

Defense cuts coming 

Cole 10 (August Cole, WSJ, Pace of Weapons Cutbacks likely to be slow, 2/17/10)

The Defense Department's top weapons buyer said Wednesday that the pace of cutting costly or badly performing weapons contracts should slow as the Obama administration has largely already targeted problematic and unnecessary programs. Ashton Carter, the under secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics, said that programs that were the "poorest performers" had been identified in the fiscal 2010 defense budget and that further cancellations were set out earlier this month in the White House's proposed 2011 budget. 

Causes a massive CMR breakdown 

Kohn, Prof of History @ UNC, 2008 (Richard H., “Coming Soon: A Crisis in Civil-Military Relations” World Affairs, Winter, DA, 7/15/2010 http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/articles/2008-Winter/full-civil-military.html)
The second source of civil-military conflict will revolve around the Pentagon budget. The administration’s request for the coming year, nearly $650 billion, is plainly unsustainable, although it accounts for only 20 percent of the federal budget and less than 4.5 percent of the gross domestic product. The figure understates true costs by excluding veterans affairs, homeland security, and other national security expenditures, which could boost the total upward of $850 billion, more than the rest of world combined spends on defense and larger than any military budget since World War II. This will be a red flag to a Democratic Congress, and certainly to a Democratic White House. However eager they may be to deflect charges of being weak on national defense, the Democrats will have no choice but to cut, and over time, cut deeply. That is because the dilemma is substantially worse than even these figures suggest. The bill does not include the wearing out of military equipment, from overworked transport jets to tanks and trucks, or the expansion of ground forces. Then, too, there is the need for additional spending on homeland security, which several presidential candidates have vowed to do. Port defense, transportation, border integrity, the stockpiling of vaccines—the ability of the United States to respond to and recover from a successful nuclear or biological attack remains rudimentary, and by consensus underfunded. Finally, the Pentagon budget will have to compete with domestic spending priorities: for roads, water systems, and other infrastructure; for the FBI, the air traffic control system, the IRS, and other national agencies; for Social Security and Medicare to support the flood of retiring baby boomers; and for expanding and reforming health care. Claims on the national treasury could arise suddenly, like the hundred billion–plus dollars promised to New Orleans. A Republican administration could press for further tax cuts. (Some years ago, before 9/11, I asked Newt Gingrich whether Republicans, if they had to choose, favored tax reduction or a stronger national defense. He answered: tax cuts.) Expanding deficits could relentlessly drive up interest costs. A recession in turn would diminish tax receipts and raise the deficit even higher, setting in motion a downward spiral that would challenge any Congress, administration, or Federal Reserve chairman. When presented with these fiscal challenges, military leaders are likely to cede nothing. They are at war around the world. They are charged not only with national defense, but with the stewardship of institutions rooted in past glory and expected to triumph over any and all foes. Officers recognize their historic role and they embrace it. Every year when budgets arise in discussion at war colleges, student officers—the up-and-comers in each service, many destined for flag rank—demand more money. In September, the air force asked for an additional $20 billion for aircraft. The Joint Chiefs and the combatant commanders understand the squeeze. New weapons systems must be funded and the cost of recruiting and retention bonuses has jumped to more than one billion dollars a year for the army alone. One petty officer recently told me that the navy paid him $80,000 to re-enlist, something he intended to do anyway. Some specialties command $150,000 in douceurs. And even these fees do not suffice. “I have in the last several years arrived at a point,” Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral Mike Mullen said recently, “where I think as a country we’re just going to have to devote more resources to national security in the world that we’re living in right now.”  Needless to say, Mullen was hardly speaking for himself alone. The ways out of this jam all invite some sort of conflict. Least controversial would be to tackle that old bugbear, Pentagon waste. Several of the presidential candidates have vowed to do exactly this. But the gold-plated weapons systems always survive. And, clichés notwithstanding, the actual savings would be minimal in any case. Another perennial favorite is centralization or consolidation, an impulse that led to the creation of the Defense Department in 1947 and something attempted regularly ever since. Certainly, there are more opportunities here. Are six war colleges really still necessary? Does each service really need its own weather, chaplain, medical, and legal corps? Do both the navy and Marine Corps need their own air forces, since they fly many of the same aircraft, all of them integrated on aircraft carriers? Are military academies a necessity? A larger percentage of ROTC graduates than of West Pointers stay in the army past the ten-year mark. Yet imagine the outcry any one of these proposals would provoke, and the resistance it would generate from the services, agencies, and congressional committees whose ox was being gored. The delegation or defense company about to lose a base or a weapons contract would certainly howl—and mobilize. Organizational change in any bureaucracy provokes enormous and almost always successful resistance. In the Pentagon, the battles have been epic. 
Ext. Defense Cuts Coming

Defense Budget cut debates will occur even if they don’t pass they will hurt CMR
Daniel Tencer 6/11/10 (http://rawstory.com/rs/2010/0611/commission-outlines-1-trillion-defense-budget-cuts/ , editor DA 7/15/2010)

A bipartisan commission of defense experts has released a plan that would reduce the US's defense spending by nearly $1 trillion over 10 years -- a plan sure to gather support from progressives and libertarians, but unlikely to pass through Congress.

The commission's report comes at a time when public concern about the US's national debt has hit a fever pitch, and the claim that nearly $1 trillion can be saved from defense spending will certainly color future debates about what government services to cut.

The Sustainable Defense Task Force, put together at the behest of Rep. Barney Frank (D-MA) to "explore options for reducing the defense budget’s contribution to the federal deficit without compromising the essential security of the US," recommends saving $200 billion by reducing the presence of US troops in Western Europe and the Far East, and reducing total troop strength to 1.3 million.

The report (PDF) also recommends eliminating "costly and unworkable weapons systems," for a savings of $130 billion, and reducing the US's nuclear arsenal to 1,050 warheads, for a savings of $113 billion.

The commission, which includes members from conservative groups such as the Cato Institute and from liberal groups such as the Center for American Progress, also recommended "a strategy of restraint that would emphasize the ability to bring force from the sea to defeat and deter enemies rather than putting large numbers of troops ashore in extended operations."

In all, the savings are expected to total $960 billion.

Rep. Frank joined libertarian Texas Republican Ron Paul and a number of other legislators to release the report Friday.

“With our nation staring down the barrel of record deficits, the Pentagon budget’s explosive growth is unsustainable,” task force member Laura Peterson, of Taxpayers for Common Sense, said in a press release. “There’s plenty of fat to cut from the military budget without compromising our safety. In fact, military and political leaders agree that economic stability is vital to our national security.”

Ext. Defense Cuts Decrease CMR

Budget Reductions Unpopular with senate, reduces CMR

Michael T. Klare, May 4 2009 Nation defense correspondent, professor of peace and world security studies at Hampshire 

The preliminary Defense Department budget announced by Defense Secretary Robert Gates on April 6 represents the most dramatic shift in US military thinking since the end of the Vietnam War. Gates merely hinted at the magnitude of the proposed changes, claiming only that he seeks to "rebalance" the department's priorities between conventional and irregular warfare. But the message is clear: from now on, counterinsurgency and low-intensity conflict will be the military's principal combat missions, while other tasks, such as preparing for an all-out war with a well-equipped adversary, will take a decidedly secondary role.    The budget message does not lay out this shift in broad strategic language. Rather, it is articulated in terms of the weapons systems Gates has chosen to terminate or cancel and those he has chosen to retain or augment. Most media attention has focused on the former--the big-ticket items he rightly says are no longer needed or too costly and "exquisite" to meet the Pentagon's requirements. These include the F-22 Raptor, a $143 million supersonic jet fighter originally designed to shoot down Soviet aircraft; the DDG-1000 Zumwalt-class destroyer, a $3.3 billion stealth combat vessel; and the Army's Future Combat System, an ensemble of futuristic tanks and armored vehicles.  The proposed cancellation or termination of these and other multibillion-dollar programs has provoked a firestorm of criticism from lobbyists, promilitary organizations, Congressional hawks and members of Congress whose districts will suffer manufacturing losses if the systems are cut. Major media outlets have fed the flames by portraying Gates's overhaul as a set of massive spending cuts, even though spending would increase by 4 percent.  As the debate proceeds, the cancellations will no doubt generate most of the Congressional skirmishes and headlines. But far more important from a strategic perspective are the programs Gates wants to add or augment. These include Predator drones, sensor-equipped turboprop planes, conventional helicopters, the littoral combat ship (LCS) and expanded Special Operations capabilities--mostly low-tech systems intended for use in counterinsurgency or low-intensity environments.  These programs are far less costly than the super-sophisticated weapons Gates seeks to eliminate but far more useful, he argues, in the irregular, small-scale operations that US troops are conducting in Iraq and Afghanistan and are likely to encounter in future conflicts. "We must rebalance this department's programs in order to institutionalize and enhance our capabilities to fight the wars we are in today and the scenarios we are most likely to face in the years ahead," he declared.  The similarities between Gates's proposals and the strategy adopted by the Kennedy administration are too great to ignore. Kennedy assumed office at a time when all-out war with the Soviet Union was the military's primary concern, and he rapidly ordered a shift in focus toward unconventional conflict in the Third World. Subversive insurgency poses a new and growing threat, Kennedy declared at West Point in 1962. "It requires...a whole new kind of strategy, a wholly different kind of force and therefore a new and wholly different kind of military training."  After the tragedy of Vietnam, officers purged military thinking of its counterinsurgency leanings and refocused on conventional war strategy--a posture seen most conspicuously in the 1991 Gulf War and in the 2003 invasion of Iraq. More recently, under the prodding of Gen. David Petraeus, counterinsurgency has made a comeback. Gates aims to institutionalize that shift and make it, once again, the centerpiece of US strategy. "I want to get that capability"--to fight irregular conflicts--"into the base budgets so that it will continue and we don't forget, as we did after Vietnam, how to do what we're doing right now so successfully in both Iraq and Afghanistan," he said.  The ghosts of Vietnam are everywhere in Gates's budget request and in his accompanying statements. He wants more helicopters, as Kennedy and Johnson sought during Vietnam. He wants an additional 2,800 Special Operations troops and "more special-forces-optimized lift mobility and refueling aircraft." The LCS, intended for anti-piracy and counterinsurgency operations in coastal areas, brings to mind the Swift boat operations in the Mekong Delta. Again recalling Vietnam, high priority is to be placed on training and equipping foreign soldiers to engage in counterterror and counterinsurgency operations.  The most immediate requirement for these initiatives, Gates says, is to be found in Afghanistan, where the Obama administration plans to deploy up to 30,000 additional troops. The first increment, 17,000 soldiers, was announced February 17, and thousands more will likely be sent following a review of the war effort this summer. It is clear, though, that Gates is looking beyond Iraq and Afghanistan to a future in which low-intensity wars are the principal arenas in which US forces will be engaged.  Gates has not said where, exactly, he sees troops fighting what could be termed the "next Afghanistans." A careful review of the strategic literature suggests, however, that officials are worried about the spread of Al Qaeda-linked formations to other countries in Central Asia and to "ungoverned" spaces in Africa. The recent establishment of the US Africa Command (Africom) and the growing presence of Special Operations forces in places like Mali, Chad and Somalia hint at what might be in store.  Gates is too careful to speak in public of such scenarios. But by optimizing capabilities for combat in these settings, he risks inculcating a predisposition to engage in more wars of this type. It is essential, then, that Congress and the public devote as much attention to the strategic implications of Gates's focus on counterinsurgency as to the economic and jobs implications of eliminating certain big-ticket weapons systems 
DADT Thumper

Obama is pushing for a repeal DADT and won’t rest till it’s passed

Santoscoy 6/23/2010 (Carlos Santoscoy, writer for On Top Magazine. Article published June 23, 2010. Accessed 7-15-10. http://www.ontopmag.com/article.aspx?id=5914&MediaType=1&Category=25)

In hosting a gay pride event Tuesday at the White House, President Barack Obama promised to push for repeal of “Don't Ask, Don't Tell.” “We have never been closer to ending this discriminatory policy and I'm gong to keep on fighting till that bill is on my desk,” Obama told the crowd. Late last month, the House approved a version of the Defense Authorization Bill that includes Pennsylvania Rep. Patrick Murphy's amendment that repeals the 1993 law that forbids gay troops from serving openly. The Senate is expected to take up the issue next month after the Senate Armed Services Committee voted in favor of attaching similar repeal language to their version of the defense bill. Obama has previously promised to repeal the policy that has ended the military careers of an estimated 13,000 gay and lesbian service members. “I will end 'Don't Ask, Don't Tell',” Obama said last October at a fundraiser for the Human Rights Campaign (HRC), the nation's largest gay rights advocate. “That is my commitment to you.” 
Military opposed DADT at this point in time; waiting for Pentagon study, and opposition regardless

Kaminsky 10 (Ross Kaminsky, Capitalist Examiner “Prediction: Pentagon Will Not Support Repeal Of Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell” DA 7/15/2010 http://www.peoplespresscollective.org/2010/05/prediction-pentagon-will-not-support-repeal-of-dont-ask-dont-tell/)
Certain military leaders and politicians oppose Congress’ move because the Pentagon is currently studying the issue. Senator Jim Webb (D-VA), for instance, voted against the measure because he wants to see the results of the Pentagon study first. In the meantime, while  Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admiral Mike Mullen, seems OK with ending the policy and allowing gays to serve openly,  the heads of the Army, Navy, Marines, and Air Force have all sent letters to Senator John McCain opposing the move to pass repeal legislation before the Pentagon study is done with the Commandant of the Marine Corps opposing outright repeal of DADT. 
CMR Doesn’t Exist

The disparity between the civil and military sectors and negative effects of that is a myth; the problem as posed by theorists is based off of assumptions and extrapolation.

Chuter 09 (David Chuter, has a BA and a Ph.D from London University and a civil servant for the UK Ministry of Defense for thirty-odd years. Published November 2009 in the Journal of Security Center Management. Accessed 7-14-2010. <http://www.ssronline.org/jofssm/issues/jofssm_0702_chuter.pdf?CFID=2431641&CFTOKEN=66039426>)

But of course civil-military relations extend to the whole set of interactions between the state and the military. So what about the struggle for power in “the corridors of government, far removed from the usual ambit of scholars”32 Here the daily zero-sum game between the military and civilians for power and influence apparently takes place. It is not like that in practice of course. Two things are being confused here.  In all governments and large bureaucracies – for that matter in University Politics Departments – there will be disagreements and struggles over all sorts of large and small issues. This is unavoidable. In a democracy, the basic rule is that elected politicians have the last word, because they are elected and because they take responsibility if things go wrong. Controversial issues in defence may therefore well involve disputes between civilians and the military. The military may want a force embarking on a peace mission to be more heavily armed than civilians think is politically acceptable. The Air Force may want to buy a plane from abroad but be overruled and forced to support local industry. These issues are seldom clear-cut, and there may be fundamental and powerful disagreements. But the military do not necessarily form a united bloc – military tribalism is legendary – and civilians in the Defence Ministry may well agree with their military colleagues rather than their opposite numbers in the Ministry of Finance. However, because these sorts of bureaucratic battles do indeed take place away from the eyes of enquiring researchers, it is hard to understand them correctly, and there is a tendency to extrapolate from what is known, or assumed, about particular cases. Typically, extrapolation is from the workings of the vast, cumbersome and fragmented US system, where political appointees bitterly contest control of key issues. But in fact the US system is highly atypical, and most other systems work very differently.  Who “wins” in this sort of conflict depends very much on the particular circumstances, and indeed what the sides are. But what is clear is that size and budget have little to do with political influence. The Japanese Self Defence Forces are around half the size of their Korean counterparts, although they are all professional. They have a budget which is more than twice as large. But their influence in decision-making within government is a pale shadow of their Korean counterparts, for understandable historical reasons. Similarly, the French military, although smaller than its German counterpart, wields massively more influence in the making of policy. Examples could be multiplied, but the point is clear enough: the problem as posed by CMR theorists does not really exist.  The second issue is much more fundamental, and it is the involvement of the military in the normal political process itself; This is not as rare as it may sound to Anglo-Saxons, nor is it always seen as a bad thing. Much, as always, depends on history and culture. In the Former Yugoslavia, the armed forces were known informally as the “ninth republic” because of their political influence. This in turn derived from the partisan heritage and the fact that many early leaders of the country were veterans of the war. Far from resenting this military intervention, the Communist Party welcomed and fostered it, partly because the armed forces were a genuinely multi-ethnic organisation. Similar traditions are found in parts of Africa where the indigenous population fought wars of independence. By definition, this kind of civil-military relationship can only exist in a one-party state, where the Army is the military wing of the ruling party. The transition to a multi-party system can therefore be disastrous, as in the Yugoslav case. A variant is where the military supports not a political party but a socio-economic group (as with the Burundian Tutsi) or is heavily associated with a dominant clan or ethnic group, as was often the case elsewhere in Africa.  In any event, historical tradition may give the military a large political role. Part of the Latin American problem was the inheritance, from Imperial Spain, of the idea of the Army as the ultimate guardian of the national interest. As a result, the very idea of military subordination to the elected government "is false for the civic culture that is predominant", and most ordinary people accept that the military should play a major role in politics.33 By contrast, the very concept of civil-military relations is redundant in traditional cultures (such as many in Africa) where every adult male was a warrior. What you think the problem of civil-military relations is depends very much on where you start from.  In conclusion, perhaps the easiest way to understand all this intellectual confusion is to see it as a failure to discriminate between two quite different, but superficially linked phenomena. One issue involves a series of incidents in modern times when military officers have become involved in violent or unconstitutional changes of government. They may have acted on their own, as part of a group, or different officers may have joined in on different sides. These events are certainly worthy of study, although they are so various and have such disparate origins that it is not possible to draw any useful general conclusions from them.  An entirely separate issue is the relationship of the military, and the security forces in general, to the civil power, in a democracy. Unlike the first question, which is largely about the acts of individuals, this question is about the relationship of groups to the civil power. In principle, the situation is straightforward. A legitimate government has the right to demand that all of those who serve the state support it and implement its policies, in line with laws and the Constitution. This means that the military do not make defence policy any more than teachers make education policy, and in this limited fashion, one can talk about “control” in the sense in which one controls a car, for example. The situation is slightly more complicated than normal in the security sector, and especially with the military, in the light of the kind of historical and cultural factors reviewed above. But it is not fundamentally different.  The failure to understand this, and the assumption that these two phenomena are linked, or that the first is an extreme example of resistance to the second; has provoked much confusion. It has led to a great deal of wasted energy, seeking to describe and resolve a problem that does not really exist. 

No Spillover

Policy disagreements don’t undermine overall CMR and don’t spill over 

Hansen 2009 – Victor Hansen, Associate Professor of Law, New England Law School, Summer 2009, “SYMPOSIUM: LAW, ETHICS, AND THE WAR ON TERROR: ARTICLE: UNDERSTANDING THE ROLE OF MILITARY LAWYERS IN THE WAR ON TERROR: A RESPONSE TO THE PERCEIVED CRISIS IN CIVIL-MILITARY RELATIONS,” South Texas Law Review, 50 S. Tex. L. Rev. 617, p. lexis 

According to Sulmasy and Yoo, these conflicts between the military and the Bush Administration are the latest examples of a  [*624]   crisis in civilian-military relations. n32 The authors suggest the principle of civilian control of the military must be measured and is potentially violated whenever the military is able to impose its preferred policy outcomes against the wishes of the civilian leaders. n33 They further assert that it is the attitude of at least some members of the military that civilian leaders are temporary office holders to be outlasted and outmaneuvered. n34 If the examples cited by the authors do in fact suggest efforts by members of the military to undermine civilian control over the military, then civilian-military relations may have indeed reached a crisis. Before such a conclusion can be reached, however, a more careful analysis is warranted. We cannot accept at face value the authors' broad assertions that any time a member of the military, whether on active duty or retired, disagrees with the views of a civilian member of the Department of Defense or other member of the executive branch, including the President, that such disagreement or difference of opinion equates to either a tension or a crisis in civil-military relations. Sulmasy and Yoo claim there is heightened tension or perhaps even a crisis in civil-military relations, yet they fail to define what is meant by the principle of civilian control over the military. Instead, the authors make general and rather vague statements suggesting any policy disagreements between members of the military and officials in the executive branch must equate to a challenge by the military against civilian control. n35 However, until we have a clear understanding of the principle of civilian control of the military, we cannot accurately determine whether a crisis in civil-military relations exists. It is to this question that we now turn. 
No risk of a spillover---many checks exist even after explicitly overruling the military  

Hooker 2004 - Colonel Richard D. Hooker, Jr., Ph.D. from the University of Virginia in international relations and is a member of the Council on Foreign Relations, served in the Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, Winter 2004, “Soldiers of the State: Reconsidering American Civil-Military Relations,” Parameters, p. 4-18

Clearly there have been individual instances where military leaders crossed the line and behaved both unprofessionally and illegitimately with respect to proper subordination to civilian authority; the Revolt of the Admirals and the MacArthur-Truman controversy already have been cited. The increasingly common tactic whereby anonymous senior military officials criticize their civilian counterparts and superiors, even to the point of revealing privileged and even classified information, cannot be justified. Yet civilian control remains very much alive and well. The many direct and indirect instruments of objective and subjective civilian control of the military suggest that the true issue is not control—defined as the government’s ability to enforce its authority over the military—but rather political freedom of action. In virtually every sphere, civilian control over the military apparatus is decisive. All senior military officers serve at the pleasure of the President and can be removed, and indeed retired, without cause. Congress must approve all officer promotions and guards this prerogative jealously; even lateral appointments at the three- and four-star levels must be approved by the President and confirmed by Congress, and no officer at that level may retire in grade without separate approval by both branches of government. Operating budgets, the structure of military organizations, benefits, pay and allowances, and even the minutia of official travel and office furniture are determined by civilians. The reality of civilian control is confirmed not only by the many instances cited earlier where military recommendations were over-ruled. Not infrequently, military chiefs have been removed or replaced by the direct and indirect exercise of civilian authority.37 
A2: Disad Turns Case

CIVILIAN AUTHORITY ALWAYS TRUMPS – AFF WILL BE DONE

WASHINGTON INDEPENDENT, 11/13/08

 Some members of the military community are more sanguine. Several say that if they disagree with the decision, they respect Obama’s authority to make it.  “In the end, we are not self-employed. And after the military leadership provides its best military advice, it is up to the policy-makers to make the decision and for the military to execute those decisions,” said a senior Army officer recently back from Iraq, who requested anonymity because he is still on active duty. “Now, if those in the military do not like the decision, they have two choices. One, salute smartly and execute the missions given them to the best of their ability. Or, the other, leave the military if they do not feel they can faithfully execute their missions. That is one way the military does get to vote in an all-volunteer force.”  Moss agreed. “The military will just follow the order,” he said. “The great majority of Americans want U.S. forces out of Iraq. This is part of the reason Obama was sent to the White House.” 
EMPIRICALLY DENIED – CIVILIAN AUTHORITY ALWAYS TRUMPS MILITARY HOSTILITY

DESCH, PROF OF GOVERNMENT AT TEXAS A&M, 96
[MICHAEL C, CIVIL MILITARY RELATIONS AND DEMOCRACY, ED. DIAMOND AND PLATTNER, P16] 
Although serious tensions in U.S. civil-military relations did emerge during the Vietnam War, the fact that they were resolved underscores just how strong civilian control was throughout the Cold War.  The American military showed some initial reluctance to become involved militarily in Southeast Asia, but obeyed orders once civilian decision makers concluded that supporting a noncommunist South Vietnam was in the national interest.  During the war itself, many military leaders had deep reservations about civilian-imposed limitations on the conduct of the ground and air wars.  At one point, military discontent became so intense that the Joint Chiefs even discussed resigning en masse.  In the end, however, they decided that they could not quit when the country was in the midst of war. In a few minor instances the military did successfully resist civilian authority, but these proved to be the exceptions to the rule.  Indeed, civilian officials nearly always prevailed over military leadership on those issues about which there was serious disagreement.  This stemmed in large part from the fact that the American military embraced a traditional, external military mission during this period.
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